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Robert Kirstein, Andreas Abele, and Hans-Peter Nill
Narratology and classical epic

Abstract: Narrative theory or narratology, to use the term coined by Tzvetan Todorov
in the late 1960s, has in recent decades evolved into a key concept of literary theory.
Its subject, the oral and written, literary and non-literary narrative has become
almost a principal paradigm of Cultural Studies. In this view, narrative appears as
an anthropologically given (culturally and socially variable) fact, as a ubiquitous
means both of individual and collective interpretation of the world and of the
making of cultural meaning. No other literary genre of modern literature is so
closely linked to the aspect of the search for meaning in an increasingly fragmented
and uncertain world as the novel.

This gives rise to two aspects that are relevant for the narratological inter-
pretation of ancient Greek and Latin texts: first, a significant portion of current
narratological theorizing takes place around the (modern) novel. Second, the spe-
cial role of the ancient epic as an object of narratological analysis within the study
of Classical Philology is given by the fact that epic poetry has been viewed as the
literary precursor of the novel since the 18" century. The occasional objection that
narratology, with a certain arbitrariness, imposes unfitting, modern theories upon
ancient texts proves problematic since the earlier research of the 20t century - in
a time when the term ‘narratology’ was still unfamiliar — was partially based upon
the same theoretical approaches that, together with (French) structuralism, led to
today’s concept of narratology.

The first part of this article deals with the history, methodology, and terminol-
ogy of narratological research from the late 1960s until now both in the general
field of Literary Studies and in Classics. The second part responds to the ‘clash of
cultures’ between traditional hermeneutics and modern theory. The third and final
section discusses themes and trends in the area of narratology and Classics.

1 Narratology: beginnings and context

The study of classical literature in the West, both Greek and Latin, experienced a
rather delayed application of theoretical approaches and methods — which also
applies to narratology. This principle lack was diagnosed at an early stage by Segal
(1968, 10):
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When we come to consider specific methods of criticism, it is clear that classical critics have
not of late been pioneers or innovators of new approaches, as they were in the early part of
the century. No new critical theories have arisen from classical studies per se.

Among common explanations one finds the notion that Classics as the oldest
philology and “leader in the field of literary interpretation” (de Jong, 2014b, 6-7)
did not feel particular pressure of innovation. Therefore, it failed to keep pace
with the literary theories and concepts developed within the neighbouring modern
philologies.! Narratology’s delayed entry into Classics is all the more striking
since, as de Jong (2014b, 3) has pointed out, “in fact, narratology can be said to
have started in antiquity, when a number of central concepts were developed”. As
examples de Jong refers to Plato’s differentiation between dihegesis and mimesis
(PL. R. 3.392-3) or Aristotle’s remarks on the tripartite structure of plot (Arist. Po. 7).
In the 1970s Rubino (1977, 66) called on classicists to draw their attention to the
works of French structuralism:

I am making a plea for active and strenuous reading, for the lectio difficilior of my title. There
is no substitute for reading the structuralist texts themselves, difficult though that may be;
for, with very few expectations, one page of Barthes or Lévi-Strauss is worth many pages of
explanation by the Anglo-American interpreters and critics.

In this period, French structuralism being rooted in the theories and concepts of
the Russian formalists and Ferdinand de Saussure, developed a wider response.?
The journal Arethusa started to dedicate several issues to ‘modern’ interdisciplinary
and theoretical methods, such as Psychoanalysis and the Classics (1974, Arethusa
7), Classical literature and contemporary critical perspectives (1977, Arethusa 10),
Women and their world (1978, Arethusa 11), Semiotics and Classical Studies (1983,
Arethusa 16), Audience-oriented criticism and the Classics (1986, Arethusa 19).3 One
branch of greater importance became the study of signs or semiotics, initiated by
the philosophical work of Charles Sanders Peirce and adopted by Roland Barthes
(Systéme de la mode, 1967) and Claude Lévi-Strauss (Mythologiques, vol. 1, 1964).
Their thinking influenced the classicist ‘Paris-School’ and the Greek studies of
Jean-Pierre Vernant (Mythe et pensées chez les Grecs, 1965) and Pierre Vidal-Naquet
(Economies et sociétés en Gréce ancienne. Périodes archaique et classique, 1972).

1 Cf. de Jong (2014b, 6-7).

2 Cf. Rubino (1977). On the application of further modern literary theories on classical studies,
see the volumes edited by Hexter/Selden (1992) and de Jong/Sullivan (1994) on psychoanalysis,
aesthetic reception, speech act theory, gender studies, and Poststructuralism, as well as Schmitz
(22006) and Schmitz (2007).

3 Cf. also Fowler/Fowler 32005, 873).
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They also influenced North American classical scholarship: early examples are
Charles Segal (Landscape in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, 1969) and Froma Zeitlin (The
ritual world of Greek tragedy, 1973). Another semiotic concept, which has had a
vast impact on classical studies, was Julia Kristeva’s intertextuality (Word, Dia-
logue, and Novel, written in 1966). Based on the general notion that “any text
is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and trans-
formation of another”,* this concept enhanced the idea that via ‘allusions’ and
‘parallels’ ancient authors intentionally referred back to literary predecessors.
Classical philologists such as Gian Biagio Conte (Memoria dei poeti e sistema lette-
rario, 1974; The rhetoric of imitation, 1986), Alessandro Barchiesi (La traccia del
modello, 1984; Homeric effects in Vergil’s narrative, 2015), and R. O. A. M. Lyne
(Further voices in Vergil’s Aeneid, 1987) then applied this approach to the interpre-
tation of Latin literature, which had a far-reaching effect on classical scholarship —
especially on the reappraisal of the so-called ‘Silver Latin’ works, such as Flavian
epic.’

