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THE SOURCES OF PS.-APOLLODORUS’S LIBRARY: A CASE-STUDY* 

ULRIKE KENENS 

 
Although Ps.-Apollodorus’s Library is just about the only comprehensive manual of Greek 

mythology which has stood the test of time in a more or less complete state,1 no critical edition 

has been published since Wagner’s Teubner text of 1926, which was only a revision of his 1894 

edition.2 Likewise, the existing commentaries usually comment on the translation only and are 

more concerned with mythological variants than with a full-fledged philological explanation, 

including textual criticism, source criticism, language, stylistic and literary analysis.3  

Hampered by this lack of basic research tools, philologists fail to reach agreement on the 

sources of this mythographic companion. Already in the late 19th and early 20th century, various 

leading German scholars have stressed the derivative character of the Library: for its knowledge 

of ancient Greek literature, the manual depended, either partially or entirely, on intermediary 

sources, mainly commentaries and hypotheseis.4 Some more recent commentators, however, have 

tended to reassess Ps.-Apollodorus as a highly learned author who collated the original literary 

texts himself, including even the archaic poems of the Epic Cycle. Taking this view, they have 

argued that the manual was the result of a conscious nostalgic effort to revive the genealogically 

                                                 
* This paper is based on research carried out within the framework of the project, entitled ‘The Bibliotheca of 

Apollodorus the mythographer: synoptic edition, commentary and study of the sources’, funded by the Flemish 
Research Foundation (FWO). I am most grateful to my supervisor, Professor Marc Huys (KULeuven), for encouraging 
me to write on this subject and for his extensive comments on earlier drafts of this paper. I also wish to thank Kirby 
Joris for amending the English text of the manuscript.  

1 In addition to the Library, Ps.-Hyginus’s Fabulae deal almost exclusively with Greek myth, even though they are 
written in Latin. Unlike Ps.-Apollodorus’s continuous narrative, however, the Fabulae are organized into individual, 
self-contained entries. 

2 Mythographi Graeci, I, Apollodori Bibliotheca. Pediasimi libellus de duodecim Herculis laboribus, ed. Richardus Wagner, 
Stutgardiae-Lipsiae, Teubner, 1926². By contrast, J.G. Frazer (Apollodorus: The Library, ed. Sir James George Frazer, 
Cambridge-London, Harvard University Press, 1921[« The Loeb Classical Library », 121-122]) has not collated any 
manuscripts himself. As a result, his text is based on previous editions, principally that of Wagner. 

3 The recent commentary by P. Dräger (Apollodor: Bibliotheke. Götter- und Heldensagen, ed. Paul Dräger, Düsseldorf-
Zürich, Artemis und Winkler, 2005) is still based on Wagner’s edition (though updated by the collations of M. 
Papathomopoulos) and shows some gaps in its bibliography. Moreover, few comments on language and Greek 
religion are truly elaborate and exhaustive. For a comprehensive review, cf. FOWLER, ROBERT (2008), « Göttingische 
gelehrte Anzeigen », CCLIX, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, pp. 138-150. 

4 E.g. ROBERT, CARL (1873), De Apollodori Bibliotheca, Berlin, diss. ; SCHWARTZ, EDUARDUS (1881), De scholiis 
Homericis ad historiam fabularem pertinentibus, « Neue Jahrbücher für Philologie und Pädagogik », XII, Leipzig, Teubner, 
pp. 405-463 ; BETHE, ERICH (1887), Quaestiones Diodoreae mythographae, Gottingae, diss. ; WAGNER, RICHARD (1891), 
Epitome Vaticana ex Apollodori Bibliotheca. Accedunt curae mythographae de Apollodori fontibus, Lipsiae, Hirselius ; SÖDER, 
ANNA (1939), Quellenuntersuchung zum 1. Buch Apollodorschen ‘Bibliothek’, Würzburg, diss. 
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structured pagan world view against Roman imperialism and growing monotheism.1 In the last 

decade, this opinion has in turn been challenged by some foremost scholars contending the 

Library to be based on a process of epitomizing, blending and contaminating several previous 

mythographical writings, including similar compendia, excerpts, commented editions, lexica and 

prose summaries.2 Most recently, Dräger has held a highly divergent view on Ps.-Apollodorus’s 

sources, alleging that the Library is ultimately based – through some intermediaries – on an 

unidentified mythographical handbook of the fifth century B.C., which faithfully reflects 

mythological traditions pre-dating Homer’s epics, Hesiod’s Theogony, the Epic Cycle, lyric and 

tragedy, and exclusively draws upon archaic logographers, such as Pherecydes, Acusilaus and 

Hesiod’s Ehoiae.3 

Instead of continuing this ongoing debate in general, this paper will analyze one exemplary 

passage of Ps.-Apollodorus’s Library, viz. the well-known myth of the Danaids and their ill-fated 

marriage to their cousins, the sons of Aegyptus (2, 11-23). The purpose of this case-study is to 

trace the particular sources on which the mythographer drew directly or indirectly, and to discern 

some general pattern in the selection of these sources. Further, the ways in which these source 

texts are combined and fitted into the manual are investigated, as well as the reliability of the 

source references. Some seventy years ago, Söder has already conducted similar research by 

inquiring into the sources on which the first book of the Library was based.4 To this end, she 

included useful comparative research on mythographical parallel texts, such as the scholia and the 

accounts of Diodorus of Sicily, Hyginus, Pausanias and Ovid. In addition to these parallel texts, 

the study of the language should be reappraised as extremely helpful in tracking the sources of 

Ps.-Apollodorus’s handbook, as Alpers has briefly, yet convincingly illustrated in connection with 

the mythographer’s presumed dependence on Hellanicus.5 The language of Ps.-Apollodorus, 

however, has not been profoundly examined since Robert’s dissertation.6 As it is, this paper will 

try to fill this gap – or at least give the initial impetus – by focusing primarily on significant 

linguistic details, such as neologisms, uncommon expressions and epic and tragic idiom, which 

                                                 
1 E.g. La ‘Bibliothèque’ d’Apollodore, eds. Jean-Claude Carrière, Bertrand Massonie, Paris, Belles Lettres, 1991 (« Lire 

les polythéismes », 3) ; Apollodoro : i miti greci (Biblioteca), eds. Paolo Scarpi, Maria Grazia Ciani, Milano, Mondadori, 
1996. 

2 E.g. VAN ROSSUM-STEENBEEK, MONIQUE (1998), Greek Readers’ Digests ? Studies on a Selection of Subliterary Papyri, 
Leiden, Brill (« Mnemosyne », 175) ; CAMERON, ALAN (2004), Greek Mythography in the Roman World, Oxford, Oxford 
University Press (« American Classical Studies », 48) ; Apollodorus’ Library and Hyginus’ Fabulae. Two Handbooks of 
Greek Mythology, eds. Robert Scott Smith, Stephen M. Trzaskoma, Indianapolis-Cambridge, Hackett, 2007. 

3 Dräger (2005). 
4 Söder (1939). 
5 ALPERS, KLAUS (2003), Hellanikos von Lesbos, Apollodor und die mythographische frühgriechische Epik, « Abhandlungen 

der Braunschweigischen wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft », LII, Braunschweig, Cramer, pp. 9-35. 
6 Robert (1873). 
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can inform us about Ps.-Apollodorus’s sources for the Danaids myth. In turn, this specific case-

study may throw new light on the general question of the mythographer’s sources.    

