
Athens Journal of Philology 2021, 9: 1-19 

https://doi.org/10.30958/ajp.X-Y-Z   

 

1 

Homer and Euripides:  

Remarks on Mythological Innovation in the Scholia 
 

By Marco Comunetti
*
 

 
This paper analyses two exegetical strategies adopted by ancient scholars to ex-

plain Euripides’ mythological innovations and variations with respect to Homer 

through a selection of scholia. The first approach considers Euripides a (mis-) 

reader of Homer. The dramatist regards an epic passage as the reference text, 

but fails to understand its wording correctly: therefore, he uncritically repro-

duces the model, even though inspired by a genuine impulse to emulate; this 

circumstance de facto equates the tragedian with a sort of exegete and repre-

sents his deviation from the epic text as the locus of an implicit (erroneous) in-

terpretation. The second approach evaluates the work of Euripides, comparing 

it with the Homeric poems, by means and in the light of concepts of literary crit-

icism. The tragedian creates a good or bad product depending on whether his 

innovation achieves a certain poetic result: an implausible or unrealistic de-

scription of a character is contested, whereas a strategy to enhance the emo-

tional impact of the dramatic moment is recognised and perceived as a careful 

and conscious artistic operation, hence possibly praised. 
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Introduction 

 

The poetic treatment of myth was a much debated topic in Hellenistic and 

Roman scholarship
1
. In this discussion, Homer occupied a unique position: he was 

the authority maintaining the traditional version of a legend and the fundamental 

poetic model of the subsequent literature
2
. Ancient critics paid specific attention to 

the divergence of a narrative from the common or widespread account, and their 

attitudes towards this issue were various, depending on both the characteristics of 

the texts analysed and the knowledge or interests of the commentators themselves. 

                                                           
*
PhD Student, Università degli Studi di Genova, Italy. 

1
Nünlist (2009, pp. 257–264) provides an account of the major questions that ancient commentators 

addressed when dealing with mythological issues; see also Nünlist (2015, pp. 738–739, s.v. Mythol-

ogy). 
2
In a survey on the citations from Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides and Ar-

istophanes in the scholia to these authors, in those to Theocritus and Apollonius Rhodius and in the 

Etymologicum Magnum, Montanari (1992, pp. 78–84) shows that the citations from Homer notice-

ably outnumber all the others; only in the scholiastic corpus to Aristophanes the citations from the 

comic poet prevail. The commented author is normally the most quoted after Homer. From a differ-

ent and complementary perspective, Scattolin (2007) analyses some scholia to Sophocles and Eurip-

ides where ancient scholars cited together with or instead of Homer authors who appear to be a bet-

ter comparison. 
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Ancient exegetes‟ assessments of Euripides‟ innovations
3
 provide a rich and var-

ied sample of such phenomenon: different approaches reflect numerous critical 

trends, which produced multiple results. For the sake of clarity these can be ar-

ranged in two categories, bearing in mind that well-defined demarcations are not 

always possible due to the nature of the scholia, our main source on the subject. 

On the one hand, there are neutral annotations which, e.g., indicate the mythologi-

cal variants between Homer and Euripides as a simple matter of fact
4
, or attribute 

to the dramatist the use of a model different from the Homeric poems
5
. On the 

other hand, there are more articulate comments expressing or implying value 

judgments, which often blame but at times, on the contrary, defend or even appre-

ciate the mythological alteration and thus the poetic invention introduced by Eu-

ripides, whose origin and reason they attempt to recognise. To the latter class be-

long two interpretative methodologies distinguished in terms of theoretical as-

sumptions and explanatory objectives: the first one considers the tragedian a (mis-) 

reader and exegete of Homer; the second one evaluates his work by means and in 

the light of concepts of literary criticism. This paper aims to examine these two 

exegetical strategies in order to shed light on a specific aspect of how poetic works 

were read and studied in Hellenistic and Roman epoch; the focus is on the reasons 

and the interpretative perspectives of the ancient commentators. 

The practice of textual comparison should be considered the result of a com-

plex operation, which provides a trace of the breadth and variety of the objectives 

of Hellenistic and Roman scholarship. Quotations from the works of different au-

thors show that ancient scholars used to consult many sources while commenting 

on a text, thus broadening their cultural and exegetical horizons: comparing differ-

ent literary products, indeed, contributes to understanding multiple features of a 

text and to revealing its relationship to tradition and/or the effects of its reception 

on subsequent literature. So, this article concentrates on textual comparison as a 

critical and interpretative tool adopted in ancient scholarship to comment on a text 

along with the search for poetic models
6
.  

                                                           
3
For an overview of the characteristics and use of myth in Euripides see Wright (2017). On the rela-

tionship of Euripides with epic sources and models see in particular Davidson (2020). 
4
E.g., Sch. Eur. Ph. 12: θαινῦζη δ‟ Ἰνθάζηελ κε: ἀζθαιίδεηαη ηὴλ ὀλνκαζίαλ η῅ο ἡξσίλεο, ἐπεὶ νἱ 

παιαηόηεξνη ἖πηθάζηελ <αὐηὴλ> θαινῦζη. θαὶ Ὅκεξνο “κεηέξα η᾽ Οἰδηπόδαν ἴδνλ, θαιὴλ 

἖πηθάζηελ” (Od. 11, 271). “They call me Jocasta: he (sc. Euripides) certifies the name of the hero-

ine, because the more ancient (sc. authors) call her Epicasta. And Homer as well: „and I (sc. Odys-

seus) saw the mother of Oedipus, the beautiful Epicasta‟”. 
5
E.g., Sch. Eur. Tr. 822: Λανκεδόληηε παῖ: ηὸλ Γαλπκήδελ θαζ‟ Ὅκεξνλ (Il. 5, 265; 20, 231) Τξσὸο 

ὄληα παῖδα Λανκέδνληνο λῦλ εἴπελ ἀθνινπζήζαο ηῷ ηὴλ κηθξὰλ Ἰιηάδα πεπνηεθόηη (...) θεζὶ δὲ 

νὕησο (fr. 29 Bernabé = 6 Davies = 6 West) (…). “Son of Laomedon: he (sc. Euripides) called in 

this passage Ganymede son of Laomedon, although according to Homer he was son of Tros, follow-

ing the one who composed the Little Iliad (...) He says so (…)”. 
6
The study of literary citations, textual comparison, and intertextuality in ancient scholarship has 

developed considerably in recent decades: see Calvani Mariotti (1987), Grisolia (1992), Montanari 

(1992), Montanari (1995), Turra (2006, pp. 151–152), Scattolin (2007), Perrone (2010), Braswell 

(2012), Phillips (2013), Montanari (2016), Phillips (2016, pp. 167–210), Vergados (2017), Cannatà 

Fera (2018, pp. 252–253), Gennari Santori (2018), Pagani (2018), Comunetti (2020), Montanari 

(2020), Vergados (2020, pp. 289–316), Gennari Santori (2021a, 2021b), Montanari (2021a, 2021b). 
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This investigation is conducted on four scholia from Euripides‟ corpus - the 

richest among the surviving scholiastic collections of the tragedians
7
 - which ex-

emplify the critical approaches under examination: three of them are relative to the 

Hecuba and one to the Rhesus
8
; the inclusion of two scholia from the Iliad and one 

from the Odyssey to relevant passages cited as reference or comparison texts with-

in the tragic annotations enriches and broadens the research. It is worth remember-

ing that the scholia are the result of the compilation of material drawn from vari-

ous sources, which preserve the work of Hellenistic and Roman scholars in a 

fragmentary and scattered condition. In these annotations, the expressions intro-

ducing citations and/or establishing comparison between authors are varied but of-

ten stereotyped, and their choice does not seem to comply with a codified scheme; 

moreover, they are concise and condensed even when inform on the purpose of the 

citations
9
. The scholia does not explicitly state the method and literary notions 

adopted by ancient scholars, because they collect material which ultimately goes 

back to commentaries on single texts and not to theoretical treaties: therefore, con-

cepts and abstract principles must be deduced from their actual application
10

.  