Another most influential branch of structuralism has been widely received
until today: the formal analysis of narratives, also known as narratology. Building
on Todorov’s study Grammaire du Décaméron (1969), Gerard Genette (Figures III,
1972) elaborated a comprehensive and highly systematic framework analysing Mar-
cel Proust’s A la recherche du temps perdu (1913-1927). The main focus of Genette’s
Figures lies on the relationship between the narrated world (histoire), the narra-
tive representation of the narrated world (récit), and the narrative representation
through a narrating instance (narration). This concept proved to be an adaptable
and fruitful approach to ancient texts, not only to narrative genres such as epic and
the novel, but also to drama, lyric, elegy, hymns, didactic poetry, epistolography,
and historiography.”

In the 1980s a breakthrough of structuralist-narratological analyses of classical
texts took place, comprising a wide range of genres, such as on epinicean poetry
by Hurst (1983) and Kéhnken (1983), on Greek epic by Fusillo (1985, with a special
focus on Genette’s notion of time), and on the Greek novel by Fusillo (1988). A
prominent narratological study of the Latin novel was provided by Winkler (1985),

4 Kristeva (1980, 66).

5 Cf. Fowler/Fowler (32005, 872) and Augoustakis (2016, 1-14).

6 For a concise overview of the history of narratology and its most influential theorists, see de Jong
(2014h, 3-6).

7 On ground-breaking narratological studies in the various genres of ancient Greek and Latin
prose and poetry, cf. Grethlein/Rengakos (2009b). Cf. also Suerbaum (1968) whose principle
approach can be characterised as ‘narratological’, even though the term ‘narratology’ was not
coined yet.
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but it was especially de Jong’s monograph Narrators and focalizers (2004) which
leveraged narratology to advance the field of Classics and inspire Greek and Latin
scholars to take up modern narrative theory. This fundamental study offers an
analysis of focalisation in Homeric epic: its analytical categories are based on the
narratological model provided by Mieke Bal (32009), one of Genette’s students, who
refined his methodological instruments. Since then, a rapidly increasing amount
of narratological approaches to ancient texts continues to appear.

Introductory monographs, volumes, and articles — some of them with empha-
sis, however, on literary theory rather than on narratology in its narrow sense —
comprise Galinsky (1992), Hexter/Selden (1992), de Jong/Sullivan (1994), Harrison
(2001c), Schmitz (22006), Schmitz (2007), Grethlein/Rengakos (2009b), Konstan/
Niinlist (2009), and Scodel (2014). Since 2012 the Mnemosyne supplements com-
prises a subseries dedicated to Studies in ancient Greek narrative. The most com-
prehensive introduction to the application of narratology and its methods to Greek
and Roman literature is given by de Jong’s influential monograph Narratology and
Classics. A practical guide (2014; 2017). It deals with narratology in a systematic
way (narrators and narratees, focalisation, time, and space) and draws examples
from both modern and ancient sources — and here not only from narrative genres
such as epic poetry, but also from historiography, biography, the ancient novel,
and even drama and lyric.

Theory building in the area of narratology has been based mainly on the
analysis of 19™ and early 20t century novels. If one assumes ancient epic, in line
with Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and others, to be the major forerunner of this
genre, a tentative and careful application of these modern theories on ancient texts
seems both inviting and justified.® Narratological studies in the field of Classics
add to an overall diachronic (transgeneric and transcultural) understanding of
narrative and open up new perspectives for interdisciplinary cooperation: “It
combines the synchronic and the diachronic, offering not only analyses of the
handling of a specific narrative device by individual authors, but also a larger
historical perspective on the manner in which techniques change over time.”® An
example for the enrichment of our understanding of narrative texts on a diachronic
axis is given by de Jong’s observation that metalepsis in ancient Greek literature

8 Hegel characterises the modern novel as “moderne biirgerliche Epopoé” in the second volume
of his Asthetik (1965, 452).

9 De Jong (2014b, 11). See also Grethlein/Rengakos (2009a, 3-4), Scodel (2014, 2-3), and von
Contzen (2015, 97); for narratology and Medieval literature, cf. von Contzen/Kragl (2018). Von
Contzen/Tilg (forthcoming) are currently preparing an interdisciplinary handbook of historical
narratology.
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adds credibility and authority to the narrator rather than in modern literature
where it often serves as an “illusion disturbing” device.1®

2 Narratology and Classics: a clash of cultures?

Particularly in the 1990s the growing emergence of theoretical and narratological
studies in Classics caused strong reservations and tensions within the Classics
community. Hexter/Selden (1992, p. xii) made this internal friction a subject of
discussion in their volume’s introduction:

Whatever the ultimate cause or value of the turn toward theory in modern language studies,
this state of affairs contrasts sharply with the situation in most Classics departments today.
Some would say our longer view holds us above fluctuations in interpretative fashions. Many,
however, whether by accident or force of will, remain largely ignorant of even the basic
issues that are being debated among contemporary theorists. Others have read and pondered
the new theories, only to reject them, it would seem, or in any case their application to the
Classics.

Schmitz (2007, 6-10) summarises the most prominent reproaches made against

LIS

literary and narrative theory: “Theory for theory’s sake”, “modern theories are
inappropriate to ancient texts”, “new wine in old wineskins”, “literary theory is
too fashionable”, “texts must be approached unprejudiced”, “literary theory uses

incomprehensible jargon”.!! He states that these objections

are by no means a sufficient reason for flatly condemning the study of theory. ... we, who have
the privilege of a regular and easy access to the rich and enriching cultural heritage of antiq-
uity, should view opinions that differ from our own not as a threat, but as a supplementation
and a challenge, in the spirit of cheerful pluralism.1?

In his general introduction, Harrison (2001a) emphasises this necessity of cooper-
ation between theoretical studies and traditional scholarship within Classics. In
the same volume, Fowler (2001, 68) argues in a similar way:

Viewed as a bundle of techniques, narratology fits as easily into such traditional concerns as
the construction of authorial intention (why did Vergil narrate this event before this event?)