 

When one glances through Ps.-Apollodorus’s account of the Danaids myth, one is above all 

struck by the absence of one of the most popular episodes of the legend: the mythographer does 

not mention a single word about the punishment the Danaids usually suffer for killing their 

husbands during their wedding night. On the contrary, Danaus’s daughters are said to be purified 

by Athena and Hermes from their horrendous crime at the command of Zeus (2, 22). In most 

sources, however, both textual and pictorial, either Lynceus takes revenge for the slaughter of his 

brothers by killing Danaus and his daughters (e.g. schol. Pi., N., 10, 10b ; schol. E., Hec., 886), or 

the Danaids are being compelled in the Underworld to pour water into a vessel full of holes (e.g. 

Hyg., F., 168 ; Ov., Met., 4, 462 ; Hor., Od., 3, 11, 25).1 Yet, various scholars pointed out that only 

in the Hellenistic period the punishment of carrying water in the Underworld was passed on from 

those who were not initiated in the mysteries of Eleusis (anonymous ἀμύητοι), to the Danaids, 

as can be inferred from Apulian red-figured vases.2 Likewise, the version in which Lynceus takes 

revenge for the massacre of his brothers only turns up in old scholia which go back to Hellenistic 

scholarship. Consequently, Ps.-Apollodorus’s account of the myth seems to be derived from 

older, pre-Hellenistic Greek sources.  

Nevertheless, it remains open to discussion which particular pre-Hellenistic source the 

mythographer has consulted. Although exact parallels for Ps.-Apollodorus’s version – viz. the 

Danaids being purified by Athena and Hermes from the murder of their husbands – have not 

survived, similar plot turns may be assumed in some classical texts, firstly in two plays by 

Aeschylus. In A., Pr., 858-859, the gods clearly disapprove of the marriage and, by denying its 

consummation, side with the Danaids. The fragmentarily transmitted tragedy Danaides, on the 

other hand, possibly came to an end with the purification of the Danaids and their remarriage.3 

Yet, it is highly improbable that the mythographer adopted his information from the famous 

tragedian or related sources, since neither in the scraps of the Danaides nor in the Supplices – the 

second play of the Danaids trilogy – Athena and Hermes are mentioned to have played a crucial 

part in the events. Secondly, Pindar (P., 9, 111-116), followed by Pausanias (3, 12, 2), relates that 
                                                 

1 The latter version has obviously become the most commonly recorded over time: the phrase ἄπλητος πίθος, 
referring to the bottomless vessel of the Danaids, even became proverbial for gourmands (e.g. Zen., 2, 6). 

2 PRELLER, LUDWIG, ROBERT, CARL (1920-19264), Griechische Mythologie, II, Die griechische Heldensage, I, Berlin, 
Weidmann, p. 277 ; KEULS, EVA (1981-2009), Danaïdes and Danaus, in Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae, III.1, 
Zürich, Artemis, pp. 337-339. 

3 SOMMERSTEIN, ALAN H. (1995), The Beginning and the End of Aeschylus’ Danaid Trilogy, in Griechisch-römische Komödie 
und Tragödie, ed. Bernhard Zimmermann, Stuttgart, M & P (« Drama: Beiträge zum antiken Drama und seiner 
Rezeption », 3), p. 128 ; Aeschylus: the Suppliants, I, eds. H. Friis Johansen, Edward W. Whittle, Copenhagen, 
Gyldendal, 1980, pp. 51-52. 



 - 4 -

Danaus bestowed his daughters on the victors in an athletic contest, as was also reported by Ps.-

Apollodorus (2, 22). Pausanias further elucidates that, in spite of their remarriage, the Danaids 

were not purified from the murder of the Aegyptiads at all: Danaus was saddled with his 

daughters, stained with blood-guilt, and therefore organized a running-race, on the occasion of 

which he gave away his daughters without bride-gifts. As a result, neither Pindar seems to be Ps.-

Apollodorus’s source, although the mythographer may have contaminated two versions.  

As it is, the particular source on which Ps.-Apollodorus drew has probably not been preserved. 

Nevertheless, one might hazard some hypotheses and browse among archaic and classical Greek 

texts in search for clues. Interestingly, one of Ps.-Apollodorus’s favourite informants, Hesiod,1 

has dealt with the offspring of Io2 and the vicissitudes of the Danaids in his fragmentarily 

transmitted Ehoiae (fr. 124-129 M-W). In addition, Hesiod is mentioned twice by the 

mythographer (2, 5) in connection with Io’s parentage and metamorphosis,3 and both accounts 

contain some strikingly similar plot elements: Hermes’s surname ἀργειφόντης is explained (fr. 

126 M-W ~ Apollod., 2, 7), only Aegyptus’s sons are said to have come to Argos (fr. 127 M-W ~ 

Apollod., 2, 15) and the Danaids are credited with the watering of the region (fr. 128 M-W ~ 

Apollod., 2, 14). Besides, also the catalogue of bridal pairs (2, 16-20) seems to derive from a lost 

epic, possibly Hesiodic (cf. infra). In conclusion, the enumerated similarities and implied 

connections may suggest that Hesiod was the ultimate source for the pre-Hellenistic version 

which Ps.-Apollodorus adopted in the Library, in spite of the overwhelming popularity in the 

Roman period of the version in which the Danaids were punished in the Underworld. 

 

In 2, 10-11, the ancestry of Danaus and Aegyptus, two key figures in the Danaids myth, is briefly 

sketched. According to the mythographer, the Egyptian ruler Belus married Anchinoë, a daughter 

of the mighty river Nile, by whom he had twin sons, Aegyptus and Danaus, but according to 

Euripides, also Cepheus and Phineus (TrGF 881). As may be pointed out, many divergent 

versions circulated in Antiquity about Belus’s offspring (e.g. schol. E., Ph., 5 ; schol. E., Hec., 886 ; 

Tz., H., 7, 155 ; Paus., 7, 21, 13).4 Although several authors refer to Cepheus (Hdt., 7, 61) or 

                                                 
1 E.g. the chart by JOURDAIN-ANNEQUIN, COLETTE (1989), Héraclès aux portes du Soir : mythe et histoire, Paris, Belles 

Lettres (« Centre de Recherches d’Histoire Ancienne », 89), p. 237 : Hesiod is mentioned fourteen times by name, 
which makes him the most frequently cited author in the Library.  

2 Cf. Apollod., 2, 10-11: Danaus and Aegyptus were the great-grandsons of Epaphus, the son of Io. 
3 VAN DER VALK, MARCHINUS (1958), On Apollodori Bibliotheca, « Revue des études grecques », LXXI, Paris, 

Belles Lettres, pp. 100-168: 116: the observation that Hesiod is not nominatim mentioned in the actual account of the 
Danaids myth ought not be a stumbling block, since ancient authors like to mask the fact that they are largely 
dependent on their sources. Therefore, they mostly mention these sources by name only when details are concerned. 
Cf. also Alpers (2003), p. 25. 

4 On Belus’s descent and offspring: TÜMPEL, KARL (1897), Belos, in Paulys Realencyclopädie der classischen 
Altertumswissenschaft, III.1, eds. Georg Wissowa et alii, Stuttgart, Druckenmüller, cols. 259-264 (esp. 260-261). 
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Phineus (schol. A., Supp., 318 ; Nonn., D., 3, 294-296) as Belus’s children,1 the Apollodorean 

foursome has never been adopted in exactly the same way. Nor is Belus mentioned to have 

fathered Cepheus and Phineus in extant Euripidean tragedy.  

