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Stratis Kyriakidis
Invocatio ad Musam (Aen. 7, 37)

The invocation to Erato in the proem to Aeneid’s Book 7 (37-45)! has
been the subject of much discussion among scholars, as to the function
of the Muse and the meaning the poet wishes to convey through her?.
Indeed, Vergil’s use of this particular Muse just before the narrative of
the «Iliadic» events begins is curious, to say the least. It is generally
accepted that Vergil’s invocation to Erato has as its model Apollonius
Rhodius’ invocation at 3,1 of his Argonautica: € &é&ye viv Egatd,
nagé 9 fotaco xai po Evione...» (R.L. Hunter) where the Hellenistic
poet justifies his choice of the Muse through a figura etymologica
based on the word #owg?, and at the same time through the proem

Earlier versions of this paper were read in November 1993 at the 5th Panhellenic
Symposium of Latin Studies held at Athens University and in February 1994 at a
Seminar in the School of Classics of the University of Leeds where I benefitted
from the stimulating discussion. I must express my thanks to the anonymous re-
ferees of «MD» for their helpful suggestions.

1. For reference to the Aeneid’s proems see at the end of this paper.

2. F.A.Todd, Virgil’s Invocation of Erato, «Class. Rev.» 45,1931, pp. 216-218; E.
Fraenkel, Some aspects of the Structure of Aeneid VII, «Journ. Rom. Stud.» 35,
1945, pp. 1-14; Fr. Klingner, Virgil: Bucolica Georgica Aeneis, Stuttgart 1967, pp.
496 ff.; M.]. Putnam, Aen. VII and the Aeneid, « Amer. Journ. Philol.» 91, 1970, p.
418; W.P. Basson, Pivotal Catalogues in the Aeneid, Amsterdam 1975, ch. 3 pp.
95-116; C. Monteleone, Eneide 7.37: I’invocazione ad Erato come segnale, «Ant.
Class.» 46, 1977, p. 191; G. Lieberg, De Musarum usu ac vi apud Vergilium, in
Africa et Roma. Acta conventus Dacariae habiti, Roma 1979, pp. 230-238; I
Mariotti, I/ secondo proemio dell’Eneide, in Letterature Comparate. Problemi e
Metodo. Studi in onore di Ettore Paratore, Bologna 1981, vol. i, pp. 459-466; W.
Suerbaum, Enc. Virg., s.v. Muse, p. 634; F. De Martino, Note apolloniane, «Ann.
Fac. di Lett. Filos. Univ. Bari», 27-28, 1984-85, pp. 101-117; R.F. Thomas, From
recusatio to commitment: the evolution of the Vergilian programme, «Pap. Liv.
Lat. Sem.» 5, 1985, pp. 61-73; M. Fernandelli, Il compito della Musa, «Quad. Filol.
Class.» (Univ. degli Studi di Trieste) 5, 1986, pp. 87-104; Fr. Cairns, Virgil’s Au-
gustan Epic, Cambridge 1989, p. 156; K. Toll, What’s love got to do with it? The
Invocation to Erato, and Patriotism in the Aeneid, «Quad. Urb. Cult. Class.», n.s.
33, 1989, pp. 107-118; B. Pavlock, The Hero and the Erotic in Aeneid 7-12, «Vergi-
lius» 38, 1992, pp. 72-87; R. Hunter, The Argonautica of Apollonius. Literary Stu-
dies, Cambridge 1993, pp. 180-1.

3. Mndeing vn’ Eowti (3,3) and émigatov obvopa... (3,5); F. Vian (ed.) Apollonios
de Rhodes, Argon., Paris 1980, vol. 3, p. 50, note 1; R. Hunter, Apollonius of
Rbodes. Argonautica Book 111, Cambridge 1989, ad 4-5.
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informs the reader of the significance of love in his narrative*. In the
proem of the Roman epic however, the invocation to the same Muse
has been viewed variously by modern scholars. Bearing in mind that
the Aeneid as a whole and in its parts is capable of being interpreted in
more than one way, I shall attempt to discuss one further interpreta-
tion of this specific invocation.