10 See de Jong (2009); cf. also Grethlein/Rengakos (2009a, 5).

11 For criticism against narratological methods and approaches, cf. Pearcy (1988) and Kullmann
(2002).

12 Schmitz (2007, 10).



104 —— Robert Kirstein, Andreas Abele, and Hans-Peter Nill

or of historical ‘reality’ (is this detail focalised from Thucydides’ point of view or that of one
of his characters?) as it does into postmodernism.

Additionally, Harrison (2001a, 6) claims that both approaches should be considered
not only with regard to academic research, but also to teaching:*?

The ideal graduate student of the 215t century in classical literature should be able both to
analyse and discuss the relative merits of variant manuscript readings, and to give a coherent
account of the basic features of narratology and reader-response theory, and their possible
effects on literary interpretation.

What seems to be most important and more and more generally accepted is the
observation that narratology, though being theoretical in its foundation, does not
lead away from the text, but conversely provokes its close and careful reading.

Today, the vigorous debate between the allegedly dichotomous approaches
has noticeably cooled down. The great potential narrative theory has for the in-
terpretation of ancient texts has become evident in the vast variety of articles,
volumes, and monographs which have been published since the beginning of
the 215t century. Even though the major part of those contributions does not offer
narratological analyses in a strict sense, they at least demonstrate a strong affinity
with models and categories of narrative theory. In retrospect, Donald and Peta
Fowler’s observation from 1996, that “the narratology of Genette and Bal ..., with
a wealth of new terminology and methods, is often seen as the least ‘threatening’
approach by traditional scholars”!# appears to still hold true, especially for Greek
and Roman epic, but more and more also with regard to genres which do not rely
as much on narratives.

3 Themes and trends

Narratology in Classics has brought closer attention to multiple aspects of narration.
Examples are narrators and narratees,’ the notion of focalisation or point of
view,'¢ the determination of different levels of voices,'” the categories of time,
and more recently, of space, the narrative potential of ekphrasis and other forms

13 For a recent example taking this approach, see Polleichtner (2018).

14 Fowler/Fowler (32005, 871).

15 See de Jong/Niinlist (2004) and de Jong/Niinlist/Bowie (2004).

16 Cf. Fowler (1990), Niinlist (2003), de Jong (22004), and Kirstein (2015a).
17 See Barchiesi (2002), Rosati (2002), Barchiesi (2006), and Slater (2017).
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of description, '8 the analysis of beginning and closure,* or the phenomenon of
metalepsis,?° all aspects which are of central importance for the interpretation of
large scale narrative texts, such as ancient Greek and Roman epic.

Grethlein/Rengakos (2009a, 2), taking up Harrison’s and Fowler’s positions,
propose a furthering of classical narratology by cultural studies or theories from
neighbouring fields in order to create new methodological resources and tools for
interpretation: “the singular ‘narratology’ has given way to a plurality of ‘narra-
tologies’ ... While many of these interdisciplinary and intermedial narratologies
still rely on traditional structuralist concepts, some scholars have ventured to set
narratology on a new footing.” The notion of multiple narratologies reflects an
on-going trend in narratology to enhance and refine traditional concepts by post-
classical and post-structuralistic approaches, for instance cognitive (shifting from
text to the act of reception and reader-response theory), cultural (e.g. post-colonial,
feminist), functional, and historical.2!

On a different axis of thought, when discussing the different major genres of
ancient literature, there seems to be no need for modelling a variety of narrato-
logical toolboxes. De Jong (2014b, 171-2) makes this point with regard to ancient
historiography:

All in all, for ancient historiography our position can be more that of Barthes, White and
Genette: ancient historians make use of the same narrative devices as their literary counter-
parts. The reason is not difficult to imagine: the first historians were heavily indebted to the
Homeric epics, in terms of both content (the focus on individuals) and form (the speeches and
prolepses/analepses). ... Therefore, there is no need to develop a separate historiographic
narratology, and narratology can help to detect how historians adapt traditional narrative
devices or invent new ones to convey their view of the past.

There is also growing influence of postmodernism in literary theory and narratology
which triggers an interest in themes and concepts, such as body and space,?? visu-

18 On this, see Fowler (1991), Putnam (1998), Harrison (2001b), Bartsch/Elsner (2007), Harrison
(2009), de Jong (2011), and Koopman (2018).

19 Cf. Dunn/Cole (1992), Hardie (1997), Roberts/Dunn/Fowler (1997), Fowler (2000a), Fowler
(2000b), Asper (2013), and Schmitz/Telg genannt Kortmann/Jone (2017).

20 See de Jong (2009), Nauta (2013a), and Nauta (2013b).

21 Cf. Fowler (2001, 67), Niinning (2002), Herman (2009, 26), Alber/Fludernik (2010), Scodel
(2014, 5), and Grethlein (2017). Psychological approaches can be problematic for the interpretation
of ancient texts because of our limited knowledge and empiric data of the authors as well as the
contemporary readers.

22 See de Jong/Niinlist (2007), de Jong (2012), Klooster (2014), Skempis/Ziogas (2014), Ziogas
(2014), Kirstein (2015a), and Nelis (2015); for a digital approach to spatio-narratological issues, cf.
Viehhauser et al. (2017). See also Kirstein in volume II.2.
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ality,23 concepts of character and characterisation,?* the Possible Worlds Theory,?*
or the representation of violence in literature.2®

Particularly structuralist narratology has also led to a revision of traditional
philological genres. The most prominent example is de Jong’s seminal narrato-
logical commentary on Homer’s Odyssey from 2001.2” On Ovid’s Metamorphoses
there is a commentary of Book 8 by Tsitsiou-Chelidoni (2003) and a commentary
of all books edited by a team around Barchiesi and Rosati from 2005 to 2015. There
remains, however, still a great need of commentaries with a narratological focus
in the field of Classics.?®

Narratology also plays an important role for this project (Structures of Epic
Poetry). First, it allows for a more precise analysis of individual epic structures
both within the poems under discussion and across time periods, authors, and
works from Homer to Nonnus, especially, though not necessarily when questions
of inter- or intratextuality come into play.?? Secondly, narratological analyses
provide a better understanding of narrative, for instance, by contributing to an
overall diachronic research, which extends the vertical timeline beyond antiquity
to medieval, early modern and modern literature.

