Trojan Politics and the
Assemblies of Thad 7

Joel P. Christensen

HE POLITICAL CHARACTER of the [liad has been il-
luminated by recent scholarship.! Despite the largely
Achaean emphasis of the poem, scholars have also
noted the interpretive importance of the contrast and com-

I On politics see W. Nicolai, “Rezeptionssteuerung in der las,” Philologus
127 (1983) 1-27; W. Donlan “The Structure of Authority in the lliad,”
Arethusa 12 (1979) 51-70, and “The Relations of Power in the Pre-State and
Early State Polities,” in L. Mitchell and P. J. Rhodes, The Development of the
Polis in Archaic Greece (London 1997) 39-48; W. M. Sale, “The Government
of Troy: Politics in the flad,” GRBS 35 (1994) 5-102; D. Hammer, “‘Who
Shall Readily Obey?’” Authority and Politics in the [liad,” Phoenix 51 (1997)
1-24, “The Politics of the Iliad,” (7 (1998) 1-30, and The Iliad as Politics: The
Performance of Political Thought (Norman 2002); D. F. Wilson, Ransom, Revenge,
and Heroic Identity in the Ihad (Cambridge 2002); E. T. E. Barker, “Achilles’
Last Stand: Institutionalising Dissent in Homer’s Iliad,” PCPS 50 (2004) 92—
120, and Entering the Agon: Dissent and Authority in Homer, Historiography and
Tragedy (Oxford 2009); D. Elmer, Poetics of Consent: Collective Decision Making
and the Ihad (Baltimore 2013). Political themes resonant with the Iliad
pervade Archaic poetry, e.g. Solon, Hes. Op., Xenoph. fr.2.16-19, and
Archil. fr.114.1-4; see E. Irwin, Solon and Early Greek Poetry: The Politics of
Exhortation (Cambridge 2005). For the Achaean system as plebiscitary pol-
itics see Hammer, The Iliad as Politics 146-152. For the political conflict as
between a fixed system—a static amount of fime attached to inherited
worth—and a fluid one—performed excellence—see Wilson 36-37. Cf.
Jonathan M. Hall, “Polis, Community, and Ethnic Identity,” in H. A.
Shapiro (ed.), Cambridge Companion to Archaic Greece (Cambridge 2007) 48—49,
for Homeric epics privileging “achieved” authority over “ascribed.” For the
central struggle as one within the ruling class, monarchy vs. an aristocratic
oligarchy, see P. W. Rose, “Ideology in the [lhad: Polis, Basileus, Theot,”
Arethusa 30 (1997) 151-199.
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26  TROJAN POLITICS AND THE ASSEMBLIES OF ILIAD 7

plementarity of other portrayed groups.? The Achaeans, gods,
and Trojans use similar institutions to confront analogous as-
sumptions about political power.? These notional polities repre-
sent potential political arrangements for the epic’s audiences:
the public assembly and the smaller elite council reflected in
deliberation scenes echo the institutions shared by many Greek
states in the late Archaic age.*

Within each political group, language-use is essential in
mediating conflicts and mitigating danger. Indeed, these two
functions are embodied in the contrast between the language of
the assembly—which is, generally, highly rhetorical and replete
with poetic devices—and that of the council, which is simpler

2 On Trojan politics see Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 5-102; H. Mackie, Talking
Trojan: Speech and Community in the Iliad (Lanham 1996) 21-26; Barker, Enter-
ing the Agon 68—74; Elmer, Poetics of Consent 132—145.

3 For differences in the government and economy of the Trojans and the
Achaeans see Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 9. For divine politics see J. S. Clay, The
Politics of Olympus (London 2006), and Elmer, Poetics of Consent 145—174. For
Olympian political scenes, see Table 2 below.

* For the council as a deliberative context see Elmer, Poetics of Consent 24.
Cf. R. Sealey, “Probouleusis and the Sovereign Assembly,” CGSCA 2 (1969)
247-269, for the Homeric boule geronton. For the assembly as a marker of
civilization see E. Cook, The Odyssey in Athens: Myths of Cultural Origins (Ithaca
1995) 70. For Homer’s historical age see V. P. Petrakis, “History versus the
Homeric fliad: A View from the Ionian Islands,” CT/ 99 (2006) 371-396; H.
van Wees, Status Warriors: War, Violence, and Society in Homer and History (Am-
sterdam 1992). For the Archaic age as context for the Iliad’s political story
see Wilson, Ransom 11-12. Donlan, Arethusa 12 (1979) 51-70, prefers the
middle geometric period; cf. Hammer, The Iliad as Politics 23. Sale, GRBS 35
(1994) 13, argues that “the government and economy of Troy in the liad
reflects the government and economy of an eighth-century polis.” For the
Homeric world as the Dark Age see M. L. Finley, The World of Odysseus (New
York 1979); for the Bronze Age, S. Hood, “The Bronze Age Context of
Homer,” in J. P. Carter and S. P. Morris (eds.), The Ages of Homer: A Tribute to
Emily Townsend Vermeule (Austin1998) 25—32. For historical parallels in gov-
ernments see Sale 91-94. For correlations between represented institutions
like the council and Spartan political realities see F. Schulz, Die homerischen
Riite und die spartanische Gerusie (Berlin 2011), esp. 589 for an analysis of Ho-
meric council scenes.
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JOEL P. CHRISTENSEN 27

and contains a greater proportion of plans and directives.” The
assembly is also crucial for community cohesion and for auth-
orizing political and military actions.® The epic takes pains to
establish assembly practices in Book 1: one speaker presents a
problem, another responds, and a third mediates.” This pattern
recurs among the Achaeans and the gods where we also find
frequent alternation between full assembly scenes and more
sober small councils.

The epic presents fewer Trojan political meetings. And those

> See J. P. Christensen, “The End of Speeches and a Speech’s End: Nes-
tor, Diomedes, and the telos muthon,” in K. Myrsiades (ed.), Reading Homer:
Film and Text (Teaneck 2009) 158 n.49.

6 For the assembly and communal action see K. A. Raaflaub and R. W.
Wallace, “‘People’s Power” and Egalitarian Trends in Archaic Greece,” in
K. A. Raaflaub et al. (eds.), Orngins of Democracy in Ancient Greece (Berkeley
2007) 22—48. Barker, Enlering the Agon, sees the assembly scenes in the Iliad as
a process of institutionalization wherein the assembly is being created and
explored through the epic itself; cf. D. Hammer, “Homer, Tyranny, and
Democracy,” GRBS 39 (1998) 334 n.7; E. T. E. Barker and J. P. Christen-
sen, Homer: A Beginner’s Guide (London 2013) 85-87. On Homeric assemblies
sec Mackie, Talking Trojan 21-25; for Trojan assemblies cf. Sale, GRBS 35
(1994) 66-69. On assembly formation see L. Gernet, “Jeux et droit (Re-
marques sur le XXIII¢ chant de I'lliade),” RD SER. IV 26 (1948) 177-188; ]J.
D. Ellsworth, “ATQN NEQN: An Unrecognized Metaphor in the [liad,” CP
69 (1974) 258-264; F. Ruzé, Délibération et pouvoir dans la cité grecque (Paris
1997); Elmer, Poetics of Consent 3—4; Barker, PCPS 50 (2004) 92-120, and
Entering the Agon 17-20 and 34-36. For the assembly as a type-scene see M.
W. Edwards, “Homer and Oral Tradition: The Type Scene,” Oral Tradition
7(1992) 311.

