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Attic Vases in Etruria: Another View on the 
Divine Banquet Cup by the Codrus Painter

AMALIA AVRAMIDOU

Abstract
The Codrus Painter was a distinct cup painter active 

during the period in which the Parthenon was construct-
ed. His repertory includes episodes from Attic mythology, 
athletics, and Dionysiac scenes, while his style was clearly 
influenced by contemporary sculpture. His vases were not 
distributed to Athenian or even to the local Greek clien-
tele but instead were exported to other prosperous Med-
iterranean centers in Etruria, southern Italy, and farther 
west. The fact that the majority of his cups were found 
abroad, especially in Etruria, raises questions concerning 
the role of Attic vases in Italy and particularly the Etruscan 
interpretation of scenes depicted on them. This article 
examines, as a case study, the Divine Banquet cup by the 
Codrus Painter to more fully understand the relation-
ship between Attic vases and their Etruscan context. The 
deep-rooted Etruscan tradition of banqueting and its 
importance in funerary customs are key factors in the 
analysis of the cup.*

the codrus painter and the etruscan 
market

The distribution of cups by the Codrus Painter1 and 
his circle followed routes established during the sixth 
century B.C.E. by much earlier Attic potters and traders 
who supplied the Etruscan market with products from 
the Athenian Kerameikos. The so-called Tyrrhenian 
amphoras and the vases produced by Nikosthenes’ 
workshop enjoyed great popularity among the Etrus-
cans, leading Athenian potters and painters, as it has 

been argued,2 to adopt shapes and decoration that 
would appeal to these purchasers.3 Although the 
Etruscan market gradually lost interest in Attic vases 
during the second half of the fifth century B.C.E., it 
continued to be a significant export destination for 
Athenian red-figure pots.4

The repertory of the Codrus Painter includes several 
pieces depicting athletes and youths, departures of 
warriors, episodes from the Dionysiac cycle, and scenes 
either inspired from rare Athenian myths and heroes 
or rendered in a unique way.5 One would be hesitant 
to pair the Codrus Painter with any of his contempo-
raries (e.g., the Eretria Painter6), since there are few 
female scenes and even fewer wedding themes. The 
mythological episodes of the Eretria Painter’s work dif-
fer from those preferred by the Codrus Painter, even in 
Dionysiac scenes. Admittedly, both painters illustrate 
youths and athletes, but the Codrus Painter appears to 
have been more interested in the male athletic body 
than was his contemporary.

The majority of the vases produced by the Codrus 
Painter and his circle consist of cups, some skyphoi, 
and a few stemless plates. In contrast to the work of 
contemporary vase painters such as the Eretria Painter, 
the Calliope Painter, and the Marlay Painter, only two 
fragments by the Codrus Painter have been found in 
Greece.7 The study of more than 100 vases attributed 
to the Codrus Painter and his circle established prov-

* An earlier version of this article was fi rst presented at 
the American School of Classical Studies at Athens in 2005. I 
would like to thank the members of the School for their com-
ments, the two anonymous readers for their suggestions, and 
H.A. Shapiro for his guidance

1 The painter is named by Beazley after the depiction of the 
mythical Athenian king Kodros on one of his cups now in Bo-
logna (ARV  2, 1268.1; CVA Bologna 1.3, 8–9, pls. 19–22; Car-
penter et al. 1989, 356). His work is the topic of my dissertation 
(Avramidou 2005).

2 Von Mehren 2001.
3 Boardman 1979, 34–5; Arafat and Morgan 1994, 115–16; 

Osborne 2004b, 78–9.
4 On the decline of the Etruscan market, see Arafat and 

Morgan 1994, 120–21.
5 E.g., his name piece depicting Kodros (supra n. 1), Aigeus 

meeting Themis (ARV 2, 1269.5; Schefold 1988, 234, fi g. 282 
[3]), the birth of Erichthonios witnessed by legendary Athe-

nian kings (ARV 2, 1268.2; CVA Berlin 3, 14, pl. 113).
6 Lezzi-Hafter 1988.
7 One of these is from the Acropolis (Athens National 

Museum Acropolis Coll. E98 [Graef and Langlotz 1909–1933, 
47, pl. 39.526]); the other is from Brauron (Brauron Ar-
chaeological Museum A34 [ARV 2, 1689.39bis; Paralipomena
472; Kahil 1963, 17 (A34), pl. 10(2, 4)]). The Codrus Painter 
is a specialized cup painter, in contrast to the Eretria Painter, 
the Calliope Painter, and the Marlay Painter, who produced a 
variety of shapes and consequently exported their products to 
different markets in Greece and beyond. From a brief survey 
of the catalogued vases with known provenance in the ARV  2, 
one notices that the Eretria Painter targeted equally the Greek 
(20 vases) and the Etruscan (21 vases) markets, a pattern fol-
lowed by the Marlay Painter, while the Calliope Painter was 
oriented more toward Greek clientele: 19 vases were found in 
Greece, 7 in Etruria.
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enance for only 46 vases, 35 of which are credited to 
the Codrus Painter himself and 11 to distinguishable 
hands within his circle. Of the Codrus Painter’s vases 
with a known provenance, 22 are from Etruria (plus 
four vases attributed to his circle), three are from 
Magna Graecia (plus three vases from his circle), five 
are from Spain, and six are from France and the Black 
Sea.8 Thus, it appears that the Codrus Painter’s vases 
were predominantly exported to Etruria and intention-
ally targeted two principal markets: Vulci and Spina. 
It is of further interest that his most impressive cups, 
in terms of decoration and size, were also purchased 
there. One of these vases, the Divine Banquet cup, was 
found in Vulci and is the focus of this examination.

the divine banquet cup and questions of 
iconography

Now housed in the British Museum, the Divine 
Banquet cup by the Codrus Painter depicts five divine 
couples and two young males, all identified by inscrip-
tions.9 Side A (fig. 1) shows Amphitrite and Poseidon, 
Hera and Zeus, and Ganymede at the far right. A 
column between the two couches almost certainly 
indicates an interior setting.10 Arafat suggests two dif-
ferent settings for each exterior side: one for Zeus and 
Poseidon, along with their wives; another for the two 
additional divine couples. However, when he discusses 
different scenes of divine libation that include the 
depiction of a column, he interprets it as a symbol of 
a temple or of Olympus.11 The column may also stand 
for an oikos, indicating a household, since side A 
represents the two pairs of spouses par excellence.