 

                                                           
7
An overview of the scholiastic corpus to Euripides, with indication of the main studies on it and its 

editions, is provided by Dickey (2007, pp. 31–44, 2015, pp. 505–508); for further bibliography and 

an accurate catalogue describing the witnesses that transmit the scholia and scholarly material to Eu-

ripides see also Mastronarde (2010-in progress). 
8
The Rhesus has been transmitted as part of the „Euripidean Selection‟, a reportoire of ten plays also 

comprising Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, Andromache, Troades and 

Bacchae, all equipped with scholia except the last one, but it is generally assumed to be the work of 

a poet of the 4th c. BCE. Rhesus‟ hyp. B shows that the question of its attribution had already been 

raised in antiquity; this is, however, the only surviving evidence of a debate on the issue in ancient 

times. The scholia lean e silentio towards the attribution of the play to Euripides, revealing no 

doubts about its authenticity. They actually seem to indicate that scholars such as Crates of Mallus 

(Sch. 5; 528a
1
), Dyonisodorus (Sch. 508), and Parmeniscus (Sch. 528a

1
) read the same Rhesus that 

we have and knew it as Euripidean; see Merro (2008, p. 218). Besides, ancient scholarship on Rhe-

sus shows a patent affinity in content and methodology with the scholarship on Euripides‟ other 

tragedies, following the same path during the Hellenistic and at least the beginning of the Imperial 

era; see Merro (2008, pp. 9–61, esp. 17 ff), Fries (2014, pp. 22–55). It should be noted, in any case, 

that for the purposes of this research it is not relevant whether the commentator of the scholion to 

the Rhesus here examined considered this tragedy to be Euripidean or not; this would have no effect 

on the reasoning in the investigation, which revolves around the ideas and methods of ancient exe-

getes. 
9
Tosi (1988, pp. 59–86) emphasises the importance of recognising the link between the cited and 

commented texts, in order to understand reason, meaning and purpose of the citations; Tosi (2013) 

analyses some examples where this operation is complicated by a possible corruption in the connec-

tion between the interpretamentum and the commented text, or by the ambiguous explanation pro-

vided by ancient scholars on controversial passages. For an analysis of the citations by Hellenistic 

and Roman scholars and an attempt to classify them see Montanari (2016, esp. pp. 73–74). In par-

ticular on poetic citations in tragic scholia, within contexts and for purposes of literary criticism, see 

Grisolia (1992). 
10

For an overview of the most important features of the scholia see Wilson (2007, esp. pp. 50–68). 

On the main stylistic and formal conventions and some recurrent topics in this kind of material see 

Nünlist (2009, pp. 8–14). For a definition of „scholion‟ and „scholiastic corpora‟, a history of the 

arrangement and development of such collections, as well as a critical discussion of the modern de-

bate on this issue see Montana (2011), with bibliography. 
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The Murder of Agamemnon with an Axe 

In the exodus of the Hecuba, Polymestor predicts that Clytemnestra will kill 

Agamemnon with an axe
11

. 

 
Eur. Hec. 1277, 1279 Battezzato 

θηελεῖ ληλ (sc. ηὴλ Καζζάλδξαλ) ἡ ηνῦδ᾽ ἄινρνο, νἰθνπξὸο πηθξά (sc. ἡ 

Κιπηαηκλήζηξα). 

θαὐηόλ γε ηνῦηνλ (sc. ηὸλ Ἀγακέκλνλα), πέιεθπλ ἐμάξαζ᾽ ἄλσ. 

The wife of this one, ferocious sentinel of the house (sc. Clytemnestra), will kill her 

(sc. Cassandra). 

And this man himself (sc. Agamemnon), raising up an axe. 

 

A scholion argues that the λεώηεξνη (“the younger / post-Homeric authors”), 

among whom Euripides is obviously included, added the detail of the weapon be-

cause of a misreading of the verse in the Odyssey which states that Aegisthus am-

bushed Agamemnon at a banquet and slew him as an ox at a manger. According to 

the interpretamentum, the comparison means that the Atreides was murdered 

when he should have been resting after his labours, an implicit allusion to the ex-

ploits of the war and the return from Troy, but later authors did not understand the 

symbolic meaning of the image and represented it as real with the addition of the 

axe. Hence, from this persepctive, the younger authors have uncritically repro-

duced the model, even though inspired by a genuine impulse to emulate, distanc-

ing themselves from it due to incorrect exegesis, which might be otherwise defined 

as the consequence of a too literal interpretation
12

. 

 
Sch. Eur. Hec. 1279 Schwartz

13
 

νἱ λεώηεξνη κὴ λνήζαληεο ηὸ παξ᾿ Ὁκήξῳ “δεηπλίζζαο, ὥο ηίο ηε θαηέθηαλε βνῦλ ἐπὶ 

θάηλῃ” (Od. 4, 535 = 11, 411) ἀληὶ ηνῦ· ὃλ ἔδεη κεηὰ ηνὺο πόλνπο ἀπνιαύζεσο 

ηπρεῖλ, ηνῦηνλ ὡο βνῦλ ἀπέθηεηλελ ἡ Κιπηαηκλήζηξα, πξνζέζεθαλ ὅηη θαὶ πειέθεη 

                                                           
11

The detail of the axe recurs in both Eur. El. 160, 279, 1160 and Tr. 361–362. 
12

Aristarchus often regarded the Iliad and the Odyssey as a reservoir of information and a source of 

inspiration for later authors, who could also develop stories and details starting from the epic text 

(e.g., Sch. Ariston. Il. 9, 575a
1
; Sch. Ariston. Il. 24, 527–528a; Sch. Ariston. Il. 24, 735a). The schol-

ar of Samothrace also detected examples of wrong interpretations or pseudoliteral reworkings of 

Homer: e.g., Sch. Il. Ariston. 22, 351b: νὐδ᾽ εἴ θέλ ζ᾽ αὐηὸλ <ρξπζῷ ἐξύζαζζαη ἀλώγνη>: ὅηη 

ὑπεξβνιηθῶο ιέγεη. ὁ δὲ Αἰζρύινο ἐπ᾿ ἀιεζείαο ἀληίζηαζκνλ ρξπζὸλ πεπνίεθε πξὸο ηὸ Ἕθηνξνο 

ζῶκα ἐλ Φξπμίλ (TrGF 3: 364–370); “Not even if [Priam, son of Dardanus] should command to 

pay your weight in gold: (sc. there is the critical sign) because he (sc. Homer) is using hyperbole. 