Bibliography

Alber, J./Fludernik, M. (eds., 2010). Postclassical narratology: approaches and analyses. Colum-
bus.

Asper, M. (2013). Minding the gap: aetiology and (false) closure, in: F. F. Grewing/B. Acosta-
Hughes/A. Kirichenko (eds.), The door ajar: false closure in Greek and Roman literature
and art. Heidelberg: 63-82.

Augoustakis, A. (ed., 2016). Flavian epic. Oxford.

Bal, M. 32009). Narratology: introduction to the theory of narrative. Toronto.

Barchiesi, A. (1984). La traccia del modello. Effetti omerici nella narrazione virgiliana. Pisa.

23 Cf. Fondermann (2008), Lovatt (2013), Lovatt/Vout (2013), and Kampakoglu/Novokhatko
(2018).

24 Cf. de Temmerman/van Emde Boas (2017).

25 Cf. Kirstein (2015b).

26 Cf. Nill (2018).

27 On the study’s impact in the field, cf., e.g., Scodel (2008, 4).

28 A new series on narratological commentaries is planned by de Jong and Kirstein: Brill’s Narra-
tological Commentaries to Ancient Texts.

29 Recent examples are Barchiesi (2015), Fulkerson/Stover (2016), and Augoustakis (2016). On
intertextuality and narratology in general, cf. Bal (32009, 69); on intertextuality in the context of
literary theory, see Schmitz (2007, 77-85).



Narratology and classical epic = 107

Barchiesi, A. (2001). Speaking volumes. Narrative and intertext in Ovid and other Latin poets.
London.

Barchiesi, A. (2002). Narrative Technique and Narratology in the Metamorphoses, in: P. R.
Hardie (ed.), The Cambridge companion to Ovid. Cambridge: 180-99.

Barchiesi, A. (ed., 2005). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. I: Libri I-1I. A cura di A. Barchiesi con un
saggio introduttivo di C. Segal, testo critico basato sull’edizione oxoniense di R. . Tarrant,
traduzione di L. Koch. Milan.

Barchiesi, A. (2006). Voices and Narrative ‘Instances’ in the Metamorphoses, in: P. E. Knox (ed.),
Oxford Readings in Ovid. Oxford: 274-319.

Barchiesi, A. (2015). Homeric effects in Vergil’s narrative. Princeton, NJ.

Barchiesi, A./Rosati, G. (eds., 2007). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. Il: Libri Il1-1V, traduzione di L.
Koch. Milan.

Barthes, R. (1967). Systéme de la mode. Paris.

Bartsch, S./Elsner, J. (eds., 2007). CPh 102. [Special issue: Ekphrasis].

Bassenge, F. (ed., 1965). Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel. Asthetik, 2 vols. Frankfurt am Main.

Beck, D. (2012). Speech presentation in Homeric epic. Austin.

Clare, R. . (2002). The path of the Argo. Language, imagery and narrative in the Argonautica of
Apollonius Rhodius. Cambridge.

Conte, G. B. (1974). Memoria dei poeti e sistema letterario. Turin.

Conte, G. B. (1986). The rhetoric of imitation. Genre and poetic memory in Virgil and other Latin
poets. Edited and with a foreword by C. Segal. Ithaca, NY.

De Jong, I.]. F. (32004). Narrators and focalizers: the presentation of the story in the /liad.
London.

De Jong, I. J. F. (2009). Metalepsis in ancient Greek literature, in: ). Grethlein/A. Rengakos
(eds.), Narratology and interpretation. The content of narrative form in ancient literature.
Berlin/New York: 87-115.

De Jong, I. ). F. (2011). The shield of Achilles: from metalepsis to mise en abyme, Ramus 40:
1-14.

De Jong, I. ). F. (ed., 2012). Space in ancient Greek literature. Leiden/Boston.

De Jong, I. ). F. (2014b). Narratology and Classics. A practical guide. Oxford.

De Jong, I. . F. (2017). | classici e la narratologia. Guida alla lettura degli autori greci e latini.
Rome.

De Jong, I. ). F./Nunlist, R. (2004). From bird’s eye view to close up: the standpoint of the nar-
rator in the Homeric epics, in: A. Bierl/A. Schmitt/A. Willi (eds.), Antike Literatur in neuer
Deutung. Munich: 63-83.

De Jong, I. ). F./Niinlist, R. (eds., 2007). Time in ancient Greek literature. Studies in ancient
Greek narrative, vol. Il. Leiden/Boston.

De Jong, I. ). F./Nunlist, R./Bowie, A. (eds., 2004). Narrators, narratees, and narratives in
ancient Greek literature. Studies in ancient Greek narrative, vol. |. Leiden/Boston.

De Jong, I. ). F./Sullivan, J. P. (eds., 1994). Modern critical theory and classical literature. Leiden.

De Temmerman, K./van Emde Boas, E. (eds., 2017). Characterization in Ancient Greek Literature.
Leiden.

Dufallo, B. (2013). The captor’s image: Greek culture in Roman ekphrasis. Oxford.

Dunn, F. M./Cole, T. (eds., 1992). Beginnings in classical literature. Cambridge.

Elsner, J. (ed., 2002). Ramus 31. [Special issue: The verbal and the visual: cultures of ekphrasis
in antiquity].

Foley, J. M. (ed., 2005). A companion to ancient epic. Malden, MA.



108 —— Robert Kirstein, Andreas Abele, and Hans-Peter Nill

Fondermann, P. (2008). Kino im Kopf. Zur Visualisierung des Mythos in den Metamorphosen
Ovids. Gottingen.

Fowler, D. P. (1990). Deviant focalisation in Virgil’s Aeneid, The Cambridge Classical Journal 36:
42-63.

Fowler, D. P. (1991). Narrate and describe: the problem of ekphrasis, RS 81: 112-22.