All the gods, except for Ares on side B, are leaning 
on pillows, holding phialae, and carrying their attri-
butes, while an empty table sits by every couch.12 The 
Codrus Painter took great care to individualize the 

figures’ hair and beards, presenting a variety of head-
bands, hairstyles, and wreaths made from ivy, laurel, 
and myrtle.13 On the left, Amphitrite sits faithfully by 
Poseidon, who is easily recognizable by his trident, 
while she holds an alabastron and a pin to extract 
perfume from it.14 To the right, Zeus carries his scepter 
and extends his right hand to uncover his wife’s veil, 
while Ganymede stands by the couch observing the 
scene with a strainer in his hand.15

Side B (fig. 2) presents a similar arrangement, show-
ing Aphrodite and Ares on the left, and Ariadne and 
Dionysos on the right. Ares has just set his phiale on 
the table, and a spear rests on his shoulder as he makes 
room for Aphrodite to sit on the couch. She stands in 
front of the table holding a pyxis16 and is about to let 
her fine chiton loose from her shoulder. On the other 
couch, Dionysos reclines holding a thyrsos. He offers 
a phiale to Ariadne, who sits at the foot of the couch. 
Komos, as an infibulated satyr, stands near Dionysos’ 
kline. He has lost almost all his untamed traits and 
stands as a counterpart to the servant of the Olympian 
gods, while providing at the same time a direct refer-
ence to mortal symposia and komos activities.17

Finally, in the tondo (fig. 3) Plouton holds an empty 
horn and offers a phiale to his wife, Persephone, who 
sits on his couch. Plouton’s hair resembles that of Dio-
nysos, and he wears an elaborate myrtle wreath on his 
head. Persephone makes a gesture similar to Ariadne’s 
as she accepts the phiale. Her feet do not reach the 
ground, perhaps an indication of her young age.18

After examining the interior and exterior images 
of the vase, it becomes clear that the scenes should 
be treated together as a unifying whole rather than in 
isolation. The gods recline with their partners sitting 
by their feet at the end of the kline in the well-known 
custom of the symposion.19 Carpenter considers Dio-

8 Avramidou 2005.
9 British Museum E82 (1847.9–9.6), from Vulci: 0.123 x 

0.320 m (ARV  2, 1269.3; Carpenter et al. 1989, 356; Carpenter 
1995, 145–63).

10 Peschlow-Bindokat (1972, 60–157, esp. 100–1) places the 
exterior scenes on Olympus.

11 Arafat 1990, 92–9.
12 See Boardman (1990, 122–31) on klinai, their function, 

and origin.
13 For wreaths and their function on symposia and ritual, see 

Tolles 1943, 28–9; Heilmeyer 2003, 296–99.
14 Ridgway 1967, 307–8. See also the Tomba della Caccia e 

Pesca, Tarquinia, 540–30 B.C.E., depicting a servant extracting 
perfume from an alabastron with a pin (Ath. Deipnosophistai
2.46a–b, 3.101b–c).

15 Simon (1953, 60) interprets the scene as a hieros gamos. 
For the unveiling of Hera and its allusion to privacy, see Ara-
fat 1990, 99.

16 Carpenter 1995, 145. For a close representation of a wom-

an holding a similar pyxis, see the oinochoe by the Schuwalow 
Painter, 435–430 B.C.E. (ARV 2, 1207.28; Lezzi-Hafter 1976, 
104, no. S13, pl. 87a).

17 See LIMC 6:94–8 (esp. 96, no. 11, s.v. “Komos”) for the 
Codrus Painter cup; for his infi bulation, see Carpenter 1995, 
147–48. See also Ath. Deipnosophistai (10.424–25) on wine 
pourers (oinochooi) of noble families.

18 Schauenburg 1953, 38–72, esp. 42–3; Bemmann (1994, 
20–8) on Plouton/Hades. First literary mention of the name 
“Plouton” is found in Soph. Ant. 1,200. See LIMC 4:367–94 
(esp. 375, no. 44, s.v. “Hades”) for the Codrus Painter cup. The
myrtle was sacred to Persephone, and Plouton is often depict-
ed with a myrtle wreath (see Mylonas 1960, 68–118, esp. 107–
9). For more representations of Plouton and Persephone per-
forming a libation, see Simon 1953, 67–78. On Persephone’s 
young age, cf. Hom. Hymn Dem. 343.

19 For the origins of the reclined symposion, see Dentzer 
1971, 215–58; 1982, 51–70. For assemblies of gods, see Knell 
1965; Laurens and Lissarrague 1990, 53–74.
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Fig. 1. Side A of the Divine Banquet cup by the Codrus Painter, showing Poseidon and Amphitrite, Zeus and Hera, 
and Ganymede (© Trustees of The British Museum).