It is true that the etymologising of the Muses’ names has been a
favourite preoccupation in antiquity. Ever since Hesiod’s Theogony
(60-75) we know of attempts made to etymologise the Muses’ names
and / or to allocate a specific province of interest to each one of them.
It is also true, however, that these attempts — if they were not incom-
plete — did not constitute a broadly accepted system or canon for at
least the greatest part of antiquity. To the best of my knowledge, the
first complete system of attributes constructed for all nine of the
Muses is by Diodorus Siculus®. Later on, Plutarch in his Moralia
(Quaest. conv.)® also compiles his own list. But these two systems do
not coincide as they are based on different criteria of evalutation, and
consequently do not represent a broadly accepted view. A third
attempt was made in the 1st century A.D. by L. Annaeus Cornutus in
his work Theologiae Graecae Compendium (ch. 14, Lang). In it the
almost ignored by modern scholarship’ Stoic grammaticus, through
the etymology of the Muses’ names, attributes a province to each. His
list of attributes, however, does not match exactly that either of
Diodorus or Plutarch. Thus, even though it becomes clear from Prop-
ertius’ words (3,3,33-4) that the notion of distinct areas for each one of
the Muses had been gaining acceptance during that period, the view
that one specific attribute is allocated to each particular Muse and
accepted by all, cannot be supported®.

4. Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium vetera, ad 3.5c (215,5, Wendel); A. Hurst,
Apollonios de Rhodes, Maniéres de Coberence, Institut Suisse de Rome, Rome
1967, p. 134; W.H. Race, How Greek poems begin? «Yale Class. Stud.» 29, 1992, p.
27.

5. Diod. Sic. 4,7,4.
6. 746F ff.; cf. 746 C-D.

7. For a recent survey on Cornutus see G. W. Most, Cornutus and Stoic Alle-
goresis: A Preliminary Report, «Auf. Nied. Rém. Welt» II, 36, 3, pp. 2014-65 (with
bibliogr.), esp. 2018-29; see also D. Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Re-
vision in Ancient Alexandria, Berkeley — Los Angeles — Oxford 1992, ch. 1, pp.
23-72.

8. See e.g. R.G.M. Nisbet and M. Hubbard, A Commentary on Horace. Odes,
Book 1, Oxford 1970, p. 282 {.; I. Mariotti, (note 2), p. 462; R. F. Thomas (note 2),
p. 63 f. and note 11. S. Hinds, The Metamorphosis of Persephone. Ovid and the
selfconscious Muse, Cambridge 1987, p. 139 f. note 41; A. Barchiesi, Discordant
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From the 3rd century B.C. we have Rhianus’ line néoou 8’cloaiovot,
uilg 8te v otvopa AéEne® — a view corroborated by the common epic
practice of invoking the Muse in the singular'®. Servius auctus seems
to agree with this when commenting on the relevance of the Muses’
name at 7,37 sane Erato wvel pro Calliope vel pro qualicumque
Musa posuit; so too does Donatus, in his interpretation of 9, 525
where Vergil — in his view — invokes Calliope velut unam specialiter
Musam et tangens generaliter sub plurali numero universas, ut omnes
rogatae videantur. According to these testimonies Vergil’s invocation
to Erato falls within the scope of the epic tradition, as the invocation
to any one Muse concerns all her 6uépoovac'! sisters.

Vergil invokes Erato by name at 7, 37, repeating it in more general
terms at 7, 41 tu vatem tu, diva, mone. Both invocations fall within
the limits of the second major proem to the Aeneid (37-45) where the
poet states the subjects he is going to treat. The importance of these
subjects is emphasised a few lines further on, with the impressive
statement: mator rerum mihi nascitur ordo / maius opus moveo (44-45)
with which the proem closes. The succinct and programmatic nature
of the proem’s heroic contents clearly places the second part of the
Aeneid within the patterns of epic tradition'2. The absence, on the
other hand, of any mention of the element of love is a strong indica-
tion of the secondary importance that this subject had for the narrative
of books 7-12"3.

