NAUPAKTIA AND ARGONAUTIKA

Vicror J. MATTHEWS

AMONG THE FRAGMENT ARY EPICS of archaic Greece is a poem known as
the Naupaktia or Naupaktika.! We know very little about the poem, the
author of which is uncertain; he is generally referred to as é 7d& Navrakrika
moujoas, or a similar phrase.? The poem is mentioned by Pausanias, who
refers to two traditions about its authorship (10.38.11):

76 8¢ émn 7o Navrakria dvopaldueva vmd "EXNrwy avdpl éomotobow of molol Mi-
Moiw: Xapwy 8¢ 6 Tvfed (FGrHist 262F4) ¢not adra worfjoat Navrakrior Kapkivoy.
émoueda 6¢ xal Nuels 7§ o0 Aauyaknrol 86fy. Tiva yap kal Noyov éxor dv émeow
&vdépos Midnolov werounuévols és yuvaikas Tedivai oduow dvopa NavrakTia;

Thus Pausanias dismisses the commonly-held tradition that the epic was
composed by a Milesian. In so doing, he was perhaps influenced by the
name of the poem, on the analogy of the Kypria attributed to Stasinos
of Kypros, and also by its nature, éry és yuvaikas meromuéva, which suggests
a mainland epic of the Hesiodic catalogue type (cf. Paus. 4.2.1, where
he mentions the Naupaktia along with the Eoiai and the genealogical
works of Kinaithon and Asios).

The claim for Milesian authorship seems weak, although it may be
argued that in the period of colonization, the Milesians would be inter-
ested in the Argonaut myth,® a major theme in the poem, and that a
Milesian could have come to compete in a festival at Naupaktos, perhaps
against local poets like Karkinos.* But no name is ever attached to the
proposed Milesian author, and the very title Naupaktia presupposes
some connection with Naupaktos. Charon of Lampsakos is an early
authority, and we ought to accept Pausanias’ opinion that Karkinos was
the author of the Naupaktia.®

1Fragments (Epicorum Graecorum Fragmenta ed. G. Kinkel [Leipzig 1877] 198-202)
will be cited in the form F1K, etc. The poem has been discussed by G. L. Huxley,
Greek Epic Poetry from Eumelos to Panyassis (London 1969) 68-73. References to
Huxley’s book in the text and footnotes will be by page number only.

2Eg., Schol. Ap.Rhod.2.299: 6 (5¢) 7a NavmakTikd. mouhoas; 3.240: 6 ro. Navrakrikd
wemwounkws (also 4.66a;4.86); 4.87: 6 6é Ta NavmraxTika ypdas. On the title, cf. Schmid-
Stahlin, GGL 1.1.293, n. 1; The Argonautica of Apollonius Rhodius ed. G. W. Mooney
(Dublin 1912, repr. Amsterdam 1964) 20 (d) and “Addenda and Corrigenda”.

3Cf. Huxley 69. For Milesians and the Argonautica cf. P. Friedlinder, “Kritische
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Heldensage. 1. Argonautensage,” RAM 69 (1914)
299-317.

4Cf. Huxley 69. There seems to have been a school of genealogical poetry in the area
(see RE 16.1984 s.v. Naupaktos). Cf. the story of the Milesian who shared accommoda-
tion with Hesiod in Lokris (Plut. Mor. 162B) and the tale of Hesiod’s death and burial

at Naupaktos (Paus. 9.38.3; cf. 9.31.6; Thuk. 3.96.1; Tzetzes Vita Hesiodea 34 ff.)
SHuxley (69) seems inclined to accept the Milesian authorship.
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For the date of the poem there is really no evidence, although Huxley
suggests that it is unlikely to have taken shape before the settlement of
Kerkyra by Eretrians in the mid-eighth century.® The nature of the
poem suggests a date close to that of the Hesiodic corpus.

Apparently the Naupaktia, like the Hesiodic Eoiai, fitted legendary
heroines into a genealogical framework, and described their exploits as
well as those of their offspring (Paus. 4.2.1; 10.38.11). This Hesiodic
character is clear from F1K (= Schol. I/. 15.336):

duolws 7@ mountf kal ‘EXNdvikos (FGrHist 4F121) v 'Epiwmny untépa Alavros
dnow: Depextdns (FGrHist 3F24) 8¢ &v € kal Mvagéas & 7' "ANkipdxny. 6 8¢ TGOV
NavraxkTik@dv wounTis dubvvpov abriy ¢not

Ty 8¢ ped’ dmhorarny 'Epiomny Efovéualey,
"ANkipéxmy 8¢ TaThp Te kal “AdunTos kaléeokey.

The first line contains a formula also found in Hesiod F26.31 M-W, robs 8¢
uéd’ dmhorérny Tékero favfiy 'Toheav (cf. West’s reconstruction of F35.13).
The doublet of the name is clearly a way of compromising two diverse
traditions, and there is a Homeric parallel at I/. 6.402-403, where we are
told that Hektor called his son Skamandrios, but other people called him
Astyanax.”

Huxley (70) asserts that the subject of the first line is Oileus, father
of the lesser Ajax, and the outstanding Lokrian hero. It would not be
surprising to find him in a Naupaktian poem. Moreover, both Oileus
and Admetos were among the Argonauts (Ap. Rhod. 1.74, 1.49), and it
was with this myth that the Naupaktia seems to have been particularly
concerned. The father of Eriope/Alkimache was Pheres (Schol. I/.
13.697), and Admetos was the girl’s brother.® However, it is unlikely
that Oileus can be the subject of étovéuater. If he was, he was also the
subject of the previous verb, and while his marriage to Eriope is well-
established (/. 13.697 = 15.336), it is difficult to see what connection he
might have had with her sister (a connection suggested by Huxley’s

SHuxley 73. See Plut. Quaest. Graec. 11.

"The doublet Eriope/Alkimache seems to have caused an interesting confusion on an
animal-rhyton belonging to the Panagjurischte Treasure (end of 4th century B.c.).
Along with Dionysos there is represented a maenad bearing the name HPIOIIH
(a mis-spelling for EPIOIIH). Eriope/Alkimache, wife of Oileus, has no known associ-
ation with Dionysos, but there was another Alkimache, daughter of Harpalion of
Lemnos, a maenad who accompanied Dionysos to India (Nonn. Dionys. 30.192 f.; 210 £.).
The artist (or his client) has made an erroneous conflation of the two characters. See
J. G. Griffith, “The siege scene on the gold amphora of the Panagjurischte Treasure,”
FHS 94 (1974) 40 and Plate Ilc.

8Two other Naupaktian fragments (F11 and 12K), about Asklepios and his punish-
ment, belong to the story of Admetos. The chain of events leading to Admetos has been
traced by Huxley (70).
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interpretation). Given the nature of the Naupaktia and the mention of the
girl’s father and brother in the next line, the most likely candidate to
be the subject of éovépafer would be her mother, Periklymene (Hyg.
Fab. 14.2), or Klymene (Schol. Eur. A/. 16), daughter of Minyas. Most
of the Argonauts were Minyai (Ap. Rhod. 1.229-130), and the many
daughters of Minyas (Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.230-233b) must have afforded
great genealogical opportunity to the Naupaktian poet. The elder
daughter of Pheres and Periklymene alluded to in the first line could well
be Eidomene, who married her uncle Amythaon and became the mother
of Melampous and Bias (Apollod. Bi4/. 1.9.11), the latter the father of
three Argonauts, Talaos, Areios, and Leodokos (Ap. Rhod. 1.118-119).