7 For the formulaic arrangement of Homeric assemblies see D. Beck, Ho-
meric Gonversation (Washington 2005) 191-228. The pattern is anticipated in
Hes. Theog. where a basileus 1s expected to mediate between men arguing in
the agore (79-93). Cf. R. P. Martin, “Hesiod, Odysseus, and the Instruction
of Princes,” TAPA 114 (1984) 43; G. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans® (Balti-
more 1999) 311-312; and Christensen, in Reading Homer 136—162. For this
scene as representing the kernels of Greek rhetoric see J. T. Kirby, “Rhet-
oric and Poetics in Hesiod,” Ramus 21 (1992) 34-50, and J. Walker, “Before
the Beginnings of ‘Poetry’ and ‘Rhetoric’: Hesiod on Eloquence,” Rhetorica
14 (1996) 243-265.
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28  TROJAN POLITICS AND THE ASSEMBLIES OF ILIAD 7

depicted emphasize deficient features of the city’s political
institutions (see Tables 1-3 for summaries of the meetings of
the three polities).® In part, the epic marks Trojan political
difference by marginalizing any deliberative council and limit-
ing opportunities for debate.” An under-analyzed assembly
scene in Book 7 presents a microcosmic view of the limits on
advice and deliberation in the Trojan polity.!Y This paper
examines how the Trojan assembly in Book 7, its separate
proposals, and its re-contextualization in a messenger speech

8 As Mackie argues, Talking Trgpan 15-26, Trojan assemblies are more
chaotic than their Achaean counterparts: they exhibit fewer speech-
exchanges and are characterized by their noise. Cf. Barker, Entering the Agon
68—74. For Trojan political gatherings see Table 3. For summary comments
on Trojan political character cf. Hammer, lliad as Politics 46-47. Elmer,
Poetics of Consent 144, concludes that Trojan consensus “involves a denial of
community rather than an affirmation of it.”

9 Sale, GRBS 35 (1994), argues that the Iliad presents a weak Trojan king
and a council of elders who are the “real rulers” (11); cf. Schulz, D
homerischen Rdte 15-20. And yet Antenor is the only Trojan advisor who
speaks in the Iliad. Cf. G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary 11 (Cambridge
1990) 283. Homer compares the deliberating advisors to cicadas (3.146—
155), neglected like Tithonus. Cf. Hymn.Hom. Ven. 218-236. Mackie, Talking
Trojan 27, argues that Trojan politics suffers for “want of regard for wisdom
of the old as well as virtual absence of the boulé itself.” As Sale notes (60—62),
the Trojan polity is complicated by an alliance of military allies collocated
with the civic government of the city. There are thus two councils and two
possible assemblies. For a contrary view of a weaker and failing Trojan
council see Nicolai, Philologus 127 (1983) 10. The marginalization of good
advice coalesces around Hektor’s engagement with Polydamas. For this
pattern exemplified by Polydamas and Hektor see K. Dickson, Nestor: Poetic
Memory in Greek Epic (New York 1995) 133-143; cf. J. Redfield, Nature and
Culture in the Ihad: The Tragedy of Hektor (Chicago 1975) 143—-153; Elmer,
Poetics of Consent 137-138. In these scenes, Hektor takes Polydamas’ advice
when it is convenient. For the interaction between Hektor and Polydamas
as an indication of the volatility intrinsic to plebiscitary politics see Ham-
mer, (7 (1998) 344-345.

10 For Book 7 as “below the [lliad’s] standard of excellence” with scenes
that “are compressed and perfunctory” see M. L. West, The Making of the
Tliad: Disquisition and Analytical Commentary (Oxford 2011) 187.
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JOEL P. CHRISTENSEN 29

reveal both the limitations of Trojan politics and the subtlety of
the Homeric characterization. In turn, this reading suggests
that Trojan marginalization of debate and advice is positioned
in part as responsible for the destruction of the city.!! As a re-
sult, the assembly in Book 7 functions as an index of the epic’s
political questions. This argument, additionally, demands a re-
consideration of Book 7 by illustrating its importance to the
epic as a whole.

The assemblies of Book 7

Book 7 sets out three political scenes in close succession
which frame essential differences between the Trojans and the
Achaeans. First, in the Achaean boule, Nestor calls for for-
tifications and the burial of the dead (7.323—344). Then, during
an assembly held before Priam’s home, Antenor stands to
speak. While these scenes advance the plot, the juxtaposition of
subsidiary themes—who can advise and authorize advice—
offers a unique opportunity for examining the lliad’s presenta-
tion of Trojan politics.

Despite the clear contrast in characterization developed
through the assemblies of Book 7, the Trojan assembly scene
has suffered from a lack of analysis.!? A partial cause of this,
perhaps, is that this scene echoes the negotiations that pre-
ceded the war,!® when Odysseus and Menelaos sought to

11 Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 7-9, suggests that a “flaw” in Trojan culture
“keeps them from returning Helen and making appropriate restitution.” To
Sale, Trojan political and economic structure gives undue influence to a
small oligarchic body of elders who take bribes and help to perpetuate the
war in their interests. Ultimately, though Sale does not make this clear, such
implicit complaints about the Trojan elders would make them guilty of
offences similar to those attributed to the kings in Hesiod’s Works and Days.

12.On Book 7 see Sale GRBS 35 (1994) 76—77; Elmer, Poetics of Consent
135-137.

13 For neoanalytical interest in Antenor and his family see W. Kullmann,
Die Quellen der Ilias (Wiesbaden 1960) 177-180, and P. Wathelet, “Le mythe
d’Enée dans I’épopée homérique,” in Fr. Jouan and A. Motte (eds.), Mythe et
politigue (Paris 1990) 287—296. For Iliadic passages featuring Antenor as
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30 TROJAN POLITICS AND THE ASSEMBLIES OF ILIAD 7

resolve the conflict through diplomacy.!* The lliad ‘remembers’
this: in Book 3, Antenor mentions that Odysseus and Menelaos
stayed in his house (3.205-225).!> Objection to the Trojan as-
sembly arises from its fit in the Iliadic context: a debate over
the return of Helen at this time seems suspect (although the
epic justifies it with the broken oath of Book 3). Indeed, the
contents of both the Achaean council and the Trojan assembly
are analeptic—Nestor’s proposal to build fortifications is also
anachronistic for this moment in the war.!6

Yet what makes both political scenes fit—and even necessary
—is the way in which they bring into relief critical political
differences between the Achaeans and the Trojans.!” Where

‘late’ see L. Espermann, Antenor, Theano, Antenoriden: Ihre Person und Bedeutung
in der Ilias (Meisenheim am Glan 1980); cf. West, Making of the Iliad 113. For
Antenor and his sons in carly art see S. Lowenstam, “Talking Vases: The
Relationship between the Homeric Poems and Archaic Representations of
Epic Myth,” TAPA 127 (1997) 29-34.

14 When the embassy occurred is unclear. The A scholion (ZI. 3.206a [II
397 Erbse], npd 100 otpatedoot: Aviqvop Eeviler erhoppdvmg) places the
event before the military expedition while Apollodorus (3.28—29) sets it after
Lemnos.

15> Antenor describes the speaking styles of Odysseus and Menelaos
(3.204-224). His descriptions, however, appear to be wholly aesthetic, cf.
Mackie, Talking Trojan 38—40. For the diplomacy and Antenor’s role see T.
Gantz, Early Greek Myth (Baltimore 1993) 594-596; cf. Procl. Comm. ad PI
Ale. I 214.3-6 (II 267 Segonds). In the broader mythical tradition (as the
Ihad mentions, 11.122-142) a Trojan named Antimachos, bribed by Paris,
attempted to persuade the Trojans to murder Menelaos. This scene appears
in art (see Paus. 10.27.3; Gantz 595), Bacch. fr.15 (where Antenor’s wife,
Theano, plays a role), and Soph. Helenes Apaitesis (fr.176 ff.). According to
schol. 7. 3.205a (II 396), Antenor’s houschold was spared by Agamemnon
during the sack.

