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INSUBSTANTIAL VOICES: SOME OBSERVATIONS
ON THE HYMNS OF CALLIMACHUS!

1. ‘MIMETIC’ AND ‘NON-MIMETIC’ HYMNS

The hymns of Callimachus are generally divided into two groups: the ‘mimetic’
hymns (2, 5 and 6), which seem to be enactments of ritual scenes, and the ‘non-
mimetic’ hymns (1, 3 and 4), which seem to follow the pattern of the Homeric hymns.?
Occasionally this distinction has been challenged, for instance by pointing to an
element of mimesis in H. 1,2 but on the whole the division into two groups has been
adhered to rather rigidly. A drawback of this distinction is that it seems to prevent
further insight into an important aspect of Callimachus’ poetic technique. I think that
there is in fact a subtle play with various aspects of diegesis and mimesis* which
pervades the whole collection of hymns and gives it a certain unity, because it draws
attention to the way in which narratives or descriptions are presented in the hymns.
Although the emphasis on mimesis or diegesis may vary, none of the hymns can be
regarded as diegetic in all its aspects and there is a great deal of fluctuation between
the two modes of presentation both within the collection and within the individual
hymns.

Frequent fluctuations between diegetic and mimetic modes are also glimpsed in
Callimachus’ other works, where, however, they have attracted much less attention
and are more difficult to analyse because of the fragmentary state of the material.
Such fluctuations are, again, to be observed within collective works as well as within
single poems. An example of the first category is provided by the last two books of
the Aetia.® An example of the second category is provided by e.g. Ja. fr. 191 (mimetic

1 1 want to thank Ilse Reijgwart for her comments on an earlier version of this article. For
the title cf. N. Hopkinson, Callimachus. Hymn to Demeter (Cambridge, 1984), p. 3, who thus
describes the voice in H. 6.

% As to all the hymns of Callimachus it has been established long ago and is now generally
agreed that these hymns are not cult-hymns or otherwise meant for serious religious performance.
Cf. e.g. Ph.-E. Legrand, ‘Problémes alexandrins I: Pourquoi furent composés les hymnes de
Callimaque?’, REA 3 (1901), 281-312; U. von Wilamowitz, Hellenistische Dichtung® (Berlin,
1924), p. 15. On the mimetic hymns see the discussions — and references to earlier literature — in
A. W. Bulloch, Callimachus. The Fifth Hymn (Cambridge, 1985), pp. 4f. and Hopkinson (n. 1),
p. 37. The most recent work on this subject is W. Albert, Das mimetische Gedicht in der Antike
(Frankfurt am Main, 1988). For a survey of the elements of the Homeric hymns see e.g. R.
Janko, ‘The Structure of the Homeric Hymns’, Hermes 109 (1981), 9-24; on the distinction
between cult-hymns and the Homeric hymns also A. M. Miller, From Delos to Delphi (Mnem.
Suppl. 93) (Leiden, 1986), pp. Iff. A different view is taken by F. Cairns, Tibullus (Cambridge,
1979), pp. 121ff. (with references to earlier publications), who regards the hymns as choric
hymns with the speaker ‘a mobile compound of chorus, chorus-leader and poet’ (p. 121) as in
Pindar.

% See the references in n. 25.

4 For a definition of these terms see 2.

® Diegetic: e.g. fr. 75 (with a strongly personified narrator; see M. A. Harder, ‘ Untrodden
Paths: Where Do they Lead?’, HSCPh 93 (1990), 287-309); mimetic: fr. 64, 97 (?), 110
(monologues of fictional characters fixed in time and space); fr. 114 (dialogue of fictional
character with a statue; not located with certainty in a specific book of the Aetia, but likely to
be from book 3; cf. R. Pfeiffer, Callimachus, i (Oxford, 1949), p. 129).
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monologue of the dead Hipponax, with narrative about the cup of Bathycles inserted)
and fr. 194 (mimetic dialogue of birds inserted into the narrative of the olive-tree).
In all these examples there can be little doubt that the fluctuations must be part of the
design of the collection and/or the individual poems. Therefore it seems by analogy
more likely that in the hymns too the variety provided by these fluctuations was part
of the design of the collection as well as of the individual poems.

In this article I shall offer arguments for this supposition and for my view that in
fact the varying patterns of the fluctuation between diegesis and mimesis give the
collection a certain coherence® because they draw attention to the way in which the
‘singer’ presents his narrative and/or descriptive material.’

2. DIEGETIC AND MIMETIC MODES

First of all it is necessary to define the use of the terms ‘diegetic’ and ‘mimetic’ in this
article. According to a recent monograph on mimetic poetry in Greek and Latin
literature by W. Albert ([n. 2], pp. 19ff.), the criterion for calling certain poems, which
are not drama or epic, mimetic is not only the fact that the speaker is a fictional
character fixed in time and space, but also that there is ‘Szenerieverdnderung’:

Ein mimetisches Gedicht besteht in einer poetisch gestalteten zusammenhingenden Rede, die
eine als Sprecher auftretende Person in einer Szenerie dussert und in der sie auf Vorginge oder
Geschehnisse Bezug nimmt, die sich wahrend des Sprechens in der Szenerie ereignen und eine
Szenerieveranderung bewirken (Albert [n. 2], p. 24).