Recently, some scholars suggested that Ps.-Apollodorus may refer to Euripides’s Andromeda: 

although this tragedy was only fragmentarily transmitted, the genealogy of the title heroine, 

Cepheus’s daughter, might have been presented in the prologue.2 However, since inquiry has 

shown that the mythographer probably did not read the original tragic text of Euripides, but was 

indebted, directly or more probably indirectly, to Alexandrian scholarship, hypotheseis and learned 

commentaries, we may extend our research area to such related and subsidiary writings instead of 

desperately scrutinizing all preserved Euripidean fragments.3 As regards the account of the 

Danaids myth, several parallel texts hint that the mythographer might indeed have drawn on such 

subsidiary commentary or hypothesis,4 instead of the original Euripidean tragedy. First, according 

to a fragment of Euripides’s Archelaus (TrGF 228a), Andromeda’s father Cepheus lived in the 

fourth generation posterior to Lynceus, who on his turn lived in the same period as Danaus. As a 

result, Cepheus could never have been Danaus’s brother in this play. Obviously, Euripides might 

have adopted divergent genealogies in various tragedies. Yet, if the dramatist consistently offered 

the same genealogy of Andromeda as in Archelaus, the listing of Cepheus among Belus’s sons may 

originate from a subsidiary commentary on Euripides, which was supplemented with extra 

information, borrowed from various other writings. Secondly, schol. A., Suppl., 318 informs us 

that, according to Euripides, Belus produced five children, namely Aegyptus, Danaus, Phoenix,5 

                                                 
1 By contrast, schol. Arat., 179 calls Cepheus Belus’s grandson and schol. Ap. Rh., 2, 178 states that Phineus was 

Agenor’s son according to Hellanicus, but Agenor’s grandson according to Hesiod, Pherecydes, Asclepiades and 
Antimachus. 

2 VAN LOOY, HERMAN (1964), Zes verloren tragedies van Euripides: studie met kritische uitgave en vertaling der fragmenten, 
Brussel, diss., p. 138 ; BUBEL, FRANK (1991), Euripides’s Andromeda, Stuttgart, Steiner (« Palingenesia », 34), p. 46 ; 
HUYS, MARC (1997), Euripides and the Tales from Euripides : sources of Apollodoros’ Bibliotheca ?, « Rheinisches Museum 
für Philologie », CXL, Frankfurt am Main, Sauerländer, pp. 308-327: 311. 

3 Most recently, Cameron (2004), pp. 94-104. 
4 ROBERT, CARL (1881), Bild und Lied, Berlin, Weidmann (« Philologische Untersuchungen », 5), p. 242 ; ZUNTZ, 

GÜNTHER (1955), The Political Plays of Euripides, Manchester, Manchester University Press, pp. 144-145 ; BUDÉ, 
ANDRÉ WINAND ANTOINE MARIE (1977), De hypotheseis der Griekse tragedies en komedies: een onderzoek naar de hypotheseis 
van Dicaearchus, ’s-Gravenhage, diss., pp. 48, 103 and 175-187 ; Huys (1997), p. 326: it is very difficult to draw the line 
between both subsidiary writings, since not only learned commentaries, but also hypotheseis usually included 
information which was absent in the original plays and was adopted from various parallel texts. Possibly, Ps.-
Apollodorus used a particular kind of hypotheseis which were far more elaborate than most Tales from Euripides and 
primarily focussed on the way in which the playwright had adapted the mythological tradition (μυθοποιία). To that 
end, the author of the hypothesis not only summarized the plot (albeit more succinct than in most Tales), but also 
frequently referred to diverging versions, attributed to various older sources which were mentioned either by name 
(e.g. in the summary of Euripides’s Medea I, the author of the Nostoi is mentioned) or anonymously (introduced by 

φησί or φασί). 
5 Due to the listing of Phoenix, Huys (1997), p. 311 suggested that the scholiast may refer to Euripides’s 

fragmentarily transmitted Phoenix (TrGF 803a-818). However, it is not the presumed son of Belus, but the 
homonymous son of Amyntor, who participated in the Trojan War, who plays the leading part in this tragedy. 
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Phineus and Agenor,1 whereas Hyg., Astr., 2, 9 records that, according to Euripides, Cepheus was 

Phoenix’s son. The comparison of these two texts with Ps.-Apollodorus shows that various 

authors refer to Euripides with regard to Belus’s offspring, yet they ascribe different information 

to the famous tragedian. Consequently, these authors probably drew on a learned commentary on 

some Euripidean play, possibly Andromeda: some Hellenistic scholar either compiled all divergent 

genealogies of Belus which were adopted by Euripides in various tragedies, or he juxtaposed the 

Euripidean version with divergent pedigrees, recorded in various other sources.2 Yet, he was 

excerpted differently by the later authors just mentioned. In addition, the latter mistakenly 

attributed this information to Euripides himself, instead of ascribing it to a commentary on the 

tragedian.3 

 

After Belus’s offspring is listed, the twin brothers Danaus and Aegyptus each go their own way: 

Danaus settled in Libya, while Aegyptus established himself in Arabia. Afterwards, Aegyptus also 

subjugated the country of the ‘Black-footed’ (τὴν Μελαμπόδων χώραν) and named it Egypt 

after himself (2, 11). The Library is the oldest surviving text in which the noun Μελάμποδες is 

used to denote the inhabitants of the land of the Nile. Within the framework of Ps.-

Apollodorus’s text, however, this neologism was not really imperative, since the previous 

appellation is not always nominatim mentioned by the mythographer when a region is renamed 

after its conqueror (cf. 2, 1: ἡ χώρα ἅπασα Αἰγιάλεια ἐκλήθη). On the other hand, the 

association of Egyptians with a black complexion was not innovative, but was already widespread 

in the classical period (e.g. A., Suppl., 154-155 ; ibid., 719-720).4  

Tracing the source of the neologism Μελάμποδες, one can turn to some commentaries and 

paroemiographical explanations which all show striking verbal similarities to the Library, including 

the reference to the land of the ‘Black-footed’ (Zen., 2, 6 ; schol. Pl., Ti., 25b ; schol. Hom., Il., 1, 

42 ; Eust. ad Il., 1, 42 and schol. A., Pr., 853a). First, the paroemiographer Ps.-Zenobius not only 

                                                 
1 METTE, HANS JOACHIM (1967), Euripides (insbes. für die Jahre 1939-1968), 1. Hauptteil: Die Bruchstücke, « Lustrum », 

XII, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, pp. 5-288: 57 (F *208): he suggested that the scholiast had mistakenly 
omitted Κηφέα here and was in fact referring to the same Andromeda-passage as Ps.-Apollodorus. Bubel (1991), p. 19 
refuted this quite convincingly. 

2 Furthermore, additional versions might have been contaminated and mistakenly ascribed to the tragedian in 
mythographical manuals, which go back to these scholarly commentaries and hypotheses and were consulted by Ps.-
Apollodorus. 

3 Cf. Robert (1881), pp. 243-245: schol. Hom., Il., 14, 325 refers to Euripides’s Bacchae, although he has only 
copied a hypothesis. Cf. DEL FABBRO, MARINA (1979), Il commentario nella tradizione papiracea, « Studia papyrologica », 
XVIII, Barcelona, Universidad de Barcelona, pp. 69-132: 102-104: P. Louvre 7733 v0 refers to Diphilus and 
Sophocles, although the commentator has only consulted secondary lexica. Such intermediary sources, however, are 
seldom acknowledged because they enjoy little prestige. 

