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Chapter 1: Tyrrhenian Amphorae—a Brief History 

 
 

Early Studies

 When the first catalog lists and excavation reports were published for Etruscan 

cities and cemeteries in the 18th century, a special class of black-figure painted amphorae 

that were much later to be christened “Tyrrhenian” amphorae started to appear on the lists 

of objects found in the Etruscan tombs. These vessels (Fig. 1) stood out because of their 

apparent conglomeration of known Greek black-figure vase-painting styles and their 

appearance only in the newly explored Etruscan tombs. None of these unique amphorae 

had ever been found outside of Etruria at the time, and even today they are only known 

from Etruscan sites. The earliest published reports documenting these distinctive vases 

came from the sites of Marciano della Chiano (1705), Orvieto (1706), and Sarteano 

(1710). Scholarship specifically focusing on these amphorae, however, did not emerge 

until about fifteen years later.1

 Buonarota, in 1724, was the first to comment on the origin of the amphorae. He 

held that because they were all found in Italy, the amphorae must have been made near 

the sites where they had been discovered. Italian origin remained the popular theory until 

1754 when Mazocchi recognized the “Greek character” of the painting through 

epigraphical study. Nine years later, Winckelmann added support to Mazocchi’s theory, 

but this time on strictly stylistic grounds.2

                                                 
1 Thiersch 1899, p. 10. 
 
2 Thiersch 1899, p. 1. 
 

 1



  

 After the initial debate as to their origin, the amphorae were left virtually 

untouched until 1831 when Gerhard began organizing all pottery known to him into three 

categories: Greek, Etruscan, and “Tyrrhenian” (basically all of the vases that would not 

fit into either of the other two categories).3 Once this third, enigmatic group was 

identified, scholars started to research the provenance of these vases so that they could 

move them out of the limbo of the “Tyrrhenian” designation and into a more specific 

category. The first scholars to do this were Bunsen (1834), Rochette (1834), and Kramer 

(1837), who all agreed that the amphorae were of Attic style. In the same year as Kramer, 

Creuzer likewise published an article asserting that the amphorae did indeed have “ein 

athenischer Provenienz.”4

 Up until this point the amphorae were referred to as the “ägyptisierende” or 

“all’egiziana” part of Gerhard’s Tyrrhenian group. Also seen, but rarely, was the term 

“tirreno-egiziane.”5 Despite the fact that most scholars believed these amphorae to be of 

Greek origin, the subname from Gerhard’s list stuck and was only slightly changed by 

Kramer to “tyrrheno-ägyptischen.”6 In the years following, other names were introduced, 

such as “korinthischen,” “dorisierend,” “phönizischen,” and “asiatisierenden,” but no one 

term was established as the definitive group name. 

 From the late 1870s until the end of the 19th century another name began to 

emerge from stylistic studies: “invention attique avec la technique corinthienne.”7 The 

                                                 
3 von Bothmer 1944, p. 161. 
 
4 Thiersch 1899, p. 3. 
 
5 Thiersch 1899, p. 2. 
 
6 Thiersch 1899, p. 3. 
 
7 Thiersch 1899, p. 5. 
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name switched from “Corinthio-Attic” (Holwerda 1890) to “Attico-Corinthian” (Pottier 

1899), and was finally removed from Corinthian style and technique altogether by 

Hermann Thiersch with the publication of his monograph “Tyrrhenische” Amphoren in 

1899. This publication was the first by the 25-year-old Thiersch, but it turned out to be 

only the beginning of a long career of archaeological exploration. While Thiersch 

subsequently moved away from vase-painting, he continued to publish on a wide variety 

of ancient topics such as the Roman provinces, Ptolemaic Alexandria, Palestine, the 

Temple of Aphaia at Aegina, Artemis at Ephesus, and even a study of Greek sculptures in 

the Louvre in 1938, the year before his death. Like so many early scholars, Thiersch 

explored many areas of the ancient world, but he was also interested in more recent 

German and European history, publishing a book on Christianity in Russia in 1932.  

In his book on Tyrrhenian amphorae, Thiersch carefully analyzed the vases 

remaining in Gerhard’s Tyrrhenian group, discarding all of the earlier hyphenated 

attempts to name the vases and keeping the misnomer “Tyrrhenian,” “after having 

purified and specified the range of its application.”8 His opinion was that although this 

name did not describe the provenance of the amphorae, it was not altogether 

inappropriate for a group of vases that were “made largely, if not exclusively, for the 

Etruscan market.”9  

 Thiersch’s analysis solved the name problem for these “Tyrrhenian” amphorae; it 

also provided the first in-depth study of their role in the exchange of ideas and products 

between Greece and Etruria in the second quarter of the 6th century B.C. He discussed 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
8 von Bothmer 1944, p. 161. 
 
9 von Bothmer 1944, p. 161-162. 
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how these Athenian pots were made specifically for export and how possibly they were 

filled with prime Attic olive oil and aimed at the Etruscan market which was already 

importing Corinthian wares.10 Archaeological evidence shows that the Etruscans were 

quite fond of Corinthian pottery and so it seems logical that the Athenians adopted some 

of their styles in order to “corner the market.”11

 

Characteristics of Decoration on Tyrrhenian Amphorae

 By around 590 B.C. the Corinthian style of pottery that had been so popular in 

Etruria was losing its appeal throughout the Mediterranean, so the Athenians brought new 

innovative ideas to their pottery in order to capture and keep the interest of the Etruscan 

import market. The result of this overhaul was the so-called Tyrrhenian amphora, which 

has been dated to the second quarter of the 6th century B.C.12 These ovoid neck-

amphorae, with a spreading echinus foot, ranged in size from 31-50 cm, with an average 

at 40 cm.13 They are characterized by their distinctive bands of painting that fill all of the 

available space on the amphora. These bands start at the neck with chains of lotus-

palmette designs, followed by figural and mythological scenes in the handle zones. 

Below the main figural scenes, the lower half of the amphora is filled with bands of 

                                                 
10 Thiersch 1899, p. 8-9. 
 
11 Scullard 1967, p. 181. 
 
12 Carpenter (1983) suggests that Tyrrhenian amphorae should be dated closer to 560-530 B.C. rather than 
the second quarter of the 6th century B.C. because he believes that the imagery and inscriptions on the 
amphorae point to a lower date. Kluiver also offers slightly different dates of 565-545 B.C., but for the 
purposes of this paper, I will adhere to the more traditional dates. 
 
13 Thiersch 1899, pp. 14-15. 
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animals reminding one of the Corinthian style. This decorative scheme leaves room at the 

bottom for a small band of rays, also a common feature on Corinthian pottery.  

 The figural and animal bands made up most of Thiersch’s seminal analysis of 

Tyrrhenian amphorae. He identified the Corinthian influence and evolution of the design 

and iconography that became standard for the painters of Tyrrhenian amphorae. Thiersch 

described the decoration and development of the vase basically from top to bottom. He 

began by cataloging and studying the lotus-palmette chains and then moved on to the 

many animals, both realistic and fantastic.  

 In order to discuss the figural and mythological scenes, Thiersch divided the sixty 

amphorae known to him into those with and without “Punktband” or dicing. “Punktband” 

are narrow bands of decoration full of vertical dashes and dots located just below the 

human figural scene. They are a common feature of later Tyrrhenian amphorae (Fig. 2). 

He then divided the categories further according to the number of animal bands and/or 

additional lotus-palmette bands. Without even knowing it, Thiersch all but separated the 

Tyrrhenian amphorae into the same groupings that later scholars would attribute to 

different painters/workshops. Although Thiersch himself claimed that all of the amphorae 

were done by one painter or workshop, his careful division and cataloging paved the way 

for later scholars to assign the Tyrrhenian amphorae to different painters. 

 Before painters were assigned, scholars spent a great deal of time creating a 

“template” of sorts for Tyrrhenian amphorae and their unique decorative bands. The 

lotus-palmette chain on the neck zone was a familiar holdover from Corinthian vessels, 

but individual design and variety in orientation developed on the Tyrrhenian amphorae. 

What later would be interpreted as separate artists’ hands can sometimes be identified by 
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their lotus-palmette designs. For example, the Timiades Painter always used a singular 

lotus-palmette festoon (Fig. 3) while the Castellani Painter can be identified by two bands 

of figural scenes as well as the use of an additional lotus-palmette band below the figural 

frieze (Fig. 4).14

 Below the lotus-palmette design comes the scene that defines this particular type 

of amphora and truly separates it from the Corinthian style: the human figural scene. The 

Athenians were fond of narratives and this is probably why the field tended to be flooded 

with letters, even if they were gibberish. Painters who were literate liked to fill the field 

with captions and even those who wrote gibberish liked lots of captions, but their vases 

tended to be later and repeated the same few nonsense words on every pot. Thiersch 

completed a preliminary study of the gibberish letters, to be followed nearly 80 years 

later by (H. Immerwahr and) T.H. Carpenter.15 Their analyses revealed that similar letters 

are always found with the same painter and perhaps some captions were even attempts to 

form non-Attic letters.16 For example, figure 5 has nonsense inscriptions that follow with 

“Herakles” letters, as described by Thiersch, but the rest of the inscriptions seem to be 

carelessly-drawn letters that cannot be understood, even within a nonsense letter context. 