Aeschylus, on the other hand, actually represented a golden ransom in compensation for Hector‟s 

corpse in the Phrygians”; cf. Sch. Ariston. Il. 8, 70a; Sch. Ariston. Il. 22, 210a
1
. On the relationship 

between Homer and the λεώηεξνη in the use of myth according to the perspective of Aristarchus see 

Schironi (2018, pp. 661–686), with bibliography. The notion that a misinterpretation of the Homeric 

text resulted in a specific detail of a later work is widely attested in the exegetical scholia to the Ili-

ad: e.g., Sch. Il. ex. 4, 59b: πξεζβπηάηελ (sc. Ἥξελ): ηηκησηάηελ λῦλ. πιαλεζεῖο δὲ ἐληεῦζελ 

Ἡζίνδνο λεώηεξόλ θεζη ηὸλ Γία (cf. Th. 454–457); “The eldest/most honoured (sc. Hera): in this 

passage (it means) the most honoured. Hesiod, misled by this passage, says that Zeus is younger”; 

cf. Sch. ex. Il. 5, 880; Sch. ex. Il. 18, 38. 
13

On this scholion see Roemer (1906, pp. 32–34), Elsperger (1907–1910, pp. 125–126), Nünlist 

(2009, p. 259). 
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ἀλῃξέζε. δηὸ ζεκεησηένλ ἐληαῦζα ηὸ “θαὐηὸλ  ηνῦηνλ πέιεθπλ ἐμάξαζ᾽ ἄλσ” (Eur. 

Hec. 1279) : - MAB 

Not understanding that the verse in Homer: “after inviting him to a banquet, as one 

kills an ox at the manger” is instead of: “Clytemnestra slew as an ox this man who 

was to get pleasure after his labours”, the younger authors added that he was killed 

with an axe. Therefore, it is necessary here to mark with a critical sign the verse: “and 

this man himself, raising up an axe”. 

 

The murder of Agamemnon is mentioned several times in the Odyssey, with a 

fluidity of conception and elaboration that is justified in the light of the different 

contexts and perspectives
14

. The relevant verse recurs two times within the poem: 

in the section dedicated to the account of Menelaus‟ shipwreck in Egypt, when 

Proteus narrates Agamemnon‟s return from Ilium, his emotion at the arrival in 

homeland and the execution of the ambush by Aegisthus and twenty henchmen (4, 

512–537)
15

; and in the dialogue between Atreides‟ ghost and Odysseus in the 

Nekyia, when the dead hero recounts the violent massacre carried out against him 

and his companions by Aegisthus with Clytemnestra‟s complicity and support (11, 

404–434)
16

. The woman, cunning and terrible, here meditates on the death of the 

husband and kills Cassandra with her own hand brandishing a sword (11, 424: 

θαζγάλῳ). 

The Homeric δεηπλίζζαο (“after inviting him to a banquet”) is referred to Ae-

gisthus, whereas the scholion makes Clytemnestra the subject of the homicide; this 

discrepancy can be explained by taking into account various factors. First of all, 

the degree of participation of the woman in the murder is variable already in the 

epic poem: she is from time to time either absent, or an accomplice, or a conspira-

tor and responsible for the crime; the idea that she was the architect of the deceit 

and actual perpetrator of the assassination was afterwards fortunate, as the para-

digmatic example of Aeschylus‟ Oresteia demonstrates
17

. Secondly, the expres-

sion ζὺλ νὐινκέλῃ ἀιόρῳ (“with my accursed wife”) in Od. 11, 410 might have 

influenced the ancient commentator: Aegisthus is the nominative in the phrase, but 

Clytemnestra plays an active role in the action as well. Thirdly, Euripides ascribes 

the murder to the woman: it is, therefore, not illogical to suppose that the ancient 

exegete cited the Homeric verse making Clytemnestra its subject under the influ-

ence of the tragic text. 

                                                           
14

 Od. 1, 28–43; 3, 193–198, 232–235, 253–312; 4, 90–92, 512–537; 11, 404–434, 439, 452–453; 

24, 95–97, 191–202. 
15

 Sch. Od. 4, 535 e2 grasps Agamemnon‟s desire for rest after his labours, and therefore states that 

the image of the ox at the manger must be read figuratively; see Pontani (2010, p. 330) app. ad loc. 

From another perspective, Sch. Porph.? Od. 535e2 aims to justify the behaviour of the hero and to 

remove any doubt about his possible weakness for not realising the trap: the reference to the banquet 

does not mean that he was drunk, and the comparison with the ox does not designate him as an ar-

rogant but a brave man. On the link between these annotations and the tragic scholion see Pontani 

(2005, p. 101). 
16

On these two passages see respectively West (1981, pp. 359–361) and Heubeck (1983, pp. 291–

293). 
17

On the characterisation of Clytemnestra and the change of her role in the murder of Agamemnon 

from the Odyssey to Aeschylus‟ Oresteia - also with a comparison with Pindar - see Montanari 

(2018). 
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Sch. Od. 11, 410 observes that Homer does not mention the use of specific 

items in the execution of the murder - which appear in subsequent literature - 

namely a clothing that serves to entrap the victim
18

 and precisely the axe: having 

the text of the Odyssey as its focus, it records the characteristics of the epic de-

scription by subtracting the innovations added by later poets. This neutral remark 

counters the reasoning of the tragic scholion, which considers the expansion of the 

traditional representation as the result of an erroneous exegesis
19

. 

 
Sch. Od. 11, 410 Dindorf 

ζὺλ νὐινκέλῃ ἀιόρῳ] ὅηη ηῆ ἐπηβνπιῆ θἀθείλε ζπλέγλσ. ηὸλ γὰξ ρηηῶλα θαὶ ηὸλ 

πέιεθπλ Ὅκεξνο νὐθ νἶδελ. Q 

With my accursed wife] because she too is complicit in the conspiracy. Homer does 

not know the clothing and the axe. 

 

 

Hecuba Spares Odysseus’ Life 

 

In the first episode of the Hecuba, the protagonist begs Odysseus to spare the 

life of her daughter Polyxena, who has been chosen as a victim to be sacrificed on 

Achilles‟ tomb. The woman tries to persuade the Greek commander by recalling 

an episode of the final stages of the war when she saved him. Odysseus had en-

tered Ilium in disguise as a beggar and disfigured by wounds that should have 

made him unidentifiable; nevertheless he was recognised by Helen, who de-

nounced his identity to Hecuba: the queen accepted Odysseus‟ supplication and let 

him leave the city unharmed. 

 
Eur. Hec. 239–241 Battezzato 

νἶζζ᾽ ἡλίθ᾽ ἦιζεο Ἰιίνπ θαηάζθνπνο 

δπζριαηλίᾳ η᾽ ἄκνξθνο ὀκκάησλ η᾽ ἄπν 

θόλνπ ζηαιαγκνὶ ζὴλ θαηέζηαδνλ γέλπλ;  

                                                           
18

See, e.g., Aeschylus: Ag. 1382–1383: ἄπεηξνλ ἀκθίβιεζηξνλ, ὥζπεξ ἰρζύσλ / (…), πινῦηνλ 

εἵκαηνο θαθόλ, passim; Ch. 997–1000: ηί ληλ πξνζείπσ, θἂλ ηύρσ κάι᾽ εὐζηνκῶλ; / ἄγξεπκα ζεξόο, 

ἢ λεθξνῦ πνδέλδπηνλ / δξνίηεο θαηαζθήλσκα; δίθηπνλ κὲλ νὖλ, / ἄξθπλ η᾽ ἂλ εἴπνηο θαὶ πνδηζη῅ξαο 

πέπινπο, passim; and Euripides: El. 154–155: δνιίνηο βξόρσλ / ἕξθεζηλ, Or. 25: ἀπείξῳ (…) 