4 MACTOUX, MARIE-MADELEINE (1991), Un détour par l’Arabie et le Pays des Pieds Noirs, in Mélanges Etienne Bernand, 
eds. Nicole Fick, Jean-Claude Carrière, Paris, Belles Lettres (« Institut Félix Gaffiot », 8), pp. 315-316. 
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abridged Zenobius’s collection of proverbs, but also supplemented it with ἱστορίαι taken 

anonymously from the Library. Second, the scholiast on Plato consulted a similar collection of 

proverbs – either Tarrhaeus’s original compilation or Zenobius’s epitome of it – and the Library.1 

Thus, both parallel texts were probably adopted directly from the Library and, consequently, 

admit the possibility that the mythographer invented the neologism Μελάμποδες himself.  

This possibility, however, is undermined by the Homeric scholion2: although the similarities 

between the scholion and the Library are most arresting and the scholion explicitly cites 

Ἀπολλόδωρος ἐν δευτέρῳ, Cameron3 has convincingly argued that all references to 

Ἀπολλόδωρος in the mythographical scholia on Homer do not allude to the author of the 

Library, but to his famous namesake, the Hellenistic scholar Apollodorus of Athens (second 

century B.C.). As a result, the striking verbal similarities between both texts might not be 

explained by direct borrowing, but by common dependence on a learned treatise of Apollodorus 

of Athens. Naturally, there may have been several intermediate mythographical handbooks.  

The mythographer has indeed been shown elsewhere to depend on his learned predecessor,4 

who would be a highly appropriate source of the neologism Μελάμποδες, since the scholar’s 

main research interests included geography (cf. γῆς περίοδος or περὶ γῆς), etymology and 

mythography (cf. περὶ θεῶν). Moreover, the preserved fragments prove that Apollodorus of 

Athens was acquainted with Egyptian geography (e.g. FGrHist 244 F 157). This view – viz. 

Apollodorus of Athens being the source of the neologism –  is supported by the Aeschylean 

scholion: like the scholiast on Homer and the author of the Library, the scholiast on Aeschylus 

probably adopted his mythological information from so far unidentified mythographical 

companions, dating between the late Hellenistic and early Byzantine periods.5 Given the mention 

of Μελάμποδες and the salient similarities to the Homeric scholion and the Library, these 

mythographical sources of the Aeschylean scholion are probably identical with those of the 

                                                 
1 DILLER, AUBREY (1935), The Text History of the Library of Pseudo-Apollodorus, « Transactions of the American 

Philological Association », LXVI, Atlanta, Scholars Press, pp. 296-313: 301-303. 
2 COHN, LEOPOLD (1907), Eustathios, in Paulys Realencyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, XI, eds. Georg 

Wissowa et alii, Stuttgart, Druckenmüller, col. 1460: Eustathius regularly consulted the scholia vetera on Homer and 
referred to this corpus by the vague acknowledgement φασί (cf. Eust. loc. cit.). Consequently, the mention of 
Μελάμποδες in his commentary on Homer’s Iliad has probably been adopted from schol. Hom., Il., 1, 42. 

3 Cameron (2004), p. 98. 
4 HENRICHS, ALBERT (1975), Philodems De pietate als mythographische Quelle, « Cronache Ercolanesi », V, Napoli, 

Macchiaroli, pp. 5-38 : 6 n. 9 and 8-12.  
5 The Older Scholia on the Prometheus Bound, ed. C.J. Herington, Leiden, Brill, 1972 (« Mnemosyne Supplementa », 

19), p. 32. 
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Homeric scholion and the Library and ultimately originate from some learned treatise of 

Apollodorus of Athens.1  

 

When inquiring into Ps.-Apollodorus’s sources, one should not only seek to trace the particular 

writings which the mythographer consulted directly or indirectly, but also explore the ways in 

which these varied versions were combined and fitted into the handbook. An outstanding sample 

of the mythographer’s compilatory technique is the digression on Amymone (2, 14): because 

Poseidon had dried up all Argive springs, Danaus sent his daughters to fetch water. One of them, 

Amymone, in her search for water, threw a dart at a deer, but hit a sleeping satyr by accident. 

Wild with anger, the latter attempted to violate her. Luckily, Poseidon appeared and put the satyr 

to flight. Afterwards, Amymone lay with Poseidon, who revealed to her the springs at Lerna in 

reward.  

The same story was recorded by the Latin mythographer Hyginus, in two different versions. In 

the first version (F. 169), Amymone was hunting Amazon-like in the woods when she 

accidentally struck a satyr with her dart (cf. Myth. Vat., 1, 45). Ps.-Apollodorus seems to hint at 

this version by mentioning that the dart that hit the sleeping satyr was in fact intended for a deer. 

In the second version (F. 169a), Amymone was sent by her father to fetch water in order to 

perform sacred rites (cf. schol. Hom., Il., 4, 171 ; Luc., DMar., 8, 1). Ps.-Apollodorus also alludes 

to this version by mentioning that Amymone had gone astray in search for water because 

Poseidon had dried up all Argive wells. Accordingly, our mythographer or his source probably 

contaminated two distinct versions of Amymone’s story: one tradition representing Amymone 

searching for water, and another tradition depicting Amymone hunting in the woods and 

accidentally injuring a satyr. 

 

For fear of Aegyptus’s numerous offspring, Danaus and his daughters fled to Argos by ship. The 

sons of Aegyptus, however, followed their uncle to the Peloponnese and begged him to lay aside 

his enmity. Ultimately, Danaus reluctantly consented to give his daughters in marriage and 

allotted the girls among the sons of his twin brother. At this point, Ps.-Apollodorus puts the 

narrative on hold for a moment and inserts the most exhaustive catalogue of Danaids and 

Aegyptiads which has come down to us ; systematically, the fifty bridal pairs are grouped in 

clusters according to their maternal descent (2, 16-20).  

                                                 
1 Apart from this particular cluster of mythographical companions which probably derives from Apollodorus of 

Athens, other branches of mythographical tradition, relating the same story, did not resort to the neologism (e.g. P. 
Oxy. 53, 3702 has preserved some fragments of a mythographical compendium, dating from the 2nd or 3rd century 
A.D.: Αἴγυ̣π̣τος γὰρ ἀπὸ τ[ῆς | ὁμωνύμου χώρα̣ς βασ̣ιλεὺς γεν̣[η‐ | θεὶς).  
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As far as the source of this valuable testimony is concerned, several linguistic and metric 

elements hint that this enumeration derives from a so far unknown and lost epic poem. 

Manifestly, the most watertight criterion for determining an epic source is to skim the text, 

searching for hexametric sequences of long and short syllables. Besides some minor necessary 

adaptations – such as the addition of conjunctions (τε or καί) or epithets1 – such rhythmical 

patterns can be discerned in e.g. 2, 17 (Ἀλκμήνωρ Ἱππομέδουσαν, Ἱππόθοος Γόργην,  

Εὐχήνωρ Ἰφιμέδουσαν, Ἱππόλυτος <τε> Ῥόδην) and in 2, 18 (Κλειτὸς Κλειτήν, <καὶ> 

Σθένελος Σθενέλην <ἐρόεσσαν>). Secondly, the original Ionic dialect shows through the 

spelling of plentiful proper names (e.g. Ἀργυφίης, Σκαίην, Ἀτλαντείης, Ἀναξιβίην, 

Κλεοδώρη and Ἀκταίην). Thirdly, various names listed have an ‘epic touch’, as they are 

copiously attested in the writings of Homer and Hesiod, either as proper names (e.g. Ἱππόθοος 

in Hom., Il., 2, 840 ; ibid., 17, 217 ; ibid., 17, 318 ; ibid., 24, 251 | Εὐρυδάμας in Hom., Il., 5, 149 ; 

Hom., Od., 18, 297 ; ibid., 22, 283 | Ἴμβρος in Hom., Il., 13, 33 ; ibid., 14, 281 ; ibid., 24, 78 ; ibid., 

24, 753) or as divine epithets (e.g. Χθόνιος in Hes., Th., 767 ; id., Op., 465) or as appellative 

nouns (e.g. Ἱπποκορυστής in Hom., Il., 2, 1 ; ibid., 10, 431 ; ibid., 16, 287 ; Hes. fr. 10(a).52 M-

W).  