Fig. 2. Side B of the Divine Banquet cup by the Codrus Painter, showing Ares and Aphrodite, Dionysos and Ariadne, 
and Komos (© Trustees of The British Museum).
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nysos the key to the overall interpretation of the cup. 
Of the works he mentions, the closest parallel to the 
Codrus Painter’s arrangement of couples is a black-
figure amphora in Boston.20 He also points to its rela-
tion in imagery to the Totenmahl reliefs, as he shows 
the multiple functions of the symposion in weddings, 
funerals, and other gatherings. Ultimately, Carpenter 
concludes that the Codrus Painter chose to represent 
the divine couples banqueting because he wanted to 
surprise the viewer by applying a rather unusual motif 
in the iconography of the gods.21

Simon compares the Divine Banquet cup to the Ro-
man Göttermahl reliefs and points out that in times 
of extreme danger or need, there were calls for help 
to the gods. It is possible that the cup represents the 
honors the Athenians bestowed upon the gods when 
they were seeking help and benevolence during the 

plague that struck in the early years of the Pelopon-
nesian War. Simon interprets the Divine Banquet cup 
as a very special case of a theoxenia, a feast prepared 
by mortals to be joined by the deities they intended 
to honor.22

Although there are several black-figure and early 
red-figure representations of Dionysos and Ariadne 
together on a couch and many scenes of gods perform-
ing libations, the cup by the Codrus Painter deviates 
from this tradition.23 A characteristic example of divine 
assemblies can be found on the stamnos by Hermonax, 
dated to 460 B.C.E., which depicts Zeus, Hera, and 
Plouton, among other deities.24 The gods, however, 
are not presented as banqueters, and the notion of 
equality and uniformity is lacking. Even the psykter-
krater by the Troilos Painter in New York, dated to 470 
B.C.E. (fig. 4), should be viewed only as a transitional 

20 Carpenter 1995, 159, fi g. 9.
21 Carpenter 1995, 163. See also Boardman (1990, 122–31) 

on the impropriety of gods reclining on a kline.
22 Simon 1969, 267–68, fi gs. 256–58.
23 For libation scenes with Zeus, see Arafat 1990, 89–103. For 

the introduction of Herakles and divine libations, see Kunisch 
1993, 11–12. For a symposion of Poseidon and Apollo, see Blat-
ter 1975, 5. For an overview of representations of Dionysos and 

Ariadne on a couch, see Carpenter 1995, 154–60. For an ex-
ample close to the Divine Banquet cup but dated to the mid 
fourth century B.C.E., see the red-fi gure chous from the Kera-
meikos (Knigge et al. 1978, 56–7, fi g. 23).

24 Bochum, Ruhr University, Kunstsammlungen S258; ARV 2, 

484.18; Carpenter et al. 1989, 248; Bemmann 1994, 176, fi g. 
5[7].

Fig. 3. Tondo of the Divine Banquet cup by the Codrus Painter, showing Plouton and Persephone (© Trustees of The British 
Museum).
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link between representations of divine libations and 
illustrations of heroic funerary banquets honoring, 
for example, Achilles, Herakles, and other fourth-
century heroes; it does not faithfully employ the motif 
of theoxenia as it was standardized in the late fifth and 
early fourth centuries B.C.E. Although it alludes to 
feasting, the collectivity of the gods is not emphasized 
as it is on the cup by the Codrus Painter, where there 
is uniformity of poses and arrangement. The scene on 
the Troilos Painter’s psykter-krater clearly emphasizes 
Dionysos, since its continuous frieze presents two 
episodes with the wine god as protagonist: receiving 
a crown from Hera, and enjoying a banquet with 
Herakles and other deities.25 The Codrus Painter cup 
breaks from this tradition by representing all the gods 
on equal footing and thus stressing their significance 
as a family. Such a notion of parity and balance of the 
gods matches the character of the Parthenon and the 
Nike Temple friezes.

The Divine Banquet cup is not a representation 
of theoxenia, an institution known mainly from epi-
graphical sources.26 No food is being consumed and 
no elaborate klinai are being prepared, activities that 
usually anticipate any divine participation in a mortal 
feast. There are also no specific heroes being honored. 
Instead, the Divine Banquet cup presents us with a 
feast of democratic parity,27 similar to those held in 
Athens, with the only difference being that wives are 
participating instead of hetairai. Zeus and Hera, the 
royal spouses, face Poseidon and Amphitrite, their 
marine counterparts.28 These divine unions set an 
example for gods and mortals alike. However, the 
tondo represents a different married couple: Plouton 
and his abducted bride, Persephone. Side B introduces 
yet another aspect of divine marriage—that of the il-
legitimate couple. The god of war and strife is notori-
ous for his affair with the wife of Hephaistos.29 Next, 
Dionysos and his mortal wife, Ariadne, allude to an 
“improper” union, since their bond was the result of 

Theseus’ abandonment of his bride on Naxos.30 Over-
all, the cup epitomizes all sorts of marriages, and the 
inclusion of Ganymede and Komos may imply other 
types of unions as well.

Lissarrague, among other scholars, maintains that 
the phiale is not the common drinking vessel at sym-
posia but rather indicates the divine or heroic nature 
of the beholder.31 If true, then one wonders whether 
the gods are indeed pouring a libation and, if so, to 
whom. It is preferable to endorse the suggestion of 
Laurens, who views the libation as a generic motif es-
sential in several scenes, including the banquet, equal 
in meaning and significance to the dexiosis motif. She 
interprets it as a symbol of pact, peace, and solidarity 
among the Olympian family.32

25 On the psykter-krater by the Troilos Painter, see Wolf 1993, 
28–9, no. 23, fi gs. 54, 55; Carpenter 1995, 160–61; 1997, pl. 27b.
For the full publication of the psykter-krater, see Padgett 2002, 
249–66, pls. 67–70a–b.