That is, the speaker’s words must indicate that there is some kind of change among
the people around him or in his surroundings so that the situation at the end of the
poem is different from the situation at the beginning: as long as the surrounding
world is static and nothing ‘ happens’ we may not speak of a mimetic poem, according
to Albert. In this respect Albert seems to follow the view that dialogue in drama
always implies action and leads to another dialogue implying another action.®
Albert’s criterion has certain drawbacks, because it excludes a considerable number
of poems which are related because they too are spoken by fictional characters fixed
in time and space (e.g. B. fr. 18; Simon. PMG 543).°

I think it is more profitable to base one’s definition on the communication-model
used for distinguishing diegetic (narrative) and mimetic (dramatic) texts which we find
in Pfister (n. 8), 20ff.:1¢

(1) I shall speak of a diegetic mode as long as a story or description is being
transmitted to a ‘reader’, i.e. a fictional addressee within the text with whom the
historical reader may identify himself;

® I consider it as likely that Callimachus himself arranged the collection of the hymns in the
order of our manuscript tradition. Cf. e.g. R. Pfeiffer, Callimachus, ii (Oxford, 1953), p. liii;
Hopkinson (n. 1), p. 13.

" In a complex poet like Callimachus this is only one aspect of the treatment of mimetic
elements in the hymns. Research as to the exact relation of the mimetic elements in Callimachus’
hymns to the hints of mimesis in the Homeric hymns and the conventions of choral lyric could
also be profitable, but I have left that out of account for the time being.

8 Cf. M. Pfister, Das Drama (Munich, 1988%), p. 24 on dramatic dialogue as ‘ gesprochene
Handlung’.

® For criticisms of Albert’s theory see also the reviews of D. M. Schenkeveld, Mnem. IV 43
(1990), 460-2; A. Barchiesi, RFIC 118 (1990), 327-9.

10 1 use the terms *diegetic’ and ‘mimetic’ rather than ‘narrative’ and ‘dramatic’ in order to
prevent confusion when I speak about the ‘ narrative/descriptive parts’ of the hymns. With both
terms, diegesis and mimesis, I refer only to the communicative situation.
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(2) in such cases the narrator may manifest himself in the text by various means to
make the reader aware of his presence (e.g. comments, indication of sources etc.):
when that happens I speak of a personified or self-conscious narrator;

(3) when there is no narrator transmitting a story or description to a reader, but
the speaker is either addressing himself as a fictional character or addressing other
fictional characters (which may include transmitting an embedded narrative or
description to them), I regard the text or passage as mimetic. In this category we may
include such cases where the address is merely implied because the occasion for the
hymn is mentioned (this too presupposes an audience distinct from the historical
reader).!!

The addressing of other fictional characters or of oneself implies a certain fixation
in time and space. This fixation may get further emphasis through explicit references
to it. Also the other characters may react to the speaker’s words or their actions may
be mentioned by him. These mimetic passages may, but need not, contain a change
of scene (Albert’s ‘ Szenerieverdnderung’) in the same way as dialogue or monologue
in drama may either imply action or contain only information or comment.!?

Starting from the definition offered in this chapter we may observe a great deal of
fluctuation between diegetic and mimetic modes in the work of Callimachus, both
within collections of poems and within single poems.

3. SOME ASPECTS OF MIMESIS IN THE HYMNS

Several aspects of mimesis in the hymns may be adduced in order to illustrate
Callimachus’ tendency to play with diegetic and mimetic modes and to establish its
implications: (1) address by the speaker of a more or less well-defined fictional
audience; (2) dialogues of the speaker with gods; (3) further indications of fixation of
the speaker in time and space.

3.1 Address of a fictional audience

In H.2, 5 and 6 Callimachus uses certain means in order to show that the speaker
addresses a specific audience:!?

(1) explicit address of an audience. So e.g. H. 2.2 éxac éxac dctic dAirpoc; 5.1
becar AwTpoydot Tdc [laArddoc é€ire mdcar; 6.1 76 kaddBw karidvroc émpheyéache,
Yyuvaikec,

(2) reference to reactions of the audience. So e.g. H.2.16 fyacdunv Todc maidac,
émel xéAuc odkér’ depydc;tt

(3) leaving unexplained several aspects of this specific setting: there is no
exposition of the situation at the beginning of the hymns, obviously because the
addressees were not supposed to need it. Also several details are left unexplained. So

1L Cf. also F. K. Stanzel, Die Theorie des Erzihlens (Géttingen, 1979), pp. 285f.

2 Cf. Pfister (n. 8), pp. 190f. on ‘ Aktionale vs. nicht-aktionale Monologe’.

3 These audiences are not answering and remain rather indefinite, though we get some
general idea as to their identity (in H. 5 and 6 they are women watching a procession; in H. 2
people present at a religious event).