Although this presumed epic source has not been preserved,2 one might hazard some 

hypotheses and browse among Greek epics in search for leads. As was already illustrated above 

with reference to the Danaids being exempted from punishment, one instinctively thinks of 

Hesiod, one of Ps.-Apollodorus’s favourite informants, who dealt with the Danaids in his 

fragmentarily transmitted Ehoiae (fr. 127-128 M-W). Striking stylistic similarities between Ps.-

Apollodorus’s catalogue of Danaids and Hesiod’s enumeration of Nereids (Th., 240-264)3 seem 

to confirm this assumption. Hesiod has skilfully composed his catalogue of Nereus’s daughters, 

clustering the nymphs by exploiting alliteration (e.g. 244), rhyme (e.g. 257-258), assonance (e.g. 

249) and identical morphemes (e.g. 251).4 Likewise, the mythographer has artfully arranged his 

                                                 
1 Cf. Alpers (2003), p. 33. 
2 The only comparable catalogue of Danaids and Aegyptiads has been preserved by Hyg., F., 170 (Filiae Danai quae 

quos occiderunt), yet this enumeration has been garbled in transmission. Moreover, both lists have only 22 names in 
common and, unlike Ps.-Apollodorus’s account, Hyginus’s version seems to be (partially) indebted to a prose source, 
given the numerous non-heroic names listed, such as Themistagora, Demarchus, Demophile and Pamphilus (Preller, Robert 
[1920-19264], II.1, p. 278). Unfortunately, the surviving scraps of the Marmor Parium (FGrHist 239 F 9) mention only 
two Danaids (Helice and Archedice), who do not figure in Ps.-Apollodorus’s list.  

3 To a lesser degree, Hesiod’s catalogue of Oceanids (Th., 346-361). 
4 Hesiod: Theogony, ed. Martin Litchfield West, Oxford, Clarendon, 1966, p. 236 ; RZACH, ALOISIUS (1994), Hesiodos, 

in Paulys Realencyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, VIII.1, eds. Georg Wissowa et alii, Stuttgart-Weimar, 
Metzler, cols. 1199-1200. 
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catalogue of bridal pairs, exploiting both content-related and formal criteria.1 As regards the 

content-related criteria, the sons of Aegyptus by the Naiad nymph Caliadne, for instance, cast lots 

for the daughters of Danaus by another Naiad nymph (2, 19). Moreover, the bridal pairs are 

grouped in clusters according to their maternal descent. As regards the linguistic criteria, the 

mythographer tends to group proper names which share morphemes (e.g. 2, 17: 

Ἱπποδάμειαν…Ἱππομέδουσαν Ἱππόθοος…Ἱππόλυτος) and which are nearly homonymic (2, 

18: Κλειτὸς Κλειτήν, Σθένελος Σθενέλην, Χρύσιππος Χρυσίππην). As regards the stylistic 

criteria, Ps.-Apollodorus tends to cluster alliterating (e.g. 2, 16: Αὐτομάτην Ἀμυμώνην 

Ἀγαυὴν) and rhyming names (e.g. 2, 18: Ἄργιος Εὐίππην, Ἀρχέλαος Ἀναξιβίην), following 

the example of Hesiod. 

 

After the sons of Aegyptus were stabbed to death during their wedding night, the Danaids buried 

the heads of their bridegrooms in Lerna and paid funeral honours (ἐκήδευσαν) to their bodies in 

front of the Argive city (2, 22). The verb κηδεύω – meaning ‘to take charge of, tend’, in 

particular ‘to attend to a corpse, bury’ – rarely appears in classical prose texts (e.g. Demad., 87, 9 ; 

Arist., Fr., 8, 44, 398), yet recurs particularly frequently in classical tragedies (e.g. S., El., 1141 ; S., 

OT, 1323 ; S., OC, 750), especially in the Euripidean plays (e.g. Rh., 983 ; IT, 1212 ; El., 47 ; Or., 

883), and in later prose texts (e.g. J., AJ, 9, 227 ; Plut., Lys., 28, 5 ; Str., 17, 1, 8 ; D.S., 18, 47, 3 ; 

Plb., 4, 13, 3). Remarkably, the verb does not only occur in funeral contexts, as has been 

illustrated in the examples above, but also means ‘to contract a marriage’ (e.g. D., 59, 81 ; Arist., 

Pol., 1307a37 ; D.H., 1, 64, 2 ; App., BC, 1, 56). Given the close connection between death and 

marriage in Greek tragedy, also the instances of κηδεύω in a matrimonial context recur 

remarkably often in tragic texts (e.g. A., Pr., 890 ; S., Tr., 1227 ; E., Hipp., 634 ; E., Ph., 347 ; E., 

Hec., 1202 ; E., Med., 367). In the Danaids myth, this double meaning may be used ironically, 

although the sophisticated pun probably did not originate from Ps.-Apollodorus himself, but 

from his source, possibly a tragic hypothesis, since the vocabulary in tragic hypotheseis is flavoured by 

poetic (tragic) expressions.2 

 

As an appendix to the Danaids myth, Ps.-Apollodorus harks back to Danaus’s daughter 

Amymone, who was seduced by Poseidon (cf. supra: 2, 14) and gave birth to Nauplius. The latter 

                                                 
1 Contrary to his catalogue of Calydonian boar-hunters (1, 67-68) and Argonauts (1, 111-113), which are mere 

enumerations, lacking coherence. Regarding the catalogue of Thespiades and their sons by Hercules (2, 161-164), 
however, the mythographer made an effort to create some coherence by pairing Thespiades with sons whose names 
resemble their mother’s name (e.g. 2, 162: Νίκης Νικόδρομος). Yet, the structuring is by no means as marked as in 
the catalogue of Danaids, nor can larger clusters be discerned. 

2 Söder (1939), p. 167 ; Van Rossum-Steenbeek (1997), p. 10. 
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became notorious for wrecking the Greek fleet returning from Troy, for he deluded the ships by 

kindling beacons on Mount Caphareus (Euboea). Presuming they had finally reached a safe 

harbour, the Greek warriors sailed to the shore and were wrecked on the rocks. Thus, Nauplius 

took revenge for the wrongful execution of his son Palamedes, who was tricked by the 

machinations of Ulysses  (2, 23 ; fuller account in Epit., 3, 7-8 and 6, 7-11). Concerning 

Nauplius’s spouse,1 divergent versions are being enumerated2 and attributed to various 

authorities, viz. the tragedians, the (anonymous) writer of the Nostoi and Cercops. Such explicit 

source references are often clustered in so-called Zitatennester and always deal with specific 

(genealogical) variants or deviations from the version currently followed by the mythographer (cf. 