26 Jameson 1994, 35–57.
27 The same idea is found in, among other sources, Plut.

Banquet of Seven Sages (11.154c): “conversation like wine [. . .] 
should be equally shared among all and belong to them in-
common.”

28 RE 1:963–67, s.v. “Poseidon.” According to a different tra-
dition, Poseidon abducted Amphitrite on the island of Naxos 
(Eust. Od. 3.91.1458, line 40), thus bringing together the two
stories of Dionysos and Ariadne and Plouton and Persphone.

29 LIMC 2:2–5, 123–25, s.v. “Aphrodite.” According to the 
Boeotian tradition, Aphrodite and Ares were married and Har-
monia was their daughter, but Homer clearly presents them 
as lovers.

30 For a brief discussion on the iconography of Dionysos–
Ariadne and the contribution of the Codrus Painter, see Car-
penter 1995, 154–60. The union of Dionysos and Ariadne re-
calls the custom of the closest male relative marrying the wife 
of the deceased family member; this was common practice but 
not the standard marriage procedure.

31 Lissarrague 1995, 132 n. 22. It is common for Dionysos to 
fulfi ll the libation himself (see Lissarrague 1995, 134 n. 34). 
For the act of libation, the instruments used, and the way it is 
performed, see Lissarrague 1985, 3–16.

32 See Laurens (1985, 35–59), who argues against Simon 
1953, 7–9. Veyne (1990, 17–30) follows the same line of thought
as Laurens. Machaira (2000, 339–44) discusses votive reliefs and
explains that the divine libations were a remainder from the 
chthonic origin of the gods.

Fig. 4. Psykter-krater by the Troilos Painter, Metropolitan 
Museum of Art 1986.11.12 (© The Metropolitan Museum 
of Art, New York).
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The libation delimits the divine world from that of 
the mortals and unites the participants.33 On the Divine 
Banquet cup, the gods follow a pattern (recognizable 
by men) to create unity against Fate. The liminal, al-
mighty Plouton is both among and apart from them by 
appearing in the tondo of the cup. Wine is necessary 
for all occasions: the libation, the banquet, and the trip 
to the Underworld.34

Thus, when viewing the Divine Banquet cup, our 
attention is drawn to two gods: Plouton and Dionysos. 
All male gods on the cup have certain chthonic as-
pects. For example, Plouton is interchangeably known 
as Allos Zeus or Zeus Chthonios; Poseidon, the god of 
earthquakes, is often characterized as Hades; Ares is 
called Ther(e)itas; and Dionysos’ powers often extend 
to the Underworld as Dionysos Zagreus.35 In Etruria, 
Dionysos was identified with Fufluns, a nature divinity 
with chthonic associations. The cult of Fufluns Pachies 
(Dionysos Bacchus) in Vulci, findspot of the Divine Ban-
quet cup, is well attested in the fifth century B.C.E.36

The sixth-century frieze from Poggio Civitate 
(Murlo) represents an interesting assembly of gods, 
which could elucidate further the role of Dionysos as 
a chthonic deity in Etruria. According to Gantz, one 
of the frieze plaques depicts two divine triads: Zeus, 
Athena, and Hera, and Demeter, Dionysos, and Perse-
phone, sitting one next to the other. Hermes and Iris 
stand at the top of each group.37 The identification of 
Dionysos as a complement to Persephone and Deme-
ter strengthens his chthonic character and associates 
him with a Hades-type figure. The rare appearance of 
Plouton/Hades in Greek art may be partially respon-
sible for his absence from Etruscan art of the Archaic 
and Classical periods. If this is the case, then the Divine 
Banquet cup should be viewed as an important source 
of imagery for perhaps the last god of the Greek pan-
theon to be adopted by the Etruscans.

iconography of the divine banquet cup vs. 
other works of art

The Divine Banquet cup shows distinct similarities 
with the so-called Totenmahl reliefs found in Athens 
and elsewhere in the Greek world, with reliefs and 
statue-urns from Chiusi (fig. 5), and with other ma-
terial from both Etruria and Asia Minor.38 Dentzer 
explored the origins and the representation of the 
reclined banquet and concluded that this practice 
spread to Greece and Etruria around 600 B.C.E.39 The 
Greeks gave a new twist to the motif of the reclining 
banqueter by formalizing a three-figure pattern: the 
reclining man, a woman usually seated on a throne, 
and a youth assisting with the wine. Originally, this type 
of funerary banquet was used mainly for representa-
tions of heroes, and only later did it expand into the 
iconography of the heroized dead. In the Classical pe-
riod, it had both a votive function (as is often attested 
by an inscription) and a funerary role.40

The production peak of the Totenmahl reliefs was 
ca. 400 B.C.E., and by the fourth century B.C.E. they 
had spread all over the Greek world. The chthonic, 
heroic character of the reliefs is often illustrated by 
the addition of a horse’s head and a snake or a dog 
near the reclining figure, while a resemblance with 
the iconography of Asklepios clearly springs forth, 
such as on the relief from Piraeus dated to ca. 400 
B.C.E. (fig. 6).

The Totenmahl reliefs prove that the symposion 
played a central part in the iconography of the dead.41 
Murray examined the opposition between death and 
the symposion in the Greek world, while focusing 
on the social impact that a death has on the com-
munity. He concluded that the Totenmahl reliefs 
simultaneously depict the feast of the heroized dead 
and reflect the beliefs of a sect regarding life in the 
Elysian Fields.42 The single and group symposia in 

33 Lissarrague 1995, 139–41, 144.
34 Particularly interesting for this argument is the article 

by Metzger (1944–1945, 296–339, esp. 314–23) in which he 
discusses the different aspects of Dionysos as a god of vegeta-
tion, of the Underworld, and of the Eleusinian cult. He also 
mentions literary sources that support the confusion of Dio-
nysos and Hades and how this notion of an Infernal Dionysos 
existed already, not only in the Orphic Magna Graecia but also 
in Athens, during the mid fi fth century B.C.E.