1 ‘Tragic aorist’ of the emotion just conceived at the beginning of the music; cf. R.
Kiithner-B. Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache,i(Hannover/Leipzig, 1898),
pp. 163-5. A similar reference to the behaviour of the audience is found in Theoc. 2.59ff. where
it can be inferred from the text that Thestylis has obeyed her mistress’ orders and in Ia. fr.
191.32ff., where a member of the audience is behaving badly.
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e.g. H. 6.7 mavika veita: (the subject becomes evident only in 8); H.2.26f. éud:
Bacidie (the king’s identity is not explained); similarly 65 éunv mdAw and 68
NueTéporc PactAedew.

If we search for indications of a specific audience in H. 1, 3 and 4 the signs are less
clear, but not entirely absent. In H. 1.1f. a symposium-setting would presuppose a
specific audience (but see 3.3 for some reservations). The deliberations in H. 4.1fT.
take the form of an internal monologue addressed to the speaker’s own fuudc. In 28f.

sy , , , ,
€l 8¢ Ay moAéec ce mepiTpoxowcy dodal,
moln énmAéfw ce; T ToL Bupiipec drodcar;

he addresses Delos and asks her what she would like to hear, suggesting the tale of
her ‘fixation” in 30 with % dc. Formally the whole story of Delos is part of this
deliberation, as it begins with % «c in 30.'® This means that H.4 is in fact a
monologue, not a text in which a narrator is transmitting a story to an addressee with
whom the reader may identify himself, and in this respect we must consider H. 4
mimetic.

In H. 3.1f.

"Aprepw (00 yap éladpov deldovrecct Aabéchar)
vuvéouev

the narrator is briefly visible and the parenthesis in 1f. presupposes that the narrator
is addressing an audience and anticipating a question from it (‘why are you going to
sing of Artemis?’).'® This, however, need not be a specific audience: a narrator could
thus explain his motives to a reader, and there are no indications of mimesis.

3.2 Dialogues with gods

When a narrator addresses a god or one of the characters of his narrative this is
generally called ‘apostrophe’: the narrator briefly interrupts the communication with
the reader. This device is as old as Homer!” and as long as there are no signs of a
reaction from the part of those addressed it need not be considered mimetic. In the
hymns of Callimachus, however, we see that in several instances the apostrophe is
phrased as a question and followed by an ‘answer’ of the god who is addressed (either

15 Cf. also hHom. 3.25 7} dc ce mpdyTov AnTas Téxe and 214f. 7 dic 70 mpdTov ... kaTd yaiov
éBnc éxarnBdA’ "Amoldov; both in passages in which the narrator is also self-consciously
wondering what to sing from a wide range of song about Apollo (cf. 19 7dc ydp ¢’ duvijcw
mdvTwc ebupvov éovra; and 207 wéc Tdp ¢’ Ypvijcw mdvrwc ebuuvov édvra ;). See further Miller
(n. 2), pp. 22ff. on the ‘dramatisation’ of the singer’s choice in these lines. The device of the
polymnia of the object to which the song is devoted is also found in choral lyric (e.g. Pi. H. 1
fr. 29) and in H. 2 (see 4). For «c indicating a summary from an existing song cf. also Od. 8.76
&c mote... and W. Marg, Homer iiber die Dichtung (Orbis Antiquus 11) (Miinster, 1957),
pp. 11f.

18 For this use of ydp-clauses in the Jliad as part of the interaction between the narrator and
his addressee see I. J. F. de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers (Amsterdam, 1987), pp. 91ff. with
notes. Cf. also Pi. P. 4.67ff. a6 &’ avrov éyw Moilcaict 8dcw | kai 76 mdyxpucov vdkoc kpiov;
peta yap | keivo mAevcdvrwv Mwudy, where ydp is introducing a parenthesis explaining Pindar’s
choice of subject for this ode; cf. B. K. Braswell, 4 Commentary on the Fourth Pythian Ode of
Pindar (Berlin/New York, 1988) ad loc.; J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford, 1954%),
p. 65.

17 Cf. e.g. E. Block, ‘The Narrator Speaks. Apostrophe in Homer and Vergil’, TAPhA 112
(1982), 7-22; B. Korte, ‘Das Du im Erzihltext’, Poetica 19 (1987), 16989 (esp. pp. 174fT.).
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given in direct speech or implied). This kind of dialogue must be considered as
mimetic according to the communication-model described in 2. It is striking that we
do not find this in H. 2, 5 or 6, but that the three ‘non-mimetic’ hymns offer clear
examples.