ὑθάζκαηη. 
19

Sch. Soph. El. 442–446, commenting on the horrible mutilation which Clytemnestra carried out on 

Agamemnon‟s corpse, states that each author is free to shape the components of the myth as he 

wishes, provided that he preserves the essential core of the narrative and creates a text which is co-

herent from a literary point of view; the innovation from the Homeric model prompts here the critic 

to emphasise the concept of poetic licence: (...) νὐ δεῖ δὲ δηαθσλίαλ δνθεῖλ εἶλαη πξὸο ηὸλ Ὅκεξνλ 

ἐπεί θεζηλ ἐθεῖλνο· “δεηπλίζζαο, ὥο ηίο ηε θαηέθηαλε βνῦλ ἐπὶ θάηλῃ” (Od. 4, 535 = 11, 411). ἤξθεη 

γὰξ ηὰ ὅια ζπκθσλεῖλ ηῷ πξάγκαηη· ηὰ γὰξ θαηὰ κέξνο ἐμνπζίαλ ἔρεη ἕθαζηνο ὡο βνύιεηαη 

πξαγκαηεύζαζζαη, εἰ κὴ ηὸ πᾶλ βιάπηῃ η῅ο ὑπνζέζεσο. “(...) One should not think that there is di-

vergence from Homer because he says: „after inviting him to a banquet, as one kills an ox at the 

manger‟. For it was enough if the events in their entirety agree with the matter; as for the details, 

each (sc. poet) has the licence to treat them as he likes, provided he does not do damage to the story 

at large”. Cf. Sch. Pind. O. 4, 31b
2
: (...) δνθεῖ γὰξ παξ‟ ἱζηνξίαλ ιέγεηλ· (...) ἀιι‟ ἔμεζηη πιάηηεηλ 

ηνῖο πνηεηαῖο ἃ βνύινληαη. “(...) he (sc. Pindar) seems to contradict traditional myth (...) But poets 

are allowed to invent whatever they like”. 
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Do you know when you came to spy on Ilium, disfigured in your appearance by rags, 

and from your eyes drops of blood dripped down your cheek? 

 

Helen retrospectively narrates this exploit at the royal palace in Sparta in Od. 

4, 240–264
20

. In this account Odysseus also wears rags, pretends to be wounded 

and is recognised by the woman, but she does not betray him, hoping for the victo-

ry of the Acheans: the hero easily carries out a massacre of Trojans and returns to 

the ships; Hecuba remains unaware of the raid and is not even mentioned
21

. The 

centrality of Helen in the story is supposed to be a creation of the poet of the Odys-

sey: this episode is useful both to celebrate Odysseus‟ typical abilities and, above 

all, to clarify from the point of view of the woman that she regretted the adultery 

before the sack of Ilium. Euripides introduced the novelty that Hecuba had once 

spared the enemy so that she can in turn ask the Greek commander to save Polyx-

ena
22

. 

A scholion criticises this invention as implausible, and not corresponding to 

the Homeric version or conceived in his manner. The dramatist reworks a tradi-

tional episode, of which Homer is implicitly identified as the authoritative guaran-

tor, producing something unconvincing: Hecuba would have had no reason to re-

main silent if she had seen an enemy wandering in the Trojan camp, while Helen 

did so appropriately. The statement within the scholion “she regretted the folly 

sent by Aphrodites” indicates that Helen repented her behaviour and planned to 

return to the Greeks; this sentence echoes a line from the account of the heroine in 

the Odyssey, which further reveals the comparative nature of the commentary. 

 
Sch. Eur. Hec. 241 Schwartz

23
 

ἀπίζαλνλ ηὸ πιάζκα θαὶ νὐρ Ὁκεξηθόλ· νὐ γὰξ ἂλ  ἐζίγεζελ ἗θάβε πνιέκηνλ 

ζεαζακέλε θαηνπηεύνληα ηὰ θαηὰ ηνὺο Τξῶαο πξάγκαηα. ἡ δὲ ἗ιέλε εἰθόησο· ἄηελ 

γὰξ κεηέζηελελ Ἀθξνδίηεο (cf. Od. 4, 261–262)
24

 : – M 

This invention is unconvincing and not Homeric
25

: for Hecuba would not have kept 

silent if she had seen an enemy spying upon Trojans‟ affairs. Helen, instead, (sc. did 

so) reasonably: for she regretted the folly sent by Aphrodites. 

                                                           
20

On this passage see West (1981, pp. 340–343). 
21
Odysseus‟ incursion into Ilium figured in the Little Iliad. Procl. Chrest. 206 (cf. Apollod. Epit. 5, 

13) (= Arg. 1 Bernabé = Davies, pp. 52-53 = Arg. West) placed it between the construction of the 

wooden horse and the theft of the Palladion. In the Little Iliad, Odysseus disfigured himself (Procl. 

l.c.) or was wounded by Thoas at his own request (Sch. Lycophr. 780 = fr. 7 Bernabé = 8 Davies = 8 

West); see also fr. 6 Bernabé = 7 Davies incert. loc. intra Ep. Cycl. = 9 West; fr. 10 West. The epi-

sode is evoked, as an anachronistic prolepsis, also in [Eur.] Rh. 498–507, 710–719. This version is 

similar to the Homeric one, from which it differs only on few points: it eliminates the egocentric 

perspective of Helen‟s account; it omits the meeting between Helen and Odysseus, probably as ir-

relevant; it does not refer to any wounding on the part of the hero, whereas elaborates on his dis-

guise as a beggar; it insists on the idea that Odysseus presents himself to the enemies as a traitor 

who is at loggerheads with the Atreides; see Fries (2014, pp. 307–311, 385–389). 
22

See Matthiessen (2008, pp. 286–287), Battezzato (2018, p. 109), who also notes that Eur. Hec. 

240 is “an adaptation of Od. 4.245, where Odysseus … wears ζπεῖξα θάθ᾽(α)”. 
23

On this scholion see Roemer (1906, p. 71), Elsperger (1907–1910, p. 48), Papadopoulou (1998, 

pp. 213–214, 1999, pp. 207–209), Nünlist (2009, p. 260, n. 11). 
24

Od. 4, 261–262: (…) ἄηελ δὲ κεηέζηελνλ, ἣλ Ἀθξνδίηε / δῶρ᾽ (…). 
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The notion of verisimilitude is associated to a component in the construction 

of the plot and to a demand for consistency in the behaviour of the characters, with 

respect to the features with which they are portrayed: this is a matter of internal 

credibility, i.e., a request for textual coherence. This recalls Aristotle‟s notions of 

literary work: the poetic mimesis represents what could and would happen either 

probably or necessarly
26

; as regards the characters in particular, these must be ap-

propriate and consistent: in drawing them, as in the arrangement of the incidents, it 

should always be sought what is inevitable or probable, so as to make it inevitable 

or probable that such and such a person should say or do such and such a thing
27

. 

 

 

Dolon’s Camouflage and Four-footed Walk 

 

In Il. 10 Dolon, preparing to carry out a night raid on the Achaean camp, 

equips himself with a bow and a spear, and wears a grey wolf skin and a marten 

cap. 

 
Il. 10, 333–336 West 

αὐηίθα δ᾽ ἀκθ᾽ ὤκνηζηλ ἐβάιιεην θακπύια ηόμα, 

ἕζζαην δ᾽ ἔθηνζζελ ῥηλὸλ πνιηνῖν ιύθνην, 

θξαηὶ δ᾽ ἐπὶ θηηδέελ θπλέελ, ἕιε δ᾽ ὀμὺλ ἄθνληα. 