2, 6). These alternative versions – which sometimes concern only proper names or other minor 

details – are simply being juxtaposed: Ps.-Apollodorus does not aspire to reconcile conflicting 

versions, nor does he show his preference for some variant.3  

As regards the phrasing of these source references, οἱ τραγικοί are mentioned thrice in the 

Library (2.5 ; 2.23 ; 2.25).4 Identical vague references also occur in some scholia and other writings 

quoting mythological variants (e.g. Str., 7, 7, 11 ; schol. Hom., Il., 9, 145 ; schol. Hom., Od., 11, 

260). Secondly, ὁ τοὺς νόστους γράψας is referred to only once in the Library, but the version 

of Eumelus, to whom, among others, the Returns were traditionally being ascribed, is recorded 

three times (3.100 ; 3.102 ; 3.133). Although exact parallels for this anonymous mention5 have not 

been transmitted, similar phrasings have been recorded in multifarious writings, including scholia 

and the Library itself (e.g. Pherecyd., Fr., 71 Fowler: ὁ γὰρ <τὴν> Θησηίδα γράψας ; Str., 10, 2, 

9: ὁ δὲ τὴν Ἀλκμαιονίδα γράψας ; hyp. Med. I: ὁ τοὺς Νόστους ποιήσας ; schol. A.R., 4, 992: 

ὁ δὲ τὴν Τιτανομαχίαν γράψας ; Apollod., 1, 74: ὁ μὲν γράψας τὴν Θηβαίδα ; id., Epit., 5, 

14: ὁ τὴν μικρὰν γράψας Ἰλιάδα). Finally, the Orphic poet Cercops is mentioned twice in the 

Library (2.6 ; 2.23). This reference is quite exceptional, since the Milesian author Cercops – who 

probably lived in the time of Hesiod (D. L., 2, 46) – is only known from some later testimonia 

                                                 
1 Remarkably, all three possible spouses named have mythological namesakes, who are mentioned by different 

authors as daughters of Oceanus (e.g. Clymene in Hes., Th., 508 ; Philyra in Pherecyd., Fr. 50 Fowler ; Hesione in 
Acus., Fr. 34 Fowler). Thus, this entire branch of Belus’s family is associated with water, the ancestor Poseidon being 
the god of the sea, his wife Amymone discovering the springs at Lerna and hence being worshipped as a source 
nymph and their descendant Nauplius being a well-skilled sailor (e.g. A.R., 1, 138). 

2 Without acknowledging any source, Ps.-Apollodorus also lists three sons of Nauplius: Palamedes, Oeax and 
Nausimedon. In most texts, only Palamedes is mentioned as Nauplius’s son (e.g. Apollod., Epit., 6, 8 ; Tz., H., 5, 28 ; 
Hyg., F., 277), but also the birth of the less-known Oeax is recorded by several authors (Apollod., 3, 15 ; schol. E., 
Or., 432 ; Dict. Cret., 1, 1). Curiously, a character called Nausimedon does not turn up in any other extant classical 
text, neither as a son of Nauplius nor in any other role. 

3 Söder (1939), p. 166 ; Van der Valk (1958), pp. 162-164 ; Huys (1997), p. 309 ; Cameron (2004), pp. 99-103. 
4 In addition, Euripides is mentioned four times separately (2.11 ; 3.75 ; 3.94 ; 3.109). 
5 Van der Valk (1958), p. 162: the cyclic poems are mostly quoted anonymously by Ps.-Apollodorus (e.g. 1, 74 ; 1, 

76 ; 3, 121). Pausanias and Athenaeus, by contrast, like to add quasi-scientific observations on the authenticity and 
the name of the author. This attitude may attest to his modest scholarly aspirations. 
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introducing him as a Pythagorean and attributing an Orphic poem to him (Cic., N. D., 1, 107 ; 

Clem. Al., Strom., 1, 21, 131 ; Suid. s.v. Ὀρφεύς). By mentioning Cercops, the mythographer is 

generally assumed to refer to the fragmentarily transmitted Aegimius (fr. 297 M-W ; cf. infra).1 In 

the fragments of this obscure poem, however, Cercops is credited with the authorship only by 

Ps.-Apollodorus, whereas other excerptors refer to Hesiod (fr. 296 and 298 M-W) or to ὁ τὸν 

Αἰγίμιον ποιήσας (fr. 294, 295, 299 and 300 M-W).2 Most strikingly, Cercops as well as οἱ 

τραγικοί are mentioned repeatedly and exclusively within the first pages of the second book of 

the Library. This swift succession as well as the unique reference to ὁ τοὺς νόστους γράψας 

points to a source only used in this part of the work.3 

As regards the reliability of these source references, we find ourselves in an awkward position 

for different reasons. Firstly, the Returns and Cercops’s Aegimius to which the mythographer 

alludes are just fragmentarily transmitted. In addition, searching for an allusion to Nauplius’s 

spouse in ‘the plays of οἱ τραγικοί’, is like looking for a needle in a haystack. As a result, one can 

only formulate carefully-worded hypotheses or even restrict oneself to merely listing the various 

possibilities. Secondly, Cameron argued that these quotations are, in fact, always unreliable, not 

because they are guesswork, but because they are simply transcribed, not only unverified but 

probably also unseen, from earlier intermediary compendia: Ps.-Apollodorus did not consult the 

sources named at first hand, nor did he build up his own narrative on the basis of his personal 

and systematic collation of various original texts.4 Indeed, the vagueness of the reference to οἱ 

τραγικοί and its insertion in a chain of references make it extremely doubtful that the 

mythographer would have consulted the tragic texts themselves. Following Cameron, I will try to 

uncover the source from which this accumulation of references derives, and put its accuracy to 

the test. 

Nauplius is said to be married to Clymene, Catreus’s daughter, according to ‘the tragedians’. 

This marriage is confirmed by the mythographer himself (3, 15 ; Epit., 6, 8) and by other authors 

(e.g. Tz., H., 5, 28 ; schol. Lyc., 386 ; schol. E., Or., 432). Unfortunately, the plays from which Ps.-

Apollodorus indirectly borrowed this information did not stand the test of time, although several 

playwrights are known to have written a tragedy, entitled Nauplius, e.g. Sophocles (TrGF 425-

438), Philocles (TrGF 24 T1), Astydamas II (TrGF 60 F5) and Lycophron (TrGF 100 F4a). 

                                                 
1 Van der Valk (1958), pp. 162-163 asserts that Ps.-Apollodorus also refers to the poem Aegimius in  2, 5 by 

mentioning Hesiod. As a result, the mythographer seems to be misleading us, since he ascribes the same poem to 
two different authors (viz. Hesiod and Cercops). This ambiguity might be due to influence of the Aristarchean 
school (vs. Robert [1873], pp. 22-25). 

2 Besides Ps.-Apollodorus, Ath., 11, 109 (T. 1) testifies that the poem was attributed to both Hesiod and Cercops. 
3 Huys (1997), p. 317. 
4 Cameron (2004), pp. 94-103. 
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Moreover, Nauplius played a part in the fragments of Euripides’s Cressae (TrGF 460-470a). 