In H. 3 we find a series of questions addressed to Artemis in 113ff.

ot 8¢ ce TO TpddTOV Kepdeic Sxoc Npéar’ delpew;

Aipwr émi Oprjke, 760ev Bop€ao katdié

épxetar dxlavoict ducaéa rkpuuov dyouvca.

w00 8’ éTapec mevkmy, dmo 8¢ pAoyoc Tpao moinc;

Mucds év OdMdpmwr, ddeoc 8” événrac durury

dcBécrov, 76 pa matpdc dmocrdlovct kepavvol.

moccdki 8’ dpyvpéoto, ferf, merpricao Té€ov;

mpdTOV émi TTEAENY, TO 8¢ BeuTepov Tkac émi Spvv

etc.
The answers are not given in direct speech by the goddess, but are provided by the
narrator, who continues to speak in ‘Du-Stil’ (cf. 117 and 120). In 183ff. the mimetic
element is stronger:

S sy , Ao p .
Tic 8¢ v ToL vijcwy, moiov 8’ Spoc evade mAeicTov,
Y ; A RN ,
Tic 8¢ Aupjy, moin 8¢ woAic; Tiva 8’ éfoxa vupudéwy
bidao kai molac fpwidac écyec éraipac;
elné, Oerf, cv pév dupw, éxw 8’ érépoicwy delcw.
, ) ’ ) , Y ,
vijcwy pev dodiym, modiwy &€ Tou ebade I1épyn
etc.

Here we find after the questions an explicit request to the goddess for information
which the narrator will pass on to ‘the others’.!® We see that the audience or readers
are referred to in the third person plural and the narrator is talking about them to the
subject of the hymn. Again the goddess is not allowed any direct speech, but in 186
the narrator creates the impression that he will receive an answer, which he ‘repeats’
in 187ff. vijcwv uév doAixy etc., still addressing Artemis.

The aporia as to Zeus’ place of birth in H. 1.4ff. contains a comparable element of
mimesis. After the speaker has expressed his doubts as to Zeus’ birthplace there is an
urgent question to Zeus in 6f.

Zeb, cé pév [daloicy év obpecd dpact yevéchar,

Zev, cé 8 év *Apradin: mdrepor, mdTep, éfevcavro;
This is followed by an answer (presumably Zeus’) in 8 *“ Kpfjrec del pedcrar”, with
which the speaker agrees wholeheartedly in 8f.

Kal yap Tddov, & dva, ceio

Kphitec érexiivavro: b 8” od Odvec, écci yap alel
That this is a piece of dialogue is shown by the fact that the answer follows the
question without a connective particle, as answers usually do,'® and that it is followed
by kai ydp, which is often found in dialogue, marking the speaker’s assent while
repeating one of the words of the previous speaker (Kpnrec).?® As neither the answer
nor the speaker’s reaction is preceded by a speech-introduction the effect is that of a
mimetic interruption in the text.

18 On the idea that the poet is a mouthpiece of the Muses, which must be behind this passage,
see e.g. F. Bornmann, Callimachi Hymnus in Dianam (Florence, 1968), on H. 3.186; A.S. F.
Gow, Theocritus (Cambridge, 1950), on 22.116ff. (more examples and lit.); on poetic inspiration
in general see e.g. P. Murray, ‘Poetic Inspiration in Early Greece’, JHS 101 (1981), 87-100.

19 Cf. e.g. Braswell (n. 16), on Pi. P. 4.71 (e).

20 Cf. Denniston (n. 16), pp. 109f.
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A similar mimetic interruption in H. 4 is provided by the exchange with the Muses
in 82fF.

s vp R
éual Beal eimare Movcar,

T ; P p

7 p’ éreov éyévovto T0TE Spvec fvika Nopudar;

R U ” Y Y

Nopdac pév yalpovcw, dre Spvac duPpoc dééer,
) S « \ A0P®
Nipdac 8’ ad kAalovew, 8re Spuci unkért pvAda”.

Here the narrator interrupts his tale to ask the Muses about nymphs and trees and
again their answer seems to be provided in direct speech, without any speech-
introduction. That is, there appears a second voice in the hymn as in H. 1.8.

What these passages have in common is not only that they may be considered
mimetic interruptions, but also that all of them are questions asked by a human
narrator pretending to depend on the gods for accurate information about the subject
of his poetry. That is, the mimetic interruptions help to account for the speaker’s
knowledge of his subject.

3.3 Fixation of the speaker in time and space

In H. 2, 5 and 6 the speakers are fictional characters supposedly present at a religious
event, of which we are allowed to see glimpses through their eyes as they refer and
react to it.>! Basically the structure of these scenes is: a god or procession is expected
— people are waiting — a god or procession arrives. The means which are used to show
the fixation of the speaker in a certain time and space are:

(1) familiarising articles indicating a certain place: this use of the article implies
that the events are seen from the perspective of the speaker as ‘erlebendes Ich’. So e.g.
H.2.1 ¢ rdmedwvoc...0pmyé; 2 16 uédabpov; 3 7a Biperpa; H. 5.2f rdv...7dv;
H. 6.1 7& kaldOw; 3 Tov kdAabov etc. ;22

(2) deictic words indicating time. So e.g. H. 2.6 viv; 5.2 dp7i; 45 and 47 cduepov;
55 pécda; 137 viv;

(3) use of present and future tense referring to the actual situation and the future
of the speaker and his audience. So e.g. H. 2.3 dpdccer; 5 deidet; 97 arxovoper; 5.14
diw; 50 7¢ei; 6.17 Aéywpec and the ‘tragic aorist’ in H. 2.16 fyyacdunv (cf. n. 14);

(4) reactions to what is going on. So e.g. H. 2.1ff. olov 6 TddmdAAwvoc éceicaTo
Sddvivoc Spmmé etc.; 5.14 cvplyywy diw $pBoyyov dmatoviov; 6.120fF.