Muses, «Proc. Cambr. Philol. Soc.» 37, 1991, p. 11. For a later even period see A.S.
Gow and D.L. Page, The Garland of Philip, Cambridge 1968, vol. 2, pp. 306-7.

9. Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. vetera, ad 3,1-5c (215,15, Wendel.) = Coll. Alex. fr. 19
(p. 12 Powell): ‘Pravog 82 &v @’ "Hhaxdv gnot undtv dragéeewy, el piav emunaleitar tiv
Movodv Tig, Thoag yde onuaivel dud Tig uag. Aéyel dt obtwg ‘naoar 8’ eloatovor, pjg dte
v obvopa AEEng’.

10. Cf. J.H. Cramer, Anecd. Oxon. 1.227 = BGrFr, Aethiopis: fr. dub. 23 (32,
Kinkel): Motoa, and wag ai naoar Aéyovrat.

11. Hes. Theog. 60.

12. Cf. Hor. Ars Poet. 73-4: Res gestae regumque ducumque et tristia bella / quo
scribi possent numero, monstravit Homerus and C.O. Brink, Horace on Poetry. The
‘ars Poetica’, Cambridge 1971, ad loc. Cf. G.B. Conte, Virgilio. Il genere e i suoi
confini, Milano 1984, ch. vi = Proems in the middle, «Yale Class. Stud.» 29, 1992,
pp- 127 and 153 respectively. Thomas (note 2) sees a programmatic connection
between this passage and Eclogues 4 and 6, and he further states that the harmony
between programme and practice reflects the depth of Vergil’s commitment to Cal-
limacheanism (pp. 62 ff.).

13. Cf. Mariotti (note 2), p. 14; Suerbaum (note 2) p. 634 considers that the ele-
ment of love has nothing to do in this part of the epic: «Si tratta di un rapporto
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Since nothing in Vergil is left to chance or to mere coincidence, we
should search for a reason as to why the poet reserved such exclusive
treatment for Erato'*. But to this end we should look at the invoca-
tions themselves and their relation to the responsibilities the poet
seeks to attribute to the Muse or Muses invoked: that is, (a) how far
the Muses have a major or even exclusive role to play in what is asked
of them and (b) to what extent the participation of the poet in the
narrative process is implied.

Amongst the first group, invocations referring primarily to the
Muses, we have those at 9,77-79 and at 10,163; the invocations at 7,
641-46 and 9,525-28 should also be included in the same group; even
though the latter have some verbal elements referring to the poet,
nevertheless his role is underplayed. In 7, 641-46 he is mentioned only
in the last line of the proem following five lines that list the subjects
the Muses are asked to treat. Furthermore this line (646) notionally
depends on the previous one (645), since its full meaning is revealed
only in its antithesis to it. Line 645 states the well-known mnemonic
and narrative qualities of the Muses (et meministis enim, divae, et
memorare potestis)'®, while 1. 646 emphasises the difficulty with which
mortals are able to comprehend the events that have taken place. In
this instance the poet is counted among the anonymous throng of
mortals (ad nos, 646) which means that there is a serious diminution of
his role.

There remain the two major proems to the Aeneid in which Vergil
has retained a special part for his poetic self. The invocations in these
proems make up the second group, that is, the category in which the
poet prominently participates in the narrative process, and recognises
both for himself and for the Muses an allocation of responsibilities. In
the first proem'®, the incipit of the whole epic, the allocation of

giuridico, lo ius conubii». But see, among others, Lieberg, Pavlock, Hunter (note
2).

14.  Of the six times that Vergil invokes the Muses in the Aeneid only in two does
he call them by name. The first is that of Erato (7, 37) and the second at 9,525 where
he invokes Calliope. The latter is a clear case of what Rhianus anticipated in his
verse and Tib. Donatus confirmed in his work, namely the addressing of all the
Muses through the invocation to a particular one. After all, this is what the plural
forms that follow the invocation indicate: Vos, o Calliope, precor, adspirate canenti
(9, 525), et mecum ingentis oras evolvite belli (9,528). In the other four cases the
poet addresses the Muse generically (1, 8) or the Muses (9, 77) or ‘goddesses’ in
general (7, 641, 645 and 10, 163).