Nauplius’s son Palamedes, for his part, performed in Euripides’s Philoctetes (D.C., 59, 8), but was 

also the title hero in fragmentarily transmitted plays by the three great tragedians (Aeschylus: 

TrGF 181-182 ; Sophocles: TrGF 478-481 ; Euripides: TrGF 578-590), by Astydamas II (TrGF 60 

F5a) and by Theodotus (TrGF 157).1 On the plots of these Palamedes plays and especially on the 

version which was adopted by Ps.-Apollodorus (2, 23 ; Epit., 3, 7-8 ; ibid., 6, 7-11), opinions 

widely differ. According to Wagner, Ps.-Apollodorus might refer to Euripides’s Palamedes, 

although he admits that Hyginus’s version (F., 105)2 might likewise be associated with the plot of 

this tragedy.3 This view was challenged by Robert, followed by numerous scholars, according to 

whom neither Ps.-Apollodorus nor Hyginus, but schol. E., Or., 432 may summarize Euripides’s 

Palamedes,4 whereas the mythographer, for his part, would depend on Aeschylus’s Palamedes.5 This 

assertion, however, is founded on the mere assumption that a seemingly straightforward plot (as 

in Epit., 3, 8) may be equated with an Aeschylean plot, even when the account has been strongly 

abridged as in the Epitome.6   

Nauplius is said to be married to Philyra according to ‘the writer of the Nostoi’, (fr. 1 Bernabé / 

Davies). This version, however, has not been preserved in any extant classical text.7 On the 

presence of Nauplius in the Nostoi, opinions widely conflict as well. According to Severyns, one 

should distinguish between two versions of Nauplius’s vengeance: either he contrived that the 

wives of the Greek warriors should be unfaithful to their husbands (Apollod., Epit., 6, 9), or he 

wrecked the Greek fleet by kindling the beacon fire on Mount Caphareus (Apollod., Epit., 6, 11). 

                                                 
1 Van der Valk (1958), p. 162, n. 224: Van der Valk tends to oversimplify matters by stating that the mythographer, 

when quoting the tragedians, has in mind Sophocles (once) and Euripides (thrice). 
2 LUPPE, WOLFGANG (2002), Σχόλια, ὑπομνήματα und ὑποθέσεις zu griechischen Dramen auf Papyri, in Der 

Kommentar in Antike und Mittelalter: Beiträge zu seiner Erforschung, I, eds. Wilhelm Geerlings, Christian Schulze, Leiden, 
Brill (« Clavis commentariorum antiquitatis et medii aevi », 2), p. 68: an unpublished Michigan papyrus has probably 
preserved a hypothesis of Euripides’s Palamedes. Since this summary ends with Nauplius threatening to take revenge on 
Agamemnon, the actual vengeance may not have been staged by Euripides in this play. Likewise, Hyginus does not 
mention Nauplius’s wicked plans. 

3 Wagner (1891), p. 180. The latter option (viz. Hyginus reflecting the Euripidean plot) was preferred by SCODEL, 
RUTH (1980), The Trojan Trilogy of Euripides, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (« Hypomnemata », 60), p. 53. 

4 Preller, Robert (1920-19264), II.3, p. 1133 ; STOESSL, FRANZ (1966), Die Palamedestragödien der drei grossen Tragiker 
und das Problem der Hypotheseis, « Wiener Studien », LXXIV, Wien, Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
pp. 93-101: 100-101 ; JOUAN, FRANÇOIS (1966), Euripide et les légendes des Chants Cypriens. Des origines de la guerre de 
Troie à l’Iliade, Paris, Belles Lettres, p. 345 ; AÉLION, RACHEL (1983), Euripide héritier d’Eschyle, I, Paris, Belles Lettres, 
pp. 48-53 ; MÜLLER, CARL WERNER (1990), Der Palamedesmythos im Philoktet des Euripides, « Rheinisches Museum für 
Philologie », CXXXIII, Frankfurt am Main, Sauerländer, pp. 193-209: 203-204. 

5 Robert (1921), p. 1133 ; Aélion (1983), p. 52. However, WEBSTER, THOMAS BERTRAM LONSDALE (1967), The 
Tragedies of Euripides, London, Methuen, p. 175 tends to associate the Euripidean scholion with Aeschylus’s play. 

6 Müller (1990), p. 204 ; Scodel (1980), pp. 48-49: the Epitome is so condensed as to be almost incoherent. Several 
vital details have been omitted.  

7 When Pausanias (10, 29, 6) maintains that Clymene was presented as the daughter of Minyas, the spouse of 
Cephalus and the mother of Iphiclus in the Nostoi (cf. schol. Hom., Od., 11, 326), one should not jump to 
conclusions and infer that the writer of the Nostoi certainly did not follow the version which was attributed to the 
tragedians by Ps.-Apollodorus, since various mythological characters were named Clymene (Ausführliches Lexicon der 
griechischen und römischen Mythologie, II.1, ed. Wilhelm Heinrich Roscher, Hildesheim, Olms, 1965², cols. 1227-1228).  
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The latter version would have been recorded in the Nostoi, while the former was included in the 

Cypria.1 In any event, Nauplius certainly performed in the Nostoi according to Severyns.2 This 

view was challenged by Vian, according to whom the wrecking of the Greek fleet by Nauplius 

and the wrecking of Ajax’s ship by Athena (Apollod., Epit., 6, 6) were originally two different aetia 

(e.g. E., Tr., 48-97 vs. E., Hel., 766-767). Lycophron was the first to contaminate both stories 

(357-395), while the mythographers simply juxtaposed both accounts (e.g. Apollod., Epit., 6, 5-11 

; Hyg., F., 116). As it is, Vian states that only Locrian Ajax performed in the Nostoi, since Proclus 

does not mention Nauplius, when summarizing the Nostoi, but exclusively refers to the wrecking 

of Ajax’s ship (εἶθ’ ὁ περὶ τὰς Καφηρίδας πέτρας δηλοῦται χειμὼν καὶ ἡ Αἴαντος φθορὰ 

τοῦ Λοκροῦ).3 Yet, one should bear in mind that Ps.-Apollodorus, just as Proclus, probably did 

not read the original poems of the Epic Cycle, but only mere prose summaries, which may be 

supplemented with information, derived from various sources.4 

Nauplius is said to be married to Hesione according to Cercops, but this version has not been 

recorded in any extant classical text. Notwithstanding the few surviving fragments, one may 

assume Nauplius to have played a part in the poem Aegimius (cf. supra). For example, the 

wandering Io halts on Euboia (fr. 296) and Nauplius wrecked the Greek ships on the Euboian 

rocks. According to Severyns, the disputed author of the Aegimius also elaborated on the labours 

of Hercules,5 and Nauplius was the grandson of Danaus, an ancestor of Hercules.6  

Finally, as regards the source from which these accumulated source references derive, which 

conclusions can be drawn from this comprehensive survey ? First, Ps.-Apollodorus’s source 

probably transcribed these references from an intermediary companion – such as a commented 

edition7 or prose summary – rather than consulting the original poetic texts, as was convincingly 

argued by Cameron.8 This secondary source may be supplemented with multifarious details, 

adopted from various parallel texts and deviating from the version recorded in the literary text to 

which the companion is most directly related.9 Second, this intermediary compendium seems to 

be used only in this part of the Library, given the swift succession of identical and uncommon 

                                                 
1 Aristarchus (Str., 8, 6, 2) indeed maintains that the mythical character Nauplius and his children were invented by 

οἱ νεώτεροι, sc. the authors of the Epic Cycle. 
2 SEVERYNS, ALBERT (1928), Le cycle épique dans l’école d’Aristarque, Liège, Vaillant-Carmanne (« Bibliothèque de la 