β῅ δ᾽ ἰέλαη πξνηὶ λ῅αο ἀπὸ ζηξαηνῦ· (...)
28

. 

He immediately threw a curved bow around his shoulders, and there over clothed 

himself in the skin of a grey wolf, and on his head he set a cap of marten skin, and 

grasped a sharp javelin. He set out to go toward the ships from the camp. 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
25
In the scholiastic corpus to Euripides the noun πιάζκα recurs in Sch. Eur. An. 734 to defend the 

tragedian against the charge of including in his work an anachronistic reference to a historical event 

of his own time: ἣ πξὸ ηνῦ κὲλ ἦλ θίιε: ἔληνί θαζηλ <ηὸλ πνηεηὴλ> παξὰ ηνὺο ρξόλνπο αἰλίηηεζζαη 

ηὰ Πεινπνλλεζηαθά. νὐθ ἀλαγθαῖνλ δὲ θαηαζπθνθαληεῖλ ηὸλ Δὐξηπίδελ, ἀιιὰ θάζθεηλ πιάζκαηη 

θερξ῅ζζαη. “[A city] which was previously friendly: some claim that the poet anachronistically al-

ludes to the Peloponnesian war. However, it is unnecessary to criticise Euripides captiously, but ra-

ther to say that he has made use of a fiction”. On the meaning of πιάζκα in tragic scholia see Papa-

dopoulou (1999). 
26

Arist. Poet. 1451a 36–38 (cf. b 8–10) (with Gallavotti 1974, pp. 144-145): (…) νὐ ηὸ ηὰ γελόκελα 

ιέγεηλ, ηνῦην πνηεηνῦ ἔξγνλ ἐζηίλ, ἀιι᾽ νἷα ἂλ γέλνηην θαὶ ηὰ δπλαηὰ θαηὰ ηὸ εἰθὸο ἢ ηὸ ἀλαγθαῖνλ. 

Cf. Arist. Poet. 1460a 26–27, 1461b 11–12, which state that what is convincing though impossible 

should be preferred to what is possible and unconvincing. See Nünlist (2015, pp. 742–743 s.v. Plau-

sibility (or Probability)). 
27

Arist. Poet. 1454a 33–36: ρξὴ δὲ θαὶ ἐλ ηνῖο ἤζεζηλ ὁκνίσο, ὥζπεξ θαὶ ἐλ ηῆ ηῶλ πξαγκάησλ 

ζπζηάζεη, ἀεὶ δεηεῖλ ἢ ηὸ ἀλαγθαῖνλ ἢ ηὸ εἰθόο, ὥζηε ηὸλ ηνηνῦηνλ ηὰ ηνηαῦηα ιέγεηλ ἢ πξάηηεηλ ἢ 

ἀλαγθαῖνλ ἢ εἰθόο, θαὶ ηνῦην κεηὰ ηνῦην γίλεζζαη ἢ ἀλαγθαῖνλ ἢ εἰθόο. Cf. Arist. Poet. 1454a 26-28 

(with Gallavotti 1974, pp. 153–154). See Nünlist (2015, p. 712 s.v. Appropriateness (or Propriety), 

pp. 716–717 s.v. Characterisation, pp. 721–722 s.v. Consistency). 
28

See also Il. 10, 458–459. Hainsworth (1993, p. 188) defines this episode “a truncated arming and 

departure scene”. In the arming scenes of the Iliad the standard order of the weapons is: 1) greaves, 

2) corslet, 3) sword, 4) shield, 5) helmet, 6) spear; see Kirk (1985, pp. 313–314). Dolon takes no 

greaves, neither corslet, nor sword or shield. 
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The author of the Rhesus describes Dolon wearing a wolf skin and a helmet 

made from its skull: going beyond the epic model, he images that the hero will 

move on all fours and imitate the gait of the animal
29

.  

 
[Eur.] Rh. 208-215 Fries 

ιύθεηνλ ἀκθὶ λῶη᾽ ἐλάςνκαη δνξάλ 

θαὶ ράζκα ζεξὸο ἀκθ᾽ ἐκῷ ζήζσ θάξᾳ, 

βάζηλ ηε ρεξζὶ πξνζζίαλ θαζαξκόζαο 

θαὶ θῶια θώινηο ηεηξάπνπλ κηκήζνκαη 

ιύθνπ θέιεπζνλ πνιεκίνηο δπζεύξεηνλ, 

ηάθξνηο πειάδσλ θαὶ λεῶλ πξνβιήκαζηλ. 

ὅηαλ δ᾽ ἔξεκνλ ρῶξνλ ἐκβαίλσ πνδί, 

δίβακνο εἶκη· ηῆδε ζύγθεηηαη δόινο. 

I will fasten a wolf-skin on my back, and put the gaping jaws of the beast on my 

head, then fitting its anterior feet to my hands and its posterior feet to my legs I will 

go on all fours in imitation of a wolf‟s gait difficult for the enemies to find, as I ap-

proach the moat and the shelters of the ships. When I reach deserted place, I will 

walk on two legs: the deceit is established in this way.  

 

A scholion finds it incredible that Dolon moves on his hands and feet like a 

wolf, and adds that Homer represents the hero clothed in the skin of the animal not 

because he walks on all fours or to suggest such a gesture - indeed crawling on all 

fours is not mentioned in the Iliad. The terms of the relationship between the epic 

and tragic texts are not made explicit, but this association implies either a generic 

comparison or a derivation of the latter from the former. 

 
Sch. [Eur.] Rh. 210 Merro

30
 

βάζηλ ηε ρεξζί: ἀπίζαλνλ ηεηξαπνδίδεηλ αὐηὸλ ὡο ηνὺο ιύθνπο· νὐδὲ γὰξ Ὅκεξνο δηὰ 

ηνῦην ηὴλ ιπθ῅λ αὐηῷ πεξηηίζεζηλ. V 

[Fitting its anterior] feet to my hands: it is incredible that he walks on all fours like 

the wolves; and Homer puts the wolf skin on him not for that reason.  

 

The annotation disapproves the representation of the camouflage because 

crawling on all fours turns out not to be credible, absolutely or in the literary fic-

                                                           
29

The scene adheres to the pattern of the Homeric description, but focuses on the wolf helmet and 

skin, suggesting the association between Dolon and the animal; the usual weapons would spoil his 

stratagem. The chorus provides a lyric repetition of the four-footed walk: ηεηξάπνπλ / κῖκνλ ἔρσλ 

ἐπηγαίνπ/ζεξόο; (255–257). There are attic vase-paintings of the early fifth century BCE which por-

tray Dolon thus fully attired, and one even crawling on all fours (Paris, Louvre CA 1802 [circa 480-

460 BCE], LIMC III.1 s.v. Dolon B 2 (p. 661), III.2 (p. 525)). Hence, this was not a invention on our 

poet‟s part. Dolon‟s mimicry might be a genuine early variant of the myth, whose relationship with 

Il. 10 is difficult to define; Rhesus happens to be the only extant poetic source of this version. It is 

uncertain whether Dolon acted out the movements while describing his disguise and walking; two 

surviving cases of dramatic entry on all fours are the terrified Pythia at Aesch. Eum. 34–38 and the 

blinded Polymestor at Eur. Hec. 1056–1059: with the latter the Rhesus shows verbal echos. See 

Bond (1996, pp. 259–260), Fries (2014, pp. 191–197, 200, 213). 
30

On this scholion see Merro (2008, p. 175). 