Fowler, D. P. (2000a). First thoughts on closure: problems and prospects, in: D. P. Fowler (ed.),
Roman constructions. Readings in postmodern Latin. Oxford: 239-83.

Fowler, D. P. (2000b). Second thoughts on closure, in: D. P. Fowler (ed.), Roman constructions.
Readings in postmodern Latin. Oxford: 284-307.

Fowler, D. P. (2001). Introduction, in: S. J. Harrison (ed.), Texts, ideas, and the Classics: scholar-
ship, theory, and classical literature. Oxford: 65-9.

Fowler, P. G./Fowler, D. P. (32005). Literary theory and classical studies, OCD: 871-5.

Fulkerson, L./Stover, T. (eds., 2016). Repeat Performances: Ovidian Repetition and the Meta-
morphoses. Madison, WI.

Fusillo, M. (1985). Il tempo delle Argonautiche: un’analisi del racconto in Apollonio Rodio.
Rome.

Fusillo, M. (1988). Textual patterns and narrative situations in the Greek novel. Groningen:
17-32.

Galinsky, K. (ed., 1992). The interpretation of Roman poetry: empiricism or hermeneutics?
Frankfurt am Main.

Genette, G. (1972). Figures Ill. Paris.

Goldhill, S. (1991). The poet’s voice. Essays in poetics and Greek literature. Cambridge.

Grethlein, ). (2006). Das Geschichtsbild der /lias. Eine Untersuchung aus phanomenologischer
und narratologischer Perspektive. Gottingen.

Grethlein, J. (2017). Die Odyssee: Homer und die Kunst des Erzdhlens. Munich.

Grethlein, J./Rengakos, A. (2009a). Introduction, in: J. Grethlein/A. Rengakos (eds.), Narratol-
ogy and interpretation. The content of narrative form in ancient literature. Berlin/New York:
1-14.

Grethlein, J./Rengakos, A. (eds., 2009b). Narratology and interpretation. The content of narra-
tive form in ancient literature. Berlin/New York.

Hardie, P. R. (1997). Closure in Latin epic, in: D. H. Roberts/F. M. Dunn/D. P. Fowler (eds.),
Classical closure: reading the end in Greek and Latin literature. Princeton, NJ: 139-62.

Hardie, P. R. (ed., 2015). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. VI: Libri XI1I-XV, traduzione di G. Chiarini.
Milan.

Harrison, S. J. (2001a). General introduction: working together, in: S. ). Harrison (ed.), Texts,
ideas, and the Classics: scholarship, theory, and classical literature. Oxford: 1-18.

Harrison, S. ). (2001b). Picturing the future: the prophetic ekphrasis from Homer to Vergil,
in: S. ). Harrison (ed.), Texts, ideas, and the Classics: scholarship, theory, and classical
literature. Oxford: 70-92.

Harrison, S. ). (ed., 2001c). Texts, ideas, and the Classics: scholarship, theory, and classical
literature. Oxford.

Harrison, S. ). (2009). Picturing the future again: proleptic ekphrasis in Silius’ Punica, in: A.
Augoustakis (ed.), Brill’s companion to Silius Italicus. Leiden/Boston: 279-92.

Herman, D. (2009). Basic elements of narrative. Malden.

Hexter, R./Selden, D. L. (eds., 1992). Innovations of antiquity. New York.

Hinds, S. E. (2002). Landscape with figures: aesthetics of place in the Metamorphoses and its
tradition, in: P. R. Hardie (ed.), The Cambridge companion to Ovid. Cambridge: 122-49.



Narratology and classical epic = 109

Hurst, A. (1983). Temps du récit chez Pindare (Pyth. 4) et Bacchylide (11), MH 40: 154-68.

Kampakoglu, A./Novokhatko, A. (eds., 2018). Gaze, vision, and visuality in ancient Greek
literature. Berlin.

Keith, A. M. (1999). Versions of epic masculinity in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, in: P. R. Hardie/A.
Barchiesi/S. Hinds (eds.), Ovidian transformations: essays on the Metamorphoses and its
reception. Cambridge: 214-39.

Kenney, E. ). (ed., 2011). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. IV: Libri VII-IX, traduzione di G. Chiarini.
Milan.

Kirstein, R. (2015a). Der sehende Drache. Raumnarratologische Uberlegungen zu Ovids Meta-
morphosen, in: C. Kugelmeier (ed.), Translatio humanitatis. Festschrift zum 60. Geburts-
tag von Peter Riemer, Hermeneutik und Kreativitat. St. Ingbert: 209-38.

Kirstein, R. (2015b). Ficta et Facta. Reflexionen iiber den Realgehalt der Dinge bei Ovid, Zeit-
schrift fiir Asthetik und Allgemeine Kunstwissenschaft 60: 257-77.

Klooster, J. (2014). Time, space, and ideology in the aetiological narratives of Apollonius
Rhodius’ Argonautica, in: C. Reitz/A. Walter (eds.), Von Ursachen sprechen. Eine aitio-
logische Spurensuche. Telling origins. On the lookout for aetiology. Hildesheim: 519-

44,

Kéhnken, A. (1983). Mythical chronology and thematic coherence in Pindar’s Third Olympian
Ode, HSPh 87: 49-63.

Konstan, D./Nunlist, R. (2009). Narrative, literary, in: M. Gagarin (ed.), The Oxford encyclopedia
of ancient Greece and Rome. Oxford.

Koopman, N. (2018). Ancient Greek ekphrasis: Between description and narration: five linguis-
tic and narratological case studies. Leiden.

Kristeva, J. (1980). World, Dialogue, and Novel, in: L. S. Roudiez (ed.), Desire in language. A
semiotic approach to literature and art. Translated by A. Jardine, T. Gora and L. S. Roudiez.
New York: 64-91.

Kullmann, W. (2002). Realitat, Imagination und Theorie. Kleine Schriften zu Epos und Tragddie
in der Antike. Stuttgart.