Naupaktia F2K (= Herodian mepi pov. Nét. 15, 2.922 Lentz?) tells of a
man living in prosperity by the seashore:

G\ 6 pév oly émi Ouwi Baldoons ebpumdpoto
olkia vaieraacke woNUppny, TouhuBowTys.

ewl Qwi Cramer (cf. Od. 3.5) émweval codd.

Huxley suggests (73), rather rashly, that these lines may refer to the
same north-west area of Greece as F10K, namely the district opposite
Kerkyra. He compares the lines with a Hesiodic fragment (F240 M-W)
about Hellopia, a land in Epeiros:

tori Tis ‘ENNowin wohulfuos 76’ edNelpwy

aver) pnlotot kal eiwodeaar Boesawy*

&v 8’ dvdpes valovar moNlppnves wolvBoiTar
woAMoi dmepéaior piha BTy dvbpirmwy*

Huxley goes on to suggest that if the Naupaktian lines do refer to Hellopia
or Thesprotia, the subject of them will be Jason’s son Mermeros, who
died hunting on the mainland (F10K), and whose son Ilos lived at
Ephyre (0d. 1.259). é pév implies that the subject of the fragment is
contrasted with someone else, and Huxley puts forward Mermeros’
brother Pheres or Jason his father as likely candidates. However at
F10K it is not said that Mermeros settled on the mainland, only that he
died hunting there. But it does say that Jason settled in Kerkyra, and
it is possible that F2K refers to that event. In that case, Mermeros, of
course, could still be the subject, but a more likely candidate is Jason
himself, the lines being part of the description of him settling in the
island.

However, the north-west region is not the only part of Greece to be
described in the early epics as “rich in sheep and rich in cattle.” The
third line of Hesiod F240 M-W, & §’ &vdpes vaiovar moNippnves mohvBobrad,
is found at I7. 9.154 (= 296), in the passage where Agamemnon offers
Achilles seven towns véarar Iodov (9.149 ff. = 291 ff.), but this district
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can perhaps be ruled out as unlikely to be mentioned in the Naupaktia,
as can the Arimaspians mo\0ppnvas, molvBoiras of Aristeas (F4 Bolton =
F3K) and the island Syrie described by Eumaios at Od. 15.403 ff. Arkadia,
described as woAiunios in Hesiod F23a.32 M-W, and Arkadian Orcho-
menos, given the same epithet at I/. 2.605, can be disregarded, since they
lie inland. Two areas which fulfil the requirements of being close to the
sea, famous for sheep and cattle, and possibly mentioned in the Naupaktia
are Pylos itself, called unr9p phrwr at Od. 15.226, and described as posses-
sing Nestor’s bulls (Od. 3.6 f.), and, more significantly, the district
around Iolkos and Pherai in Thessaly.?

Numerous references attest to the reputation of this region. At Od.
11.256-257, Pelias is described as living woAbppnvos in wide Iolkos, and in
Ap. Rhod. 3.1086 Jason tells Medeia that Iolkos is ebppnvés Te kal etBoros.
As for Pherai, Apollonios (1.49) speaks of Pepals “Adunros ebpphvesow
avaocowv. Admetos had cattle too (Hesiod F256 M-W), and Apollo of
course served as his herdsman (Apollod. Bié/. 3.10.40). In the Homeric
Catalogue, the contingent from Pherai, Boibe, Glaphyrai, and Iolkos is
led by Admetos’ son, who bears the significant name of Eumelos (/.
2,714, 764). From a neighbouring area come the sons of Iphiklos woAiunhos
(705), himself the son of Phylakos, famed for his cattle (Apollod. Bidl.
1.9.12). This domain also included the city of Iton, uirnpe whlwv (696).
Other people bearing significant names in the area are Polymele, mother
of Jason (Hesiod F38 M-W), and Perimele, daughter of Admetos (Hesiod
F256 M-W).

This area is closely associated with the Argonauts and the Naupaktia,
as has been seen in our discussion of Fl. It is possible that F2 belongs to
a similar context and was thus correctly numbered by Kinkel. The
person who dwelt by the sea, rich in sheep and cattle, could be Admetos,
his father Pheres (cf. F1K), Jason’s father Aison, an uncle of Eriope/
Alkimache, or another Argonautic character such as Pelias (cf. Od.
11.256-257). If 6 uév refers to Admetos, he could be contrasted with his
brother Lykourgos, who went to live at Nemea (Apollod. Bi4/. 1.9.14).
If Pheres or Aison is meant, the poet could be listing the sons of Tyro
and Kretheus, the founder of Iolkos, namely Aison, Amythaon, and
Pheres (cf. Od. 11.259; Schol. 0d. 12.69; Apollod. Biél. 1.9.11). Tyro was
also the mother, by Poseidon, of Pelias and his twin Neleus (Od. 11.254 ff.,
Schol. Od. 12.69; Apollod. Biél. 1.9.8) and is a likely person to be men-
tioned in the Naupaktia (cf. Od. 11.235 ff., Hesiod F 30.24 ff. and F31
M-W). If she was, the poet may have gone on to tell the story of the
quarrel between Pelias and Neleus, which led to the latter’s going to
Messenia and founding Pylos (Apollod. B:é/. 1.9.9), a circumstance which

%One might also think of Boiotia and Euboia, but neither is described as famous for
cattle in Homer or extant Hesiod.
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presents us with another possible setting for Naupaktia F2K, namely one
paralleled at Od. 11.256-257:

IeNins uév & ebpuxopw 'Tawhkd
vale moNlppnvos, 6 8’ &p’ & TOAw AuaboevTe.

It is less likely, but still possible, since Pylos was famous for cattle and
sheep, that ¢ pév in F2K is Neleus, and that he is afterwards contrasted
with Pelias (cf. Hesiod F33a. 1-6 M-W).

Most of the Naupaktian fragments referring to the Argonaut myth are
found in the scholia to Apollonios. In Apollonios (2.273 ff.), the Boreads
Zetes and Kalais chased the Harpies who were harassing Phineus to the
Strophades islands. There they were forced to swear that they would
leave him in peace, and then they disappeared into a cave in Minoan
Crete (2.299). The Naupaktia ¥F3K (= Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.299) says that
they fled to a cave in Crete under the hill Arginous:

kevfudva Kpirns® kohada tis Kpnrns karédvoav. Tobro 8¢ dpnar kal Neowrdhepos
(FGrHist 702F4a). 6 (8¢) T7a Navmakrikd Torfoas kal Sepexidns év s’ (FGrHist 3F29)
daciv els 76 gwéos abras puyety s Kpfrns 76 0md 78 Nodw 74 'Apywoivre.