15. Cf. Il. 2,485-6 Dueig ydo Beal &ote, néioeoté e, loté te mbvta, / Hueic 62 xhéog olov
dxovopev ovdé t 1duev.

16. See now G. Namia, I/ proemio dell’Eneide e il modello omerico. L’inversione
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responsibilities to the poet and the Muse implies the distinction
between the two but at the same time shows the relationship between
them. Of the eleven lines of the proem!’, in the first seven, the poet
programmatically sets out what he intends to narrate while in the last
four lines, he invokes the Muse to remind him of the reasons why the
pious hero sufferred so many hardships. In this way, we have, on the
one hand, the intense presentation of the poet’s self in the first person
and in the first half-line of the whole epic (arma virumque cano),
while, on the other, we have an equally strong invocation at line 8
(Musa, mibi causas memora...).

In the second proem the same allocation of responsibilities is
observed: the Muse reminds (mone, 41), the poet narrates, and
composes (expediam, revocabo, 40; dicam 41 and 42)'8.

These two proems, which anticipate thematically the whole work or
part of it (in the case of the second one), are of particular importance
for the narrative. The first bears the weight of transmitting to the
reader signs and features that generically and thematically characterise
the epic'®. The second proem, because of its position, could not claim
an equal status with the first. So the poet has to make up for its
positional handicap in order to give it appropriate weight, as it is
actually the prelude to the second part of the narrative. This is
achieved by its structure, by its position and by its content and to this
end the poet is imitating, but also keeping aloof from the epic
tradition?. As in the first proem, we have here a programmatic
account of what is going to follow; here too the poet appears in first
person; his participation however, in this latter proem is stated
repeatedly and variously. Vergil, in his effort to emphasise who the
narrator is going to be, inverts the structure of the first proem
reversing the relative position of the invocation and the subjects to be

del rapporto poeta-Musa, in E. Flores, A.V. Nazzaro, L. Nicastri, G. Polara (eds.),
Miscellanea di Studi in onore di Armando Salvatore, Napoli 1992, pp. 45-56.

17. See however M. Geymonat, P. Vergili Maronis Opera, Augustae Taurinorum
1973, p. 173: prooemium Aeneidos idem est versuum numero ac illud Iliadis. But cf.
Namia (note 16), pp. 45 ff; R.G. Austin, P. Vergili Maronis Aeneidos liber primus
with a commentary, Oxford 1971, ad 1-7; E. Paratore, Virgilio. Eneide. vol. 1, libri
I-1I, Milano 1978, p. 130.

18. D.C. Feeney, The Gods in Epic. Poets and Critics of the Classical Tradition,
Oxford 1991, p. 186.

19. G. B. Conte, The Rbetoric of Imitation (ed. by Ch. Segal) Ithaca/London
1986, p. 35, n. 5, pp. 70 ff.

20. L. E. Rossi, La fine alessandrina dell’Odissea e lo tilog dunoixég, «Riv.
Filol. Istr. Class.» s. III, 96, 1968, p. 161) considers the postponement of the in-
vocation as one of Vergil’s «notevoli antiomerismi strutturali».
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narrated, increasing at the same time the number of the first person
singular verbs?!. The choice of these features has been made
consciously as the conclusion of the proem suggests; maior rerum... /
maius opus moveo (7, 44-45). The reason, therefore, why Vergil
invokes Erato should be equal to the importance he wished to
attribute to the proem. The poet invokes Erato as one of the Muses
without necessarily associating her with love in its strict erotic sense: a
view that may be deduced from the proem’s content and which, as it
has already been noted, Servius auctus shared.