35 On Zeus: RE, 993, 997, 1001, s.v. “Pluton”; see also a mar-
ble votive relief of Zeus Epiteleios, rendered in the iconog-
raphy of Plouton (LIMC  8:341, no. 210, s.v. “Zeus”). For the 
chthonic aspect of Ares, see Harrison 1891, 350–55; RE, 1003, 
s.v. “Pluton.” On Poseidon and Hades: RE, 990–1027, s.v. “Plu-
ton,” esp. 1001–3, for the syncretisms; RE, 509, s.v. “Poseidon.” 
Also note that one of the entrances to Hades was thought to 
be near the sanctuary of Poseidon at Hippeios Kolonos (Paus. 
1.30.4; Soph. OC 1589). On Dionysos/Hades, see RE, 993, 996, 

1002–3, s.v. “Pluton”; LIMC 3:417–18, s.v. “Dionysos.”
36 LIMC 3:531–40, s.v. “Dionysos/Fufl uns,” with bibliogra-

phy. On Fufl uns/Dionysos and Infernal Etruscan deities in 
relation to Attic vase painting, see Isler-Kerényi 2003, 43–4.

37 Gantz 1971, 13–22. I acknowledge the early date of the 
plaque and the fact that the Murlo gods are sitting and not 
reclining in pairs as on the Codrus Painter cup, but I believe 
that it is worth bringing it into discussion.

38 E.g., the pedimental sculpture from Sardis and the Sa-
trap Sarcophagus discussed by Hanfmann 1974, 289–302. 

39 Dentzer 1971, 217–40; 1982, 21–70, 301–428.
40 Thönges-Stringaris 1965, 62–3; Dentzer 1982, 453–558.
41 The deceased were also thought to partake in sympotic ev-

ents during the Genesia and Anthesteria (Murray 1988, 251).
42 On death and the symposion, see Murray (1988, 239–57) 

and his comments on the choral lyric fragment: “Then he will 
lie in the deep-rooted earth/and share no more in the sympo-
sion, the lyre/and the sweet cry of the fl utes” (240). See also 
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Etruria probably originate from similar beliefs about 
the Afterlife.43

Thönges-Stringaris rightly points out that the rep-
resentation of the women sitting by the feet of the 
gods, as we see on the Divine Banquet cup, appears 
at a later date on relief sculpture. In this sense, one is 
led to assume that either the Codrus Painter is “ahead 
of his time”44 or the Totenmahl motif originates not 
from a preexisting work of sculpture but perhaps from 
a lost wall painting.45

Mitropoulou states that Attic votive banquet re-
liefs appear ca. 450 B.C.E., but they are quite rare.46 
Perhaps the closest parallel to the scene depicted on 
the Divine Banquet cup is a Totenmahl relief from 
Piraeus that Dentzer dates ca. 420 B.C.E. (fig. 7).47 It 
depicts a divine/heroic couple sharing a kline and a 
table with fruit in front of them. This relief evidences 
an iconographic motif that might not have been pop-

ular but was not unknown in Athens in the second half 
of the fifth century. Thus, the Divine Banquet cup
does not stand isolated, since it appears to have in-
corporated an arrangement of divine couples used 
mainly for the (cult) representations of heroic figures. 
It seems the Codrus Painter wanted to stress the ch-
thonic aspect of the divine/heroic banquet motif by 
representing the divine couples in the company of 
Persephone and Hades. Although he created an as-
sembly of gods similar to that found on the Parthenon 
frieze,48 the inclusion of Persephone in this gathering 
meant that the iconographical frame had to change. 
The best way to combine the Olympians with the gods 
of the Underworld seems to have been the heroic 
banquet. As a result, the Divine Banquet cup is closer 
to the iconographical tradition of many fifth-century 
B.C.E. votive banquet reliefs, where oinochooi and nude 
youths are often depicted, but woshippers are not.

excerpts from Alkmaionis (252–55), an anonymous epic poem 
written before Thucydides: “he laid down the corpses . . .
and set before them a rich feast and cups as well, and placed 
crowns on their heads.” For more sources regarding the Ori-
ent and the Greeks, see Dentzer 1971, 226–27, 244–45, re-
spectively; for the banquet motif in art, see Dentzer 1982, 71–
154; for drinking, feasting, and esp. death, see Thönges-Strin-
garis 1965, 62–8.

43 For a comparison of the one-man symposion found in 
Etruria and the East, see Dentzer 1971, 231–32. Rathje (1994, 
95–9) stresses the role of the Phoenicians in transporting not 
only merchandise but also banquet customs and other ideas 
to Etruria from the East. For a recent treatment of the “single-
symposiasts,” see Fehr 2003, 23–37.

44 Thönges-Stringaris 1965, 18; Dentzer 1971, 253–58; 1982,
121–22.

45 This suggestion will be pursued further by the author else-
where. For the relation between vase painting, sculpture, and 
monumental painting, see de Cesare 1997.

46 Mitropoulou 1977, 117–20.
47 Dentzer 1982, 336–37, fi g. 475. Cf. also Dionysos and Tra-

goedia on a kline accompanied by actors on the votive relief 
from Piraeus, ca. 420–400 B.C.E. (Kaltsas 2002, 138, no. 264 
[Athens NM inv. 1500]).