 Whether or not the painters of Tyrrhenian amphorae could actually read, they 

seemed to take great pride and joy in labeling everything that they could, including full 

names of heroes and even inanimate objects such as thrones (Fig. 6). An illustrative 

comparison can be found in our day: American fascination with Japanese and Chinese 

                                                 
14 Thiersch 1899, pp. 69-86. 
 
15 Carpenter 1983. 
 
16 Carpenter 1983, pp. 288-289. 
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writing finds itself manifested on the numerous products seen with kanji characters on 

them.17 The ancient Etruscans, like Americans, may have had no idea what the writing 

actually meant, but the presence of written language inspired awe and impressed 

intelligence on those in possession of it. The Etruscans buyers may have had no idea what 

the inscriptions said, but rather recognized the iconography of the story and so “filled in 

the gaps” with their own mythological knowledge, thereby completing the “sense” of the 

narrative with or without intelligible inscriptions.  

The human figural scenes themselves usually consisted of a myth on the obverse 

and a general scene or another myth on the reverse. Although several of the myths which 

are depicted on these vases had already been seen in the repertoire of earlier artists, 

violence was emphasized in the works of the Tyrrhenian painters, and they “introduced 

scenes which are not myth but life, particularly scenes of reveling and of sexual 

encounters.”18 Before the production of Tyrrhenian amphorae, scenes of lovemaking and 

revelry (komos scenes) were not frequent in vase-painting unless they were integral to a 

mythological narrative.19 The myths found on the obverse panels vary, but the most 

popular episodes include famous battles, such as those from the Trojan cycle, and famous 

heroes overcoming foes. The heroes typically found on Tyrrhenian amphora are Herakles 

(the most popular), Theseus, and Achilles, along with Amazons and mythological battles 

that could be interpreted as good (the hero) fighting evil (monsters/enemies/death). 

                                                 
17 Kanji are the “fancy” characters that were taken from the Chinese language by the Japanese and are used 
as symbols for nouns and verbs, which are then supplemented/conjugated with the simpler-looking 
Japanese alphabet system. For example, this kanji 姿 (sugata) represents “figure, form, or shape,” and is 
alternately represented by すがた (su-ga-ta) in the Japanese alphabet hiragana. 
 
18 Osborne 1998, p. 95. 
 
19 Carpenter 1983, p. 287. 
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 The human figural scene is usually followed below by one to three bands of 

animals, by which Thiersch further divided his list of Tyrrhenian amphorae.20 These 

animal friezes seem to clearly imitate the Corinthian style of vase-painting. Earlier 

Tyrrhenian amphorae tended to have more (2-3) bands of animals while the later painters 

preferred a row of dicing and/or a lotus-palmette frieze before one or two rows of animals 

(Figs. 1, 4). The animals were usually seen in lines processing towards the front center of 

the pot or in antithetical pairs facing each other, sometimes with a third animal of the 

same species in the center (Fig. 1). Facing pairs of animals, especially those positioned in 

the center of the amphora, can also share a single, frontally-facing head which may have 

functioned as an apotropaic device. The repetition of distinct animal pairings and designs 

can be seen within a single painter’s work as well as within the corpus of Tyrrhenian 

amphorae, showing these animal friezes to be fairly uniform stock motifs (Figs. 1, 7). 

 The animals commonly depicted in these bands were lions, panthers, goats, geese, 

griffins, sphinxes, sirens, bulls, stags, cocks, and boars. Almost all of the animals are 

shown in a profile view, some with frontally-facing heads, and their proportions can vary 

from a compressed single-head/multi-body animal to an extremely elongated creature that 

stretches across an entire side of the amphora (Fig. 8) While some of the animals depicted 

may have been seen in the area the vases were made or perhaps were known from other 

areas, most of them are fantastic hybrids of possibly oriental origin.  

 The last element of the amphorae, and the last detail borrowed from the 

Corinthians, are the rays rising from the top of the foot up to the lowest band of animals. 

These rays serve not only to fill space, but also to draw the viewer’s eye away from the 

                                                 
20 While the typical number of animal bands ranges from one to three, their number can vary up to five 
bands, such as on ABV 97.25 (51) by the Castellani Painter. 
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bottom and back up to the figural bands and the more “important” part of the decoration. 

Perhaps showing the declining attention to detail as these vases continued to be produced, 

the rays seen on Tyrrhenian amphorae are almost always haphazard, uneven lines that 

sometimes cross over into the lowest animal band. The careless way in which these rays 

were drawn suggests that they were not kept as an important part of the Corinthian style, 

but as an easy way to fill space at the bottom of the amphora where the field would not 

permit many or naturalistically proportioned animals. 

Since the Tyrrhenian amphorae were supposedly made in vast quantities with 

about 260 known to us today, it is easy to understand why the painting is not always up to 

par and why the inscriptions tend to be nonsensical, perhaps “showing painters often too 

hurried to clean their brushes.”21 Whether or not these artists were hurried or simply 

illiterate and trying to copy letters, their quality does not play a strong role in the 

development of Attic black-figure. Despite the seemingly large export market for 

Tyrrhenian amphorae, their overall quality was not as high as the other black-figure vases 

being produced in the Kerameikos. While an objective comparison on the basis of quality 

cannot be made, the painters of Tyrrhenian amphorae did employ a more amusing and 

sometimes creative style than the “higher quality” pieces. Von Bothmer pays the painters 

of the Tyrrhenian amphorae a backhanded compliment when he observes, “their 

compositions are fresh and vigorous; there is something piquant and interesting even in 

their ludicrous pride in their own literacy.”22

 

                                                 
21 Cook 1997, p. 76.  
 
22 von Bothmer 1944, p. 164.  
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Attribution Studies: Identifying Painters and Workshops

 Once Tyrrhenian amphorae had been identified as their own stylistic group, 

further analysis revealed that they could be separated into the hands of individual 

painters. Rumpf first attributed three amphorae to the same hand in 1923 and then 

Beazley in 1934 started to organize the Tyrrhenian amphorae listed by Thiersch into 

painters of his own. Beazley connected four amphorae to a painter he named “Goltyr,” 

and then a few years later identified the artist of three different vases as the Komos 

Painter. Both Rumpf and Beazley also grouped together a small number of Tyrrhenian 

amphorae that they left unnamed, but which later became known as the O.L.L. (Oxford-

Leipsic-Louvre) group. It was not until 1944, that all of Thiersch’s amphorae were finally 

assigned to painters by Dietrich von Bothmer. 

 The painters of these amphorae, while they may have added inscriptions to their 

friezes, did not sign their own names to their work and so they are known only by the 

modern names that Rumpf, Beazley, and von Bothmer assigned to them.23 Working on 

the approximately ninety amphorae known to him at the time, von Bothmer divided 

Tyrrhenian amphorae into the hands of eight painters. In addition to the eight painters 

identified by von Bothmer, Beazley later added the painter of the O.L.L. Group (not 

accepted as part of the Tyrrhenian group by von Bothmer) and the Archippe Painter (a 

painter of Tyrrhenian hydriae), which will be discussed separately. 

1. The Prometheus Painter got his nickname from his depiction of the Liberation  

                                                 
23 An apparent exception to this rule is found on Louvre E 831 by the Guglielmi Painter where the 
inscription ∆ΙΕΣ ΠΟΕΤΕΣ is found within the main obverse frieze. While all of this painter’s other 
inscriptions are nonsense, this apparent maker’s signature may give us the true name of the Guglielmi 
Painter. This inscription is the first and only known example of such within the corpus of Tyrrhenian 
amphorae (Kluiver 1996, p. 24). 
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of Prometheus (ABV #28) (52), which is also sometimes included in the O.L.L. group 

(Fig. 9). Bothmer considered this painter to be the earliest of the Tyrrhenian group and he 

is generally thought to have worked between 565-555 B.C. Recent attributions, in 

addition to von Bothmer’s list, have brought Prometheus Painter’s output to 37 vases. 

About 130 inscriptions appear on some 19 of his total vases, making his the greatest 

number of inscriptions as a whole in addition to largest number on individual vases. His 

subject matter on the main friezes is “rich and varied,” with Herakles adventures being 

the most popular on the obverse and horse-races on the reverse. Among his animals he 

tends to favor panthers, but likes to draw his roes and heraldic sphinxes in a unique 

way.24

2. The Timiades Painter is named for a fallen soldier on one of the pieces (ABV  

#46) and his works include intelligible inscriptions, “interesting” mythology (such as 

Perseus and Medusa), and reverse zones filled with heraldic animals (Fig. 10). The 

Timiades Painter’s work consists of 40 amphorae and can be dated to c. 565-550 B.C. 

While he favors “interesting” mythological scenes involving heroes, the most common 

subjects for his obverse friezes are erotic scenes. He prefers to include two bands of 

animals, of which panthers and rams are the most popular. Lions, cocks, and eagles are 

never depicted.25

                                                 
24 von Bothmer lists Thiersch no. 24 and several unpublished examples not listed in Thiersch, including the 
name vase. See ABV nos. 28, 6, 97, 96.13, 97.28, 99.51, 100.68, 95.6, 96.16, 96.17, 96.20, 98.39, 99.49, 
102.97, 97.24, 96.11, 97.33, 101.89, 103.118, 104.124, 104.125. Kluiver (1995) adds 6 vases to the 
Prometheus Painter’s work (Kluiver nos. 6, 17, 21, 22bis, 26, 34). 
 