For the Muse Erato there is a series of etymologies. The traditional
and modern etymology relates the name to the verb éo4w or Zpapar
and consequently connects the Muse with love and love poetry. The
locus classicus is Plato’s Phaedrus 259d tfj 6¢ "Egaroi tovg &v toig
tootnoic. However, the etymologising of the Muses’ name could
offer more than one interpretation, a notion favoured also by the doc-
trine of the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus who maintained that words
can have a double meaning?. This ambivalence in the meaning may be
due to a partially different etymological approach or to an approxi-
mate significance given to the same etymology. Diodorus Siculus (4, 7,
4) for instance, shifts the perspective from the attributes given to Erato
to the effects these attributes had on humans: "Egatd & &nd 1od tovg
nadevdévrag modewvovg xai Enepdorovg dnoteheiv. This interpretation,
while not departing from the traditional etymology, highlights the
human factor and relates the Muse to the liberal arts and high learning.
Later, Plutarch moves in the same direction by accepting too the tradi-
tional etymology from #géw or Eoapa?: taig 8¢ mepli ouvovoiov
onovdaig 1 'Egatd magovoo petd merdoig Adyov €xovomg xai xagdv
EEaLpel xal xataofévvuol TO pavixdv tg 1doviig xai oioTpddes, €ig Pihiav
%ai miow, ody, HBov 008’ dxohaciov tehevtdong. From the way Plu-
tarch records the domain of each Muse, it becomes apparent that he
considers them as representing a way of life fit for the cultured person.

The interpretation of Lucius Annaeus Cornutus falls chronological-
ly between the two preceding ones. The Stoic grammaticus retains the
intellectual aspect of Erato and further adds another etymology of the

21. Fraenkel (note 2), p. 2 and note 4, sees in the two proems of the Aeneid a
combination of the homeric invocation to the Muse and of the way the cyclic poet
is using the first singular verb in the Ilias parva ("Thov &eidw xai Aagdaviny Edrwlov)
and characterises «quite unhomeric» the first singular at /1. 2,493 (&gxotg ad wmav
#oéw vijég e ngondoag). Cf. Klingner (note 2), pp. 384 ff. Austin (note 17) ad 1-7.
22. Varro LL 9,1 = SVF 2, 151 (Arnim) and Gellius 11, 12 = SVF 2, 152.

23. Moral. (Quaest. conv.) 746E-F.
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same kind: 1) 8¢ Epatd nétepov &nd tov Egwrog Aapoioa tv dvopasiov
v megl nav €ldog @uhocogiag Emotgognv mapiotnow 1| Tig mepl 1O
toeodau xai droxpiveolar duvauewg Enionondg gotiv, Mg O drakextindv
Svtav tdv omovdaiwv??. In other words, he is deriving the Muse’s name
from the word ‘love’ (&no tob #pwrog) but emphasises with the latter
etymological version the dialectic dimension of question and answer.
Actually, behind the two versions there is a common thought: the
poet, or the philosopher for that matter, Zgataw nvdéodar?®, he wishes
to find out, and 2pwrd, asks. Admittedly, Cornutus’ view is formu-
lated later than Vergil’s time; it appears however, to confirm a notion
that had begun to take shape before Vergil’s time, as I shall attempt to
show below.

In Cornutus’s definition, there is a shift of the subjects related to
Erato from love and love-poetry to love for philosophy — a shift that
has also been noticed in the case of Diodorus Siculus while a new
etymology is proposed from the verb owtéw. Now, this verb is one of
the basic constituents in dialectic, the other one being the verb
dpeifopar and its compound forms dnapeifopar and dvronapeifopar
which we often find in the texts. In fact, the use of the latter verb
presupposes the existence of the former by implication.

Cornutus’ view seems to have no theoretical precedent. But in 1967,
a papyrus fragment from Antinoopolis was published with some Cal-
limachean lines and was later listed as fr. 238 SH of the Aetia®®. At line
8 of this fragment, after a space of approximately ten missing letters,
we read: "Egatd & &vrandpewnto ta[de. Erato was clearly responding
to some question that the poet had no doubt addressed to her?.
Neither the question posed nor the answer given by Erato has come
down to us; what is important, however, is the participation of this
particular Muse in this dialectic procedure of question and answer for
which the definition of Cornutus considers her énioxonov, that is an
alert attendant (or vigilant guard).