Husxley (70-71) suggests that Apollonios may be following the Naupak-
tia here, and that in that poem the Harpies also went to the Strophades
on their way to Crete. He would then interpret this as a local allusion in
the Naupaktia, since the Strophades (Echinades) are not far from
Naupaktos.!® But perhaps one should question whether the Strophades
played any part in the Naupaktian version. Concerning the cave in Crete,
under the hill Arginous, the Naupaktia gives the same version as Phere-
kydes. The coincidence between the two sources on the destination
perhaps indicates that Pherekydes was drawing on the Naupaktia, and
his description of the route (3F28) may also have been derived from the
epic poem:

Umép wévTowo: 8re Sua ToD Alyalov wovTov kal Tod Zikehkod abTds &dlwkov, Pepexi-
ons &v s’ dnal.

Thus in Pherekydes, and perhaps in the Naupaktia, the Boreads pursued
the Harpies across the Aegean and Sicilian Seas, and finally took refuge
in the Cretan cave. There is no direct reference to the Strophades, in
contrast with the usual story given by Hesiod, Antimachos, and Apol-

Huxley (71) presumably takes the Strophades to be islands off Akarnania, also known
as Echinades (cf. Apollod. Bi4/. 1.9.1; Pomp. Mela 2.7.10). Hesiod seems to have placed
them in the same area, near Kephallenia (F156b and 150.30 M-W). But others put them
elsewhere, e.g., in the Aegean (Hyg. Fab. 14, cf. Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.285 on the vfgot
KaMlvévai near Kos mentioned at I/ 2.677). There are also the islands still called
Strophades west of Messenia. But if Pherekydes and the Naupaktia mentioned the
Strophades at all, they ought to have placed them in the Sicilian Sea, still further to the
West (cf. Pher. FGrHist 3F28; Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.285; Eust. ad Dion. Per. 591).
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lonios (2.296; Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.296-7 = Hesiod F156 M-W, Anti-
machos F60 Wyss). Now these same three authors are also said by Schol.
Ap. Rhod. 2.296-297a to have told that the Harpies were not killed.
On the Phineus episode, Hesiod, Antimachos, and Apollonios seem to
represent one tradition, and the Naupaktia and Pherekydes another.
Hence, if the three authors cited by Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.296-297a said
that the Harpies were not killed, it seems a reasonable assumption that
in the Naupaktia and Pherekydes they were killed, perhaps in the Cretan
cave. This suggestion need not be contradicted by Philodemos wepi elo.
46b, 18 Gomperz:

* * yéypalpey 6 [ra Navwéakria] wofoals kal Pepexi]dns & 'AlBnvaios (3F165).
Alo]xbMos §' [&v Puvet (F260 Nauck?) kal Eif{vkos (F292 Page) kai Te]\éarys (F812
Page) [mowobow] Tas ‘Apw[vias Oynokloboas b6 T&v Bopéov waildwy.n?

It cannot be absolutely certain that this is in fact a reference to the
Harpies, but it seems highly probable.!? While one might suppose that,
because Aischylos, Ibykos, and Telestes told that the Harpies were
killed, the Naupaktia and Pherekydes said that they were not, a better
explanation would be that the Naupaktia and Pherekydes only differed
from the other three sources in the manner in which the Harpies met their
deaths. Presumably they were killed by someone other than the Boreads,
e.g., by Zeus. Indeed Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.299 merely says that the Harpies
fled to Crete, with no indication that the Boreads pursued them all the
way.

There are some interesting Naupaktian fragments (F5-9K) concerned
with events at Aietes’ city. According to Apollonios (3.504-539), after
Aietes had imposed the tasks on Jason, six heroes offered their services,
while the rest shrank back in fear, but then Argos thought of obtaining
the aid of Medeia. In the scholia to this passage, we find two consecutive
references to the Naupaktia:

Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.515-521, 234 Wendel (= F5K):

o pédv 'AwoNNdwios TolTous (i.e., the six) ¢mol wpoaipeiobai {ebéar Tols Bbas.
0 8¢ 7d Navraktika mavras apilfuel Tovs Om’ alTod pepouévovs dpioTels.

wouoas post Navw. add. P bw’ 'Apyols Robert, Die griech. Heldensage (Berlin 1921)
795, n. 2.

Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.523-524, 234 Wendel (= F6K):

4A\NG 7w’ olw unTpds éufjs: Slvarai, dnalv, § uhTne B éun weloar THY Mideay
ouvepyiioar Tov dONov. &v 8¢ 7ols Navmaktikots “Idpwv évacras 'Idoove keheber
vwoaTival Tov &Ohov.

The agreement between the Naupaktia and Pherekydes on the Phineus episode seems
to confirm the supplement [7a Navréxrial.
12See Jacoby, FGrHist la Kommentar, 428.
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In F5K roufoas as supplied by Cod. P. should be read.!® The accepted
interpretation of these two fragments is that, while Apollonios mentioned
only six heroes offering to yoke the bulls, the poet of the Naupaktia listed
the whole crew, but then Idmon rose and told Jason to do it himself.14
No one seems to question the absurdity of such a catalogue of crewmen
at this stage in the narrative. Even if, in the Naupaktia, the crew was
considerably smaller than in the Argonautika, to list everyone here would
surely greatly impede the narrative at a most unsuitable place. The
accepted interpretation appears to depend on Robert’s conjecture vr’
'Apyobs, but this should be rejected, since, in sixteen other instances of
the name 'Apyé in the scholia, there is not a single one in which the article
is not used.!s Nor is it easy to suppose that vmo 7fis 'Apyods could have
been corrupted to w’ abrod. But if abrod is retained, how is it to be
understood? If the sentence does mean that the Naupaktia listed the
whole crew, alrod would have to refer to Jason (“‘all the heroes brought
by him’’), which is hardly acceptable. I suggest that we read &r’ “Apyous
or amo 7od "Apyovs and translate: ““all the heroes who came from Argos.”
Of sixteen references to Argos in the scholia, in six the article is present
and in ten it is not.!® With or without the article, corruption to vx’ abrod
can be readily explained. For example: an’ "Apyous > éx' abrod > vm’
abrod (the latter step through a misinterpretation of ¢pepouévovs) or amd
100 "Apyous > &’ abrod "Apyous > 4w’ abrod > Iw’ adrol.

In Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.523-524, the train of thought is rather difficult
to follow, since the statement about Idmon (F6K) does not fit very well
with the previous sentence. It is better to adopt the reading of Cod.P
in the matter of vv. 515-522:

€1 8¢ 6 pév 'AmoNNdwios "Apyov dnaly éumodigar Tovs Hpwas dmooTival Bovhouévous
70V dyQva- &v 8¢ Tols Navwakrikols "Iduwy dvasras 'laoova kelebew VmoaTivar Tov

afhov 17

The distortion of the scholion can be explained as follows: a) the first
part of the second gloss to the lemma 3.515-522 was mistakenly omitted,
because of the similarity of 6 pév 'AmoA\éwios and éru 6¢ 6 uév 'AmoANdowios;
b) the remainder of the gloss & 8¢ ois Navr . . . &Nov was then transposed
to follow dtvaras . . . @ov because of the presence of the words 7év &@\ov

13Cf, note 2 above.

14Cf., e.g., The Argonautica of Apollonius Rhodius: Book III ed. M. M. Gillies (Cam-
bridge 1928) 59; Apollonios de Rhodes: Argonautiques Chant IIT ed. F. Vian (Paris
1961) 77-78; Huxley 71.

15Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.1-4e; 224-226a, b; 238; 526-527; 551a; 1167-1168b; 1289-1291a;
2.319; 341; 896; 4.257-262b; 282-291b; 507-521; 585-588; 839-841a.