16 The fortifications are a classic bugbear of analysts. See J. I. Porter,
“Making and Unmaking: The Achaean Wall and the Limits of Fictionality
in Homeric Criticism,” TAPA 141 (2011) 1-36, and West, Making of the Iliad
194-195.

17 West, Making of the Ihiad 195, suggests that the Trojan assembly is
depicted so as to explain a truce long enough for the building of the
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JOEL P. CHRISTENSEN 31

the first council scene illustrates the relative functionality of the
Achaeans’ political institutions, the assembly scene of llad 7
functions as an index of the obstacles that attend Trojan pol-
itics. This process occurs through several steps—first, a useful,
if impossible, proposal is made in the assembly and rejected.
Next, an authority figure provides an unsatisfying but necessary
resolution. Finally, we may sense the tension in the Trojan pol-
ity through the speech of the messenger, Idaios, who addresses
a full and functional Achaean assembly.

The Greek council (7.323-344) closes with political unity as
everyone assents to Nestor’s proposal.'® The Trojan assembly,
occurring outside Priam’s home (346), corresponds in location
to the Greek boule (held in Agamemnon’s residence, 313). The
contrast in institutional location indicates a difference in the
power structure.'? In addition, as a scholiast notes, there is
something amiss with the gathering itself: no one seems to have
called it and it happens in a “terribly disturbed” fashion (dewvn
tetpnyvio, 346).20 Trojan political language, as the rest of the

fortifications, a problematic structure that, according to West, is a strong
indicator of later accretions (54-55).

18 Elmer, Poetics of Consent, examines the poetics of praise/consent (epainos)
and shows convincingly that the political struggle in the liad is largely one
that contemplates the dynamics and relevance of communal assent. Com-
munal assent is absent or abortive at critical moments in the narrative.
Where the Trojans do assent communally (as in Book 18) the outcome is
disastrous.

19 The Achaean assembly, we learn in Book 11, takes place by Odysseus’
ship in the middle of the camp, which illustrates its communal function. See
Barker, Entering the Agon 68; cf. J. S. Clay, Homer’s Trojan Theater: Space, Vision
and Memory in the Iliad (Cambridge 2011) 49 and fig. 3.

20 Kirk, The Iliad 280, compares the language of the disorder to the
gathering of the Achaean assembly in Book 2, but does not seem to be able
to account for the adjective dewne, which he attributes to metrical need. The
scholiast speculates that the people came together because they were agi-
tated: schol. ZI. bT 7.346b (IIT 282), tetpnyvio: tetapoypévn, §| 810 10 TPO-
AeyBévta fi 81t 10 “moAdkAntol & Eoav” (4.438) | 81 10 dixoyvouely mepl
‘EAévng dg Avtvep kol Avtipoyog (7.347-353, 11.123-125). dniot dg oy
ot Bacidelc cuviyoyov odtode, GAA’ dyavaktodvieg fikov eig T Pociieto.
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32 TROJAN POLITICS AND THE ASSEMBLIES OF ILIAD 7

assembly implies, 1s used to create a false unity and facilitate
the maintenance of the status quo rather than resolving a con-
flict or saving the people.?! Since this scene echoes arguments
prior to the siege, the lliad may through retrospection blame
Trojan suffering in general on their use of language in decision
making.

Not only does the Trojan assembly point up disruption in the
Trojan agore, but it also implicitly stresses the absence of Trojan
advisors or a functional council. As part of this, the rejection of
Antenor, a figure whose characterization parallels Nestor’s to
an extent, represents the marginalization of debate and delib-
eration.?? That Antenor is central to this moment was probably
unsurprising. The tradition, as reflected in art, mythography,
and the scholia, contrasts Antenor with the royal family in
important ways—for example, he is a good host (he houses
Odysseus and Nestor and prevents their murders) in contrast to
the antisocial behavior of Paris that prompts the war.?® Just in
case, however, the Iliad has told his story in Book 3—he i1s set

The chaos may be occasional (the breaking of the oaths and the irregularity
of the situation), institutional (because the Trojans have overlapping assem-
blies with their allies) or typical of the Trojan assembly, as Mackie argues,
Talking Trojan 16-23. From the first assembly, the Trojans exhibit a dis-
harmony that, according to Mackie, is connected to their linguistic diversity
and their weak political traditions.

21 This scene also anticipates that a good leader will use speech to resolve
conflicts and forestall or prevent civil violence. See Kirby, Ramus 21 (1992)
34-50; H. Roisman, “Nestor the Good Counsellor,” CQ 55 (2005) 17-38;
and Christensen, in Reading Homer 151-153.

22 Schol. 1I. 7.345a (IIT 281-282) draws the parallel between Nestor and
Antenor directly: Tpdov adt’ dyoph: £det yop 1@V 100 Bacidéng vidv Hrto-
pévov kol kvduvevosdong thic moAemg Vo Aopndovg, dvoeAnidwv Gviwv
1 v mopdPacty, cxonely 11 TdV dvaykaiov. fott 8¢ év 1ol “EAAnct
Néotop, év 8¢ Tpwoiv Avtivop. In Bacchylides’ fragmentary Antenoridai, An-
tenor is called gbBovrog fipwg (fr.15.37).

23 The scholia mark Antenor as god-fearing (schol. 7. bT 7.347a [III
282], dg mpd&evog EAMvav xoi dnunyopdv kol BeocePnig), a description
that qualifies men as civilized and law-abiding in the Odyssey; see Cook, The
Odyssey in Athens 100—101.
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JOEL P. CHRISTENSEN 33

up as an authority on speech and the assembly when he con-
trasts the speaking styles of Agamemnon and Odysseus (3.203—
224). In Book 7, Antenor stands, unbidden,?* with only the
epithet tervopévog as an introduction (7.345-353):2°

Tpodov adt’ &yoph yéver’ TAiov év mddet dixpn

dewvn tetpnyuia, mopd Mpiduoto Bdpnot:

10Tov 8 AvTivep temvouévog py’ Gyopedety:

“kéxAvTE pev Tpdeg kol Aapdovol 18 Ernikovpot,

Sop’ elnm 16 pe Buudg évi othbecot keheder.

3ebt’ Gyet’ Apyeinv ‘EAévny kol ktipad’ Gu’ odth

Sdopev Atpeidnowy dyetv- viv 8’ Spxio Mot

yevodpevol poydpesto - tom ob vo Tt képdiov Hulv

Emopon éxteréecBan, Tvo pn pé€ouev ®Se.”

Then the Trojan assembly was held on the city peak of Ilium,

terribly disordered, alongside the doorways of Priam’s home.

Among them prudent Antenor began to speak publicly:

“Hear me, Trojans, Dardanians, and allies,

so that I may speak what the heart in my chest bids me.

Come now, let us give Argive Helen and her possessions too

24 Barker, Entering the Agon 68—69, compares Antenor to Achilles in Book
1, a figure who stands up and speaks for the good of the community.
Compare Nestor in the council in Book 9.