25 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 3, 4, 12, 25, 20, and several amphorae not listed in Thiersch. See ABV 
nos. 5, 18, 46, 19, 27, 1, 96, 4, 68, 95.5, 96.18, 98.41, 101.81, 103.119, 95.4, 97.27, 98.44, 98.46, 103.111, 
95.1, 95.3, 96.19, 101.79, 102.95, 102.96, 102.101, 102.106, 683.51bis, 101.78. Kluiver (1995) adds 9 
amphorae to the Timiades Painter’s work, including the Tyrrhenian amphorae in the Museum of Art and 
Archaeology at the University of Missouri (*74.101) (Kluiver nos. 43, 50, *51, 52, 54, 57, 61, 67, 68/69).   
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3. The Goltyr Painter, who was named by Beazley in a letter as short for  

“Golochow ‘Tyrrhenian’,” is best known for his unique animals, especially “bulb-

headed” rams (Fig. 11). He also tends to depict scenes with warriors who, especially in 

amazonomachies, have peculiar shield designs, and he favors two bands below the figural 

frieze, sometimes substituting one floral for an animal band. Although the Goltyr painter 

shows some unique traits, his “subject matter is limited and monotonous,” usually 

depicting Amazons on the obverse and a komos scene between animals on the reverse. 

His work consists of 25 neck-amphorae and can be dated to approximately the same  

time as the Timiades Painter, c. 565-550 B.C.26

4. The Kyllenios Painter got his name from an amphora depicting the Birth of  

Athena which has inscriptions for almost every object both animate and inanimate 

(Thiersch no. 26, ABV #14). Characteristic of his style are stiff warriors and three animal 

bands (Fig. 6). His subject matter is dull and repetitive, with horse-races on almost every 

reverse and animal bands filled with panthers and sirens. Nearly all of his vases have 

inscriptions, but most are meaningless, and the three that make some sense are likely only 

to do so by luck. His work consists of 18 amphorae and can be dated to c. 560-545 B.C.27

5.   The Castellani Painter, who is named for the collection featuring his name 

vase (ABV #42), is the earliest of these artists to include dicing under his figural scenes; 

all later painters included this device. He employs a panther as a characteristic shield 

                                                 
26 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 33, 6, 5, 32, 34, 35, as well as amphorae not listed in Thiersch. See ABV 
nos. 62, 114, 52, 63, 104, 90, 94, 101.90, 102.104, 96.21, 99.52, 100.62, 100.63, 101.91, 103.114, 103.115, 
103.116, 683.60bis, 105.1. Kluiver (1995) has added 3 neck-amphorae to the Goltyr Painter (Kluiver nos. 
81, 85, 102).  
 
27 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 26, 30, 27, 21, and a few other unpublished pieces. See ABV nos. 14, 69, 
58, 70, 101.80, 105.1, 105.3, 96.14, 99.58, 97.29, 100.70, 100.75, 103.109, 97.30. Kluiver (1996) adds 5 
amphorae to the Kyllenios Painter (Kluiver nos. 106, 112, 118, 120, 121). 
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device and he likes to include a lotus-palmette chain under his main frieze (Fig. 4). His 

work, which is the most extensive of any Tyrrhenian painter, consists of 62 pieces 

(including a plate) and can be dated to c. 560-545 B.C. His subject matter is very 

different from that of the other Tyrrhenian painters, including uncommon myths (such as 

Priam visiting Achilles for Hektor’s ransom), unusual mythological details, and 

architectural structures.28

6.   The Pointed-Nose Painter may be the easiest to identify—by the profiles of 

his warriors (Fig. 12). He uses only a few nonsense inscriptions, which he copies on 

every vase. He varies the number of bands on his amphorae, but his animals are “quite 

remarkably individual” with truncated muzzles and goose-like sirens. Sixteen amphorae 

can now be assigned to this artist who was active c. 555-545 B.C. His subjects are 

common to the Tyrrhenian group, but of the few Tyrrhenian amphorae with a narrative 

scene in a lower frieze, he can claim two of them. All of his inscriptions are nonsense, 

and in fact, with most letters looking like no more than blobs, he can be said to be the 

most careless of the Tyrrhenian painters.29

7.   The Guglielmi Painter, first identified and called the Komos Painter by 

Rumpf, may have been called ∆ΙΕΣ based on his one sensible inscription. He is one of 

the later painters and thus utilizes nonsense inscriptions, which are identical on all of his 

pieces. His preference is for three bands of animals. While not all of his obverse scenes 

                                                 
28 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 59, 57, and several additional pieces added after his 1944 article. See 
ABV nos. 42, 45, 98.34, 99.5, 100.73, 683.51ter, 95.7, 98.42, 98.45, 98.47, 683.60ter, 683.60quater, 98.36, 
99.61, 100.65, 105.2, 100.66, 95.2, 97.31, 100.67, 95.8, 97.25, 105.135. Kluiver (1996) has added 13 
amphorae and one plate to the Castellani Painter (Kluiver nos. 128, 146, 148, 149, 152, 156, 157, 160, 162, 
173, 175, 178, 179, 182).  
 
29 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 16, 2 and a few other amphorae. See ABV nos. 72, 87, 96.12, 101.87, 
102.94, 103.107, 103.117, 96.9. Kluiver (1996) adds 9 amphorae to the Pointed-Nose Painter (Kluiver nos. 
185, 188, 189, 190, 191, 193, 195, 196, 198).  
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are of specific myths, he tends to favor the Herakles and Nessos myth (Fig. 1) (37). 

Komos scenes dominate the more generic images depicted, and a few “radiate vigorous 

sexual energy which belong to the [Tyrrhenian] Group’s freshest and funniest scenes.”30 

Thirty-two pieces, including 28 amphorae and four hydriae, have been attributed to the 

Guglielmi Painter and his work can be dated to c. 560-545 B.C.31

8.   The Fallow Deer Painter is, as his name might imply, known for his animals. 

His deer have a row of white spots running along their backs and his panthers have 

peculiar tails (Fig. 2). He consistently paints two bands of animals and prefers horsemen 

on the reverse figural frieze. His subject matter is consistent with the Tyrrhenian group, 

but he adds a degree of individuality, including placing human figures among the animals 

in the lower bands. His work includes 22 pieces, 20 amphorae and two kraters, and is 

dated to c. 560-545 B.C.32

 

Two other painters/groups deserve mentioning, although they are generally no 

longer accepted as a part of the Tyrrhenian group. The O.L.L. Group was created by 

Beazley based on the decorative scheme of these pots, which included a preference for 

Amazons and a single row of animals. This group is much disputed, and “in shape, style, 

and composition these amphorae differ more from the “Tyrrhenian” group than any two 

                                                 
30 Kluiver 1996, p. 23. 
 
31 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 47, 50, 51, 48, 52, and additional amphorae and hydriae not listed in 
Thiersch. See ABV nos. 98, 57, 105, 38, 98.38, 102.98, 102.99, 102.102, 99.48, 99.57, 100.69, 101.82, 
101.83, 102.100, 102.103, 102.105, 103.108, 683.77bis, 98.37, 99.56, 100.74, 101.85, 101.86, 683.105bis, 
105.133, 105.132, 105.131. Kluiver (1996) has added 9 amphorae and 2 hydriae to the Guglielmi Painter 
(Kluiver nos. 211, 212, 213, 214, 218, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 230). 
  
32 von Bothmer lists Thiersch nos. 46, 40, 43, 44, 45, 41, and a few pieces not listed by Thiersch. See ABV 
nos. 32, 40, 93, 77, 23, 100.77, 101.84, 102.93, 97.23, 97.32, 101.88, 98.40, 100.76, 101.92, 100.71, 97.22. 
Kluiver (1996) added six amphorae to the Fallow Deer Painter (Kluiver nos. 240, 243, 249, 250, 251, 252). 
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“Tyrrhenian” vases among themselves.”33 Basing inclusion within the Tyrrhenian group 

solely on scheme would open the door to certain vases by known non-Tyrrhenian painters 

such as Lydos and the KX Painter, whose amphorae, while sharing a similar scheme, are 

painted in completely different styles.34

Another painter who has often been included in the Tyrrhenian group, although 

known for painting hydriae, is the Archippe Painter. Working at the same time and 

painting in a similar style, the main difference between his work and that of the 

Tyrrhenian group lies in the use of panels. The Archippe Painter’s hydriae utilize a 

tripartite division of decoration on one side of the vessel, with heraldic pairs of animals 

keeping the focus centered in one place instead of winding in bands around the vase (Fig. 

13).35

Within the eight painters of the Tyrrhenian group proper, those that are known for 

specific myths tend to stick to them. The Goltyr Painter was fond of Amazonomachies 

and painted various myths including Amazons. The Guglielmi Painter preferred Herakles 

in his myths, and so his works include the Herakles and Nessos myth and 

Amazonomachies with Herakles. In addition to myth preference, von Bothmer and 

Beazley found that no painter who painted “punktband” or nonsense inscriptions ever left 

them out or wrote sensibly; by the same token, no literate painter used nonsensical 

words.36 For instance, the Timiades Painter is known for his inscriptions and two rows of 

                                                 
33 von Bothmer 1944, p. 163.   
 
34 Kluiver 1995, p. 55.  
 
35 von Bothmer 1969, p. 27.  
 
36 von Bothmer 1944, p. 164. Kluiver (1996) discusses a possibly maker’s signature on one of the 
Guglielmi Painter’s amphorae, but notes that all of his other numerous inscriptions are nonsense.  
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animals directly below the figural frieze, and no vase has ever been attributed to him that 

has a row of punktband or nonsensical inscriptions. 

Earlier painters were typically “cleaner” than later painters and they tend to have 

intelligible inscriptions and no dicing. The later painters were not as careful as the earlier 

artists, and they seem to spend less time on detailed figural scenes, inscriptions (which 

are usually nonsense), and generally the overall composition of the vase. They include 

more bands of simple filler, such as dicing or lotus-palmette chains, and their animals are 

fewer and less detailed. These later painters were probably just copying a style that they 

knew would sell in Etruria and therefore were not as careful as the earlier artists who 

developed the Tyrrhenian style of painting. 