1With article, Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.87; 118-21; 124-129a; 580b; 3.1241; 4.1091;
without article, 1.14; 124-129b; 139-144b; 747-751a, b; 3.993; 4.1091 (four times).

17Kinkel 200, n. 2 (not in Wendel).
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in both clauses, which led a copyist to infer that they dealt with the same
topic.18
These scholia should be restored as follows:

3.515-22: 6 uév 'AmoAhawios . . . Béas. 6 8¢ 7o NavrakTikd wojgas TavTas
apibuet Tols ar’ "Apyous depouévous dpioTels. ére 6¢ O uév 'AmoNhdwios "Apyov
dnoiv éumodicar Tods fipwas Umoariivar BovAouévovs Tov &ydva* év §é Tols Navr. . . .
Umoarfivar Tdv dfhov.

3.523-4: AN Tw'. . . &ufis: dlvaTal . . . cuvepyRioar TOv GONov.

Thus the situation in the Naupaktia is different in substance, but parallel
in structure to that in Apollonios. In the latter, it is Argos who intervenes
after the six heroes have volunteered; in the Naupaktia, where all the
volunteers were from Argos, it is Idmon. His intervention need not be
surprising, since he came from Argos himself (Ap. Rhod. 1.139) and
may have been reluctant to see his countrymen risk their lives. Indeed
in Apollonios, he is catalogued last of six men from Argos, Talaos,
Areios, Leodokos, Herakles, Nauplios, and Idmon. Although Apollonios
did not follow the Naupaktia is making all the Argives volunteer, it is
possible that he drew on the poem for his list of Argives. Idmon of course
did appear in the Naupaktia, and it is striking that, except for Herakles,
all the heroes are presented in the context of genealogies, contrary to
Apollonios’ usual practice of mentioning only a hero’s father: Talaos,
Areios, and Leodokos (1.118-120); Nauplios (133-138); Idmon (142-
144). The language in these passages suggests genealogical poetry such
as the Naupaktia. The mention of Pero, the mother of three heroes (1.119)
and of Amymone, the ancestor, through six generations, of Nauplios
(1.137), reminds one of Pausanias’ comment éregw . . . memounuévos és
yuvaikas. Since the three sons of Bias (and nephews of Melampous) are
related to the family of Eriope/Alkimache mentioned in F1K, they could
have been included in the Naupaktia.

Whether or not Apollonios’ genealogical passage is derived from the
Naupaktia,"® it is probable that his reference to Herakles is not. First,
the awkward introduction of Herakles into an otherwise homogeneous
passage suggests that he is an intruder in the list of Argives. Secondly,
Herodoros (31F41) states that Herakles did not sail with the Argonauts.
All earlier extant sources from Hesiod had included Herakles at least at
the start of the voyage,” so Herodoros must have had some grounds for

18Cf. other confused glosses transposed by Wendel, e.g., Schol. 3.240 from 242;
3.1354-1356 from 1373 ff.; 4.66a from 59—-61a.

9Hesiod is not a likely source, since in F37.8 M-W Talaos seems to be the only son of
Pero and Bias. None of the other four heroes is mentioned in extant Hesiod.

wE.g., Antim. F58 Wyss; Hdt. 7.193; Pindar Pyts. 4.172; Pher. 3F111; Hesiod
F263 M-W. Only in the late Alexandrian Dionysios Skytobrachion (FGrHist 32F6) and
Demaratos (42F2) does Herakles go all the way to Kolchis.
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taking this stand, and such could only have been found in a very early
epic such as the Korinthiaka or the Naupaktia. There is no evidence that
Herodoros drew on Eumelos for any other features of his story, but there
are signs that he did take information from the Naupaktia (cf. F8K,
where he apparently gave an identical version). We may tentatively
suggest that, in the Naupaktia, Herakles played no part in the Argonaut
myth.

As for Idmon, a man of initiative in F7 and 8K, as well as F6K,
Apollonios’ story of his birth may reflect a tradition from the Naupaktia.
Apollonios (1.142 ff.) tells that Idmon was not a true son of Abas, but
of Apollo. Here he is referring to two traditions, for Pherekydes (3F108)
said that Idmon’s parents were Apollo and Asteria, daughter of Koronos,
while Herodoros (31F44) said that his father was Abas. This latter version
may reflect the Naupaktia, since Abas was the son of Melampous, son of
Amythaon (Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.139-144d), and so linked to the family of
Eriope/Alkimache. The very presence of Idmon at Kolchis in the Naupak-
tian version is interesting because, in Apollonios, he does not reach Kol-
chis at all, but dies on the outward voyage (2.815 ff.). It is an odd feature
of Apollonios’ crew that it includes two seers, Idmon and Mopsos, who
dies on the return voyage (4.1502 ff.). In earlier accounts, only one seer
seems to have been present; Pindar, for example, has Mopsos (Pyth.
4.190-191), but not Idmon; Pherekydes (3F108), Eumelos (F9K), and the
Naupaktia all have Idmon, but apparently not Mopsos.?? Apollonios
seems to have combined two different traditions, and attempted to
reconcile them by having one seer die on each journey.

In addition to F6K, Idmon also appears in the Naupaktia F7 and 8K
(describing a single incident), again found in the scholia to Apollonios:

Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.66a, 266 Wendel (= F7K):

(T &' ala wbdes Ppépov): wapa [6¢] 76 76 NavrakTikd Temonkdre obk éori KaTd
v idlav wpoaipeaww tfwoloa % Mudea, AN’ &’ éoriaoy xadovuévwy TOV
"Apyovavrdv kar’ émfBouMy, &ortévros Tob Ths bGraipéoews abrdw Katpov,
wpoTpamouevov 8¢ Tob Alfrov émi Ty EbpuNirys fis yuvaikds guvovaiav, “ISuovos
Umofepévov Tots 'Apyovabrais dmwodidphakew, kali MAdeia cuvekThel.

Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.86, 266-267 Wendel (= F8K):

debywuer, wpiv Tovde Bodv: & uév 'AmoANGwids ¢nor vukTds Tepevyévar THY
Mideway éml v vailv, Aljrov oguvédpiov éxovros KoAxwv wepl dadfopds Taw
npawy* 6 6¢ 7a Navrakrikd wemounkds Omo 'Adpoditns dnai Tov Al karakouunbi-

2'In Eumelos too (F9K) Idmon apparently reached Kolchis. There obviously he was
not an eye-witness, and Medeia apparently described to him how Jason accomplished
the tasks. Perhaps he had been left in the Argo to ensure that no harm befell her.
Idmon’s presence at Kolchis in the Naupaktia argues against Huxley’s suggestion (67)
that in Eumelos Medeia is speaking to the dead Idmon in a nekyomanteia.
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vai, éxfupfoavra 74 abrob yuvvawki ovyyevéahai, dedemvnkéTwy mwap' alTd TAV
"Apyovavtdv kal kowuwuévwy, dud. 76 Boblegfar alrov Ty vady éumpiioar

o) o1’ 8p’ Alyry wHhov éuBale 5’ 'Appodity
EUpuAiTns puNoTnTL uryfuevar, s aloxoro,
kndouévn dpeaiv fow, drws per’ deOlov 'Inowy
vooTHay olkdvde olv dyxeudxois érdpoiaiy.