48 Berger 1996, 135–36, 140 (E V–VI). Note that Amphi-
trite, Ariadne, Plouton, and Ganymede were not depicted on 
the Parthenon frieze, nor was Persephone, whose absence is 
thought to be the cause of Demeter’s grief (Simon 1982, 139).

Fig. 5. Relief with a banquet scene, ca. 460 B.C.E. ( Jannot 1984, no. 15, fig. 180).
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The Parthenon frieze was a public monument, a col-
lective dedication to Athena, while the Divine Banquet 
cup was a gift to the gods on a more personal level. 
The Codrus Painter combined the heroic banquet 
motif with the Parthenon’s monumentalized version 
of divine assemblies.49 The point of interest on the 
frieze was the peplos scene, which takes place in the 
center, while on the Codrus Painter’s cup the focus 
lies on the couple depicted in the tondo, Plouton and 
Persephone, thus enhancing the theme of marriage 
and death seen throughout the cup.

greeks, etruscans, and the symposion

In the first half of the seventh century B.C.E., the 
custom of banqueting appears to have been only par-
tially known in Etruria. Gradually, in the sixth century, 
imported Greek vases, especially Corinthian, provided 
the model for representing a Greek symposion, where 
there is an almost exclusive presence of men reveling, 

while illustrations of couples banqueting appear only 
ca. 530–510 B.C.E.50

The presence of women in symposia starts ca. 500 
B.C.E., and they are almost always dressed, contrary to 
the male servants who are nude, perhaps as a symbol 
of the heroization of the dead. Women (and men) on 
wall paintings often represent members of the extend-
ed family.51 Bonfante rightly points out the contrast of 
the Etruscan noble families, where the women enjoyed 
a prominent public life, with both the male-dominated 
Greek democracy and the later Roman tradition of 
the paterfamilias.52 A much stronger point is made 
by Lewis, who suggests that the presence of women 
in Attic sympotic scenes was in fact customer-driven, 
attempting to satisfy the requests of Etruscan clients 
and represent their activities on clay.53

Several wall paintings from Etruscan tombs depict 
banquet scenes that may be compared stylistically 
to the divine banquet of the Codrus Painter’s cup.54 

49 The arrangement of the divine couples on the circular 
area of the cup may also be used to support the idea that the 
gods on the frieze actually sit in a circle (Neils 1999, 6–20; 2001, 
64, fi g. 49).

50 Dentzer 1971, 247–50; Bonfante 1986, 34–43; Tuck 1994.
51 Ath. Deipnosophistai 1.23d (citing Arist.), 12.515a–b, 517

d–f (FGH 115F204); Small 1974, 85–94.

52 Bonfante 1986, 234.
53 Lewis 2003, 188–90. For a discussion on the signifi cance 

of female representations on Attic vases found in Etruria, see 
Lewis 1997, esp. 146–47.

54 Based on Steingräber (1986), 24% of 177 Etruscan tombs 
dating from the late sixth to the end of the fourth century 
B.C.E. depict banquet scenes in the strict sense (i.e., excluding 

Fig. 6. Totenmahl relief from the Asklepieion in Piraeus, ca. 400 B.C.E. (Kaltsas 2002, 136, no. 261).
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There are 200 known Etruscan painted tombs, mainly 
in Tarquinia and Chiusi, dating from the Archaic 
through Hellenistic periods and thought to belong to 
the restricted elite of a timocratic society.55 The Tomba 
del Triclinio (470 B.C.E.) is a good parallel, although 
an even better example, contemporary to the Divine 
Banquet cup, comes from the Tomba della Nave in 
Tarquinia (ca. 440–400 B.C.E.). One wall of the tomb 
depicts a banquet scene with two couples sharing 
couches, a citharode, and youths assisting with wine; an-
other shows a ship unloading goods and vases, docked 
probably at Gravisca, the port of Tarquinia.56

Literary sources and archaeological evidence show 
that Etruscan and Greek funerary customs were quite 
different. Even though there are admittedly very few 
scenes of prothesis and processions of the dead from 
the High Classical period, such scenes are conspicu-
ously absent throughout all periods of Etruscan art, 
which is characterized instead by a proliferation of 
banquet scenes and events in the presence or absence 
of the deceased.57 Several banquet scenes, such as the 
relief plaques from Poggio Civitate and the reliefs 
from Chiusi, dated from the end of the sixth to mid 
fifth century, are comparable to the Codrus Painter’s 
cup, even though they pre-date it.58 The symposia illus-
trated on contemporary Greek cups provided the basic 
guidelines for the Etruscan artists, who enriched their 
representations of banquets with details more familiar 
to them, such as the lebes underneath the kline, the 
local dress code, and the presence of women.59 The 
exact place of the banquet is never indicated, but 
usually the existence of a couch and a column favors 

an interior space. Jannot goes so far as to accept the 
possibility of banqueting inside the tomb or in a tent 
near the entrance, based on some illustrations of din-
ing on mattresses. The banquet probably took place 
the very day of the burial, and it differed from the 
perideipnon of mainland Greece, which was prepared 
in the house of the deceased.60

dance, music, and other activities that follow a banquet). More 
than half of these tombs (60%) come from Tarquinia, 75% of 
them represent couples banqueting, 55% are dated between 
the mid fi fth and early fourth centuries B.C.E.

55 See Fehr (1971) on Tomba dei Vasi Dipinti, 500 B.C.E. 
(pp. 353–54), Tomba del Vecchio, 500 B.C.E. (355), Tomba 
3098, 500 B.C.E. (368), Tomba del Triclinio, 470 B.C.E. (352), 
Tomba dell Orco II, 325–300 B.C.E. (329–30). For the last, see 
also Torelli 1987, 161–78; Small 1994, 34–58. For vessel types 
found in Etruscan tombs, see Reusser 2002, 1:192–202.