When we look at the other hymns we see that there are no dramatic settings
comparable to those in H. 2, 5 and 6. Even so it is profitable to look for signs of a
certain fixation in time and space of the speaker.

First of all we may point to H. 1.4, which contains a slight indication of a certain
fixation in time: the future mdc... delcouev seems at first sight conventional, like the
future tense at the beginning of the Homeric hymns,? but may also be taken literally
and contrasted with the present, in which there is a dilemma which has to be solved
first (5ff. év Sovju udAa fBuudc etc.; the solution of the dilemma involves a brief

2! These fictional characters are not altogether easy to define (and may be man or woman).
Cf. e.g. K. J. McKay, The Poet at Play (Mnem. Suppl. 6) (Leiden, 1962), p. 51. In H. 2 we may
suppose that the speaker is someone with special connections with Apollo and Cyrene; in H. §
and 6 there are reasons to suppose the character is a woman (so McKay). We must not identify
these characters simply with Callimachus (so still G. O. Hutchinson, Hellenistic Poetry [Oxford,
1988], pp. 67f. about H. 2).

22 Cf. Stanzel (n. 11), pp. 212f.; F. Williams, Callimachus. Hymn to Apollo (Oxford, 1978), on
H. 2.7; Bulloch (n. 2) on H. 5.2; Hopkinson (n. 1), on H. 6.1-4.

* E.g. hHom. 6.2 dicopar.
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exchange with another fictional character, i.e. is also mimetic [see 3.2]). In a
comparable way H. 4.1-10 shows the singer of hymns considering that it is now time2*
to sing of Delos. He also expresses a motif for the song in 9f.
wc av "AmdAwy
Kvvbioc aivijene pe didnc dAéyovra Tibrjvmc
and thus refers to his own future.
Secondly we may observe that in H. 1.1f.

Znvoc éou 7( kev dANo Tapa cmovdricw deldew

Adyiov
there may be a hint of mimesis, as wapa crovdsiciv could suggest a symposium-setting
for the hymn and therefore a specific time and space.?® The lack of a definite article
with cmovdficiv, however, makes it hard to decide (a comparable passage in Pae. in
Seleuc. 1f. [p. 140 Powell] vuveire émi crovdaic *AmdAdwvoc kvavomdokduov | maida
Célevrov does not help, because of the fragmentary state of that poem).

Thus some slight hints of fixation in time and/or space may be detected in H. 1 and

4. In H. 3 I found no indications of this.

4. THE PRESENTATION OF THE NARRATIVE/DESCRIPTIVE
PART OF THE HYMNS

Generally speaking we may say that in the works of Callimachus stories are always
presented in such a way that the reader is repeatedly reminded of the fact that this is
a story and that some effort is being made to tell it and — in several instances — also
to document it. In order to achieve this effect Callimachus uses various devices.?® The
hymns are no exception to this rule: here too the narrative and/or descriptive parts
are presented in ways which keep us aware of the fact that someone is making a
certain effort in telling them and in gathering useful information. For this purpose
Callimachus seems to exploit the fact that commensurate with the degree of his
fixation in time and space the speaker’s omniscience may become problematic and in
need of an explanation.

Thus in H. 5 and 6 the same speaker, who had been looking at the ritual events
from his own internal perspective as a participant fixed in time and space, is
transmitting a narrative to the other spectators, but the stories are told from an
external and omniscient perspective.?” This omniscient presentation of the stories by

# Cf. H.4.1 1iva xpdvov...delcec and 9 Arjdwe viv oipnc dmoddccopar. For a somewhat
different interpretation see W. H. Mineur, Callimachus. Hymn to Delos (Mnem. Suppl. 83)
(Leiden, 1984), ad loc.; Wilamowitz (n. 2), p. 62 n. 1 seems to suggest that 7wa ypdvov may refer
to a specific festival, comparing Pi. Pae. 6.5 év {aféwt ... ypdvw: (referring to the Theoxenia ; cf.
S. L. Radt, Pindars zweiter und sechster Paian [Amsterdam, 1958], ad loc.).

¥ Cf. G. R. McLennan, Callimachus. Hymn to Zeus (Rome, 1977), ad loc.; N. Hopkinson,
‘Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus’, CQ 34 (1984), 139-48, esp. p. 139: ‘The roles of both poet
(author ? ‘declaimer’? ‘master of ceremonies’?) and reader (‘audience’? ‘participant’?) are left
ill defined by this slight hint of ‘““mimesis” ... There will be no further clue’. More outspoken is
Wilamowitz (n. 2), p. 1: ‘damit ist gleich gesagt, dass wir uns bei der Spende diwoc Cwriijpoc
befinden, also bei einem Symposion’.

¢ Examples in the Adetia are e.g. the elaborate source-indication in fr. 75.53ff. and the device
of the dialogue with the Muses in Aetia 1-2. See further M. A. Harder, ‘Callimachus and the
Muses: Some Aspects of Narrative Technique in Aetia 1-2°, Prometheus 14 (1988), 1-14; Harder
(n. 5), pp. 302f.