6 6¢ "Iduwv ouvijke 70 yeyovds kai ¢nor®
pevyéuevar peyapoto fofy did vikTa uelawar.

v 6¢ Mpdetav Ty wodoyYodiav dkoloacar dvacTdcav ouvetopuficat. Neyew 6¢ kal
‘Hpbdwpos (31F53) rabra.

pevyéuevar codd. pevyeuev éx Meineke

It is clear from these fragments that the situation in the Naupaktia
was again very different from that described by Apollonios. Medeia did
not go out on her own decision to urge the Argonauts to escape as she
does in Ap. Rhod. 4.83 ff. In the Naupaktia, Aietes had deliberately
invited the Argonauts to a banquet, apparently intending to burn their
ship, and kill them when they fell asleep. But just in time Aphrodite
intervened, filling Aietes with desire to sleep with his wife. Idmon noticed
what had happened and urged the Argonauts to make their escape.
When Medeia heard them going, she got up and went with them (cf.
Huxley 71). Herodoros apparently told the same story.

F8K affords us a rare opportunity to examine the diction of this early
epic. In the first line, &) 767" &p’ is a formula also found at Od. 8.381 &3
767" &p’ "ANkivoov. The verb &uBéN\w is used in the sense, common in the
Homeric poems, of inspiring mental or physical states (e.g. I/ 3.139;
4.444; 10.366, etc.). A close metrical parallel occurs at I/. 17.118 ¢68ov
¢uBale PotBos 'AroMwr. The word w66os used in a sexual sense seems to be
paralleled in extant epic only in Hesiod Aspis 41, where méfos is found in
the same position in the line. The formulaic line-ending &’ ’A¢podiry
occurs at [/. 2.820; 3.389; 413; 4.370; and Od. 20.68, but is not found in
the Hesiodic corpus. In the second line, the phrase ¢u\érn7i piyfuevar
occurs in the same metrical position as in I/. 6.161 and 165, while Aspis 36
has ¢u\éry7e piyn. The formula Fs éNéxoto is also found as a line-ending at
I7. 2.292; 24.305; Od. 3.235; and Hesiod F257.2 M-W. There appears
to be no close metrical parallel to kndouérn at the beginning of the third
line, but it is found in a similar sense at I/. 1.196-209 fvud ¢ihéovad Te
kndouérn e. However ¢peoiv fow occurs under the same metrical conditions
quite often in Homer, e.g. I/. 11.794; 18.430; 19.19; Od. 1.444; 13.320. In
line 4, voorhop olkévde is metrically identical to I/. 5.687 voorfoas olkbvde,
which seems to be the only other occurrence of vosrely with olkévée in
extant epic. The line-ending ov dyxepdxois érdpoiow is a close parallel to
I/. 16.248 £dv waow kai dyxepdxois érdpoow. In the line spoken by Idmon,
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Meineke’s conjecture ¢evyéuer &k seems unnecessary. While gelyewr with
genitive only is rather rare (e.g., 04.1.18; Hes. F257. 3 M-W; Soph. Phil.
1044), the closest Homeric parallels to ¢evyéuer &, namely pebyorr’ &
morapod (I/. 21.52) and ¢etywr & wévrowo (Od. 5.446), fail to convince.
These participial forms, unlike ¢evyéuer(ar), cannot be lengthened to the
unit — =—, so that another metrical solution, in this case the addition of
&, becomes necessary. The form ¢evyéuevar occurs in the same metrical
position at I/. 10.359 and 21.13, and can be retained here. The latter part
of the line, fony da vikTa pélawar, is a striking epic phrase found in both
Homer and Hesiod (J/. 10.394; 468; 24.366; 653; Theog. 481), always
with a verb of motion expressed or implied (cf. 04.12.284 dua vixra fofy;
I7.12.463; 14.261 Nukri 6of). As West remarks, fofv is strange, and the
problem has received a full discussion from Buttmann, who concludes
that, besides ““swiftness,” the epithet bears also an association of terror
and danger.?? West suggests as an alternative that iévar oy 8a vikTa
uéNawar originally meant “to go swiftly through the dark night” and that
oy came to be taken as an epithet of vikra, hence the Homeric Nukri fof.
The association of danger is very suitable for the Naupaktian context.

The banquet to which Aietes invited the Argonauts is a feature not
found in any source other than the Naupaktia and Herodoros, but it is a
good epic motif, and indicates a well-developed story. Of great interest in
this episode is the part played by Aphrodite. In Apollonios’ Argonautika
(3.55 ff.), Hera persuades Aphrodite to make Medeia fall in love with
Jason. In the Naupaktia too Aphrodite may have made Medeia love
Jason, but the Naupaktian version suggests a much closer relationship
between this goddess and the hero than is the case in Apollonios’ epic.
In the Naupaktian banquet scene, Hera plays no part and Aphrodite
acts on her own initiative, kndouévn ¢pesiv fow, drws uer’ &ebhov 'Ihow/
vogThoy olkovde obv ayxeudxows érdpocwy (F8K). This is reminiscent of
Hera helping the Argo past the Planktai, trei ¢pidos fev "Thowr (0d. 12.72),
and strongly suggests that, in the Naupaktia, Aphrodite, not Hera, may
have been the protectress of the expedition.? Aphrodite had a strong
cult in Thessaly, the home base of the Argonauts (cf. the month name
"A¢peos, and her cult titles ovrid and Etmhowa?*). Hera is not mentioned
in the surviving fragments of the Naupaktia, and her prominence in the
later tradition may be due to the Corinthian Eumelos (cf. Paus. 2.3.10 f.
= F3K).

22Hessiod, Theogony, ed. M. L. West (Oxford 1966) 299, commentary on 481; P. Butt-
mann, Lexilogus, transl. J. R. Fishlake (London 18693), 365-370. For the idea of terror,

cf. Antim. F187 Wyss "Ados ékmpolimoiaa Gody dbuov.
3Cf, Eur. Med. 527-528:
Kimpw vopifw 7is éuijs vavkrnplas
cwTetpay elvar Gedv Te kdvbplhrwy ubvyy.
#See RE 1.2729 and 2774 s.v. Aphrodite.
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In the matter of the name of Aietes’ wife, Eurylyte, fragments 7 and 8
differ from the Hesiodic tradition, which knew her as Iduia (Theog.
958-960). With these fragments we should associate F4K: 6 7a Navrakrika
wemounkds Ebpuhirny abriy Mever. Kinkel mistakenly treats this as a scholion
to Ap. Rhod. 3.242 rov pév (i.e., "Aguvpror) Kavkacin viudn tékev 'Aorepbdea,
with the result that Eurylyte is taken as the name of the mother of
Apsyrtos.2?> But Wendel has transposed the scholion to the correct
lemma, 3.240 ovv éf vaieoke d4uapri, and the fragment merely confirms
what we know from F7 and 8, i.e., that in the Naupaktia Aietes’ wife was
called Eurylyte. We do not know whether the poem mentioned Apsyrtos.2¢

Both the Naupaktia and Herodoros gave Idmon a significant role in
events at Aietes’ court, and in fact he seems, in the extant fragments, to
have been the most important Argonaut after Jason. Since Herodoros
apparently followed the Naupaktia for his story of the events at Kolchis,
including the presence of Idmon, it is likely that he also gave the Naupak-
tian version when he told of Idmon’s death among the Mariandyni
(31F50), a story also found in Apollonios (2.815 ff.) and Pherekydes
(3F108). In Apollonios, of course, this happens on the outward voyage to
Kolchis. In Herodoros and the Naupaktia at least, it must have happened
on the return voyage, which, according to Herodoros (31F10), was by the
same route as the outward journey. Thus the Argonauts may have visited
the Mariandyni twice. Supporting evidence for Idmon’s death on the
return trip can be deduced from Apollonios 2.854 ff., where Tiphys dies
just after Idmon, for the scholiast tells us that, according to Herodoros
(31F54), Tiphys died not on the outward voyage, but on the return.?’
Idmon was clearly a prominent figure in the early versions, and Apollonios
may have been alone in removing him from the scene so soon. The reason,
of course, was the presence in Apollonios’ version of two seers, Idmon
and Mopsos.