 

Market Considerations

 Trade throughout the Mediterranean was widespread from the time of the Bronze 

Age onward, and by the 7th century B.C. painted pottery from Greece was making its way 

into the lives and graves of other cultures. The trade market between the Etruscans and 

the Athenians opened up and expanded in the 6th century B.C., with Etruria’s rich 

agricultural and mineral resources becoming a solid commodity for the Greek market. 

The influx of oriental trade goods that the Phoenicians had previously supplied abruptly 

stopped around the beginning of the second quarter of the 6th century B.C. with 

Nebuchadnezzar’s destruction of Tyre in 573 B.C.37 This resulted in Carthage “taking the 

lead in the old mercantile empire,” but opened the doors for increased trade by both the 

                                                 
37 Bonfante 1986, p. 68. 
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Etruscans and the Greeks in their markets, and paved the way for Tyrrhenian amphorae to 

make it into Etruscan hands.38     

The Etruscans were especially fond of Orientalizing pottery and Corinth first held 

the monopoly in this trade. Attic wares were not found in Etruria before circa 620-610 

B.C., but by about 550 B.C. they had almost completely superseded the Corinthian.39 

Despite the change in demand, relations between Athens and Corinth continued to be 

friendly. This may have been due to the Corinthians realizing that their own vases were 

losing appeal in the West, so they began stocking their ships with the more popular Attic 

wares. These friendly relations held advantages for both cities, as it was easier for 

Corinth than Athens geographically to trade with the West.40

This change in preference from Corinthian to Attic became evident in the second 

quarter of the 6th century, when Tyrrhenian amphorae started appearing. These vases are 

unique in that they took a shape not employed in Corinth and added human figural scenes 

to the oriental animal bands, thus creating a stylistic compromise that appealed to the 

Etruscan market. Although this may seem innovative, these vases are regarded as ‘lower 

class’ by most scholars, who consider “the draughtsmanship [to be] careless and 

rough…a pretentious and inferior style, which offers cheaply all the latest improvements 

of the leading masters of Athens and Corinth.”41 In modern retail terms, the Tyrrhenian 

amphorae are regarded now—and may have been regarded in antiquity—as the Target 

knock-off version of name-brand Pottery Barn dishes. Basically, the painters took a 
                                                 
38 Bonfante 1986, p. 68. 
 
39 Scullard 1967, p. 181. 
 
40 Scullard 1967, p. 181. 
 
41 Cook 1997, p. 76.  
 

 17



  

popular style and in reproducing it changed some points to suit their own tastes and made 

it more quickly and cheaply than others.  

The taste for these Greek vessels likely developed through the introduction of the 

Greek style symposium in Etruria—including the act of reclining on couches and the use 

of specifically Greek shapes of sympotic equipment. After the importation of the first 

Corinthian vessels, local Etruscan wares began to imitate Greek shapes for use in the 

symposia, but the market demand was still for the actual foreign-made pieces. Whole sets 

of imported Greek symposium vessels were the desired commodity, and whether or not 

these vases were being used in banquets, numerous imports were ending up in Etruscan 

tombs.42

Their placement in tombs begs the question of how these vases were used and 

why the Etruscans were importing them. Although no specific scientific studies have 

been conducted on the ancient contents of Tyrrhenian amphorae, they may have been 

filled with prime Attic olive oil or Athenian wine. Early theories saw Tyrrhenian 

amphorae, and other exported classes of Greek pottery, as merely ballast on the trade 

ships that could be filled with various more saleable products.43 Greek society at this time 

was still largely aristocratic, and the “production, and no doubt export, of oil and wine 

was keyed into such a system,” but to what extent the trade in painted pottery depended 

upon its contents is not so easily established.44  

                                                 
42 Bonfante 1986, p. 72. 
 
43 Arafat and Morgan 1994, p. 109. 
 
44 Rasmussen 1997, p. 211. 
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The fact that so many of these vases were placed in Etruscan tombs points to a 

purpose beyond saleable ballast. In fact, in undisturbed tombs, excavation reports show 

that the Etruscans placed a wide range of pottery, sometimes covering multiple 

generations of styles and a variety of provenances, including foreign and local wares. A 

few good examples of this mix of pottery can be seen in the late 7th century B.C. Tomb of 

the Painted Lions from Cerveteri, the circa 600 B.C. Campana Tomb from Veii (Fig. 14), 

and the late 6th century B.C. Tomb 3098 from Tarquinia. The Campana tomb (Fig. 15) 

yielded (among other things) impasto pithoi with stamped metope reliefs, geometric 

amphorae, a Corinthian column-krater with two friezes, an Etrusco-Corinthian amphora 

with four animal friezes, an Etrusco-Corinthian olpe, two bucchero cups and “numerous 

pottery vases.”45 In the Tomb of the Painted Lions, a Proto-Attic black-figure hydria, 

Attic black-figure, Proto-Corinthian, Corinthian, Etrusco-Corinthian, and Caeratan 

shards, and numerous impasto and bucchero vases and shards were found in the 

dromos.46 Tomb 3098 contained a small bucchero skyphos, a fragment of a bucchero 

olpe, a rim of an Attic black-figure “Little Masters” cup, fragments of a small impasto 

ollae, an Etrusco-Corinthian olpe, an Attic red-figure kylix, a small Attic lekythos, an 

Attic black-figure kylix, and a terracotta plate.47  

These tombs were used for multiple burials over a span of time, but the variety of 

Corinthian and Attic pieces and the Etruscan imitations shows the continued popularity of 

                                                 
45 Steingräber 1986, p. 374. The tomb also contained impasto braziers with stamped animal friezes, 
terracotta urns with head protomes, a pierced bronze helmet, fragmentary bronze armor, a spear, a bronze 
candelabrum, and several bronze mirrors. 
 
46 Steingräber 1986, p. 261. Also found were fragments of other pottery, bronze, iron, and a bronze ring 
with gold filigree. 
 
47 Steingräber 1986, p. 362. The tomb also contained several iron fragments, some of spears. 
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foreign wares and their use as grave goods. Iconographic reasons for their tomb 

placement will be discussed in following chapters, but the more practical use and purpose 

of these vases needs further attention. The Etruscan desire for collecting a full Greek 

wine service for use at banquets kept amphorae in demand, as well as kraters, hydriae, 

and kylikes. Some of these vessels were used in everyday life as their wear and multiple 

visible repairs show, while others may have been used once at the funeral banquet, or 

perhaps just deposited in the tomb unused so as to leave good new dishes for the 

deceased to use in the afterlife.48  

Other types of Greek export amphorae were also placed in Etruscan tombs, such 

as the Nikosthenic amphorae and Perizoma Group vases.49 Local wares such as the Pontic 

amphorae and works by the Micali Painter were greatly influenced by Athenian black-

figure, and either incorporated the Greek models into their work (such as the Pontic 

amphorae which seem directly influenced by Tyrrhenian amphorae) or rejected the 

specifically Greek mythology for more local flavor (such as the Micali Painter). These 

vases found their market within Etruscan society among the less affluent and perhaps 

“less pretentious” members who could not afford the Greek imports but still wanted 

similar pottery for their tombs.50  

A well-known type of Athenian black-figure vase that frequently ended up in 

Etruscan tombs is the Panathenaic amphora. Bonfante suggests that these vases, long 

empty of their prized olive oil, may have been heirlooms sold by the “impoverished 

                                                 
48 Arafat and Morgan 1994, p. 117. 
 
49 Rasmussen 1997, p. 144. 
 
50 Spivey 1987, p. 66. 
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families of Greek athletes” to the Etruscans because while they “probably did travel to 

Athens, they were non-Greeks and would not have been allowed to compete in the 

games.”51 However, even if the Etruscan buyer was unaware of the Panathenaic 

connection, the sporting scenes depicted on the amphorae may have had the same 

funerary game connotation seen on the reverse panels of Tyrrhenian amphorae, and thus 

been seen as appropriate for the tomb.52

J. Kluiver also sees a strong link between the early Tyrrhenian amphorae and the 

earliest Panathenaic amphorae, with similar body shape, neck ornamentation, and 

inscriptions. He states that these connections:  

“provide chronological points of reference suggesting that the first products of the  
‘Tyrrhenian’ Group appeared around the time when the Greater Panathenaia were  
organized. As a result, foreign interest in Athens would have grown and the  
economic prospects of potters and vase painters would have increased if owing  
only to the large state orders for prize amphorae which had to be made in a  
bustling and lively Kerameikos.”53

 
The movement of Panathenaic amphorae suggests that the Etruscans were visiting Greece 

or that their trade market was highly organized, with contacts in Athens, on ships, and at 

trading posts in Etruria. Although some scholars, such as J. Boardman, still see the 

Etruscan buyer as a passive participant in the export process, the Etruscans were most 

likely buying and commissioning vessels in Athens, “searching the Kerameikos for 

suitable vessels or someone prepared to make them (which in exceptional cases may have 

been the start of a regular commission from a particular workshop).”54 Additionally, K. 

                                                 
51 Bonfante 1986, p. 72. 
 
52 Rasmussen 1997, p. 142. In fact, one Panathenaic amphora found in Etruria carries “an Etruscan legend, 
suthina: ‘belonging to the grave.’” 
 