25 The adjective mernvopévog describes Antenor elsewhere (3.148, 208),
and other characters only three times in the fliad (13.254, 13.266, 23.586); it
may reveal that the speaker knows something more than the addressee, see
N. Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon (Berkeley 1975) 55—62; D. Beck,
“Speech Introductions and the Character Development of Telemachus,” ((f
94 (1998/9) 121-141; J. Heath, “Telemachus IIETINYMENOZX: Growing into
an Epithet,” Mnemosyne 54 (2001) 129-157. Scodel, in part, argues that ex-
tended speech-introductions like Antenor’s “are especially associated with
failed interventions” (R. Scodel, Listening to Homer: Tradition, Narrative, and
Audience [Ann Arbor 2002] 95); these failures lead the audience to under-
stand a contrast with the ideal presented (or what should happen) and the
‘misfire’ (what does happen). On speech introductions as a feature of oral-
composition see M. W. Edwards, “Homeric Speech Introductions,” HSCP
74 (1970) 1-36; A. Riggsby, “Homeric Speech Introductions and the
Theory of Homeric Composition,” TAPA 122 (1992) 98-114.
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34 TROJAN POLITICS AND THE ASSEMBLIES OF ILIAD 7

to the sons of Atreus to take away; now we fight
even though we made false the sacred oaths; thus I do not expect
that anything advantageous for us will happen unless we do this.”

Antenor makes his proposal with some striking rhetorical
choices. Instead of addressing the leaders, he calls to the
assembled Trojans and allies and invokes a collective with his
choice of verbal person (kékAvté pev Tpodeg kol Adpdovor B’
énixovpot, dwopev, poyouesBo, pé€opev).26 At first glance, he
crafts a communal body politic in his call for unified action—
yet in appealing to this ‘we’, he proposes an action that
implicitly creates an opposition in Paris’ desire (supported, pre-
sumably, by the royal family).?” Where Nestor and Odysseus
manipulate direct addresses to recreate and support Achaean
unity,?® Antenor’s address at first obscures but ultimately dis-
closes disunity. In an act that is at once politically astute—he
does not attack Paris—but also dangerous (in creating a politi-
cal will distinct from Priam’s family), Antenor clarifies this
danger and gives voice to unspoken dissent. His willingness to
take collective responsibility for the actions of the few reflects
the reality of the Trojan situation—the consequences of the few

26 Cf. Elmer, Poetics of Consent 136.

27 Elmer, Poetics of Consent 135, sees all three speakers in the Trojan assem-
bly (Antenor, Paris, Priam) as making “superficial attempts to include the
community in the decision-making process.” Since his focus is on collective
approbation, Elmer does not consider the rhetorical manipulation of the
wdea of the collective extensively (but his study certainly lays the ground-
work).

28 Nestor begins his speech by calling on the leader and the group (roAlot
yop 1eBviict xépn xopdwvteg Ayxonol, 7.328) and by alternating between
what Agamemnon should do (t1® oe xpn wOAepov pev &y’ Mol modoor
Axoudv, 331) and the responsibilities/actions of the group (adtol &’
drypOUEVOL KUKAAGOLEY ... KATOKAOUEV 0OTOVG ... delpopey @Ko / TOpyoug
DyMAode lhap VNdv te Kol oadTdY ... év & adtolol THOAoG Tooopey €D
dpopviog ... Og eab’, o1 8 dpa tévteg énfivnoav Baocidfieg, 332-344). This
is typical of Nestor’s language throughout the epic. See R. P. Martin, The
Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the Iliad (Ithaca 1989) 106—-109,
and Mackie, Talking Trojan 32.
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are paid by the many. His subsequent language is abrupt and
urgent; as he calls for actions that will never be performed, his
speech’s dominant mood is pragmatic but defeatist. For, as the
following scene indicates and as W. M. Sale has suggested, the
Trojans simply lack the political institutions (and, thereby, tra-
ditions) to manage this conflict.?

The expectations of the assembly pattern are not dis-
appointed when Paris, here taking the ironic position of the
‘aggrieved’ party shared by Agamemnon in Book 1, stands to
speak (7.354-364). Paris’ speech and its contents reflect im-
portantly on Antenor’s approach and on the situation in Troy.
When Achilles induces Calchas to speak at the beginning of the
poem, it is Achilles himself who first mentions Agamemnon
(cvundvtov Aovadv, ovd’ fiv Ayapéuvovo eirng, 1.90). An-
tenor, by contrast, neither speaks Paris’ name nor blames him.
Antenor’s omission and circumlocution attests to the delicate
dance of Trojan public speech; conversely, by appealing to the
people directly and calling for their collective will to return the
girl, Antenor may sound rebellious.

What the Trojans at large think of his proposal is left unsaid.
Before Paris speaks, his language 1s marked as the private affair
between two men: where Antenor’s speech is clearly public ad-
dress (Gyopevew),3” Paris seems to be addressing only Antenor
with Tpoonvda,?! even though he has been clearly marked with

29 According to Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 64, the Trojans cannot force Paris
to give Helen back because “either they simply lack the political institutions
to carry this out ... or else they want to fight.” Elmer, Poetics of Consent 136,
1s more forceful: Paris’ response in this assembly “asserts a personal right to
decide without regard for the will of the group.”

30 Nearly every instance of &yopebew in the narrative relates to a speech
where a plan or proposal is made. Notable exceptions are Hephaistos’
speech to Hera (1.572), Asios’ prayer to Zeus (12.173), Achilles’ vaunt over
Lykaon (21.121), and his conversation with Thetis (24.142).

31 Meaning simply to ‘speak’, verse final npoontda prefaces speeches to
single addressees; mela-compounds direct speech to groups. On this distinc-

tion see H. Fournier, “Formules homériques de référence avec verbe ‘dire’,
RPil 20 (1946) 31, 50-51, and 66; cf. P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique?
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the public turn of speaking formula as standing up among them
(tolol & dvéotn):32

Nto1 6 Y O¢ elnav xot’ ap’ €leto’ T0lo1 8 dvéotn

d1log AAE€avdpog ‘EAévng moo1c nikouo10,

O¢ wwv auelPouevog Eneo nTepOEVTIO TPOSTLOO!

“AVTiivop oV Uev 00KET” EUol @I TaDT’ Ayopevels:

otoBa kai aArov udbov dpeivovo t0dde vofjcat.

€1 8’ €1e0v OM T0VTOV OO 6TOVOTIC AyopevELG,

¢€ dpa O tot Enerta Beol ppévag dAesov adTol.

avtap £yo Tpheosot ped’ innoddpolg dyopedon:

aVTUKPL &’ AmOENUL YUVOTKO LEV 0VK AT0dDC K"

xktnuato 8 866’ dydunv €€ "Apyeoc Nuétepov dm

névt’ €0éhm dopevor kol oikoBev BAN’ émiBelvar.”

“Antenor , no longer do you speak these things dear to me—

you know how to think up yet another muthos better than this.

If you say this truthfully in public and earnestly indeed,

then the gods themselves have surely already obliterated your wits.

But I will speak out publicly among the horse-taming Trojans:

I refuse this straight-out; I will not hand over the woman;

but, however many things I took from Argos to our home,

I am willing to give them back and to add other things from
my household.”

If Paris’ speech introduction implies something disorderly, then
his response confirms it.33 His language echoes (or anticipates)
the dynamic expanded between Polydamas and Hektor where

(Paris 2009) 664. There is play with this formulaic inheritance: in Ajax’s
speech to Odysseus (9.623 fI.) which clearly is meant to be heard by Achilles,
the speech-introduction reflects this plural audience, despite the singular
address (mpoontda). See G. Machacek, “The Occasional Contextual Ap-
propriateness of Formulaic Diction in the Homeric Poems,” A7P 115 (1994)
321-33)5, for violations of expectations set up by speech introductions in the
Odyssey. Cf. Beck, Homeric Conversation 38—39.

32 For the importance of these ‘standing’ formulas see W. Arend, Die typi-
schen Scenen bet Homer (Berlin 1975) 116; Mackie, Talking Trojan 24—25.