Neither of these two fragments mentions the fleece, the object of the
whole expedition, but we learn what happened from Schol. Ap. Rhod.
4.87, 267 Wendel (= F9K):

dwow 8¢ xploewov: 6 uév "'AmolNivios petd 7O puyely Ty Madeiav & Tob Aljrov
olkov wemoinTar vmiaxvouuérny 16 kdas 1@ 'laoow 6 8¢ Tda Navwakrike ypdyas
guvekpépovaar aldrny 70 kdas katd THY PUYNY, kata TO¥ adTod olkov Keluevov
[rob Aifrov]- 6 8¢ ‘Hpbdwpos (31F52) uera Ty dvéfeviw Tdv &ypiwv Tabpwy
dmoagralijvar 7ov 'ldgova mo Tob AlnTov éml 76 kQas, TOv 8¢ mopevdévTa Povedoal
Te TOV Spakovra Kkal 76 k@as ameveykelv wpos AlnTny, Tov 8¢ 86Aw kaléoal abTods
éml detmvov.

2%Cf. L. R. Farnell, The #Works of Pindar 2 (London 1930-1932) 146, who states that
the author of the Naupaktia knew of the murder of Apsyrtos.

26The earliest extant reference to Apsyrtos appears to be Pherekydes 3F32.
21Cf, Jacoby, FGrHist 31F50; C. Robert, Die griechische Heldensage (Berlin 1921) 775.
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In Apollonios’ story, Medeia flees to the Argonauts before the fleece has
been obtained, but the Naupaktia told that she brought it with her from
Aietes’ palace when she joined the Argonauts in their escape. We can
hardly imagine that the Argonauts forgot about the fleece; presumably
someone, perhaps the vigilant Idmon, had instructed Medeia to bring it,
or perhaps Aietes had hidden it in a place unknown to the Argonauts. It
may be that the Naupaktia depicted the fleece as being kept permanently
in the palace, but it is very probable that the version of Herodoros is
derived from the Naupaktia. The Naupaktian story of the banquet and
the escape of the Argonauts (F7-8K) was also told by Herodoros (31F53),
perhaps drawing on the earlier work. The motif of the invitation to dinner
in Herodoros 31F52 (7év 8¢ 86\w kaléoar alrovs éri deimvov) strongly suggests
that the Naupaktia was his source here too, cf. ¢¢’ éoriaciy kalovuévwy Tdv
"Apyovavraw kar' émBoviy (F7K). In Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.87, the Naupaktia
and Herodoros are not in fact cited as separate or contradictory author-
ities for a single event. The Naupaktian fragment tells of Medeia taking
the fleece with her in the escape of the Argonauts, and that it was in
Aietes’ house. The Herodoros fragment refers to earlier events, ending
with the fleece’s being brought to Aietes and the invitation to the
banquet; i.e., its context is that of Naupaktia F7-8 rather than F9.28 The
scholiast, discussing the actions of Medeia in the escape, refers first to the
Naupaktian version of those events, but then, for a short synopsis of
how the fleece came to be in Aietes’ house, he cites Herodoros. The
logographer seems at this point of his narrative to have presented, in
effect, a prose epitome of the Naupaktia. It seems reasonable to assume
that, in the Naupaktian version, before the banquet, Jason had success-
fully yoked the bulls, killed the dragon, and brought the fleece to Aietes.
Aietes’ plan to kill the Argonauts at the banquet was, therefore, a last
desperate attempt to keep the fleece.

Several features of this version of events at Aietes’ court are worth
noting. First, only one trial, the yoking of the bulls, appears to have
preceded the confrontation with the dragon.?® Robert twice remarks that
the only task facing Jason in the Naupaktia was to kill a dragon, and
this is strange, since he mentions elsewhere the yoking of the bulls.®
He presumably interprets defhov in F8.3-4K érws per’ defhov 'Thowv/voorhay
olkovde as a reference to the killing of the dragon. But the word should
properly be regarded as referring to the whole task imposed by Pelias,
the fetching of the fleece; cf. Apollonios 1.15-17:

8Cf. Jacoby, FGrHist 31F52-53,

27bid.

%Robert, 0p. cit. (above, n.27) 791, n. 4 and 796 (the yoking of the bulls in the Naupak-
tia, 795).
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Robert also asserts that, in the Naupaksia, the dragon was not the guar-
dian of the fleece,?? presumably because F9K tells of Medeia’s bringing
it from Aietes’ house. But as we have seen, Jason himself had brought it
there after killing the dragon.

The story of the ploughing and the sowing of the teeth appears to have
entered the myth too late to have been included in the Naupakria.
Apollonios’ story of the sowing of the teeth and the slaughter of the
Spartoi (3.1179 ff.) appears to be derived from Pherekydes. Apollonios
tells that the teeth were those of the serpent which Kadmos killed at
Thebes, half of them being given to Kadmos and the rest to Aietes. The
same story is given by Pherekydes, who also told how Kadmos threw
stones among the Spartoi, causing them to kill each other (3F22).
Apollonios has transferred the stone-throwing motif from the Theban
to the Kolchian Spartoi (3.1372). In the Theban story, Kadmos must
originally have sown all the teeth, and the story of the division is only a
means of creating a doublet. For this, Pherekydes himself may have been
responsible.??

In the extant fragments, neither Herodoros nor the Naupaktia mentions
the magic of Medeia. It may well be that, in the early tradition, Jason
yoked the bulls without her aid. Certainly Herodoros 31F52 seems to
imply that Jason killed the serpent on his own. Apollonios (4.145 ff.)
has Medeia put the beast to sleep, following Antimachos (F63 Wyss =
Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.156-166a), while Pindar (Pyth. 4.249) says that Jason
killed it réxvais, which suggests Medeia’s magic (cf. Schol. 7als r7s Mpéeias
réxvais). Pherekydes (3F31), in apparent agreement with Herodoros,
says that the dragon was killed by Jason. It seems likely that there was
no magic in the older tradition.