This clear trend in Roman times not to relate the Muse Erato neces-
sarily and strictly to love and love-poetry, should be associated with
the well-known Callimachean technique of question and answer be-
tween the poet and the Muses in the first two books of the Aetia: a
technique that, prior to Callimachus, was «unprecedented in poetry»

24. Ch. 14 (p. 16 Lang).
25. Cf. Soph. OC 511.

26. Fr. 238 SH (90, Lloyd-Jones / Parsons) = Barns-Zilliacus, «Papyr. Anti-
noop.» part III, 113.

27. See SH comm. ad loc. F. De Martino (note 2), p. 107: «& un vero e proprio
dialogo del poeta con Erato.
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and was «borrowed from scholarship» according to G. Kennedy?®. In
Homer, the Muses are the source of inspiration, and poetic creation is
the product thereof?’. The poet expresses what the Muse tells him. But
the Callimachean innovation of the question and answer form sets the
conditions for the poet’s personal voice to be heard; through a pro-
found erudition the poet now undertakes a special role in the
narrative®®. The bipolarity thus introduced by the question and
answer renders this technique a characteristic feature of aetiological
poetry®'. The same bipolarity in a blended form, appears also in the
work of Posidippus where the Muse and the poet do not follow each
other but sing together instead: viv & Ioog[]dinmy oTvyepdv
ovvaeioate yijpag (SH 705,5). The same verb and in the same context is
found again in Theocritus: Moioat ITiepideg, ouvaeioate Tov fadivéy pot
/ naid’ (10,24, Gow). At the same time, 3rd century literary circles
seem to have become aware of the dialectic relation between the poet
and the Muse; a thought also supported by a fragment of the same
period — and perhaps earlier than Callimachus — from Phoenix’s

28.  G. Kennedy, Hellenistic Literary and Philosophical Scholarship in The Cam-
bridge History of Literary Criticism, ed. by G. Kennedy, Cambridge 1989, p. 202.

29. The participation of the Homeric poet in the composition of his poems has
been viewed variously. Phemius’ words (attodidaxtéc eipt..., Od. 22, 347-8) for in-
stance, have been the ground for varied approaches: G. Lanata (Poetica preplaton;-
ca. Testimonianze e fr nti, Firenze 1963, p. 13 {.) among others, suggests that
Phemius had received from the Muses the contents of his poems, but his art, the
form of his work that is, was his, while W.]. Verdenius (The principles of Greek
Literary Criticism, «Mnemosyne» 36, 1983, p. 38 {. and notes) maintains that «di-
vine inspiration and human invention» are not contradictory but «rather com-
plimentary aspects of one and the same process» and although he accepts «a kind of
collaboration between the singer and the Muse» he nevertheless gives to the latter
the primary role.

30. Cf. Call. Hymn. 3, 186: ein, devj, ob pdv Gppv, &vd &’ stéolow deiow; Theocr.
22, 116: einé, 9ea, ov yap oloda dyd & érépwv dmogrimge. But much earlier Pindar,
(Paean V1,6 (Bowra): pe ... / &oiduov Iiegidwv ngogérav. fr. 137: pavreveo, Moioa,
neogatevom & tyd) who clearly refers to the poet — Muse relation. For the discus-
sion concerning the above see A. Gercke, Alexandrinische Studien, «Rhein. Mus.»
44, 1889, p. 135 {.; G. Perrotta, Poesia Ellenistica. Scritti minori II, Roma 1978 (=
«Stud. ital. filol. class», n.s. 4, 1926, pp. 207-8, 220); A.S.F. Gow, Theocritus, vol. 2,
Cambridge 1952, p. 311; G. Giangrande, Use of Vocative in Alexandr. Poetry,
«Class. Quart.» 18, 1968, 55 ff.; L. Paduano Faedo, L’nversione del rapporto
poeta-Musa nella cultura ellenistica, «Ann. della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa
(Lett., Stor. e Filos.)», serie II, 39, 1970, pp. 376-386, esp. pp. 377-382; E. Livrea,
Apollonii Rhodii Argonauticon liber IV, Firenze 1973, ad 4,1381. Cf. G.O. Hutch-
inson, Hellenistic Poetry, Oxford 1990, p. 64. T.D. Papanghelis, ‘H Howrix) raov
Pwpaiov «Newtéowvs, Athens 1994, p. 36 f. but see also p. 179.