56 Reusser 2002, 2:102. Steingräber (1986, 327–28, no. 9, pls. 
118–20) dates it to the late fi fth century, while Spivey (1991,
135–37) prefers ca. 450 B.C.E. See Leighton (2004, 111–12, 
fi g. 47) with a general dating of 440–400 B.C.E.

57 These representations are often thought to have been 
made to cast doubts on death itself and to lighten up the heavy 
atmosphere (de Marinis 1961, 113–17, 119–23; Bonfante 
1986, 232–75). Shapiro (2000, 330–36) discusses the Attic and 
Etruscan banquet and funerary customs and points out that 
representations of banquets on the ground are “an Athenian 
adaptation to the customs of the Etruscan clientele.”

58 See Jannot (1984, esp. 420–42) for banquet scenes and a 
good summary of the subject. See also the plaques from Pog-
gio Civitate (Murlo), dated ca. 575–550 B.C.E. (Small 1971).

59 Reusser (2002, 1:23–30) states that little is known about 

the agora centers in Etruria. On the question of how much 
of Athenian iconography was understood by the Etruscans, 
the demand for Attic vases, and the ability of the Etruscans to 
adapt the Greek myths to their own beliefs and customs, see 
Osborne 2001, 277–95, esp. 288–92. On the value (if any) of 
the Greek sympotic pottery found in Etruscan tombs, see Gill 
and Vickers 1990, 1–30, esp. 29–30; 1994; 1995, 225–49. For 
the counterargument, see Spivey 1991, 134–35. Lewis (2003, 
175–92) deals with different iconographical case studies, in-
cluding sympotic scenes, to demonstrate the need to examine 
the Attic vases primarily within their Etruscan context and less 
in relation to social and/or political changes in Athens.

60 In Greece the perideipnon took place in the tomb during 
the Geometric period, but from the Archaic and Classical 
times, the feast was organized in the house of the deceased. 
There is, however, evidence for large-scale meals during the 
Theseia in the fourth century, which took the form of a fu-
nerary meal. In the Tomba del Letto Funebre in Tarquinia, 
the deceased reclines on a kline as if participating in the ban-
quet with the rest of the relatives, while the Tomba della Ciaia 
strengthens the suggestion that the reliefs of Chiusi depict 
real scenes in immediate connection to funerary ceremonies 
of that area. For illustrations of Tomba del Letto Funebre, see 
Steingräber 1986, 318–19, no. 82, pl. 110[2]; of Tomba della 
Ciaia, 269–70, no. 18.

Fig. 7. Totenmahl relief in Piraeus, ca. 420 B.C.E. (Dentzer 
1982, 336–37, fig. 475).
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Funerary banquets were common to the Etruscans, 
and the Divine Banquet cup was probably interpreted 
as funerary once it found its way to Etruria. The 
deceased, as a new Persephone, enjoyed the wine 
libation of his/her family, such as the scene depicted 
on the cup. Similar beliefs that the gods accompany 
the deceased may be deduced from the decoration of 
Etruscan cistae and mirrors, for example the bronze 
mirror in Brussels showing Fufluns, Athena, and Ar-
temis, who is carrying a soul.61 According to Etruscan 
customs, wives accompanied their husbands at the 
funerary banquets that took place at the tomb. The 
illustration of such an activity helped in perpetuating 
it. Also, the associations of Dionysos with fertility, 
death, and immortality are prominent in the rituals 
of his thiasoi.62 Their gatherings recall assemblies of 
gods, such as those depicted in vase painting, when 
they welcome a new member in the Olympian family.63 
The Divine Banquet cup would have provided comfort 
for the deceased and his relatives by assuring them that 
he would be well received in the Underworld, as the 
divine family rejoices with Persephone.

Apart from the Etruscan buyer, the Greek viewer 
would have reached a similar conclusion. According 
to Artemidorus (Oneirocritica 5.82.7), the Greeks be-
lieved that the deceased was not only present during 
the perideipnon but actually hosting it. The relatives 
wearing garlands delivered eulogies or recited songs 
in honor of the dead member of their community. 
The living and the dead took part in this banquet for 
one last time, unlike at the meals that were prepared 
at the tomb, which the living did not attend for fear of 
placing themselves under the spell of the Underworld 
spirits. With the end of the perideipnon, the period 
of uncertainty about the deceased’s soul ceased and 
Hades accepted him.64

The role of the family and the notion of its reunion 
in the Afterlife are found for the first time in Aeschy-
lus’ Agamemnon (1555), where Clytaimnestra describes 

how her husband will be received by his daughter Iphi-
geneia in Hades. It is interesting to note that the Greek 
word for funeral, kedeia, was used to define both an 
alliance and a connection by marriage. Tragedy may 
also help explain the figure of Komos on the Codrus 
Painter’s cup, since this word signifies not only revelry 
but also formal lamentation.65 The Divine Banquet 
cup may be better explained as the mourning of the 
family for a deceased member.

attic vases in etruria: context and use

In modern literature, the discussion about the use 
of Attic vases by the Etruscans falls into four catego-
ries: (1) the traditional assessment of Beazley that the 
Etruscans did not have any control over the themes 
decorating Attic vases;66 (2) an alternative viewpoint, 
best represented by Arafat and Morgan, that Athens 
and Etruria were parallel interacting systems, not core 
and periphery;67 (3) the argument of Spivey, who in-
terprets the Attic vases as being fully integrated in 
their new context;68 and (4) the radical approach of 
Lewis, who states that the major production of Attic 
vases was strongly influenced by Italian markets (in 
both Etruria and Magna Graecia) regarding not only 
their shape but also their iconography.69