33 According to Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 10, Paris is “one aspect of Troy’s
hamartia, a man who puts legitimate self-interest ahead of his fellow citizens’
equally legitimate interests.”
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an advisor’s good advice draws the ire of the prince.?* Paris
confirms Antenor’s public speech but uses an understatement
to dismiss him (his words are “no longer dear”) and demeans
this specific proposal by saying that he knows how to think
better, rationalizing or minimizing the proposal by claiming
that the gods have completely destroyed his thoughts.

Then Paris redirects his speech and announces that now he is
in fact speaking publicly to all the Trojans (adtap éyo Tpheoot
ued’ inmodduolg dyopevow).3> He refuses to return the girl
(vtikpy & amdgnuu), but he does offer remuneration. Again,
unlike the opening dispute when Agamemnon overreacts and is
prompted by Achilles’ counter-reaction to dangerous pro-
posals, here the situation is compressed to one turn for each
speaker followed by an intervention. Paris dismisses a proposal,
nevertheless admits that something is wrong, and offers a coun-
terproposal.3® In the light of the oaths that have been broken
and the severity of the siege, audience and Trojans alike know
that his suggestion is pointless.

Paris’ bellicose diction also points to the disjunction between
the assembly context and the ruling family. For example, the
adverb dvtikp? is typically used to describe the movement of
weapons.’” Whereas Antenor attempts to create a collective
identity, Paris eschews this conceit altogether. In his speech
there is only the “you” of his antagonist (60, &yopedeic, oicOo)

3% See n.9 above. In Book 18 Hektor begins his response to Polydamas in
the same way (18.285 = 7.757). Cf. Mackie, Talking Trojan 37, for Antenor’s
dismissal.

35 For the assertive performative nature of this use of the future tense see
J. P. Christensen, “First-Person Futures in Homer,” A7P 131 (2010) 554.

36 For the suggestion that Paris has no shame (aidos) whatsoever and that
he simply refuses to entertain the suggestion in the manner of one who is
socially “deviant” see R. Scodel, Epic Facework: Self-presentation and Social Inter-
action in Homer (Swansea 2008) 21; cf. 53 where Scodel argues that Paris
“fundamentally lacks the concern for his reputation that drives other
heroes.”

37 Cf. Kirk, The Iliad 282.
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and the first-person inflection of his own actions (&yopevow,
anoddow, dyduny, £0éAm).

The Homeric assembly pattern anticipates a mediator, and
the formula tolotl §” dvéotn evokes this turn-taking. Again, we
hear nothing of the assembly’s reaction to the two speeches.?®
Where the debates of lliad 1 among the Achaeans feature mul-
tiple speakers and respondents, the Trojan scene unfolds more
like the divine assembly at the end of the epic when Apollo
pleads for Hektor’s burial and Hera opposes him (24.33-76).
As in Book 1, the initial proposal is the ‘safest’” and perhaps
more cosmically stabilizing choice. Agamemnon’s dispute with
Achilles meets with the failed mediation of Nestor and sub-
sequent chaos; Zeus acts as a mediator and judge to affirm the
rite of burial for Hektor. Priam’s introductory lines only re-
inforce his position as a mediator—he is a counselor equal to
the gods (Bed@v unotwp dtdiovtog),’ on equal footing with
Nestor with the speech introduction (6 oc@w £&bepovéwv
ayopnoarto kol petéene).*0 Here, in Book 7, Priam stands for
what seems to be a rather superficial iteration of the pattern.
And as Priam stands forth as a mediator, his language, while
accommodating, only valorizes the aims of his son.*!

Unlike his son, Priam clearly speaks # the assembly (ueté-
ewne). And the style and content of his speech, then, disclose
latent limits on dissent in the Trojan polity (7.365-379):

38 Note the absence of Hektor in this scene. Schol. I[. 347a (III 282)
suggests that he is silent because he is ashamed to end the conflict. Cf.
Elmer, Poetics of Consent 132—139.

39 As a descriptive preface to a speech, Bgdpv pufiotop drtdAavtog is
unique. Two other characters are similarly described (14.318 Perithoos,
17.477 Patroklos), but neither is “especially renowned for council” (Kirk,
The Iliad 282). Cf. Od. 2.10 and 3.409.

40 Nestor 1is described thus four times (1.253, 2.78, 7.326, 9.95); sce
Dickson, Nestor 103, for this introduction and its implications. Cf. Scodel,
Listening to Homer 70; Roisman, CQ 55 (2005) 24-27. This complete line also
is applied to Thoas at 15.285 and Polydamas at 18.253.

#1 For Priam’s support of his son see Sale, GRBS 35 (1994) 77-78; Nicolai,
Philologus 127 (1983) 1-27.
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fto1 6 Y O¢ einav xot’ ap’ €leto’ T0lo1 8 dvéotn

Aopdavidng IMpiopog, Bedeiv uictop dtdlovtoc,

3 o1V EVEPOVEMY AyOpHoOITO KOl UETEETTE:

“kéxAvTé pev Tpdeg kol Aapdovol 18 Ernikovpot,

Sop’ elnm 16 pe Buudg évi othbecot keheder.

vOv pév 8dprov #decbe xotd ntdAv dog 10 mdipog mep,

kol puAakiic uvhcocBe kol €ypfyople Exoctoc:

n®bev & I8atloc Ttm koilog éni vijag

einéuev Atpetdng Ayopuéuvovt kol Meveldo

udBov AheEdvdpoto, 10D elveko velkog Spmpe:

kol 8¢ 168’ einéuevar mukvov nog, ol k° £0élwot

novoacBot todépoto duvonyéog, eig & ke verxpovg

KNopev: Votepov adte poynodued’ eig & ke daipwv

aupe drokptvy, dom 8 etépotot ye vikny.”

¢ 00, 01 8" &po 10D pdho uev kAdov 1d’ énibovto-

And saying this he [Paris] sat down and among them rose

Dardanian Priam, a counselor equal to the gods—

well-intentioned towards them he spoke publicly and spoke
among them:

“Hear me Trojans and Dardanians and allies,

so that I may speak what the heart in my chest bids me.

Now, take your dinner throughout the city as you have before

and be mindful of the watch and keep each other awake.

At dawn let Idaios go to the curved ships

to repeat the plan of Alexandros, on whose account this conflict
has arisen,

to Atreus’ sons, Agamemnon and Menelaos—

and also to propose this wise plan, if they wish

to stop the ill-sounding war until we have burned the corpses;

we will fight again later until the god separates us

and grants victory to one side at least.”

So he spoke and they all heard him and obeyed.

Priam’s speech is at once similar to Nestor’s before the
Achaean council and Antenor’s recent address. Like Nestor,
Priam makes practical proposals for burial rites, but he also
appropriates Antenor’s rhetorical approach in calling to the
Trojans and their allies as a collective (kéxAvté pev Tpideg kot
Adpdovor 78’ énixovpot, / Sep’ einm td ue Bupog évi othbecot
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kedevet). This repetition of Antenor’s opening lines demands
some notice. Must Priam calm the assembly and keep their
attention?*? No Achaean gathering begins with such a request
—1n fact, an initial plea for attention may have a marked use in
the lliad; the imperative “hear me” is used for mixed groups
where the authority of the speaker or the parameters of the
speech-situation are in doubt.*3 Since Priam addresses a mixed
group (allies and Trojans), it may be appropriate that he calls
them to attention in the same way.** The context, on the other
hand, suggests another explanation: perhaps there still is dis-
order in the assembly, both as a feature of Trojan assemblies in
general and as an indication of ongoing reactions. Priam must
command the attention of his people because they are disturbed
by the exchange between Paris and Antenor—an exchange
that dictates their fate in no small fashion.