Leigh, M. (1997). Lucan: spectacle and engagement. Oxford.

Lévi-Strauss, C. (1964). Mythologiques, vol. I: Le cru et le cuit. Paris.

Lovatt, H. V. (2013). The epic gaze: vision, gender and narrative in ancient epic. Cambridge.

Lovatt, H. V./Vout, C. (eds., 2013). Epic visions: visuality in Greek and Latin epic and its recep-
tion. Cambridge.

Lyne, R. 0. A. M. (1987). Further voices in Vergil’s Aeneid. Oxford.

Masters, J. (1992). Poetry and civil war in Lucan’s Bellum Civile. Cambridge.

Nauta, R. (2013a). Metalepsis and metapoetics in Latin poetry, in: U. E. Eisen/P. von Méllendorff
(eds.), Uber die Grenze. Metalepse in Text- und Bildmedien des Altertums. Berlin: 223-56.

Nauta, R. (2013b). The concept of metalepsis: From rhetoric to the theory of allusion and to
narratology, in: U. E. Eisen/P. von Méllendorff (eds.), Uber die Grenze. Metalepse in Text-
und Bildmedien des Altertums. Berlin: 469-82.

Nelis, D. P. (2015). Vergilian cities: visions of Troy, Carthage and Rome, in: T. Fuhrer/F. Mundt/).
Stenger (eds.), Cityscaping: constructing and modelling images of the city. Berlin/Boston:
19-45.

Nill, H.-P. (2018). Gewalt und Unmaking in Lucans Bellum Civile. Textanalysen aus narratologi-
scher, wirkungsasthetischer und gewaltsoziologischer Perspektive. Leiden/Boston.

Niinlist, R. (2003). The Homeric Scholia on Focalization, Mnemosyne 56: 61-71.

Niinning, A. (ed., 2002). Neue Ansitze in der Erzihltheorie. Trier.



110 —— Robert Kirstein, Andreas Abele, and Hans-Peter Nill

Pearcy, L. T. (1988). Theme, dream, and narrative: reading the sacred tales of Aelius Aristides,
TAPA 118: 377-91.

Polleichtner, W. (ed., 2018). Literatur- und Kulturtheorie und altsprachlicher Unterricht. Speyer.

Proust, M. (1913-1927). A la recherche du temps perdu, 7 vols. Paris.

Putnam, M. C. J. (1998). Virgil’s epic designs: ekphrasis in the Aeneid. New Haven, CT.

Reed, J. D. (ed., 2013). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. V: Libri X=XII, traduzione di G. Chiarini. Milan.

Richardson, S. (1990). The Homeric narrator. Nashville, TN.

Roberts, D. H./Dunn, F. M./Fowler, D. P. (1997). Afterworld. Ending and aftermath, ancient and
modern, in: D. H. Roberts/F. M. Dunn/D. P. Fowler (eds.), Classical closure: reading the end
in Greek and Latin literature. Princeton, NJ: 251-73.

Rosati, G. (2002). Narrative techniques and narrative structures in the Metamorphoses, in: B. W.
Boyd (ed.), Brill’s companion to Ovid. Leiden/Boston/Cologne: 271-304.

Rosati, G. (ed., 2009). Ovidio, Metamorfosi, vol. lll: Libri V-VI. A cura di G. Rosati, testo critico
basato sull’edizione oxoniense di R. ). Tarrant, traduzione di G. Chiarini. Milan.

Rubino, C. A. (1977). Lectio difficilior praeferenda est: some remarks on contemporary French
thought and the study of classical literature, Arethusa 10: 63-83.

Schmitz, C./Telg genannt Kortmann, J./Jone, A. (eds., 2017). Anfinge und Enden. Narrative
Potentiale des antiken und nachantiken Epos. Heidelberg.

Schmitz, T. A. (32006). Moderne Literaturtheorie und antike Texte. Eine Einfiihrung. Darmstadt.

Schmitz, T. A. (2007). Modern literary theory and ancient texts: an introduction. Malden.

Scodel, R. (2008). Epic facework: self-presentation and social interaction in Homer. Swansea.

Scodel, R. (2014). Introduction, in: D. L. Cairns/R. Scodel (eds.), Defining Greek narrative.
Edinburgh: 1-10.

Segal, C. P. (1968). Ancient texts and modern literary criticism, Arethusa 1: 1-25.

Segal, C. P. (1969). Landscape in Ovid’s Metamorphoses. A Study in the Transformations of a
Literary Symbol. Wiesbaden.

Skempis, M./Ziogas, . (eds., 2014). Geography, topography, landscape: configurations of
space in Greek and Roman epic. Berlin/Boston.

Slater, N. W. (ed., 2017). Voice and voices in antiquity. Leiden.

Stoddard, K. (2004). The narrative voice in the Theogony of Hesiod. Leiden.

Suerbaum, W. (1968). Die Ich-Erzdhlungen des Odysseus. Uberlegungen zur epischen Technik
der Odyssee, Poetica 2: 150-177.

Thalmann, W. G. (2011). Apollonius of Rhodes and the spaces of Hellenism. Oxord/New York.

Tissol, G. (1997). The face of nature: wit, narrative, and cosmic origins in Ovid’s Metamor-
phoses. Princeton, NJ.

Todorov, T. (1969). Grammaire du Décameron. The Hague/Paris.

Toohey, P. (1992). Reading epic. An introduction to the ancient narratives. London.

Tsitsiou-Chelidoni, C. (2003). Ovid, Metamorphosen Buch VIII: Narrative Technik und literari-
scher Kontext. Frankfurt a. M.

Vernant, J.-P. (1965). Mythe et pensées chez les Grecs. Etudes de psychologie historique. Paris.

Vidal-Naquet, P. (1972). Economies et sociétés en Gréce ancienne. Périodes archaique et
classique. Paris.