53 Kluiver 1995, p. 83. 
 
54 Arafat and Morgan 1994, p. 115. 
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Arafat and C. Morgan assert that even if the Etruscans were not directly involved every 

step of the way, they still provided the stimulus for trade through their knowledge of the 

markets, and “Etruscan dipinti reveal the active role of Etruscan agents in re-assembling 

shipments that they had ordered in the Kerameikos before distribution to their 

customers.”55

 Because the aristocratic families in Etruscan society were the end buyers of 

Tyrrhenian amphorae, their tastes and influence were factors to the trade middlemen who 

shipped the pots from Athens as well as the potters themselves in the Kerameikos. This 

rising level of contact, trade and influence within the Mediterranean in the 6th century 

B.C. attests to the supplier’s awareness of foreign tastes and customs in order to make 

their product more marketable. The case for Athenian knowledge of Etruscan customs 

will be made in following chapters, but this knowledge may also apply to other markets 

in the Mediterranean, including Egypt, where J. Boardman notes that the “awareness of 

Egyptian iconographical conventions is not unique in Greek 6th century art.”56

 Although some artists working in 6th century Athens may have been ‘worldly’ in 

their knowledge of foreign customs, many pieces made it into foreign hands that were not 

necessarily intended for export. The market for these pieces may show the worldliness of 

the aristocratic Etruscan buyers, who even if misunderstanding the original purpose of the 

pot or its mythological images, could see familiar-looking banquets, view hetairai as 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
55 Arafat and Morgan 1994, p. 114. 
 
56 Boardman 1998, p. 222. 
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wives, and understand various sporting and military scenes as activities at a funeral 

banquet.57

 The import of Greek vases such as Tyrrhenian amphorae can be understood as 

“one element in a package of ‘power art’ by which the Etruscan elite reinforced their 

status as a group separate from the commons.”58 These imported vessels served as a 

means by which the aristocratic families could show their elevated status and may have 

guaranteed an aristocratic afterlife. The fact that Tyrrhenian amphorae were being 

imported at a time when local styles were coming into their own shows that these 

amphorae were a way to augment the high status received through possession of nice 

Etruscan pieces.  

 

Recent Scholarship

 Although the Tyrrhenian amphorae may be “fresh and vigorous,” scholars have 

not been scrambling to study them in the years since von Bothmer’s 1944 article. 

Identified as an enigmatic group within Attic black-figure, they are usually listed as a 

low-quality black-figure export group that was popular for only about a quarter of a 

century. Although von Bothmer continued to study and attribute Tyrrhenian amphorae, 

the first fresh look into the vases after von Bothmer came in 1982 with a doctoral 

dissertation on their mythological themes by Stamatia Mayer-Emmerling. She compiled a 

catalog of some 171 Tyrrhenian amphorae and analyzed them in groups based on their 

                                                 
57 Rasmussen 1997, p. 144. 
 
58 Arafat and Morgan 1994, p. 117. 
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myths.59 For example, those including Herakles are organized by his different adventures 

(Nessos, Amazonomachy, Liberation of Prometheus, etc.) and each adventure is 

discussed based on their representations on Tyrrhenian amphorae. The scenes of 

everyday life typically depicted on the reverse are also addressed, as well as their 

possible connection to the scenes on the obverse. 

 Following on the heels of Mayer-Emmerling, the next look into the realm of 

Tyrrhenian amphorae comes with two articles by T.H. Carpenter, published in 1983 and 

1984, in the Oxford Journal of Archaeology. Carpenter examines the iconographic 

evidence on Tyrrhenian amphorae to put forth a new set of dates for the vases. In his 

second article, “The Tyrrhenian Group: Problems of Provenance,” he addresses the fact 

that while the shape, style, and subjects of Tyrrhenian amphorae have been much 

discussed, their provenance or lack thereof has been neglected.60

 Carpenter also continues his discussion on the letterforms found on Tyrrhenian 

amphorae and introduces a comparison of these amphorae with other black-figure vases 

from the same findspot to help discover a possible provenience for the “homeless” vases. 

He argues that perhaps some of what scholars have called “nonsense” inscriptions may 

actually have been attempts at non-Attic Greek letterforms, such as Euboean, Corinthian, 

and Boeotian. He starts by studying the development of Attic letterforms in the 6th 

century B.C. and then compares them to the vases of non-Attic origin. He acknowledges 

that his conclusions may be tentative because some letters are drawn so badly that they 

                                                 
59 Mayer-Emmerling 1982.  
 
60 Carpenter 1983, 1984.  
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cannot fit into a group and those put into certain groups may have just been a slip of the 

brush.61

 Most recently, J. Kluiver published a four-part series of articles on Tyrrhenian 

amphorae in the mid-1990s. His first article addressed the origins of Tyrrhenian 

amphorae by looking at findspots, and then documented the research of H. Kars on the 

fabric comparison between Tyrrhenian, Etruscan and Athenian pottery. Sections of vases 

were put under microscopic examination, and while differences were found between the 

Etruscan samples, virtually no differentiation could be found between the Athenian and 

Tyrrhenian samples.62 In 1993, after studying and measuring the works of the eight 

identified Tyrrhenian painters, Kluiver concluded that the same artist that painted the 

vases probably also potted them. He was able to distinguish eight slightly different sets of 

shapes and measurements within the vases, and even identified “batches” of practically 

identical vases within a painter’s repertoire. While he holds to his “solo theory” of single 

potter/painter, he also allows for the possibility of a single painter working with a single 

potter, or “couple theory.”63

 In two further articles Kluiver examined in minute detail the work of the three 

“early” and five “late” Tyrrhenian painters. In this detailed examination he reattributed a 

number of vases to other painters (or put them out of the group altogether) and proposed 

attributions for many unpublished pieces (including the Tyrrhenian amphorae in the 

collection of the University of Missouri’s Museum of Art and Archaeology). This 

                                                 
61 Carpenter 1984, pp. 52-54. 
 
62 Kluiver 1992, pp. 75-76.  
 
63 Kluiver 1993, p. 186. 
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brought the list of attributed pieces in the Tyrrhenian group to 253 of some 260 pieces 

known to Kluiver.64 He returns to the question of origin by looking at the earliest neck-

amphorae in Athenian black-figure, which date to the last decades of the 7th century B.C. 

Kluiver analyzed the lotus-palmette design, the tongue-band, the animal friezes, and the 

narrative scene on the shoulder in relation to the shapes of amphorae being used at the 

time, and concluded that the specific “Tyrrhenian” ovoid-type neck-amphora became 

popular sometime between 570-560 B.C., and overall the Tyrrhenian style can best be 

compared with the work of Sophilos and his circle.65 Not to be left out of the debate 

surrounding the date of Tyrrhenian amphorae, Kluiver saw influence of Kleitias on the 

Prometheus Painter, and so dated the birth of the Tyrrhenian group, as Prometheus is 

named the earliest painter, to the middle of the 560s B.C.66

 With Kluiver’s numerous additions to attributed Tyrrhenian pieces, all of the 

painters are connected with at least one known findspot for Tyrrhenian amphorae. Only 

59 pieces are connected with a concrete provenance, but sites such as Vulci and Cerveteri 

are represented by multiple painters and so can shed a little light on where these 

amphorae were ending up.67 There does not appear to be any pattern for specific myths 

dominating at any single site. Each painter tends to have the highest number of vases at 

Vulci, but this is not surprising because about half of the vases with known provenances 

come from Vulci. The evidence precludes a statement about certain cites favoring 

specific painters. 
                                                 
64 Kluiver 1995, 1996. 
 
65 Kluiver 1995, p. 79.  
 
66 Kluiver 1995, p. 81.  
 
67 Kluiver 1992, p. 75.  
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 With so few vases having secure findspots, it is difficult to discuss the distribution 

of Tyrrhenian amphorae and the trade market throughout Etruria for them. Adding to this 

difficulty is the question of the trade market for Tyrrhenian amphorae elsewhere in the 

Mediterranean, as discussed by Y. Tuna-Nörling in her 1997 article on the market in 

Ionia, and the three known “Tyrrhenian” pieces found there.68 Also contributing to the 

problem of research is the fact that not much has actually been done in comparison with 

other black-figure vases. As von Bothmer puts it, “of the 90 ‘Tyrrhenian’ amphorae 

known to me, almost half are either completely or partially unpublished, and of the 

published one half are reproduced in the publications on too small a scale.”69 Adding to 

this is the lack of pieces on display in museums, and in many cases, poor placement 

allows only one side of the piece to be seen. 

 While the history of scholarship on Tyrrhenian amphorae still leaves many 

questions left unanswered, the research that has been done lays a firm foundation for 

future discovery of the “whys” of Tyrrhenian amphorae and what impact they had on the 

civilization that imported them. Now that they have been repeatedly catalogued, with 

descriptions of their figural scenes and pictures becoming more readily available in the 

CVAs and in online scholarly archives, the next logical step is to study what myths were 

chosen and understand why these Greek myths were so important to the Etruscans that 

they inspired a specialized export market for them.  

 

The Present Study

                                                 
68 Tuna-Nörling 1997.  
 
69 von Bothmer 1944, p. 163. 
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In this thesis I will discuss the Tyrrhenian amphorae as a composition of their 

decorative schemes, how this relates to contemporary Etruscan visual arts, and how these 

vessels might have been viewed by the people who imported and used them. The 

individual elements of the Tyrrhenian amphorae can be seen to correlate with distinct 

aspects of the Etruscan funerary process, and when viewed together as a composition 

they became an important connection between the funeral celebration by the living and 

the afterlife of the deceased.  