Furthermore, Priam’s actions and words—as he commands
his people to eat and set a guard—anticipate the authoritative
closure of an assembly after the completion of mediation.*® In
short, before addressing the issues of the assembly, Priam pre-

42 More than a dozen manuscripts omit these lines, but without them
there would be no address at all. Kirk, The Ihad 282, is troubled by the fact
that there is no variation from Antenor’s speech, but the close repetition
may be intentionally jarring. Cf. Il 8.5-6, where Zeus calls together the as-
sembly of the gods and addresses them.

# For example, speeches made to the Achaeans and the Trojans before
the duels (3.86, 97, 304, 7.67). Cf. Agamemnon’s closing threat to the
Trojans at 3.456.

# Compare Hektor’s use of this address to rally the Trojans and their
allies (8.497, 17.220). Cf. Mackie, Talking Trojan 91.

# For comparison see Nestor in Book 9 (53-78), who addresses the
conflict between Diomedes and Agamemnon by a seeming agreement and a
remonstration followed by commands that maintain unity in the Achaean
host under Agamemnon’s leadership. Note, however, the contrast in
persons—where Priam uses the second-person imperative, Nestor uses the
inclusive first-person plural: 86pnd 1’ épomAicduecBo. @vAioxtiipeg 8¢
gxaotor / Ae€doBov mapd tédppov OpukThv telyeog €xtdg (66-67). On this
scene see Christensen, in Reading Homer 138—142.
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emptively ends it without resolution. Only after issuing com-
mands does he acknowledge the previous debate—with his
fourth imperative he asks the herald to repeat to the sons of
Atreus Paris” pt0og and his own nukivov €rog (an armistice for
the burning of the dead, 375-376). As David Elmer notes, the
speech separates those proposals that concern the common
good and “the broader community” (a meal, posting of guards,
etc., the mukwov €rog) from those that are “more or less a
private transaction,” Paris’ offer of compensation but not
Helen’s return (here, the pt0og).*6

During this process, Antenor’s suggestions have been forgot-
ten. Note also that Priam’s command is to relay the message to
the two Atreidai (Atpetdng Ayopéuvovi kol Meveldo); no
thought 1s given to the Achaeans at large. Thus, Priam projects
his understanding of the operation of power upon his adver-
saries. This point 1s worth contemplating further, because such
a command is not typical: Chryses, for example, “begs all of
the Achaeans, but the two Atreidai, leaders of the host, espe-
cially” (1.15-16: xpvoe® Gve okNRTIp®, Kol AlCCETO MAVTOG
Ayxoovg, / Atpeido 8¢ pdiiota dvm, koountope Aadv). That
Antenor, too, frames the solution to the conflict as giving Helen
back to the Atreidai (ddopev Atpeidnowv dyew) illustrates a
consistency in Trojan political understanding. For them, the
war 18 between two noble families and each side is ruled ac-
cordingly.

Priam also uses contrasting diction to distinguish between his
proposal and his son’s. He qualifies his epos as pukinon (“wise”)*’

6 Elmer, Poetics of Consent 136—137.

47 Martin (Language of Heroes 22) distinguishes between muthos and epos in
that the former “implies authority and power” while “epos implies nothing
about these values.” Thus, the pukinon epos corresponds to directives “set in a
context of intimate relationship” (39, on 7.375, 11.788, Nestor to Patroklos;
24.75, Zeus on his order for Achilles; 24.744, Andromache referring to
words of Hektor.) The contrast between the muthos of Paris, which is just a
proposal, and the qualified pukinon epos may be indicated by phrases like
nokwov voov (15.461), mokwvny ... BovAnyv (2.55, 10.302, cf. 9.76; 14.294, cf.
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and follows his cremation proposal with a statement in the
future indicative: “we will fight (uoynooped’) again later until
the god makes a distinction and gives victory to one of us”
(377-378). This closing first-person plural verb, combined with
his imperatives, attempts, however futilely, to end the assembly
with an invocation of collective action. Coupled with the con-
trasting presentation of the plans, this statement may reveal his
essential expectation. Priam, perhaps like the audience, has no
doubt that the Achaeans will reject Paris’ proposal. What he
does here by not pursuing the debate and by refraining from
commenting on any possible negotiation between Paris and the
Achaeans 1s to maintain familial and martial unity. The as-
sembly ends with a line reserved for contexts in which everyone
“hears and obeys” (0t 8" &po 100 paho pev kAbov 78’ €rniBov-
10).48

Priam, introduced as a mediator like Nestor, nevertheless
seems to make a summary ruling like Zeus. In Priam’s case,
however, the options in the debate are both dangerous. (But
Zeus, to be fair, does choose a wider stability over serving the
whims of his family.) Priam’s act, however, is more than a
forgetful omission. The [liad offers an illuminating coda to the
Trojan assembly. Idaios’ speech to the Achaeans, in departing
from a mere recitation of the assembly’s proceedings, elucidates
Priam’s management of the debate and the latent tensions in
the city. As what Irene de Jong calls secondary focalizers, mes-

Hymn.Hom. Ven. 38 and 243), ruxwvov 86Aov (6.187), or even nukivov douov
(e.g. 12.301), implying that the plan is well-made or well-fitted as the
scholion suggests (schol. II. 7.375 a [III 284]: mvkivdv, énedn todt0 Qv
KTHoeTO ToVGg Kdpvovtog, Tiva 88 ogt émuryviuevor dAAAAoLg dpopumnv
100 momoacBor elpvny AdPoctv. 6 Forevdov & “EAAnvec, 10010 Sokodot
xopilecBan). The implicite contrast, then, is that Priam’s plan is well-suited
to the situation whereas Paris’ is not.

# The line follows seven speeches in the [had and, in marking un-
mitigated acceptance of the speeches’ directives, signals either an end to
discussion or a renewal of action in battle (9.79, 14.133, 14.378, 15.300,
24.54, 24.738). Also, the subsequent narrative reinforces his authority:
everyone eats and Idaios goes to the Achaeans (7.380-381).
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sengers can reveal unspoken or even suppressed information in
the way they “select, add to and interpret the information they
have to convey.”* Idaios’ combination of Priam’s and Paris’
speeches, his additions and alterations, reveal possible Trojan
reactions and suppressed dissent.

First, it is clear that Idaios confronts a difficult task—Priam
has asked him to convey Paris’ muthos and his own ¢pos. In per-
formance, he also adds ideas from Antenor’s rejected speech.
While it is not the case that all messenger speeches repeat the
original instruction verbatim, Idaios’ task exceeds what is
demanded of other messengers.®® I chart here how Idaios
combines and supplements these speeches;’! this blending of
authorized proposals and veiled dissent is a political act in itself:

Priam and Paris’ Plans Idaios’ Speech

Priam, 7.373-374 7.387-397

elnépev Atpetdng Ayopéuvovt kol | elmetv, of k€ mep Bupt elhov kol
MeveAdo N6V yévorto,

udBov AleEdvdporo, tod elveka udBov AleEdvdporo, Tod elveka
VelKog Opmpe VeTKog Opwpe

Paris, 363-364

KTAUoto 8° 666° dyounv €& KTAUoto pev 66” AAEEavdpog
"Apyeog uétepov dm KOIANG évi vnuoiv

¥ 1. J. F. de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of the Story in the
Tliad (London 1987) 180185, for innovations and variations in messenger
speeches (quotation at 185). For messenger speeches as faithful repetitions
see F. Létoublon, “Le bon orateur et le génie selon Anténor dans I'lliade:
Ménélas et Ulysse,” in J.-M. Galy and A. Thivel (eds.), La rhétorigue grecque
(Nice 1994) 29—40.