Vol. X, No. Y        Comunetti: Homer and Euripides: Remarks on… 

 

10 

tion or, perhaps, as regards in particular the stage performance
31

. If the scholion 

considers the Iliad to be here the model of the Rhesus, then it criticises the tragedi-

an for excessively expanding on the wolf skin detail of the epic narrative, produc-

ing something unconvincing as the crawling walk; besides, it should be taken into 

account that this innovation could have been seen as the consequence of an over-

interpretation of the Iliadic passage on the part of the dramatist, whose reception 

was also contested as defective from a literary point of view. In summary, the an-

cient grammarian might have thought that the author of the Rhesus elaborated too 

much on a detail of the Homeric text or misunderstood it, to the point of creating a 

bad poetic product. 

 

 

The Children of Hecuba 

 

In Il. 24 Priam reaches Achilles‟ tent to ransom the corpse of Hector. He ad-

dresses a plea based on the association between himself and Peleus, two old fa-

thers without the protection of any son. The comparison, however, does not pro-

duce an equation, but shows that Priam is more unfortunate: he has lost all his sons 

during the war and is now forced to beg the enemy who killed the best defender of 

Ilium; on the contrary, Peleus still rejoices knowing that his only heir is still alive, 

and hopes for his return. The king explains that of his fifty children nineteen were 

born from a single womb, i.e., Hecuba, and the rest from other women in the 

house.  

 
Il. 24, 493–497 West 

αὐηὰξ ἐγὼ παλάπνηκνο, ἐπεὶ ηέθνλ πἷαο ἀξίζηνπο 

Τξνίῃ ἐλ εὐξείῃ, ηῶλ δ᾽ νὔ ηηλά θεκη ιειεῖθζαη. 

πεληήθνληά κνη ἦζαλ, ὅη᾽ ἤιπζνλ πἷεο Ἀραηῶλ· 

ἐλλεαθαίδεθα κέλ κνη ἰ῅ο ἐθ λεδύνο ἦζαλ, 

ηνὺο δ᾽ ἄιινπο κνη ἔηηθηνλ ἐλὶ κεγάξνηζη γπλαῖθεο. 

But I am totally unfortunate, since I begot excellent sons in the broad land of Troy, 

yet of them I avow that not one is left. Fifty I had, when the sons of the Achaeans 

came; nineteen were born to me from one and the same womb, and the rest from 

women in the palace. 

 

In Il. 6, 243–250 Homer states that inside the Trojan palace there were fifty 

nuptial chambers of the sons of the king and, on the opposite side in a courtyard on 

the upper floor, twelve of his daughters
32

. A total of twenty-two children of Priam 

are mentioned within the poem: five are born from Hecuba, two from Laothoe and 

                                                           
31

Cf. Arist. Poet. 1460a 11–18: the marvellous, which causes pleasure, should be portrayed in trage-

dy, but epic affords greater scope for the inexplicable, that is the chief element in what is marvel-

lous, because we do not actually see the persons of the story. Beyond a certain point the marvellous 

becomes incredible and, therefore, loses its effect; in particular the inexplicable risks being ridicu-

lous in drama. 
32

See Kirk (1990, pp. 192–194). 
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one from Kastianeira, while the mother of the others remains unknown
33

. The 

number and identity of the children of Priam and their mothers were variable in 

antiquity, which therefore became a matter of debate
34

: e.g., Apollodorus (3, 12, 5) 

reported fifty children, and according to his catalogue Hecuba gave birth to four-

teen, of whom ten sons and four daughters; Simonides (559 Campbell = 272 Pol-

tera = 559 PMG) and Theocritus (15, 139) attributed specifically to the queen 

twenty children. The number fifty recurs in both Euripides‟ Trojan Women and 

Hecuba: in the first tragedy Priam is indicated as the father of the children
35

; in the 

second Hecuba, while mourning the imminent sacrifice of Polyxena and her own 

fate, laments the loss in a way that makes her appear to be mother of them all, i.e., 

not specifying whether Priam fathered children with other women
36

. 

 
Eur. Hec. 419–421 Battezzato 

Δθ.: νἴκνη· ηί δξάζσ; πνῖ ηειεπηήζσ βίνλ; 

Πν.: δνύιε ζαλνῦκαη, παηξὸο νὖζ᾽ ἐιεπζέξνπ. 

Δθ.: ἡκεῖο δὲ πεληήθνληά γ᾽ ἄκκνξνη ηέθλσλ. 

He.: Alas, what shall I do? Where shall I end my life? 

Po.: I will die as a slave, I who am daughter of a free-born father. 

He.: I am bereft of fifty children. 

 

Since this affirmation creates a supposed divergence from Homer, a scholion 

resorts to different solutions to solve the problem. 

 
Sch. Eur. Hec. 421 Schwartz

37
 

αὔμνπζα ηὸ πάζνο θεζί· ῑζ γὰξ κόλνπο παῖδαο ἐγέλλεζελ. Ὅκεξνο· “ἐλλεαθαίδεθα 

κέλ κνη ἰ῅ο ἐθ λεδύνο ἦζαλ” (Il. 24, 496). ἢ ὅηη ζπκπεξηιακβάλεη ηνὺο λόζνπο δηὰ 

ηὴλ δηάζεζηλ ηνῦ ἀλδξόο. ζύιιεςηο δὲ ιέγεηαη ὁ ηξόπνο· νὐδὲ γὰξ αὐηὴ ἐγέλλεζελ, ὁ 

δὲ Πξίακνο ἐμ ἄιισλ γπλαηθῶλ : – M 

She says this to increase the suffering: for she gave birth to nineteen children only. 

Homer: “nineteen were born to me from one and the same womb”. Or because she 

includes the illegitimate ones due to her disposition towards her husband
38

. The trope 

is called syllepsis: she did not beget them, but Priam from other women.  

 

The scholion considers the Homeric version as the correct one. In the first sec-

tion it reports, via a phraseology which assumes the point of view of the heroine, 

                                                           
33

Besides Hector and Paris, the other sons of Hecuba are Antiphos (Il. 11, 101–104), Deiphobos (Il. 

22, 233–234), and Polites (Il. 13, 533–534). The sons of Laothoe are Lukaon and Poludoros (Il. 21, 

84–96); the son of Kastianeira is Gorguthion (Il. 8, 302–305); cf. Richardson (1993, pp. 325–326). 
34
On the number of Priam‟s children in ancient sources see Fowler (2013, pp. 527–528). 