The different parts of the Tyrrhenian amphora composition, including scenes of 

reveling, games, and partying, may have represented to the Etruscans all of the activities 

that went along with a funeral. Since Etruscan tomb-paintings frequently show feasting 

and wrestling in honor of the deceased, the “everyday life” scenes on the reverse of 

Tyrrhenian amphorae may show the connection between the funeral activities of mortals 

and that of the mythological hero fighting death, on the obverse, as the deceased enters 

the Underworld. Additionally, strange, oriental-looking animals are traditionally said to 

have helped lead the deceased to the Underworld in Etruscan society, which could 

explain the earlier popularity of Corinthian wares with the Etruscans and why the rows of 

animals were retained in the composition of Tyrrhenian amphorae.70

In order to address these questions, I will examine the myths of Herakles depicted 

on the obverse of the vases and what connections this hero had to death, the Underworld, 

and Etruscan beliefs. Herakles’ presence in both Greek and Etruscan myth resulted in a 

wide variety of artistic representations, but the wealthy Etruscans who imported these 

vessels may have been in a position to commission and otherwise exert some control over 

                                                 
70 Haynes 2000, p. 164. 
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the production and the use of imagery that was so different from what was being used in 

Athens at the time. My study will explore the various parts that make up Tyrrhenian 

amphorae in light of Etruscan funerary ideals, and how Herakles played an important role 

that both the Athenians and Etruscans could understand.  
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Chapter 2: Herakles on Tyrrhenian Amphorae 
 

 

Herakles in Vase-Painting

 Whenever the myths of Herakles are discussed in literature, or even in a basic 

mythology course, the focus tends to be on his twelve famous labors and little attention is 

given to any of his other adventures. In fact, it is some of Herakles’ lesser known myths 

that find favor with the Etruscan market and end up being some of the most popular 

scenes depicted on Tyrrhenian amphorae. 

 While Herakles’ popularity in Greek vase-painting is one that spans both 

centuries and painting styles, most depictions of his adventures were seen on Attic black-

figure vases of 550-500 B.C.1 His scenes were usually of some violent action and the 

only quiet moments represented in black-figure are with Athena, his patron, or of his 

apotheosis.2 Still primarily of a violent nature, scenes of his labors developed a sense of 

calm balance in their compositions by the end of the 6th century B.C.3 with hero and foe 

engaged in a static central battle (Fig. 16).  

 Some of the earliest known depictions of Herakles are from the 8th century B.C. 

where the legends of the lion, the hydra, the doe and the birds first appear.4 While the 

hydra and the doe appear on a few Tyrrhenian amphorae, much more common is the 

violent scene of Herakles and Nessos, one of the earliest Herakles scenes in black figure 

                                                 
1 Brommer 1986, p. 6. 
 
2 Boardman 1985, p. 224.  
 
3 All dates are B.C. unless otherwise noted. 
 
4 Nibbi 1969, p. 44.  
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vase-painting. Other myths of Herakles, including many of his more famous labors, did 

not appear until the second quarter of the 6th century. In fact, the canonical twelve labors 

only became popular in the Classical period after their appearance on the temple of Zeus 

at Olympia.5

 Herakles was a popular choice for Athenian black-figure vase-painting because of 

his status as a Panhellenic hero and his connection to Athena, patron of the city. His 

myths usually had him disposing of dangerous creatures, fighting on the side of the “good 

guys,” and going on missions of redemption that eventually led to him being brought up 

at his death to live with the immortal gods on Mt. Olympos. Herakles was a demi-god 

hero who could fight on the side of the everyman because of his mortal mother, but also 

possessed the “superpower” of strength from his father, king of the gods, which made 

him the ultimate lead character for any story. 

 Like all heroes, Herakles has a few key attributes to identify him, which are 

especially useful in depicting the hero in art. On Tyrrhenian amphorae, Herakles is 

always shown wearing his lion’s skin knotted across his chest with the “mask” of the lion 

usually pulled up over his head (Fig. 5). The back paws of the lion’s skin hang down 

between his legs and are usually incised with spots or lines to indicate fur. Around the 

skin he wears a belt at his waist, both to secure the lion’s skin and to hold his scabbard. It 

is not until red-figure that his lion’s skin flows free like a cape without a belt or hangs 

over his shoulders as a mantle. Herakles is almost always bearded on these later vases, 

whereas on black-figure depictions of his labors and in red-figure he is an unbearded, 

usually nude youth. In addition to his famous club, Herakles is also known to wield a 

                                                 
5 Brommer 1986, p. 6.  
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bow and arrow, with Greek literature presenting him primarily as a bowman in reference 

to his success in the Trojan War and his infamous hydra-blood tipped arrows. Also in 

black-figure Herakles commonly wears a sword, but he rarely uses it except against 

“humanoid” foes such as Amazons and centaurs.6 It is the sword with which he is most 

frequently shown on Tyrrhenian amphorae, whether it was the weapon truly used in the 

Attic version of the myth or not.  

 

Herakles and the Amazons

 Some of the most popular Herakles myths represented on Tyrrhenian amphorae 

were combinations of certain story details or elaborations of more generic myths with 

Herakles inserted as the hero. One of Herakles’ labors was to fetch the belt of the 

Amazon queen Hippolyte, yet this scene is rarely depicted in vase-painting and most 

encounters of Herakles with the Amazons have nothing to do with a belt at all. The 

depiction of Herakles and the Amazons is, after the fight with the Nemean Lion, the 

second most popular labor in black-figure and it appears on nearly 400 vases, twenty-

seven of which are on Tyrrhenian amphorae.7  

 The earliest known depiction of Herakles in this scene is on a Corinthian 

alabastron from the late 7th century where he is named, along with his two companions, 

and one of the three Amazon foes is called “Andromeda.”8 More typically on Archaic 

depictions, and on all Tyrrhenian amphorae where the main Amazon is named, Herakles’ 

                                                 
6 LIMC V 1992, p. 184, s.v. Herakles (R. Lindner et al.). 
 
7 Carpenter 1994, p. 125. Plus, an additional 17 vases depict Amazonomachies without Herakles. 
 
8 Blok 1995, p. 354.  
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foe is called “Andromache,” which alludes to the stories of Troy (Fig. 17). The Trojan 

connection may have been a conflation of Homer’s stories of the Amazons at Troy, and 

Herakles with Telamon against Troy, in revenge for the never-received reward of horses 

from Laomedon.9  

While no extant literary sources record Herakles fighting against an Amazon 

named Andromache at Troy, it seems that by the end of the 7th century, the hero and his 

companions had been thrown into the Homeric Amazon formula of a generic battle 

between warriors. This new feat of Herakles “marks a broader effort to connect this hero, 

who had many properties in common with the natural and bestial world he had to 

conquer, with the predominately human world of epic heroism,” and while this scene 

became incredibly popular with vase-painters, it showed some striking differences from 

his other adventures.10

 In fact, these visual representations of Herakles and the Amazons appear almost 

two hundred years before the earliest surviving literary source, and as mentioned, “depict 

a story different from those sources in significant ways.”11 So, it may be that an 

Amazonomachy with Herakles existed at the time that does not survive in literary 

accounts, or possibly Attic tradition in the Archaic period did not focus on the belt as the 

crux of the story and instead favored the battle to get it in visual depictions.12 Ironically, 

it is not until the end of the 6th century when the popularity of this myth fades out that the 

                                                 
9 Blok 1995, pp. 377-378. 
 
10 Blok 1995, p. 438. 
 
11 Carpenter 1994, p. 125.  
 
12 Gantz 1993, p. 397.   
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depictions begin to fall in line with his other exploits, and by the time that the literary 

sources appear, the myth is hardly depicted at all. 

 At the time of the Tyrrhenian amphorae, the myth of Herakles and the Amazons 

was at its prime, emerging for the first time in large numbers on these vases. This myth 

was the most popular of all the Herakles scenes on Tyrrhenian amphorae, accounting for 

27 out of the 59 total Heraklean scenes (1-27). All eight Tyrrhenian painters depicted an 

Amazonomachy at least once, and this myth was usually the painter’s most prolific 

theme, with the Castellani Painter illustrating 11 Amazonomachies without and 10 with 

Herakles participating, accounting for 21 of the painter’s 27 known pieces. 

 Despite the fact that Herakles and the Amazons were illustrated by eight different 

painters, the general composition and detail of figures used was very similar in all of the 

Tyrrhenian amphorae. The motif was almost always placed in the obverse A1 panel of 

the vase, as were the majority of mythological scenes on Tyrrhenian amphorae, with 

Herakles as the left central main fighting figure (Fig. 3). The hero always wears the 

costume described above, and is seen striding (almost lunging) toward his Amazon foe 

with his sword in his right hand.13 Typically, his sword is either raised above his head 

with his left hand clasping the Amazon’s wrist, or poised at waist level ready to strike his 

opponent while he grasps either the plume of her helmet (Fig. 18) or her arm (Fig. 10). 

The position of Herakles is determined by the space available within the panel and the 

placement of the Amazon, and may vary slightly from the aforementioned formula.  

 An easily overlooked detail within the composition is the placement of Herakles’ 

left foot on the Amazon’s calf or ankle, as though he is stepping down on her. This detail, 

along with the convention of his “victorious” left to right motion, emphasizes the fact that 
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Herakles is to be the victor, literally bringing his opponent down to the ground beneath 

him. This close knit composition of Herakles and Amazon continues in later Athenian 

black-figure, and becomes even more obvious as the hero steps/leans on the thigh of a 

completely kneeling/crouching defeated Amazon (Fig. 19).  

Another Archaic convention adds to the motion of the scene and the visual 

declaration of winner and loser. The main Amazon in the scene, usually labeled 

“Andromache” when inscriptions are intelligible, flees to the right with her arms and legs 

approaching a knielauf, or running kneel, position (Fig. 3). Although her body is facing 

right, she turns her head back to look at Herakles, who is grasping her wrist/helmet, thus 

preventing her from fleeing. She is usually outfitted with a shield, helmet, sword, and 

sometimes spear, and yet she is never using these tools that might make her victorious 

over the hero. 