50 See de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers 180—185. Other speakers do speak
“on their own initiative,” as de Jong puts it (181: Iris and Hypnos). Idaios’
speech falls somewhere between the ideal fidelity of messenger speeches and
the radical “initiative” of a speaker like Iris, who, for example, departs from
the recorded message to give advice and try to persuade Poseidon (15.158—

218)

51 For Idaios’ speech as “mainly made up of vv. reported from Paris and

Priam just before, but ... enlivened by his personal additions,” see Kirk, T#e
Thad 284.
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névt’ €0éhm Sépuevor kol oikobev
AN Embeivon

Paris, 362
AVTIKPY & AmdEMUL YOVaTKo LV
0VK AmodNC K

Priam, 375-378

Kol 08 108 eimépevot TuKIVOV
#noc, oi x” €0éhmot

novoocBaot molépoto Svonyéoc,
€lg 0 ke vekpovg

kfouev: Yotepov adte poynodued’
£l¢ 6 ke daipav

Gupe drokpivn, don & Etéporot ye
vikny.

Nydyeto Tpoinvd - md¢ Tpiv HEeAN’
dmorécBou-

névt é0éhel Sépevor xai oikobev
AN Embetvon

Kovpdiny &’ GAoyxov MeveAdov
kvdaipoto

oV enow dwoewv: i unv Tpdég ye
kéAovTot.

Kol 8¢ 108’ vayeov einely £nog ol
K €0éAnte

novcocBot molépoto Svonyéoc eic
0 K€ VEKPOLG

kfouev: Yotepov adte poynodued’
£l¢ 6 ke dalpav

Gupe drokpivy, don & etéporot ye
vikny.

Note that almost all of Idaios’ modifications occur where he
reports Paris’ proposal. In general, the modifications and ad-
ditions alter the tone of his message in bracing for negative
Achaean response. But these alterations may have a political
valence as well. First, Idaios’ address is to all the Achaeans
(Atpeldn te xoi dAlol dprotieg Mavoyondv), and not just to
Menelaos and Agamemnon as advised by Priam. Further,
Idaios ascribes authority to his message by claiming that
“Priam and the Trojans together order him to speak” (vayet
[piopog te kol GArot Tpdeg dyavol); here he creates a Trojan
entity to reflect the Achaean king-and-people paradigm that he
has just invoked, and anticipates, perhaps, that he will deliver
messages beyond those ordered by Priam.5? This unified polity
possesses a grammatical tension: fvoyel is singular. Priam
orders, and everyone else may have been appended as an after-
thought.

Regardless of whether we interpret Idaios as stumbling or de-
livering a coded message, he hedges about whether the muthos

52 For Idaios’ relay of Priam’s instructions as a “private transaction” see
Elmer, Poetics of Consent 137; but the analysis above shows that Idaios com-
municates more than Priam intended.
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<

of Alexander “will be sweet to his audience” (of k€ mep Duut
@lhov kol MOV yévorro).>? In effect, Idaios concedes that the
proposal is not a sure thing. And he also attempts to gain the
benevolence of his audience by deflecting blame from himself
and the other Trojans, by isolating Paris (AAe€dvdporo, 10
givexo, vetkog Opwpe), by calling Helen “the wedded wife of
glorious Menelaos” (xovpidinv 8 GAoxov Meveddov kvdoAl-
noto),* and by opposing the Trojans’ wishes to Paris’ trouble-
making (f unv Tpdéc ye kélovion).

Apart from these blandishments, Idaios’ words also have a
certain rhetorical agility. De Jong (183) has described this
speech as an example of a messenger who can “change the
mode of presentation ... from direct into indirect speech” and
thus “make explicit the tone of the message conveyed or stress
his/her role as an intermediary.” Idaios transforms and dis-
tances Paris’ declared refusal (o0x drodmow) through indirect
discourse (0 ¢now dwoew). But Idaios increases this dis-
tancing effect as well through the structure of his speech and
the thematic opposition between Paris alone and the rest of the
Trojans.

Although Idaios gives the muthos and epos in proper sequence,
he nevertheless presents Paris’ propositions in reverse. While
Paris refuses to return Helen but offers to return the goods
(362-364), Idaios starts with Paris’ concession and interjects
“would that he had perished,” to express a like-mindedness
with his audience before he breaks the real news—Paris will not

53 This, described as a caplatio benevolentiae by de Jong, Narrators and
Focalizers 184, is an instance of a messenger changing the order of pre-
sentation for rhetorical reasons. Kirk compares /I. 4.17 where Zeus offers an
“unusually polite address” to the other gods (The Iliad 284). Where Zeus is
“unusually” (even menacingly?) polite, we should perhaps understand Idaios
as nervous if not resigned (supported by the placement of nep and xai, 387).

> De Jong considers this word choice “indicative of [Idaios’] (and the
other Trojans’) sentiment that Paris should have given Helen back” (Nar-
rators and Focalizers 184). Kirk (The Iliad 284) says Idaios “fulsomely trans-
lates.”
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give her back. Here, too, Idaios may communicate the senti-
ments of many Trojans—even Hektor wishes that his brother
had died “childless and unmarried” (3.40).°> Most importantly,
Idaios suspends the outcome of Paris’ message by enjambing
the main point (“he says he will not return,” ob gnow dwocewv)
in the following line (393).% And, to add indignation to sus-
pense, he reveals that Paris will not return Helen, even though the
Trojans ask it. Idaios polarizes the Trojan city through other
contrasts as well. His verbs stage a contest between the desires
of all the Trojans (with Priam) and the destructive behavior of
one (Paris). Although the command was Priam’s, Idaios uses
third-person plural verbs to contrast with Paris’ solitary actions.
And, for the external audience, the opposition between the
selfish desires of the leader and the common concern of the
people recalls the tension in Book 1 where the Achaeans shout
en masse for Agamemnon to accept Chryses’ offer.”’
Significantly, then, Idaios alters his message’s author(s).
Instead of reporting Priam’s pukinon epos, he announces that
Priam and the rest of the Trojans order him to propose this ¢pos
(294, ko1l 8¢ 108’ Mvoyeov eirelv £rog): Priam’s speech ver-
batim. Idaios creates a unified image of the Trojans to balance
that of Agamemnon and the Achaeans, defined together and
against the disunity that Paris represents. With an impossible
wish for Paris’ earlier death (390, ¢ npiv d@eAd’ drorécBou),
he marks the separation between the strife’s cause and those
who suffer for it while also implying that the other Trojans feel
the same way. Finally, his assertion that the rest of the Trojans
have asked Paris to return Helen along with his revelation that

% Compare Helen in her lament for Hektor (24.764; cf. Kirk, The Iliad
284, on 389-390). Such sentiments are not inherently Trojan—Achilles
wishes that Briseis had perished previously (19.59-60).

56 According to de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers 183, Idaios thus “dis-
sociates himself from Paris’ statement, which he, like the other Trojans, is
not pleased with.”

7 On the critical disruption initiated by this moment see Elmer, Poetics of
Consent 30-31 and 71-74.
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the Trojans and Priam have proposed something more reason-
able—to cremate the dead—increases the distance between the
two parties and their respective proposals.

In this way, then, Idaios uses distancing techniques to pre-
serve himself and to separate Paris from the other Trojans.
Such obfuscation could leave the impression that Priam stands
with the rest of the Trojans against Paris. Here, then, from the
level of the composition of the Iliad, Paris is set up as a selfish
leader, like Agamemnon or even Achilles, whose personal
needs bring destruction upon his people.

Conclusions

Idaios’ visit to the Achaeans reminds us that Book 7 offers a
fragmented mirror-scene for lliad 1. In Book 7, Paris is an
Agamemnon who refuses to give up a woman even though it
would be better for his people. Antenor is at once the voice of
compromise and of dissent. This scene further reminds us that
Book 1 recapitulates general themes of the Trojan War. There
1s a palpable irony throughout the //iad in Agamemnon’s indig-
nation over the loss of Chryseis, his seizure of Briseis, and the
cause of the entire expedition.