*7 A few examples may illustrate the narrator’s perspective: (1) the narrator makes it clear at
once that he is not confined to the time or place of the story. Cf. H. 5.57 év moxa OrjBacc; 6.24f.
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a human speaker with a limited perspective calls for an explanation, and we see that
in fact the narratives are carefully introduced in such a way that the omniscient
perspective is made plausible. In this respect H. S is the most explicit: in H. 5.55f.

moTv’ *Abavala, cb pév B pécda 8’ éyd T

Taicd’ épéw uifoc 8’ ovk éudc, dAX’ érépwv

the speaker announces a tale, which he rather emphatically says to be not his own,
and tells it to the women (who are addressed as waidec in 57), in order to make time
pass more quickly. In H. 6.17ff. the speaker wonders, after rejecting the story of her
search for Persephone, what is best to sing of Demeter. It is not clear whether a
narrative is really being transmitted to the other characters, because formally the
speaker is merely considering the possibilities: the thrice repeated xdAAiov, dc serves
to suggest merely a number of possible subjects and we get the impression of a large
range of already existing stories about Demeter of which the narrator is considering
the relative merits. This is a device which also occurs in H. 4 (see below). H. 2 is more
elusive, because the status of the narrative/descriptive section is not quite clear. In
30f.

008’ 6 yopoc Tov Poifov éd’ é&v udvov Nuap delcer,

écti yap edvpvoc Tic dv ov péa DPoiBov delbor;
the speaker states that Apollo can be sung in many ways: it is possible that what
follows is his own text, in which he ‘proves’ that Apollo is indeed efuuvoc® by giving
examples, but we cannot exclude the possibility that the singer is to be identified with
the chorus, whose singing has been ordered and announced from line 8 onwards. This
would mean that there are two voices in the hymn. In both cases, however, it is
suggested by 30f. that the contents of the narrative/descriptive part are taken from
a large range of existing songs and stories as in H. S and 6.

Summarising we may say that in H. 2, 5 and 6 the narrative/descriptive parts are
attributed to some kind of source, mentioned more or less explicitly, and are told
almost without interference by the narrator (who, after all, is merely repeating or
considering the stories told by others). This way of presenting the narratives seems to
be a logical result of the fixation in time and space of the speaker, which would limit
him to merely acting as a vehicle for the already existing tales of others.?® In support
of this explanation we may adduce, apart from the general idea of the poet or singer

ére ddTiov ipov évaiov|...[Tedaoyo! (in H. 5.137 the return to the dramatic framework is
marked by the words épyer’ >Afavaia drpexéc, which seem to underline the distance between
the ritual reality and the story just told; cf. Hutchinson [n. 21], 34; Bulloch [n. 2], ad loc.); (2)
the narrator knows what goes on in the minds of the characters. Cf. e.g. H. 5.57-67 (Athena’s
feelings for Chariclo); 6.72f. (the shame of Erysichthon’s parents); (3) the narrator can
anticipate the future. Cf. e.g. H. 5.68 dAA’ ért kal Trjvav 8dxpva moAA’ épeve.

8 Williams (n. 22), ad loc. calls 32-96 ‘the hymn proper’, but this is not very helpful: it may
say something about the contents of the passage, but not about the form.

% For other examples of stories embedded in a dramatic monologue in Hellenistic poetry cf.
Theoc. 2 (Simaetha’s attempts to get her lover Delphis back are presented in a dramatic
monologue, which contains the story of her love-affair with him; here the internal perspective
is adhered to throughout, so that the transition to the actual story is easier than in Callimachus’
hymns); Call. /a. fr. 191.31ff. (the story of the cup of Bathycles is inserted into a dramatic
monologue addressed by Hipponax redivivus to an audience of philologists). In Call.
ITANNYXIC fr.227 (a lyrical poem) we find a dramatic monologue, but there are no
indications that this poem contained a narrative part, although the Diegesis leaves open the
possibility that there was a story of Helen included. Cf. Dieg. 10.6-9 (1.217 Pfeiffer) ITapoiviov
eic Tovc diockovpovc: kai ‘EAévmy duvei, kai mapaxadei iy Quciav 8é€aclar- kai mporpomy
Toic cuumdrac elc 76 dypumveiv. It is conceivable that the tale of Helen was inserted between
fr. 227.21-2 and 3ff., where an unknown amount of lines is lost (cf. Pfeiffer [n. 5], on 1f.).
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as mouthpiece of the Muses (see n. 18), also Od. 8.487-98, where Odysseus asks
Demodocus for a song about the capture of Troy, first accounting for Demodocus’
superior ability and knowledge:

7 <€ ye Moic’ é8{dae, dioc mdic, 7 c€ vy’ *Amdwv,

Almy yap kata kdcpov *Axaidv oltov deldetc,

8cc’ épbay 1’ émalfdv 1€ kal Scc’ éudyncav *Axacol,

dc 7€ mov 1) avToc mapewv ) dAlov drxovcac (488-91)
and then promising to transmit Demodocus’ story to others:

ai kev 81 pot TadTa kata poipav kaTadéénuwc,

abrik’ éyw macw pvbrjcopar dvfpddmocw

wc dpa Tot mpdhpwy Bedc dmace Bécmw doidriv (496-8).
This passage implies an awareness of the difficulties of collecting information and
transmitting stories to others, which goes beyond the comparatively straightforward
requests for information to the Muses in the /liad.?* Callimachus may well have had
this passage in mind.