35
Eur. Tr. 135–136: ηὸλ πεληήθνλη᾽ ἀξνη῅ξα ηέθλσλ / Πξίακνλ. 

36
Cf. Eur. Hec. 361: ηὴλ Ἕθηνξόο ηε ρἁηέξσλ πνιιῶλ θάζηλ (sc. Πνιπμέλελ); 620–621: ὦ πιεῖζη᾽ 

ἔρσλ κάιηζηά η᾽, εὐηεθλώηαηε / Πξίακε, γεξαηά ζ᾽ ἥδ᾽ ἐγὼ κήηεξ ηέθλσλ (sc. ἗θάβε); 821: νἱ κὲλ 

γὰξ ὄληεο παῖδεο νὐθέη᾽ εἰζί κνη (sc. ἗θάβῃ); see Battezzato (2018, pp. 123, 129, 155, 182). 
37

On this scholion see Roemer (1906, pp. 39–40), Elsperger (1907–1910, pp. 100–101), Grisolia 

(1992, p. 56), Papadopoulou (1998, pp. 206–207). 
38
The expected construction of δηάζεζηο in the meaning of „(good) disposition toward someone‟ is 

with πξόο and accusative - the only example in Euripides‟ scholiastic corpus is in Sch. Hec. 886; cf. 

for this translation Papadopoulou (1998, p. 207). In Eur. An. 222–227, Andromache states that she 

nursed the children that Hector fathered with other women, so as to show him no bitterness. 
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that Hecuba says to have fifty children to increase the suffering: the ancient com-

mentator acknowledges the novelty introduced by Euripides but, instead of ex-

pressing a negative assessment, illustrates it as a strategy to enhance the emotional 

impact of the scene; this device is perceived as a careful and conscious artistic op-

eration, which therefore deserves to be investigated
39

. According to the explana-

tion, Euripides represents Hecuba as claiming to have a greater number of children 

in the dramaturgical fiction: hence, the deviation from the model is only apparent, 

because it is the consequence of an artificial statement of a character on the stage; 

this seems to exclude that in the perspective of the ancient exegete the dramatist 

intended to take an objective position on the number of Hecuba‟s children. This 

scenario depicts a relationship between Homer and Euripides where the mytholog-

ical alteration aims to a specific poetic effect. In the second section, the inter-

pretamentum alternatively suggests that the queen includes among her children 

those born from other women. Finally, it refers to the syllepsis, a rhetorical figure 

whereby an expression/predicate semantically belonging to one subject is attribut-

ed to two or more: here Hecuba would equate herself with her husband in respect 

to the number of the children he overall generated; this number would thus appear 

exaggerated, but not invented. It should be taken into account that Euripides makes 

Hecuba express herself with the pluralis maiestatis ἡκεῖο (“we”): the ancient critic 

might have thought that it was indeed a plural, and for this reason talked about the 

syllepsis; Polyxena‟s reference to her father at the end of the preceding verse 

might have favoured this interpretation
40

. Whereas the solution appealing to the 

amplification of the suffering concerns the emotional effect, the explanation by 

means of the syllepsis pertains to the rhetorical mechanism through which such an 

amplification takes place. 

The scholia to Il. 24 relative to Priam‟s plea bring out concepts of literary crit-

icism worthy of comparison. Sch. ex. Il. 24, 490 observes that the contrast between 

the condition of Priam and the one of Peleus increases the pity, because, while the 

first lost fifty sons, the second has only one but still alive. Similarly to the tragic 

scholion, an association is established between the detail of the deceased sons and 

the poetic capability to produce a more intense feeling on the part of or towards the 

person who suffered the loss: this effect is achieved in the Hecuba by the excep-

tionality of the number in absolute terms, and in the Iliad by both this feature and 

the contrast that it produces between the circumstances of the characters. 

 
Sch. ex. Il. 24, 490 Erbse 

                                                           
39

The opposite of deliberate deviation is invention without reason or improvisation: cf. Sch. Eur. 

Hec. 3: (…) πνιιάθηο δὲ ὁ Δὐξηπίδεο αὐηνζρεδηάδεη ἐλ ηαῖο γελεαινγίαηο, ὡο θαὶ ἑαπηῷ ἐλίνηε 

ἐλαληία ιέγεηλ. “(...) Euripides often extemporises in genealogies, so that occasionally he even says 

things at odds with himself”. Extemporaneous creation is perceived as an extreme and unsuccessful 

form of alteration of the standard narrative: from a literary point of view, it implies lack of reason, 

neglect in composition, in manipulation and in exposition of the material, hence risk of incoherence. 
40

For the sake of completeness, it should be noted that Diggle (1982, pp. 315–318, 1984, p. 358), 

followed by Kovacs (1995, pp. 434–437), transposed verses 415–416 between 420 and 421. The 

sequence 420–421, transmitted by the manuscripts, has latterly been restored by Matthiessen (2008, 

pp. 140, 307–308) and Battezzato (2018, pp. 45, 129); cf. the review of Diggle (1984) by Mastro-

narde(1988, p. 157). 
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ζέζελ δώνληνο: εὔμεζε ηὸλ ἔιενλ, εἴγε ὁ κὲλ ηὸλ ἕλα ἔρεη, ὁ δὲ ηῶλ πεληήθνληα 

ἀθῄξεηαη. b(BCE
3
E

4
) Τ 

[While he hears of] you as yet alive: he (sc. the poet) increased the pity: if at least the 

one (i.e., Peleus) has one (sc. son), the other (i.e., Priam), on the contrary, has been 

deprived of fifty. 

 

Sch. ex. Il. 24, 496b points out that it is credible that a woman gives birth to 

nineteen children
41

, whereas it would not be credible if she had fifty, as Bac-

chylides‟ Theanus. Homer‟s clarification on the number of Hecuba‟s children is 

thus conceived as a realistic feature of the description, because it could be plausi-

ble also outside the literary fiction. 

 
Sch. ex. Il. 24, 496b Erbse 

ἐλλεαθαίδεθα: πηζαλὸλ κίαλ ηεθεῖλ ἐλλεαθαίδεθα, νὐρ ὡο Βαθρπιίδεο (sc. dith. 15) 

πεληήθνληα η῅ο Θεαλνῦο ὑπνγξάθεη παῖδαο. T 

Nineteen: it is credible that a single woman bore nineteen children, not as Bacchilides 

who indicates fifty children of Theanus
42

. 

 

The ability to generate emotions is a topic in ancient reflections on literature
43

. 

The scholia to Homer and Euripides appeal to different notions in relation to the 

variety of context and content of the passages analysed. In the Iliad, the number of 

children is a substantial component of Priam‟s plea: the antithesis between his un-

fortunate condition and the one of Peleus is perceived as a strategy to enhance the 

pity
44

. Ancient scholars often praised Homer‟s capacity to portray intense emo-

tions, inducing affection and sympathy towards the characters, and to create vivid 

and powerful scenes: the link between him and tragedy is particularly evident 

when feelings charcteristic of this genre are evoked
45

, according to Aristotle‟s def-

inition of tragedy as a work which produces, through pity and fear, the catharsis of 

this kind of sufferings
46

. In the Hecuba, the information on the number of children 

                                                           
41

The scholia to the Iliad recognise πηζαλόηεο as an aspect of Homer‟s style in general, which is es-

pecially shown in the way the poet gives realistic and circumstantial details of places or characters; 

see Richardson (1980, p. 278), cf. Nünlist (2015, pp. 735–736 s.v. Mimêsis, p. 741 s.v. Persuasive-

ness (pithanotês), pp. 747–748 s.v. Realism, Lifelike). 
42

The ode narrates the embassy of Menelaus and Odysseus to Troy to demand a diplomatic return of 

Helen and her possessions. In the chronology of the myth this episode belonged to the events of the 

Cypria (Arg. Bernabé = Davies, p. 32 = Arg. West); it was known to the poet of the Iliad (3, 203–

224; 11, 138–142). Theanus, priestess of Athena and wife of Antenor, is mentioned at the beginning 

of the text, which is unfortunately mutilated by some verses: here it should have referred to the fifty 

sons of the woman. Dithyrambic chorus consisted of fifty singers, and it is possible that the children 

of Antenor and Theanus formed the chorus here; if this were the case, this fact would explain their 

number; cf. Maehler (2004, 157 ff). 
43

Nünlist (2015, pp. 723–724 s.v. Emotions). 
44

The scholia to the Iliad admire the grandeur and the elevation of certain Homeric passages: the 

notion of αὔμεζηο plays a relevant role here and can apply to a large variety of poetic devices; see 