The central fighting pair of Herakles and “Andromache” is usually flanked by a 

number of Amazons and warriors fighting, sometimes in pairs (Fig. 20). Amazons can be 

indicated by their white skin, their dress, their shield shapes, or their “losing” placement 

on the right side of a battle. The Amazons depicted by the Timiades Painter (Fig. 3) are 

dressed in short chitoniskoi with a panel of painted or incised animals down the front of 

their outfits, similar to painted patterns on korai and on other women in black-figure 

vase-painting. These Amazons all wear helmets and greaves, and wield round shields and 

spears/swords. Amazons by other painters may not be as easy to identify, lacking added 

white or color for their skin and clothes, but generally they are always similar in dress 

and depiction to the central Amazon that Herakles is fighting. 
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Herakles’ companions may be named, as in the early 7th century alabastron noted 

earlier, but they are typically generic warriors with helmets, spears, different shield 

shapes than the Amazons, and placed in the victorious left-hand position, sometimes 

overlapping planes/feet with their female opponents. This warrior type shows up in other 

Tyrrhenian scenes of mythological battles, and on the reverse in “everyday life” scenes of 

dueling warriors (Fig. 12). Although the Amazon is shown as a strong warrior, complete 

with weapons and armor, Herakles is always triumphant, with many artistic conventions 

and visual clues underscoring his victory on Tyrrhenian amphorae. 

 

Herakles, Nessos and Deianeira

   Unlike the myth of Herakles and the Amazons, the story of Herakles, Nessos and 

Deianeira has definite roots in literary accounts going back to the end of the 8th century or 

beginning of the 7th century B.C., with an allusion to the myth in Hesiod’s Ehoiai. In 

listing Deianeira as a daughter of Oineus, Hesiod comments, “[she] contrived dreadful 

deeds in the folly (?) of her mind, when anointing a chiton with a drug she gave it to the 

herald Lichas to convey. And he gave it to lord Herakles son of Amphitryon sacker of 

cities.”14  

The first written account of this episode including Nessos may have been in a lost 

poem by Archilochos, where the author detailed the attempted ravishment in which 

Deianeira reminds Herakles of his combat with the river-god Acheloos for her hand, and 

the subsequent death of Nessos. Exiled from Kalydon for accidentally killing a servant, 

                                                 
14 Hes., Ehoiai (Crane 2005, 22 April). 
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Herakles and Deianeira made their way to Trachis and came across the Evenus river.15 

The river was flooded at the time and, although Herakles could make it across, his bride 

Deianeira could not. The couple, therefore, sought out the centaur Nessos, who offered 

his services as a ferryman across the river. This may have been the same Nessos that 

Herakles had driven from Arcadia years before, but the centaur now claimed to be a 

reputable ferryman, having received the commission from the gods for his virtue. While 

it is unclear whether or not Herakles truly believed the centaur, the hero did hire Nessos 

to carry Deianeira across the river. 

 At first, all seemed well with the crossing, but when Herakles approached the 

opposite shore he heard a cry from his wife as the centaur attempted to accost her. 

Accounts differ, but since Nessos and Deianeira were so far away from Herakles, either 

on the banks of the river or still in it, the hero had to use his bow and arrow to reach the 

offending centaur. Since Deianeira screamed when the centaur had started to assault her, 

the attempted rape was never completed. Just the attempt caused Herakles to shoot and 

kill the brash ferryman.   

 This myth rarely appears in early Greek literature, but it was well-known to the 

ancient Greeks and turned up quite frequently in Archaic black-figure vase-painting. The 

Herakles, Nessos and Deianeira myth is first seen in Athenian vase-painting on a large 

Middle Protoattic neck amphora from the second quarter of the 7th century (Fig. 21).16 On 

this vase, Herakles strides across the panel with his sword to kill Nessos while Deianeira 

waits in a chariot. The artist’s depiction of the myth is unique among all painted versions 

                                                 
15 Gantz 1993, p. 432. 
 
16 Shapiro 1994, pp. 156-158.  
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of the story in that Herakles is striding to the left as the victor when he is normally 

moving to the right. This peculiar representation may be explained by the fact that this is 

a very early example of mythological narrative in Athenian vase-painting, and the artistic 

convention of showing the victor attacking from left to right had not yet become a 

standard feature.  

 Another important early example of the Herakles and Nessos myth in Athenian 

vase-painting is on the Nessos (or Nettos) Painter’s name vase from the last quarter of the 

7th century (Fig. 22). The neck panel of this Late Protoattic funerary amphora is 

decorated with a sword-bearing Herakles moving to the right and grabbing the hair of the 

centaur Nessos. Both characters are identified by painted inscriptions. Although 

Deianeira is entirely missing from this scene, the iconography of Herakles and Nessos 

appears similar to what will become the iconographic standard of the myths as seen on 

Tyrrhenian amphorae.  

 Again, as in the Heraklean Amazonomachies, Tyrrhenian painters tended to 

follow a similar set of compositional elements in depicting the story of Herakles, Nessos 

and Deianeira. The scene is set up with Herakles moving across the panel from left to 

right towards Nessos, who has either just let Deianeira go, leaving her with her hand up 

in supplication between the foes (Fig. 1), has her seated on his back (Fig. 23), or has 

hooked her awkwardly under his arm as if he is dragging her off (Fig. 2). Herakles rushes 

into the scene and grasps some appendage of Nessos (usually his right arm, tail or hair), 

while his right arm wields his sword, which is shown drawn back against his body as if 

he is getting ready to thrust it into the offending centaur.  
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Nessos himself is in a similar pose to the fleeing Amazon, a knielauf, and 

although he appears to be pumping his arms for speed in his getaway, he is getting 

nowhere because at this point Herakles has usually grabbed his right wrist and is coming 

in with his sword for the kill (Fig. 24). This simple action allows the artist to show speed 

and motion without drawing the viewer’s eye away from the center of the panel. Nessos 

is typically drawn with a full, bushy beard and wild hair—signs of an uncivilized 

creature. He may also be shown wearing a crown of leaves, with horse ears, and with 

added red on his bare chest to further emphasize his distance from the world of man. His 

head, like that of the Amazon, is turned back to his pursuer and his mouth is often shown 

open as if crying out in pain and fear at the prospect of what is going to happen to him.  

Although by nature this myth is full of violent motion, the composition chosen by 

the Tyrrhenian painters evokes an extra sense of tension in the viewer. Not only have the 

painters replaced the long-distance bow with close-killing sword, but Deianeira, while 

shown in various poses, is always placed right in the middle of these two battling foes. 

Her hand may be shown up in supplication, but the viewer might believe that this action 

is in fact directed toward Herakles who is rushing at her with his sword. The crowded 

nature of the scene and the implied motion of Herakles makes the viewer believe that in 

his fury at Nessos, Herakles may in fact run his bride through on the way to kill the 

centaur (Fig. 1).  

This emphasis on Deianeira is unusual, especially considering the fact that she 

was frequently omitted altogether. Also, the artist never focuses on the moment of 

attempted rape, which might seem a more important part of the story. Deianeira, when 
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included, is always fully and meticulously clothed with no real disarray of her garments 

caused by her abduction.  

Moving beyond the main three characters, in some instances “behind [the victor] 

there might be a companion, if appropriate to the story,” and on several Tyrrhenian 

amphorae with this and other Herakles myths Athena stands behind the hero as patron 

and additional support in battle if needed (Fig. 1).17 Athena is usually identified by her 

aegis, shield, helmet, spear, or even caption, but sometimes she may look like an ordinary 

woman whose importance is implied only by her proximity to Herakles and the fact that 

she warrants a caption, even if it is gibberish.18  

As seen in the Amazonomachy, additional companions, opponents, or spectators 

are often added to the “wings” of the field to balance the composition and fill space. In 

the case of a myth like the Herakles, Nessos and Deianeira story, there are only three 

characters and a whole handle zone to fill, so the painter had to be creative. According to 

John Boardman, “in sixth-century black figure, where the available fields are always 

filled, the sides of a panel or frieze may be occupied by ‘onlookers’, unnamed mortals 

[who] seem more than just a filling device though they can seldom pretend to have any 

role in the action.”19 These “filler mortals” in the Herakles and Nessos myth may be 

centaurs, men with weapons who stand ready to help Herakles, an armed/helmeted 

woman (possibly Athena), or just unconcerned chatting men and women. These 

additional figures in the Herakles, Nessos and Deianeira depictions may have served as 

                                                 
17 Boardman 2001, p. 185.  
 
18 Fittschen 1970, p. 161.  
 
19 Boardman 2001, p. 187. 
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witnesses to Herakles’ victory, but whatever their role, they add to the crowded 

congestion of the field and the intense central movement that makes the scene so violent 

and affecting.  

The myth of Herakles and the centaurs is one that continues in popularity 

throughout Greek vase-painting and is even kept on churches built from temple remains 

as a metaphor of the fight between barbarism and civilization, good versus evil. The 

Herakles, Nessos and Deianeira story appears on 12 of the 59 known Herakles scenes on 

Tyrrhenian amphorae (28-39), and an additional seven vases have Herakles participating 

in a Centauromachy (Fig. 25) (40-45). This may be an extension of the theme presented 

in the above myth, or a more generic way of showing the violence of a centaur battle 

while still allowing Herakles to triumph as the civilized over the untamed. The scene may 

represent the specific Centauromachy from the wedding of Perithoos, but as no key 

figures are identified through inscriptions, a more generic clash between the hero and the 

centaurs may be meant, with the battle commonly continuing on to the reverse B1 panel 

(Fig. 26). 