If we look at H. 1, 3 and 4 we see that here both the personification of the narrator
and the mimetic elements have the effect of creating a picture of ‘the do:tddc at work’.
Here too the degree of mimesis or personification seems to have implications for the
way in which the information in the narrative/descriptive part is accounted for.

In H. 3 the narrator is personified as a singer of hymns (cf. H. 3.1f.), and we are
constantly kept aware of his presence, through a variety of means.' The mimetic
element, however, is restricted to the questions to Artemis in 113ff. and 183ff. (see
3.2), and there is nothing to suggest that the narrator is fixed in a specific time or
space. In accordance with this we see that the descriptive/narrative part begins with
a scene which takes us to Olympus, where Zeus is carrying the young Artemis on his
knees and answering her demands (440, with direct speech by Artemis in 6-25 and
by Zeus in 29-39). This is told from an omniscient perspective, and the first lines of
the hymn, which contain hardly more elements of personification than the Homeric
hymns, make this perspective acceptable. In the rest of the hymn this omniscient
perspective is adhered to, while the narrator follows Artemis on her travels and knows
what is going on, mostly without indicating how he knows it.32

In H. 1 too we see that all through the hymn the narrator is manifesting himself
through various means.* But the suggestion of a mimetic framework in 1f. (see 3.3)

% Cf. also Od. 12.389f. raidra 8’ éywv dfxovca Kadvpoic Hinduowo: |7 8 &b ‘Epueiao
Siaktdpov adTy) drodcar (Odysseus, in his tale to the Phaeacians, accounting for his knowledge
of a dialogue between Zeus and Helius on Olympus in the much-disputed passage Od. 12.374-90)
and W. Suerbaum, ‘Die Ich-Erzihlungen des Odysseus’, Poetica 2 (1968), 150-77, esp.
pp. 157ff. On the new concepts of poets and poetry in the Odyssey as compared to the Iliad see
also H. Fraenkel, Dichtung und Philosophie (Munich, 1962%), pp. 6ff.; H.Machler, Die
Auffassung des Dichterberufs im frithen Griechentum bis zur Zeit Pindars (Hypomnemata 3)
(Géttingen, 1963), pp. 21ff. On this passage and Od. 8.7.73ff. (the first song of Demodocus) see
also Marg (n. 15), pp. 11f. A similar idea is present in Pl. Jon 534e-535a where a line of
transmission from gods to poets to rhapsodes is mentioned.

*' Explanations (e.g. 47f. vijcw: évi Awmdpye [Aumdpny véov, dAAa 77’ éckev|otvoud of
Melvyouvic)); first person (e.g. 136f. mdvia, Tav eln puév éuotl didoc Scric dAnbhic | einy 8’ adrdc,
dvacca, p€lor 8¢ pov alév dowdr); time-indications (e.g. 77 eicért kai viv); references to
spokesmen (e.g. 198f. Spoc 8” Sfev fAaro viudn|dikraiov kaAéovcw); exclamation (255 &
8etAoc BactAéwv, Scov fAcrev).

3 8o e.g. 44f. (pleasure of Kairotos and Tethys); 81ff. (Artemis’ speech to the Cyclopes at
Lipara); 103f. (Artemis addressing herself while hunting); 144ff. (Heracles waiting at Olympus
for Artemis’ spoils and urging her to hunt pigs and cows).

% Questions — some of them *rhetorical’ — (1ff., 4ff., 62f., 75, 92f.); references to sources (e.g.
13f. and 60f.); time-indications (e.g. 18ff.); first person singular or plural (e.g. 65). In the farewell
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may account for some important differences with H. 3. H. 1 differs from H. 3 in
having far less direct speech (only Rhea’s cry for help in 29) and almost no references
to what goes on in the characters’ minds. The only exception in this respect is 57fF.

AN’ €1t maudvoc éwv édpdccao mdvra Tédewa
TAL TOL KAl YYwTOoL TPOTEPTYEVEEC Tep €0VTeEC
obpavov ovk éuéympav éxew émdaiciov olkov.

Here the narrator tells us the motivation of Zeus’ brothers for leaving him the power
in heaven. A human narrator (at a symposium?) would not be able to gather first-
hand knowledge of the gods’ thoughts, and in fact we see that this knowledge is
carefully accounted for in the lines which follow:

Snvacot 8’ od mdumav dAnbéec fjcav dowdol-

ddvro mddov Kpovibnic dudtpiya 8dpara veipar:

7ic 8€ K’ ém> OvMdpmwe Te kal "Aid. kAHpov épvccar

dc pdAa ur vevindoc; ém’ icaint yap éoixe

mjdacBai Ta 8¢ Tdccov Sccov dia mAeicTov éxouct.