31. A Barchiesi (note 8) p. 18, note 1.
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poem Koronistai: apeifopar Movoyor mpdg #oeng §dwv>2. It is obvious
that the function of question and answer does not presuppose a par-
ticular and exclusive connexion with Erato alone, but, in what has
come down to us, it should also be noted that, in the question and
answer session that Callimachus holds with the Muses, only in the
case of Erato does the poet use a verb connected with dialectic?*.
Thus, the highlight of this dialectic in Callimachean poetry finds its
most concise form in the fragment of the papyrus from Antinoopolis.
Erato not only inspires but also converses with the poet, representing,
as she does, his wish to have access to the mnemonic material the
Muse grants him. This notion, already in place poetically by Vergil’s
time, will find its theoretical formulation in the etymological defini-
tion of the Stoic Lucius Annaeus Cornutus®*.

The liberty the poet still had in the 1st century B.C. to refer to any
Muse did not compel Vergil to invoke one particular Muse according
to an existing and strict system of provinces. He was, therefore, in a
position, while imitating Apollonius, to «play» with his model by
selecting a Muse with distinct erotic allusions in the original. It be-
comes quite clear that Vergil here combines the Homeric technique of
the proem and its programmatic nature, the Apollonian invocation to
Erato as well as the Callimachean, or rather Hellenistic, distinction
made between the poet and the Muse. Through this multi-layered imi-
tatio, the Roman poet draws from Homer the technique and the sub-
ject-matter of the epic proem, but he also demonstrates his aloofness
from the Homeric tradition of the poet-Muse relationship. With his
invocation to Erato, he points to the Apollonian precedent; but his
reasons are different from those of his Hellenistic counterpart. Vergil
calls to mind the formula of Hellenistic epic but at the same time his

32. Coll. Alex. 16 (p. 233 Powell).

33. Cf. Call. fr. 7, 22; 43, 56 and 43, 84 (Pf.). It is interesting to note Hunter’s
(note 3) point that Apollonius Rhodius in his invocation to Erato (3, 1) also «allots
an ‘equal’ role to his Muse (sc. Erato), in contrast to the prooemia of Books 1 and
4»,ad 1.

34, Is it then a mere coincidence that Erato receives a special treatment in another
work of aetiological nature, namely the Fasti of Ovid? There, even though six of the
Muses are variously mentioned, the Roman poet converses actually and extensively
only with Erato (4, 195-355). Mention of the other Muses occurs mainly in Book 5
of the Fasti, where they are all addressed by the poet and then Polymnia (11),
Urania (57) and Calliope (81) speak in turn but they do not converse with the poet.
At 6, 811 we have the formula sic ego. sic Clio that Ovid used in the case of Erato
but here Clio speaks as a result of an invocation to all the Muses (6, 799, dicite,
Pierides, quis vos adiunxerit isti).
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Muse alludes to Callimachean dialectic. Moreover, he goes one step
further. He is no longer subject to the Muse for his creation but has
his own identity, and wishes his own voice to be heard. Erato is the
Muse the poet asks for help in composing the second and — in his own
words-most important part of his epic. With this invocation, as well as
with the structure of the proem, the two poles of the composition, —
the poet and the Muse — remain distinct. The poet asks the Muse — an
act usually implied in all invocations — because he wishes to know
(Bodpevog mudéodan). Responsibility for the composition, however,
rests with the poet himself. The poet now is not simply the mouth-
piece of the Muse but a composer in his own right. In this place,
crucial for the epic narrative, Vergil, following his Hellenistic counter-
parts, has enhanced, as in the first proem, the poetic role. By invoking
Erato, Vergil alludes to his Hellenistic models in order to highlight his
own personal contribution to the narrative; at the same time, howev-
er, the content and context of the proem fall within the Homeric epic
tradition.
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