This investigation also elucidates Priam’s difficult position
and the linguistic agility of his seemingly bland speech as he
copes with the conflict between the interests of his son and the
interests of the city. His language reflects a tension between
obligations to his people and to a son for whom his patience
wanes; his words work between their own lines—he engages in
“off-record conversation strategies.”® His use of speech an-
ticipates what much of the epic shows, namely, that Trojan
rhetoric functions to marginalize dissent and maintain an em-
battled unity as the status quo.

The Trojan assembly and Idaios’ subsequent visit to the
Achaean camp expose differences in the Achaean and the

8 For such “off-record” speech strategies in Homer see M. Lloyd, “The
Politeness of Achilles: Off-record Conversation Strategies,” 7HS 124 (2004)
75-89.
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Trojan pursuit of political order. In contrast to Achaean pro-
cedures, the Trojan assembly has no set order; once a prince or
king speaks, the debate ends. Although the Achaeans publicly
misuse language in the agore—indeed, the rejection of Achilles
in Book 1 sets a pattern to be repeated and re-interpreted with
Antenor’s appearance— T'rojan advisors appear to have no op-
portunities to ply their trade. Trojan rhetoric reflects this as it
refuses debate. The rejection of Antenor constitutes the re-
jection of beneficial, albeit impossible, advice. Priam’s careful
speech and Idaios’ message point to the restrictions placed on
debate and language’s potential in the Trojan assembly. In ad-
dition, if this scene reflects deliberations preceding the war, the
lliad repositions the failure of speech (both the limitation of
debate and the barring of dissent) as a partial cause of Trojan
suffering. Finally, the unfolding of these themes marks this
scene (and Book 7) as essential to the portrayal of political
differences and reveals its importance to the epic’s overall
rumination on politics and political institutions. Although the
Achaeans face terrible consequences for their mistakes in Book
1, their coalition survives (in this epic). This [lad integrates
political themes throughout its story to attribute the fall of the
city, at least in part, to a failure of its institutions.>?

% A version of this paper was originally presented at the conference
“Homer on the Range” at the University of Texas at Austin (2012) and
improved by discussion there. Some of the work originated in a dissertation
advised by David Sider, Michéle Lowrie, and Leonard Muellner and
influenced by correspondence with David Elmer and Elton Barker. In
addition, the comments of the editorial board and anonymous referee of
GRBS helped to clarify the argument greatly.
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1. Achaean Assemblies and Councils

Type Citation  Issue Results
Impromptu 1.16-32 Return of Chryseis to her Rejection of the
Assembly 1 father suppliant; plague on
the Achaeans
Assembly 1 1.54-305  The plague; return of Return of Chryseis;
Chryseis; replacement prize strife between
for Agamemnon Agamemnon and
Achilles; Achilles’
departure from the
coalition
Council 1 2.53-83 Preparing the troops to Nestor directs the
return to war basileis to heed
Agamemnon’s plan
Assembly 2 2.94-393  Agamemnon’s test of the Agamemnon’s test
army; Thersites” ‘mutiny’; reveals the troops
preparations for war want to go home;
Odysseus and Nestor
rally them; Agamem-
non retains control
Council 2 2.432- Nestor advises Agamemnon Agamemnon starts
441 to start the battle the battle
Council 3 7.323- Nestor advises they request Acceptance
343 an armistice for the burial of
the dead and build defensive
walls
Assembly 3 7.382- Audience for Idaios’ message ~ Public refusal of
411 from the Trojans Paris’ offer
Assembly 4 9.9-79 Agamemnon proposes Diomedes rejects his
departure proposal; Nestor
ratifies Diomedes’
comments and
dissolves assembly
Council 4 9.89-172  Nestor proposes that Agamemnon agrees
Agamemnon make amends and promises gifts for
to Achilles Achilles; Nestor
selects emissaries
Council 5 9.669- Embassy reports Achilles’ Diomedes dismisses
711 refusal Achilles’ response
and calls for a
renewed battle effort
Council 6 10.201- Agamemnon asks for Diomedes and
254 volunteers to spy on the Odysseus depart to
Trojans spy on the Trojans
Impromptu 14.64- Agamemnon proposes Diomedes proposes
Council 1 132 retreat that the leaders re-

enter battle to rally
the troops
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Impromptu 15.281- Hektor is killing everyone Thoas suggests that
Council 2 300 the best fighters band

together
Assembly 5 19.40- Achilles’ return Public reconciliation
275 of Agamemnon and
Achilles; Odysseus
acts as mediator
Assembly 6 23.256- Funeral games for Patroklos; ~ Reintegration of
897 arguments between Achilles; political
Idomeneus and the lesser experimentation;
Ajax and Menelaus and Achilles mediates the
Antilochus first conflict
2. Divine Political Meetings
Type Citation  Issue Results
Assembly 1 4.2-71 Proposal to end the war Zeus capitulates to
continue the war;
Athena is to restart the
conflict
Pseudo- 7.445- Poseidon is angry over the ~ Zeus assures him that
Council 1 463 building of the Achaean his honor will not be
wall destroyed
Assembly 2 8.4-41 The gods have been Zeus orders the gods
interfering with Zeus’ plan  not to interfere
Pseudo- 8.439- Athena and Hera are Zeus explains his plans
Council 2 485 angry with Zeus
Pseudo- 16.431- Zeus wants to save Hera convinces Zeus
Council 3 458 Sarpedon that the other gods
would disapprove; Zeus
relents
Assembly 3 24.33-76  Debate over the return of ~ Zeus intervenes in a
Hektor’s body dispute between Hera
and Apollo and
arranges for the return
of Hektor’s body
3. Trojan Assemblies and Councils
Type Citation  Issue Results
Assembly 1 2.786- [Unclear; the assembly is Hektor prepares the
808 standing when Iris army for war
appears]
Council (?)  3.146- The Trojan elders They long for Helen to
161 (without Hektor) be sent away
contemplate Helen
Pseudo- 5.427- Sarpedon (leader of Hektor does not
Council 1 497 Hektor’s allies) criticizes respond verbally; he
Hektor for his war strategy  fights harder
Prseudo- 6.67-117  Helenos advises Hektor to ~ Hektor has sacrifices
Council 2 have sacrifices performed performed
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Pseudo- 6.254- Hektor receives advice Hektor rejects their
Council 3 496 from Hecuba (rest), Helen  advice
(rest), and Andromache
(fight from within the
walls)
Assembly 2 7.335- Antenor proposes the Idaios is sent to the
379 return of Helen; Priam Achaeans
proposes an armistice for
the burial of the dead
Assembly 3 8.489- Hektor discusses where to  Hektor commands the
542 pass the night troops to make their
camps outside the city
Pseudo- 12.60-83  Polydamas advises Hektor ~ Hektor takes his advice
Council 4 not to cross the Achaean
fortifications in chariots
Pseudo- 12.210- Polydamas advises Hektor ~ Hektor violently rejects
Council 5 250 on the interpretation of a his advice
bird omen
Pseudo- 13.723- Polydamas advises Hektor ~ Hektor gathers the best
Council 6 748 to gather the best men and  men to fight
consider whether to push
to the Achaean ships
Assembly 4 18.243- Polydamas addresses a Hektor violently rejects
313 spontaneous assembly on Polydamas and
whether to retreat into the  threatens anyone who
city now that Achilles has opposes his plan; the
returned narrative calls the
Trojans “fools”
Pseudo- 22.38- Hecuba and Priam plead Hektor does not
Council 7 130 for Hektor not to face respond; he faces

Achilles

Achilles
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