Pevdoiuny, diovroc & kev memiBorev drovny.

ol ce Bedv éccriva mddot Bécav, épya 8¢ xelpdv

o1 Te Bin 76 1€ rdproc (60fT.).
Having read this passage we can see that the narrator arrived at his view of the other
gods’ motives by careful reasoning and rejecting the illogical stories of older poets.
Thus the apparent ‘lapse’ into knowledge of the minds of the gods is in fact just
another illustration of the activities of the narrator and carefully adapted to the
mimetic setting suggested by 1f.

Another way of presentation, comparable to that in H. 6 and 2, can be observed
in H. 4.28ff. In H. 4.30 7 wc implies that an existing story taken from a large range
of songs about Delos is being considered and these considerations take the form of
a possible answer to the question in 28f. (quoted in 3.1). This fits in with the extensive
personification and mimetic setting: the narrator is a singer, who is considering an
already existing tale and while considering it is repeating it, like the speaker in H. 6.
Through this device it is possible to tell the story from an omniscient perspective,3?
while at the same time having a largely personified narrator. From 28 on we see that
the speaker remains in evidence, because he regularly uses ‘ Du-Stil’ (the central parts
of the story are told in ‘Du-Stil’®%) and apostrophe. That is, he shows his emotional
involvement in the story, but carefully avoids the impression that it is his own. Even
the mimetic interruption in 82ff. does not really concern the story of Leto: it is a
request for some background information triggered by an element in the story (the
worries of the nymph Melia about her tree), but it is not of vital importance for that
story like the dialogue in H. 1.6ff.

As to the presentation of the narrative/descriptive parts a common characteristic
of the collection of hymns is that Callimachus has taken great care to underline the
artificiality of the narrative by emphasising its ‘ plausibility . He either inserts ‘already
existing stories’ reproduced by narrators who are personified and more or less fixed

at the end (91-6) a personal note has been detected (cf. McLennan [n. 25), ad loc.), though the
phrasing is largely conventional and there is a great deal of play with the endings of the Homeric
hymns.

34 The omniscient perspective is essential for the story of Leto, which, like the career of
Artemis in H. 3, involves a great deal of travelling and also a long speech of her unborn son from
the womb (162-95).

35 Cf. Mineur (n. 24), pp. 6f. The Du-Stil is proper to a hymn which is addressed to a god or
goddess. It does, however, imply an unusual narrative situation, as the narrator is not addressing
a reader. Cf. Korte (n. 17), passim.
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in time and space or he gives us a picture of the ‘singer at work”’ who is choosing his
subject from an existing range of material or gathering information from various
sources, including the gods he is singing about.

5. CONCLUSION

In conclusion we may say that all the hymns contain an element of playing with
mimesis and diegesis and that this play is closely related to the way in which the
narratives/descriptions are accounted for and underlines their artificiality.

Within the individual hymns we have seen that the hymns which have a subjective
dramatic setting (H. 2, 5 and 6 and to a certain extent also H. 4), turned out to contain
embedded narratives which are told from an external and omniscient perspective with
little or no interference of the narrator, i.e. in an objective way. This omniscient
perspective was accounted for by the fact that the narrator acts as a ‘mouthpiece’ for
the tales of others. On the other hand, in the hymns in which the dramatic setting is
less explicit (H. 1 and 4) or even absent (H. 3) we found a personified narrator, who
draws attention to his own activities and interferes with his story, even to the extent
of inserting mimetic interruptions to acquire information on his subject.

On a larger scale this play with the contrast between mimesis and diegesis is
reflected within the collection of the hymns, where primarily mimetic (2, 5 and 6) and
diegetic (3) hymns and hymns with large amount of personification verging on
mimesis (1 and 4) seem to have been carefully arranged by Callimachus.

An important aspect of this play with mimesis and diegesis and a unifying factor
in the whole collection of hymns is the fact that literary preoccupations play such an
important part in it. We are constantly reminded that we are reading well-
documented stories and/or descriptions instead of being allowed to witness events in
the real world. Thus we see that while emphasising his trustworthiness Callimachus
is at the same time underlining the artificial character of his poetry. This kind of play
with diegetic and mimetic modes is also found in Callimachus’ other works (see the
examples mentioned in 1 and n. 26) and must be considered as an important aspect
of his literary technique. As it also serves to illustrate the dependence on sources, it
recalls —and may be thought to explain—the famous fr. 612 dudprupov 0d8év
aeldw.%

University of Groningen M. ANNETTE HARDER

% This fragment is quoted in X Dion. Per. 1 in a context which makes it clear that the
scholiast believes that Dionysius refers to the Muses because he rejects 76 dudprvpov and
regards them as a guarantee of truth. The Muses are one of the means Callimachus uses to
underline the truth of his stories, but he clearly uses many other means as well and may have
said the words in relation to one of those (cf. also Pfeiffer [n. 5], ad loc., who rightly says that
the fragment need not be from the prologue of the Aetia).
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