Faculté de philosophie et lettres de l’Université de Liège », 40), pp. 375-376. 
3 VIAN, FRANCIS (1959), Recherches sur les Posthomerica de Quintus de Smyrne, Paris, Klincksieck (« Etudes et 

commentaires », 30), p. 79. 
4 Cameron (2004), p. 96 ; Severyns (1928), p. 264, n. 4. 
5 Severyns (1928), pp. 178-179. 
6 SCHWARTZ, JACQUES (1960), Pseudo-Hesiodeia: recherches sur la composition, la diffusion et la disparition ancienne d’oeuvres 

attribuées à Hésiode, Leiden, Brill, pp. 261-264. 
7 Söder (1939), p. 167 ; Del Fabbro (1979), pp. 102-104 ; Luppe (2002), p. 59: detailed references to various 

sources (e.g. when facing diverging versions of a myth) are indeed typical of ancient commentaries. 
8 Cameron (2004), pp. 94-103. 
9 Budé (1977), pp. 48, 103 and 186 ; Robert (1881), p. 242. 
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source references. Third, striking verbal similarities between Apollod., Epit., 3, 8 and schol. E., 

Or., 432 point to the particular source of this Zitatennest. The Euripidean scholion is commonly 

assumed to summarize a hypothesis, possibly of Euripides’s Palamedes1: in view of the close verbal 

resemblances to Ps.-Apollodorus’s account, one might expect the mythographer to have also 

consulted such collection of hypotheseis (common source).2 Unfortunately, it is not that simple, 

since both accounts are slightly divergent in content. Consequently, one may suppose that the 

mythographer turned to a learned commentary – probably on the plays of Euripides or, in 

particular, on the Palamedes3 - in which Nauplius’s family tree was drawn up, including various 

variants. This commentary included not only information from such hypothesis,4 but also diverging 

versions, adopted from various sources, such as, for example, the Nostoi and Cercops 

(contamination).5 

 

To conclude, I return to the key questions of my case-study, presented at the outset of this paper: 

which particular sources did Ps.-Apollodorus consult directly or indirectly, in what way were they 

fitted into the manual and how reliable are the references to these ? First, as regards the reliability 

of the source references, Cameron has urged readers of the Library to be on their guard. Boldly 

speaking, these acknowledgements are all unreliable, not because they are bogus, but because they 

are simply copied – not only unverified but probably also unseen – from earlier intermediary 

compendia, as was illustrated in connection with the accumulated references regarding Nauplius’s 

spouse.6 Moreover, these earlier compendia tend to simplify matters: concerning Belus’s 

offspring, for instance, genealogical information is ascribed to the tragedian Euripides, whereas 

these particulars were probably drawn from a learned commentary on a Euripidean play, possibly 

Andromeda.  

                                                 
1 Preller, Robert (1920-19264), II.3, p. 1133 ; Stoessl (1966), pp. 100-101 ; Jouan (1966), p. 345 ; Aélion (1983), pp. 

48-53 ; Müller (1990), pp. 203-204. 
2 Scodel (1980), p. 49. 
3 The fact that this intermediary source was primarily connected to Euripides’s plays may account for the 

vagueness of the reference to οἱ τραγικοί. 
4 Robert (1881), pp. 242-248 ; Söder (1939), p. 167 ; Budé (1977), pp. 48 and 87 ; RUSTEN, JEFFREY (1982), 

Dicaearchus and the Tales from Euripides, « Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies », XXIII, Durham, Duke University, 
pp. 357-367: 357-358 ; Van Rossum-Steenbeek (1997), pp. 2-3 ; Luppe (2002), p. 65: the hypotheseis originally formed 
a separate collection (cf. P. Oxy. 2455-2457), in which the summaries were arranged alphabetically by the first letter 
of the title, each play being identified also by its first line. They were designed for readers who wished to be familiar 
with tragic plots without reading the plays themselves. This collection was copiously consulted by mythographers 
and scholiasts, who included the material in their comments on ancient authors.  

5 Robert (1881), p. 242; Budé (1977), pp. 48, 103 and 185-187 ; Zuntz (1955), pp. 144-145 ; Huys (1997), p. 326: 
however, it remains extremely difficult to draw the line between commentaries and hypotheseis, since both subsidiary 
writings referred to diverging versions, attributed to various older sources (cf. supra). 

6 Cameron (2004), pp. 94-103. For the same reason, Schwartz (1881), p. 445 considered all subscriptions in the 
Homeric D-scholia to be unreliable. 
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Second, we have pulled out of the bottom drawer the study of the language in order to trace 

Ps.-Apollodorus’s sources for the Danaids myth. This search for significant linguistic details – 

including neologisms, uncommon expressions, epic and tragic idiom – has proven to be very 

productive, since the neologism Μελάμποδες has been shown to originate from Apollodorus of 

Athens, the catalogue of bridal pairs from Hesiod’s Ehoiae and the description of the Aegyptiads’ 

burial from a tragic hypothesis. Further, when one tries to discern some general pattern in the 

selection of sources, it appears that the mythographer was indebted not only to archaic 

genealogical writings such as Hesiod’s Ehoiae – as Dräger maintains1 - but also to more recent 

sources, including classical tragedies and even Alexandrian scholarly writings, as was illustrated in 

connection with Nauplius’s spouse and the neologism Μελάμποδες. In addition, he seems to 

have been but indirectly acquainted with these source texts: on the one hand, he plausibly did not 

read the original literary texts, but merely turned to learned commentaries, prose summaries or 

excerpts of these ancient writings, which were for their part supplemented with divergent details, 

adopted from various parallel texts. The information on Belus’s offspring, for instance, has been 

shown to derive from a commented edition of Euripides’s plays. On the other hand, it is possible 

that he had no direct access to these Hellenistic scholarly writings either, but he may have been 

familiar with their contents via intermediary mythographical companions. The neologism 

Μελάμποδες, for example, plausibly originated from the Hellenistic scholar Apollodorus of 

Athens, yet found its way to the Library through later compendia.2 Given these various 

intermediate stages between Ps.-Apollodorus and the original literary texts, numerous sources 

have been accumulated, confused and contaminated in the Library. Relating Amymone’s 

encounter with Poseidon, for instance, the mythographer or his source contaminated two distinct 

versions of the myth. Likewise, various versions are accumulated in connection with Nauplius’s 

spouse. As a result, this ‘web of sources’ has often become impossible to disentangle.3 

Contrary to the nostalgic appeal, uttered by Carrière and Massonie, to reassess the Library as a 

carefully structured scholarly work based on direct acquaintance with archaic writings,4 the 

conclusion forces itself that the mythographer seems to have had no scholarly aspirations at all 

and confined himself to epitomizing, blending and contaminating previous mythographical 

writings, yet he did so consciously and competently and based himself on well-informed sources.5 

Besides, although Ps.-Apollodorus largely or even exclusively relied on intermediary sources, this 
                                                 

1 Dräger (2005), pp. 854-886. 
2 In view of this merely indirect acquaintance with ancient Greek literature, the use of verbs such as ‘to consult, to 

draw on, to turn to’ in this paper must be taken with a pinch of salt: the mythographer is but indirectly indebted to 
these literary writings, commented editions or prose summaries through various secondary companions. 

3 Söder (1939), p. 169 ; Huys (1997), pp. 326-327.  
4 Carrière, Massonie (1991) ; Scarpi, Ciani (1996). 
5 Cameron (2004), p. 103 ; Smith, Trzaskoma (2007), p. xxxvii. 
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does not necessarily mean that the mythographer slavishly epitomized only one encyclopaedic 

compendium that contained many references gleaned from earlier mythographic manuals and 

literary texts.1 More likely, he consulted multifarious mythographic sources, not only ready-made 

compendia, but also commented editions, prose summaries, lexica and excerpts. 

 

Catholic University of Leuven 

                                                 
1 As Bethe (1887) maintained. 