Richardson (1980, pp. 275–276). 
45

Richardson (1980, pp. 274–275; cf. pp. 270–271). The scholia to the Iliad make numerous and 

varied references to the tragic genre while analysing the Homeric poem: on this exegetical approach 

see Pagani (2018). 
46

Arist. Poet. 1449b 24–28 (with Gallavotti 1974, pp. 136–139): ἔζηηλ νὖλ ηξαγῳδία κίκεζηο 

πξάμεσο ζπνπδαίαο θαὶ ηειείαο, κέγεζνο ἐρνύζεο, ἡδπζκέλῳ ιόγῳ ρσξὶο ἑθάζηῳ ηῶλ εἰδῶλ ἐλ ηνῖο 
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gains relevance in relation to the misfortune of the queen: the deviation from the 

model is conceived as a means of increasing her suffering, which has an impact on 

the dramatic moment; πάζνο is one of the distinctive qualities of tragedy and the 

ability to arouse it was often highlighted by ancient critics
47

. The recognition of 

this literary purpose may conceal an appreciation of the artistic device on the part 

of the ancient commentator, who does actually not find any risk of poetic failure or 

improbability in the use of a high number. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

There follows a comprehensive and organic summary of the findings of this 

investigation. 

Ancient scholars adopted different critical approaches to elucidate Euripides‟ 

mythological innovations and variations with repect to Homer. Sch. Eur. Hec. 

1279 depicts Euripides as a reader of Homer: the dramatist regards the epic text as 

a model and aims to emulate it, but fails to understand its wording correctly and 

reproduces it uncritically. The ancient commentator de facto equates the tragedian 

with a sort of exegete
48

, and ascribes to him a lack of understanding of which his 

own text is the result and testimony: Euripides‟ work is thus conceived as the locus 

of an implicit literary exegesis, where the deviation from the model is the conse-

quence of an erroneous interpretation. The other examples bring out concepts of 

literary criticism and use them as criteria for evaluating the texts: mythological in-

novations cause poetic effects which make the literary product bad or good. Sch. 

                                                                                                                                                         
κνξίνηο, δξώλησλ θαὶ νὐ δη᾽ ἀπαγγειίαο, δη᾽ ἐιένπ θαὶ θόβνπ πεξαίλνπζα ηὴλ ηῶλ ηνηνύησλ 

παζεκάησλ θάζαξζηλ. 
47

Garzya (1989, pp. 3–4) and Grisolia (1992, pp. 55–56) comment on a selection of tragic scholia 

dealing with πάζνο; for a collection of scholia on πάζνο in tragedy see Trendelenburg (1867, pp. 

123–128). The noun πάζνο means first „that which happens (to a person or thing)‟, then an unpleas-

ant experience, viewed either subjectively as an emotion or objectively as a misfortune. Arist. Poet. 

1452b 9–13 defines it as one of the three elements of a tragic plot: δύν κὲλ νὖλ ηνῦ κύζνπ κέξε 

ηαῦη᾽ ἐζηὶ πεξηπέηεηα θαὶ ἀλαγλώξηζηο, ηξίηνλ δὲ πάζνο. ηνύησλ δὲ πεξηπέηεηα κὲλ θαὶ ἀλαγλώξηζηο 

εἴξεηαη, πάζνο δέ ἐζηη πξᾶμηο θζαξηηθὴ ἢ ὀδπλεξά, νἷνλ νἵ ηε ἐλ ηῷ θαλεξῷ ζάλαηνη θαὶ αἱ 

πεξησδπλίαη θαὶ ηξώζεηο θαὶ ὅζα ηνηαῦηα. 
48

The tendency to equate the commented author with an exegete seems to openly occur when the 

scholia describe the reception of an earlier work by later authors with verbs like ἀθνύσ or 

ἐθδέρνκαη, which refer to the activities of textual criticism and interpretation of the ancient scholars; 

this meaning on occasion applies also to ἀλαγηγλώζθσ, which otherwise refers to the generic act of 

reading. This phenomenon is clearly attested in the relationship between Homer and Hesiod: see 

Vergados (2017), Gennari Santori (2018), Schironi (2018, pp. 695–703), Vergados (2020, pp. 289–

316), Gennari Santori (2021a, esp. pp. 19, 77–80, 109–110 nn. 384–385, 260–262, 487–489; 2021b, 

pp. 225–226 n. 39); e.g., Sch. Ariston. Il. 2, 527-531: ηηλὲο ηῶλ λεσηέξσλ (cf. Hes. fr. 235, 1) 

ἀλέγλσζαλ (with scholarly meaning); Sch. Ariston. Il. 12, 22a: ἀλέγλσ Ἡζίνδνο (without scholarly 

meaning); Sch. Ariston. Il. 14, 119a: θαὶ ὁ Ἡζίνδνο (fr. 228 M.-W.) δὲ νὕησο ἀθήθνελ; Sch. Hrd. Il. 

16, 548a: θαὶ Ἡζίνδνο (Sc. 7) νὕησο ἐμεδέμαην. In accordance with this perspective, ancient schol-

ars sometimes explained a lesson of supposed Homeric derivation or imitation by arguing that the 

commented author came across a certain lesson of the epic text: this author would have had at his 

disposal a copy of the poems transmitting the variant he adopted or held as a reference: e.g., Sch. 

Hrd. Od. 4, 1 j (see Rengakos (1993, p. 29), Montanari (1995, pp. 53–57)); Sch. Pind. O. 7, 42b (see 

Phillips 2016, pp. 183–185). 
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Eur. Hec. 241 and Sch. [Eur.] Rh. 210 criticise the dramatist for creating some-

thing unconvincing or unbelievable: the notion of verisimilitude applies, in the 

first case, to a request of internal consistency in the behaviour of a character, who 

is supposed to be represented according to defined features; it corresponds, in the 

second case, to a demand for plausibility in the movements and gestures of a char-

acter, whose description is expected to be credible, that is, avoiding any excess of 

the inexplicable or the marvellous. Sch. [Eur.] Rh. 210 might imply that the literary 

failure also results from an over-elaboration and/or misinterpretation of a detail of 

the Homeric text: this calls for reflection on the fact that the two interpretative 

methodologies under investigation were not necessarily opposing but potentially 

coexisting, and their boundaries should not be regarded as always distinct but at 

times blurred. Sch. Eur. Hec. 421 recognises the novelty introduced by Euripides 

as a strategy to enhance the suffering of a character and the emotional impact of 

the scene; it also offers a possible explanation of the rhetorical mechanism used to 

achieve this effect. The ancient exegete is interested in the dramatic art of the au-

thor: he perceives the innovation as a deliberate and meditated operation and, 

therefore, possibly praises it. The adjective ἀπίζαλνο (“incredible”, “unconvinc-

ing”), the adverb εἰθόησο (“appropriately”, “reasonably”), and the noun πάζνο 

(“misfortune”, “suffering”), here associated with the concept of the αὔμεζηο (“am-

plification”), are recurring terms in ancient literary criticism. In particular, the urge 

to search for credibility and verisimilitude as essential components to the creation 

of the poetic work finally reflects an Aristotelian conception of literature, finding 

correspondence in the categories enucleated by the philosopher within his Poet-

ics
49

. 
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