Viehhauser, G. et al. (2017). Cadmus and the Cow. A Digital Narratology of Space in Ovid’s
Metamorphoses, in: P. Fogliaroni/A. Ballatore/E. Clementini (eds.), Proceedings of Work-
shops and Posters at the 13th International Conference on Spatial Information Theory
(COSIT 2017). L'Aquila: 293-304.



Narratology and classical epic = 111

Von Contzen, E. (2015). Narratology and Classics. A transhistorical approach. Review of: I. J. F.
de Jong, Narratology and Classics. A practical guide. Oxford 2014, Diegesis 4: 97-102.

Von Contzen, E./Kragl, F. (eds., 2018). Narratologie und mittelalterliches Erzéhlen. Autor,
Erzdhler, Perspektive, Zeit und Raum. Berlin.

Von Contzen, E./Tilg, S. (eds., forthcoming). Handbuch Historische Narratologie. Stuttgart.

Wheeler, S. M. (1999). A discourse of wonders: audience and performance in Ovid’s Metamor-
phoses. Philadelphia.

Wheeler, S. M. (2000). Narrative dynamics in Ovid’s Metamorphoses. Tiibingen.

Winkler, J. (1985). Auctor and actor: a narratological reading of Apuleius’s Golden Ass. Berkeley,
CA.

Zeitlin, F. I. (1973). The ritual world of Greek tragedy. New York.

Ziogas, . (2014). The topography of epic narrative in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, in: M. Skempis/
I. Ziogas (eds.), Geography, topography, landscape: configurations of space in Greek and
Roman epic. Berlin/Boston: 325-48.

Further reading

Ahl, F. M. (1989). Homer, Vergil, and complex narrative structures in Latin epic: an essay, ICS 14:
1-31.

Auerbach, E. (112015). Mimesis: Dargestellte Wirklichkeit in der abendléndischen Literatur.
Tiibingen.

Baragwanath, E. (2008). Motivation and narrative in Herodotus. Oxford.

Barchiesi, A. (1997). Virgilian Narrative (b) — Ecphrasis, in: C. Martindale (ed.), The Cambridge
companion to Virgil. Cambridge: 271-281.

Beck, B. (2017). Lost in the middle: story time and discourse time in the /liad. Leiden.

Block, E. (1982). The Narrator Speaks: Apostrophe in Homer and Vergil, TAPA 112: 7-22.

Bonfanti, M. (1985). Punto di vista e modi della narrazione nell’Eneide. Pisa.

Byre, C. S. (1991). The Narrator’s Address to the Narratee in Apollonius Rhodius’ Argonautica,
TAPA 121: 215-227.

Cuypers, M. (2005). Interactional Particles and Narrative Voice in Apollonius and Homer, in:
A. Harder/M. Cuypers (eds.), Beginning from Apollo: Studies in Apollonius Rhodius and
the Argonautic Tradition. Dudley, MA: 35-69.

D’Alessandro Behr, F. (2005). The Narrator’s Voice: A Narratological Reappraisal of Apostrophe
in Virgil’s Aeneid, Arethusa 38: 189-221.

De Jong, I. ). F. (1985). lliad 1.366—392: A mirror story, Arethusa 18: 1-22.

De Jong, I. J. F. (1991). Narratology and Oral Poetry: The Case of Homer, Poetics Today 12: 405-
23.

De Jong, I. . F. (2002). A Narratological Commentary on the Odyssey. Principles and Problems,
in: R. K. Gibson/C. Shuttleworth Kraus (eds.), The Classical Commentary: Histories, Prac-
tices, Theory. Leiden: 49-66.

De Jong, I.]. F. (2005). Aristotle on the Homeric Narrator, CQ 55: 616-21.

De Jong, I. J. F. (2014a). Diachronic narratology (The example of ancient Greek narrative), in:

P. Hiihn et al. (eds.), The living handbook of narratology. Hamburg. (Available at http://
www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/).


http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/
http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/

112 — Robert Kirstein, Andreas Abele, and Hans-Peter Nill

Doherty, L. E. (1995). Siren Songs: Gender, Audiences, and Narrators in the Odyssey. Ann Arbor,
MI.

Doherty, L. E. (2001). The Snares of the Odyssey: A Feminist and Narratological Reading, in: S. ).
Harrison (ed.), Texts, ideas, and the Classics: scholarship, theory, and classical literature.
Oxford: 117-33.

Effe, B. (1975). Entstehung und Funktion ‘personaler’ Erzahlweisen in der Erzdhlliteratur der
Antike, Poetica 7: 135-57.

Effe, B. (1983). Epische Objektivitdt und auktoriales Erzahlen, Gymnasium 90: 171-86.

Effe, B. (2004). Epische Objektivitat und subjektives Erzahlen. Trier.

Elliger, W. (1975). Die Darstellung der Landschaft in der griechischen Dichtung. Berlin.

Faulkner, A./Hodkinson, O. (eds., 2015). Hymnic narrative and the narratology of Greek hymns.
Leiden/Boston.

Fusillo, M. (2001). Apollonius Rhodius as ‘Inventor’ of the Interior Monologue, in: T. D. Pa-
panghelis/A. Rengakos (eds.), Brill’s companion to Apollonius Rhodius. Leiden/Boston:
127-46.

Gale, M. R. (2004). The Story of Us. A Narratological Analysis of Lucretius De Rerum Natura,
in: M. R. Gale (ed.), Latin epic and didactic poetry: genre, tradition, and individuality.
Swansea: 49-72.

Georgacopoulou, S. (2005). Aux frontiéres du récit épique: ’emploi de ’'apostrophe du narra-
teur dans la Thébaide de Stace. Brussels.

Grethlein, ). (2007). Epic Narrative and Ritual. The Case of the Funeral Games in /liad 23, in:

A. Bierl/R. Lammle/K. Wesselmann (eds.), Literatur und Religion: Wege zu einer mythisch-
rituellen Poetik bei den Griechen. Berlin/New York: 151-77.

Grethlein, ). (2010). The Greeks and their Past: Poetry, Oratory and History in the Fifth Century
BCE. Cambridge.