 

Other Myths of Herakles

 In addition to the two most popular Herakles myths on Tyrrhenian amphorae, it is 

interesting to note what other adventures were depicted and how unique specific painters 

could be in their choices. As mentioned earlier, Herakles’ twelve labors become the 

typical choices after the time of Tyrrhenian amphorae, but before these vases start being 

made, the hero is shown in a hodge-podge of myths that typically follow a less violent 

theme.  
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 One of the more frequently depicted myths that turns up on Tyrrhenian amphorae 

is the killing of the many-headed Hydra. This scene is shown on six Tyrrhenian vases by 

three different painters, which are usually considered among the earliest works (Fig. 27) 

(46-51). F. Brommer sees this myth as originating in the Near East, finding similarities in 

legends, literary sources and visual representations.20 The many-headed, snaky monster 

has a distinct appearance in earlier Greek art as well as on the Tyrrhenian amphorae. The 

composition of the Hydra scenes has the monster nestled in the far right-hand side of the 

panel with Herakles, usually his nephew Iolas, and various companions moving towards 

the monster with weapons. This placement of the hero follows the left-to-right victory 

convention, but it also gives the viewer the impression that the Hydra is some huge 

monster that cannot be fought in single combat, but has to be confronted by many armed 

men in its lair. This gives the Hydra an air of power and mystery, perhaps connected to 

its Oriental roots, which presents the viewer with a different feeling than the previously 

mentioned myths, and a sense of a less easily-won battle by the hero. 

 Another unusual myth depicted by the painters of the Tyrrhenian amphorae is the 

liberation of Prometheus from the eagle by Herakles, which appears on four vases by two 

different painters (Fig. 9) (52-55). This myth shows Prometheus seated, usually larger 

than Herakles, with his back to the gigantic eagle. While his sword is typically the 

weapon of choice for Tyrrhenian painters, an exception is made for this myth where the 

hero shoots several arrows into the bird that daily pecks out Prometheus’ liver. The main 

players are typically flanked by gods and goddesses, perhaps reminding the viewers that 

this scene takes place in the Underworld, which is part of the domain of the gods. This 

                                                 
20 Brommer 1986. 
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myth represents the only adventure of Herakles on Tyrrhenian amphorae that actually 

takes place in the Underworld. Unlike more popular Underworld myths such as that of 

Kerberos, the liberation of Prometheus is full of violent action, and thus fits well within 

the Tyrrhenian repertoire.  

Also connected with the realm of the gods, on two Tyrrhenian amphorae both by 

later painters, Herakles is seen participating in a Gigantomachy (Fig. 28) (56-57). The 

hero is shown of equal size to the giants and is depicted as victorious in the battle, 

utilizing the left-to-right convention. Although not as popular within black-figure as his 

other adventures, Herakles’ participation in the Gigantomachy may have been one of the 

keys to his apotheosis and acceptance by the Olympian gods at his death.21  

 Herakles is also known to have found more peaceful solutions to many of his 

labors and adventures, but while they were more popular in other Athenian black-figure 

vases, the Tyrrhenian artists rarely depicted them. The myth of Herakles taming the 

hound of hell was popular in black-figure both before and after the time of Tyrrhenian 

amphorae, but while this myth featured the hero victorious over a three-headed, vicious 

dog, perhaps it was kept out of the repertoire due to its lack of bloody violence. One of 

the less violent myths that made it onto one of the Prometheus Painter’s vases was that of 

Herakles and the Golden Hind (Fig. 29) (58).22 The capture of the Hind was one of the 

hero’s twelve labors, and this scene is also filled with gods, most especially Apollo and 

Artemis to whom the deer was sacred.23 Similar to the Hind episode is a scene with 

                                                 
21 LIMC V 1992, p. 152, s.v. Herakles (R. Lindner et al.). 
 
22 This example by the Prometheus Painter is the only known depiction of this myth on Tyrrhenian 
amphorae. 
 
23 The capture of the Golden Hind by Herakles remained a popular myth with the Etruscans, and life-size 
terracotta statues of this scene decorated the roof of the Temple of Apollo at Veii (c. 515-490 B.C.). 

 43



 

Herakles striking a ram while Athena watches from behind (Fig. 30) (60), and may 

represent an unknown or alternate myth. The most peaceful scene of all is a fragmentary 

A1 panel by the Kyllenios Painter depicting Herakles and Athena in a chariot (Fig. 31) 

(59).24 Although fragmentary, this scene has been identified as that of Herakles’ 

apotheosis, led by his patron Athena. Scenes of Herakles’ apotheosis became very 

popular in Athens towards the end of the 6th century, showing the favor and reward of the 

gods to the hero at his death. The ancient Greeks may have seen hope for themselves in 

this myth, as Herakles had lived a mortal life, done good deeds while being plagued with 

troubles, and in the end was elevated beyond death to live with the immortal gods.   

 So, while certain myths of Herakles were favored, the painters of the Tyrrhenian 

amphorae were unique in choosing to depict less standard or altered accounts of the 

myths, or even moving beyond the iconographic realm of contemporary Athenian black-

figure vase-painting to illustrate new scenes. Some of the myths chosen became more 

popular after their first large-scale use in Tyrrhenian amphorae, and other adventures of 

Herakles faded away as black-figure turned into red and the populace became more fond 

of the hero’s youthful deeds.  

 

Etruscan Imitators and Contemporary Vase-Painting

 Before the time of the Tyrrhenian amphorae, the Etruscans were importing large 

numbers of Corinthian vessels filled with perfumes and oils, and covered with oriental 

designs and bands of exotic animals. These styles can be seen imitated in local Etruscan 

wares, and the so-called “Etrusco-Corinthian” pieces that frequently ended up in tombs 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
24 This scene appears only once in the corpus of Tyrrhenian amphorae. 
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alongside the imported Greek pottery. The Etruscan favor for copying Greek styles did 

not stop with the introduction of more figured wares, such as the Tyrrhenian amphorae, 

but developed into a more complex style full of local preferences and adaptations of 

Greek myths.  

 One of the most closely comparable groups in Etruscan black-figure vase-painting 

are the so-called “Pontic” amphorae (c. 550-530) (Fig. 32), which are similar in shape 

and decoration to the Greek pots. This relatively small class of vessels were probably 

made by a workshop in Vulci (where all known examples have been found) operating in 

the Archaic style and incorporating Greek myths into their decoration. The artists, such as 

the Paris Painter, were especially fond of the Trojan cycle, but they also included 

Herakles in their scenes. The Pontic painters included similar scenes, iconography, and 

overall composition with the contemporary Athenian black-figure pieces being imported 

into Etruria, but these pots show just as much local influence as foreign. In many cases, 

the vessels had to be turned around 360 degrees in order to follow the whole myth and 

decoration from front to back.  

 The painters of the Pontic amphorae held to their Greek inspiration, but their later 

works showed more non-Hellenic elements, perhaps as a market developed for their 

locally made wares. One artist, who has often been erroneously labeled as a Pontic 

painter, took his response to Greek imports to a different level. The Micali Painter, who 

worked in the last quarter of the 6th century and the first part of the 5th century, began his 

career by, in effect, reacting “against Pontic’s florid use of vase space.”25 In his later 

work, though, his style has been characterized by Beazley as: “that wonder-world of 

                                                 
25 Spivey 1987, p. 6.  
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rushing men, women, satyrs, maenads, amidst all sorts of plants trees, weeds, birds, 

beasts real and fantastic, in which the Etruscan, especially the earlier Etruscan, 

delights.”26

 In general, the Micali Painter was reacting against the Greek imports, such as 

Tyrrhenian amphorae, but that did not mean that his style was not equally lively and 

engaging. Despite this reaction, the Micali Painter relished in depicting Herakles in all 

stages of his life—from an infant with his club, to his youthful labors, to later adventures 

such as the Gigantomachy, and finally even to his apotheosis with Athena.27 The hero 

was adopted by the Micali Painter and depicted as a beloved “everyman” who could 

relate to both Greeks and Etruscans. In addition to specific myths, the Micali Painter is 

best known for throwing the hero into random scenes of everyday life and celebration. As 

Spivey notes, “his figures do not customarily loiter or pose, but rather rush, flap, and jive 

their way around the pot—only the Micali Painter could choreograph a can-can for a 

centaur” (Fig. 33).28 His scenes possess all the motion and crowded activity of the 

Tyrrhenian amphorae, and yet even his more violent myths are more “jolly” than the 

rushed urgency seen in the Herakles adventures on Greek pots.  

 The contemporary and numerous later Etruscan depictions of Herakles in addition 

to all of his adventures on the Tyrrhenian amphorae make clear the hero’s popularity in 

this part of the world. Herakles, in fact, becomes a major cult figure within the Etruscan 

world in the centuries following the importation of Tyrrhenian amphorae. In the next 

chapter, I explore the background behind and reasoning for the hero’s popularity and 

                                                 
26 Beazley 1947, p. 2.  
 
27 Spivey 1987. 
  
28 Spivey 1987, p. 49. 
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meaning in Etruria. The preference for what seems to be such a Greek hero on pottery 

that was made exclusively for export to the Etruscans must indicate some sort of cultural 

significance to the people importing it, and even more, placing the vases in their tombs 

for all eternity. To what extent Herakles’ presence determined this funerary use, and what 

the rest of the decoration on the Tyrrhenian amphorae means in connection with the hero 

myths, will be addressed by looking into the religion, art, and funerary beliefs of the 

Etruscans. 
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