The links between Herodoros and the Naupaksia suggest that it would
be worthwhile to look at some other fragments of the logographer which
may also be derived from the epic. Here it will be best to examine features
fundamental to the myth, especially if the details supplied by Herodoros

31Cf. Ap. Rhod. 1.362 defAebwr Bagtifji, with Mooney’s note (0p. cit. [above, n. 2] 93),
where he compares I/. 7.453 Aaopedovre . . . aINjoavte, used of Poseidon and Apollo
in the service of Laomedon, and remarks that this Homeric parallel is decisive against
the old rendering of Ap. Rhod. 1.362 “in my struggle with the (Kolchian) king.”

32Robert, 0p. cit. (above, n. 27) 791, n. 4.

33The sowing of the teeth and the birth of the Spartoi may have been described by
Eumelos (F9K =Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.1354-1356, transferred from 1372 ff. by Wendel,
257-258). Cf. Huxley 66. I am not convinced that the Eumelian reference has been
correctly located, but further elucidation is beyond the scope of this article.
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differ from the Apollonian version or those of his predecessors other than
the Naupaktia.

One such feature, already noticed in passing, is the return voyage by
the same route as the outward one (31F10). This differs from all other
extant versions,® and to take such a definite stand Herodoros must have
had good authority—probably the Naupaksia. It is certainly likely that,
in the early form of the myth, the return voyage would be the same as the
outward one. It would later be changed to add more interest to the tale,
especially when geographical knowledge widened during the period of
colonization (cf. Huxley 72).

A fundamental feature for the Naupaktia would be names and gene-
alogies, especially of women, and we have already noticed how the poem
differed from Hesiod’s in the name of Aietes’ wife. Another name differ-
ence is found in Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.1122a, who tells us that Herodoros
(31F39) called the mother of Phrixos’ sons Chalkiope. This is the name
used by Apollonios (2.1149), but the scholiast adds that Akousilaos
(2F38) and Hesiod (F255 M-W) called her Iophossa, while Pherekydes
(3F25) knew her as Euenia. Hence the most likely source for the name
Chalkiope would be Eumelos or the Naupaktia, and in view of Herodoros’
reliance on the latter, especially for events at Aietes’ court, it is possible
that the source was the Naupaktia. Herodoros also diverged significantly
from tradition in the name he gives to Jason’s mother. Schol. Ap. Rhod.
1.45-47a (= 31F40) shows that he named her as Polypheme, daughter
of Autolykos, while Apollonios (1.47 and 282) and Pherekydes (3F104)
both called her Alkimede, daughter of Phylakos, and Hesiod (F38 M-W)
called her Polymele or Polymede. The name Polypheme too may come
from the Naupaktia.

An interesting family is given by Herodoros 31F38 (= Schol. Ap. Rhod.
2.1144-1145a):

‘Hpbdwpos 8¢ ¢now &t 'ABapavros xal Oeuiorols yevéobar maildas Zxoweéa,
"EpiBpov, Aebkwva, ITotov, vewrdrovs 8¢ ®pitov kal "EXNqw, obs Sua 9y 'Ivods
émBoviy ékxwpiioat.

The first wife of Athamas and mother of Phrixos and Helle is normally
known as Nephele (e.g., Apollod. Bié/. 1.9.1; Nonn. Dionys. 302 ff.), and
Herodoros is the only source to give her the name Themisto. Pherekydes
(3F98) assigns that name to the stepmother,? but it was usually given to
the third wife of Athamas, as it is by Apollodoros (Bi4/. 1.9.2).3¢ In his

3].e., Apollonios 4.254 ff., and Antimachos F65 Wyss, Hekataios 1F18, Pindar Pyth.
4.25 ff., Hesiod F241 M-W (all in Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.257-262b).

#Cf. Hyg. Fab. 1 (who has Ino as third wife); Ath. 13.560c; Anonym. Tract. de
Muliersbus in Paradoxographi Graeci ed. A. Westermann (1839, repr. Amsterdam 1963)
218, 17.

36Cf. Nonn. Dionys. 302 ff.; see Hofer in Roscher 5.607.
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account, Themisto becomes the mother of four children whose names
are Leukon, Erythrios, Schoineus, and Ptoos; i.e., the account is essenti-
ally the same as that given by Herodoros (cf. for other slight variants
Tzetzes ad Lyc. 22; Nonn. Dionys. 314-318). All of them are eponymous
Boiotian heroes (cf. Huxley 93). The only one named by an early source
is Ptoios/Ptoos, known as a son of Athamas and Themisto by Asios of
Samos (Paus. 9.23.6 = F3K). Asios of course wrote poetry similar to the
Naupaktia (cf. Paus. 4.2.1), but we do not know whether he made Phrixos
too a son of Themisto. Herodoros himself may have combined the families
of two of Athamas’ wives, or amalgamated two traditions concerning the
children of Themisto, i.e., that she was (a) the mother of Schoineus,
Erythros, Leukon, and Ptoios and (b) the mother of Phrixos and Helle.
If Asios was the source of the first tradition, the Naupaktia may have
been responsible for the second. The unanimity of the other sources on the
name Nephele for the mother of Phrixos, a basic character in the story,
suggests that Herodoros was drawing on an old tradition. Whether this
was the Naupaktia or Asios is difficult to say, but since the subject was
the Argonaut myth, and Asios’ interest in Athamas and Themisto seems
to be concerned mainly with Boiotian myth (cf. Huxley 92-93), the
Naupaktia is the more likely source.

Herodoros also tells an interesting story involving the sons of Phrixos
(31F9 = Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.594-598a and 605). An oracle was given to
Aietes that he would perish at the hands of his own descendants, and for
that reason he thought up the task of yoking the bulls.3” A trace of this
version is found in Apollonios 3.597 ff., where the king refers to a hint
he had received from his father Helios to beware of treacherous plots in
his own family. He sent the sons of Phrixos on a long journey to Achaia,
but thinks that he has nothing to fear from his daughters or his son
Apsyrtos. Only Chalkiope’s sons were a problem. In Herodoros’ version,
the task of yoking the bulls was designed as a protection against any
unrecognised kinsmen who might arrive. Since Phrixos’ sons, the children
of Aietes’ own daughter, were there at his court, the king must have sent
them away, just as he does in Ap. Rhod. 3.601-602. Indeed the return
voyage of the sons of Phrixos is referred to by Herodoros 31F47 (= Schol.
Ap. Rhod. 2.531-532):

‘Hpddwpos 8¢ éml 700 Pwpod ¢nor Tefukévar Tovs 'Apyovabras, &b’ ob "Apyos &
Dpitov éraviaw erefiker.

This suggests that the Argonauts did not meet the sons of Phrixos on
their voyage, as in Apollonios 2.1090 ff., but that the sons had returned

3Robert (op. cit. [above, n.27] 766 n. 1) suggests V7o T&V AldNov &yybvwy for Hmd &V
abrod &yybvwy in Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.594, but Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.605 vmd aqvyyevdv
argues otherwise.
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to Greece before the Argonauts set sail. This version must also have been
known to Pherekydes (3F106), who said that the £rgo was named after
Argos, son of Phrixos.?® Hesiod too may have known of the return of the
sons of Phrixos. Apollodoros (Bib/. 1.9.21) mentions the story, saying
that Phineus was blinded 87. Tots ®pitov waiai Tov &k Kohxwv eis v ‘EXNéda
mhodv éufwvoer, with which cf. Hesiod F157 = 254 M-W: wemrnpdofar 8¢
dwea pnalv ‘Holodos & Meyahais "Holais, 87v Ppitw v 080w éudvvaer. Since
no other source connects Phineus with Phrixos, it is better to accept
Robert’s conjecture §ru (rois) ®pitov (De Apoll. Bibl. 82) or J. Schwartz’s
®pitov (wawoi) (Pseudo-Hesiodeia [Leiden 1960], 163). But although the
return of the sons of Phrixos may have been told by Hesiod, Herodoros’
story about the origin of the yoking of the bulls is not found in the extant
Hesiodic fragments. Since the yoking was Aietes’ sole defence against the
would-be murderer in Herodoros, and was apparently also the only
trial facing Jason in the Naupaktia, it is possible that the story of the
oracle and the yoking was included in the epic poem.?