Heinze, R. (°1965). Virgils epische Technik. Darmstadt.

Hellwig, B. (1964). Raum und Zeit im homerischen Epos. Hildesheim.

Hélscher, U. (1939). Untersuchungen zur Form der Odyssee. Szenenwechsel und gleichzeitige
Handlung. Berlin.

Hornblower, S. (1994). Narratology and Thukydides, in: S. Hornblower (ed.), Greek historiogra-
phy. Oxford. Oxford: 131-66.

Keith, A. M. (2007). Imperial Building Projects and Architectural Ecphrases in Ovid’s Metamor-
phoses and Statius’ Thebaid, Museion 7: 1-26.

Kimmerle, N. (2015). Lucan und der Prinzipat. Inkonsistenz und unzuverldssiges Erzdhlen im
Bellum Civile. Berlin.

King, K. C. (2009). Ancient Epic. Chichester.

Kohnken, A. (2009). Odysseus’ Scar: An Essay on Homeric Epic Narrative Technique, in: L. E.
Doherty (ed.), Homer’s Odyssey. Oxford: 44-61.

Konstan, D. (1989). What is New About New Approaches to the Classics, in: P. Culham/L. Ed-
munds (eds.), Classics: a discipline and profession in crisis? Lanham, MD: 45-9.

Konstan, D. (1991). The death of Argus, or what stories do: audience response in ancient fiction
and theory, Helios 18: 15-30.

Laird, A. (1999). Powers of Expression, Expressions of Power: Speech Presentation and Latin
Literature, Oxford Classical Monographs. Oxford/New York.

Lazzarini, C. (1989). Elementi di una poetica serviana: Osservazioni sulla construzione del
racconto nel commentario all’Eneide, | and Il, SIFC 7: 56-109.

Lowe, N.J. (2000). The classical plot and the invention of Western narrative. Cambridge.



Narratology and classical epic = 113

Ludwig, K. (2014). Charakterfokalisation bei Lucan. Eine narratologische Analyse. Berlin/
Boston.

Maatje, F. C. (1975). Versuch einer Poetik des Raumes. Der lyrische, epische und dramatische
Raum, in: A. Ritter (ed.), Landschaft und Raum in der Erzdhlkunst. Darmstadt: 392-416.

Manuwald, G. (2014). ‘Fact’ and ‘Fiction’ in Roman Historical Epic, G&R 61: 204-21.

Nikolopoulos, A. (2004). Ouidius polytropos: metanarrative in Ovid’s Metamorphoses. Zurich.

Nill, H.-P. (2015). Friedrich Hélderlins Lucan-Ubersetzung aus raumnarratologischer Perspekti-
ve, in: A. Gil/R. Kirstein (eds.), Wissenstransfer und Translation. Zur Breite und Tiefe des
Ubersetzungsbegriffs. St. Ingbert: 163-192.

Papanghelis, T. D. (2009). Aeneid 5.362-484: Time, Epic and the Analeptic Gauntlets, in: J.
Grethlein/A. Rengakos (eds.), Narratology and interpretation. The content of narrative
form in ancient literature. Berlin/New York: 321-34.

Paul, J. (2013). Film and the Classical Epic Tradition. Oxford/New York.

Reichel, M. (1990). Retardationstechniken in der /lias, in: W. Kullmann/M. Reichel (eds.), Der
Ubergang von der Miindlichkeit zur Literatur bei den Griechen. Tiibingen: 125-51.

Reichel, M. (1998). Narratologische Methoden in der Homerforschung, in: H. L. C. Tristram
(ed.), New Methods in the Research of Epic. Neue Methoden der Epenforschung. Tiibingen:
45-61.

Rengakos, A. (2004). Die Argonautika und das ‘kyklische Gedicht’. Bemerkungen zur Erz&hl-
technik des griechischen Epos, in: A. Bierl/A. Schmitt/A. Willi (eds.), Antike Literatur in
neuer Deutung. Munich: 277-304.

Rengakos, A. (2006). Homer and the Historians, in: F. Montanari/A. Rengakos (eds.), La poésie
épique greque. Métamorphoses d’un genre littéraire. Geneva: 183-214.

Schlonski, F. (1995). Studien zum Erzihlerstandort bei Lucan. Trier.

Scodel, R. (2004). The Story-teller and his Audience, in: R. L. Fowler (ed.), The Cambridge
companion to Homer. Cambridge/New York: 45-55.

Seeck, A. (1978). Der epische Erzdhler und das Problem der Erzéhlperspektive in der antiken
Geschichtsschreibung, Mitteilungen fiir Lehrer der Alten Sprachen 9.2: 3-16.

Slater, N. W. (2008). Apuleian ecphraseis. Depiction at play, in: W. Riess (ed.), Paideia at play:
learning and wit in Apuleius. Groningen: 235-50.

Squire, M. (2011). The /liad in a Nutshell: Visualizing Epic on the Tabulae lliacae. Oxford.

Sternberg, M. (1978). Expositional modes and temporal ordering in fiction. Baltimore.

Strasburger, H. (1972). Homer und die Geschichtsschreibung. Heidelberg.

Strauss Clay, ). (2011). Homer’s Trojan theater: space, vision, and memory in the /liad. Cam-
bridge.

Syré, E. (2018). Gewalt und soziale Bindung in Silius Italicus’ Punica. Rahden, Westfalen.

Tristram, H. L. C. (ed., 1998). New Methods in the Research of Epic. Neue Methoden der Epen-
forschung. Tiibingen.

Videau, A. (2000). Deux descriptions épiques a I’époque augustéenne: le combat avec le
serpent [Virgile, Enéide I, 199-225 et Ovide, Métamorphoses Ill, 28-98], Vita Latina 157:
19-29.

Wray, D. (2000). Apollonius’ Masterplot: Narrative Strategy in Argonautica |, in: M. A. Harder/
R. F. Regtuit/G. C. Wakker (eds.), Apollonius Rhodius. Leuven: 239-65.