Naupaktia F10K refers to events after the return of the 4rgo (= Paus.
2.3.9):

"Emn 8¢ éorw &v "ENMoL NavrakTia dvoualdueva - wemointar 8¢ &v abrols 'laoova
&t "TwhkoD pera 7ov Ilehiov Bdvatov & Képrupav uerowfoat, kal of Mépuepov pév
Tov wpeoBiTepov TGy maidwy Vmo Neaivns dagdfapfivar Onpebovra & Tf wépav
Amelpw* Pépnri 8¢ oldév €aTi & uvuny wpookeluevov.

Hence, in the Naupaktian version, Jason did not remain at Iolkos after
his return. Other sources too indicate that Jason did not settle at Iolkos,
e.g., Pindar Nem. 4.54 ff. (cf. Nem. 3.57) ; Pherekydes 3F62; Hesiod F208,
299, 211 M-W; but none of them tell where Jason went after he left the
city.® All of them depict Akastos, son of Pelias, as king at Iolkos, and
this was probably so in the Naupaktia too. It seems strange that the
Naupaktia made Jason leave after Pelias’ death, since we would expect
that Jason would then have become king. It can hardly be that Pelias
was murdered and Jason compelled to leave the city, for the murder is
unlikely to have been in the myth at such an early date, and the word
Bévaror does not imply it.4! Akastos was an Argonaut, and Jason may
have given up his claim to the throne in his favour. If so, it should not be
surprising that Jason would leave Iolkos to allow the new king a free

#According to Apollodoros (Bibl. 1.9.16), Argos, son of Phrixos, built the Argo.

3Cf, Jacoby’s commentary on 31F52-53.

“Eumelos (F3K = Paus. 2.3.10) tells that Jason left Iolkos with Medeia when she
was invited to become ruler at Korinth, but that he returned after quarrelling with her.
Jason of course could have left Iolkos a second time.

#The earliest literary references to the murder of Pelias appear to be Pindar Pysh.
4.250, where Medeia is called 7av Ilehlao ¢pévov, and Pherekydes 3F105, where she is
7 ITeNig kakov (cf. Ap. Rhod. 3.1135 xaxov ILehip).
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hand. However, it is possible that in the early versions Jason had no
claim to the throne at all, but was a mere adventurer or the instrument
of an oracle, like the ‘““one-sandalled” man (Pindar Pyth. 4.75, with
scholia; Pherekydes 3F105). Certainly, no source earlier than Pindar
(Pyth. 4.109 fI.) states explicitly that Jason had a legitimate claim.
Hesiod (Theog. 995-996) describes Pelias as a despotic ruler, but does not
indicate that he was a usurper (cf. F33a.1-5 M-W). At Od. 11.256-257,
Pelias is depicted as ruling in prosperity over Iolkos, and there is nothing
to suggest that he is anything other than the legitimate ruler. If he were
the rightful king, then Akastos would be his legitimate successor, and
Jason would have no claim to the throne and no future at Iolkos. Such a
situation would be in keeping with the tradition that Jason did not stay
there.

The comparative mpesBirepov in F10K makes it clear that in the
Naupaktia Jason had only two sons. The name Mermeros is interesting,
because at Od. 1.259 Athena, disguised as Mentes, tells of seeing Odysseus
&t 'E¢bpns avibvra map’ "Thov Mepuepidao. The context here indicates that
Athena is speaking of somewhere in north-west Greece, not far from
Ithaka. Hence the Ephyre referred to is probably the one in Thesprotia,
which lay opposite Kerkyra.4? The reason for the visit to Ilos, son of
Mermeros, is given in the following lines (260-262):

olxero yap ral ketae fofis éml vnos 'Odvageds
dapuarov avépodovov il fuevos, ddpa oi €in
lovs xpieafar xalkfpeas*

Similarly at Od. 2.328-330, one of the suitors, commenting on Telemachos’
decision to go in search of his father, says:

7¢ kal els 'E@bpny é0ehet, Tiewpav &povpav,
ENOety, bpp’ Evfev Oupodlfopa Pphpuak’ éveiky
& 0¢ Balp kpnTiipL Kal Huéas wovTas dNégay.

Thus Ephyre was well-known to the poet of the Odyssey as the place to go
if one wanted to obtain poison. How did the city acquire such a reputa-
tion? Odysseus is said to have gone specifically to Ilos, son of Mermeros,
that is, to the grandson of the magician Medeia, who apparently passed
on her skills to her descendants. When the Homeric poet mentions Ilos
as a person from whom poison could be obtained, he must have known the
tradition that Mermeros was a son of Jason and Medeia, and presumably

42Cf. Schol. Od. 1.259; Apollod. 244F180; Thuk. 1.46.4; Strabo 7.7.5 (the latter two
possibly drawing on Hekataios; see N. G. L. Hammond, Epsrus [Oxford 1967] 446-447;
Huxley 61 f.).
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also that this pair had settled in north-west Greece.*® It must have been
somewhere close to Ephyre where Mermeros met his death in the Naupak-
tian story.

Thus the reconstructed Naupaktian version of the Argonautika gives
quite a complete story. There are signs that the poem included the pre-
liminary Phrixos episode and told that Phrixos’ sons had returned to
Greece before the Argo sailed. During her voyage, the Boreads chased
away the Harpies for Phineus. On arrival at Aietes’ city, Jason was
confronted with only one task, the yoking of the bulls, which he undertook
at the urging of Idmon, the seer for the voyage and the most notable
crew member. Next Jason killed the serpent and brought the fleece to
Aietes, who then treacherously invited the Argonauts to a banquet,
intending to kill them and burn their ship. But through the aid of Aphro-
dite and the vigilance of Idmon the Argonauts made their escape, and
Medeia joined them, bringing the fleece with her. Probably they returned
home by the route by which they had come, but both Idmon and the
steersman Tiphys died on the way. Then, after Pelias’ death, Jason and
Medeia went off to Kerkyra.

The scanty fragments of the Naupaktia furnish us with several signifi-
cant instances where the poem differed from our other sources for the
Argonaut myth. Some fragments, such as those telling of the banquet
and the escape of the Argonauts, may cause us to regret that nothing
more substantial remains from what must have been one of the more
interesting epics of archaic Greece.

43Medeia is also associated with Ephyre by Eumelos (F1K = Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.1212;
F2K = Schol. Pindar O/. 13.74), who exploits the existence of the several Ephyres to
introduce her to Korinth. See T. J. Dunbabin, “The Early History of Corinth,” ¥HS
68 (1948) 66; Huxley 61 f.

UN1vERsiTY oF GUELPH
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