The best way to understand the function of Attic 
vases in both cultures, Greek and Etruscan, is an ap-
proach that will neither overemphasize the Etruscan 
factor nor underestimate it. Isler-Kerényi favors such 
a double perspective and examines the Attic vases as 
a system that can be used by two diverse societies.70 
Reusser’s neues Denkmodell supplements and supports 
this approach. He emphasizes the importance of the 
shapes of vases imported in Etruria, but he also accepts 
that decoration played a significant part. Admittedly, 
the banquet was important to Etruscans, but it was 
fundamentally different from the Athenian symposion, 
which explains the adaptation of Attic vases to local 
Etruscan practices.71 The prevailing role of Attic vases 

61 In the Musées Royaux d’Art et d’Histoire, Brussels (Bon-
fante 1986, 244, fi g. viii[17]).

62 See Farnell (1921, 373–402) and a passage from Pl. Resp. 
(400C), where the Orphics are said to persuade individuals 
and communities that they can provide purgation of the soul 
of the deceased as well as of the living by means of sacrifice 
and feasts.

63 E.g., Robertson 1991, 75–6, 92–3. An early Etruscan exam-
ple of divine gathering comes from Poggio Civitate (Murlo) 
(Gantz 1971).

64 Garland 1985, 36–41, 146.
65 Arist. Poet. 1452b.18.
66 Beazley 1989, 62: “It seems that neither at Spina nor any-

where else did the taste of the local customers infl uence the 
range of subjects. The clients of the Athenian Kerameikos, the 

peoples overseas, Greek and Barbarian, did not dictate the sub-
jects: they admired and accepted.” See also Osborne (2004a, 
41–54), who states that Athenian painters did not bother “sec-
ond-guessing the tastes or needs of the export market” (52).

67 Arafat and Morgan 1994, 120; see Marconi (2004, 27–40), 
who proposes a “pluralistic approach to the interpretation of 
Attic vases” (40).

68 Spivey 1991.
69 Lewis 2003.
70 Isler-Kerényi 2003, 40–7. See also Boardman (2001, esp. 

164, 226, 236), where he maintains that the Greek potters were 
more concerned with producing a desirable shape than with 
targeting the Etruscan market with scenes chosen deliberately 
for the Etruscan buyer.

71 Reusser 2002, 1:204–6.
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in Etruria is usually related to the way the elite used 
them to display their elevated status. Their tendency 
to favor vases illustrating Homeric heroes, Herakles, 
and other prominent figures functioned as a pattern 
that separated them from the commoners, the same 
way that knowledge of Greek mythology was deemed 
exclusive to the upper class.72

Apart from vases with mythological representations 
that were exported to Etruria, there are hundreds of 
Attic vases depicting youths, athletes, and scenes from 
everyday life. The Etruscans borrowed several customs 
from the Greeks, including the organization of athletic 
events. This is well illustrated in a number of monu-
ments, such as the funerary frescoes from Tarquinia 
and the relief limestone bases with athletes from 
Chiusi. In some cases the games were performed by 
professional athletes, while in others by slaves, proving 
that the social ideal supporting the Greek institution of 
the palaestra was not blindly copied by the Etruscans. 
Panathenaic amphoras and other vases with athletic 
scenes were interpreted through a different prism 
once they were adopted in an Etruscan environment. 
They obtained a funerary character, since games were 
offered to the deceased—either literally or symboli-
cally—following the Etruscan tradition.73

attic vases and the etruscan symposion 
(of the elite?)

Greek and particularly Attic vases are often found in 
Etruscan tombs, but their role is not exclusively funer-
ary, since there is evidence that Attic vases were used in 
daily life before being put in graves.74 Studies on food 
remains from Etruscan tombs shed some light on the 
symbolic and ritual value of the funerary symposion.75 
The food offered and consumed during the banquet 
played an important role as a status symbol. Through-
out history, wine remains a nutritious element of the 
human diet and the ultimate symbol of prosperity in 
the world of both the living and the dead.76 Drinking 
cups, gaming pieces, and food are placed in the hands 
of the deceased, thus making them eternally active 
members of the group of banqueters.77

It is often thought that the symposion in Etruria 
had a principal role in upper-class ceremonies, which 
followed the Greek example of public meals and the 
more aristocratic private dinners. Some scholars prefer 
to see the symposion as basically a social ritual that 
becomes sacred only when it is held in honor of the 
dead or when the individuals offer libations to the 
gods. Our perception of the banquet as an emblem of
the aristocratic life may be erroneous, since most in-
formation comes from funerary contexts.78

In an attempt to clarify the situation, Reusser 
reexamined the issue of Attic pottery as status sym-
bol based primarily on archeological evidence. He 
concluded that Attic vases were not luxury items but 
rather “desirable things for comfort or enjoyment, 
but not indispensable.”79 Literary sources relate Attic 
vases to imports by the Etruscan elite, but as Reusser 
has proven, most of these tombs are not aristocratic; 
they belong to a wide class of colonists, traders, city 
dwellers, and soldiers (Mittelschicht). Therefore, the 
Attic vases were not used exclusively by the aristocrats 
but also by the upper and middle classes.80

the power of the image: interpreting the 
vases

The Etruscan iconography of the Afterlife is often 
influenced by Attic prototypes, yet it remains distinct 
from them, as is the case of the classical statue urns 
from Chiusi that show the deceased, his wife, and a 
youth, or the winged figure (Vanth), guiding him to 
the Afterlife, and the stone group from Chianciano, 
Chiusi (460–440 B.C.E.), with a similar composition.81 
A multileveled reading of vase paintings may also serve 
as proof of the new role that figured vases undertook 
in an Etruscan environment. For example, a red-figure 
cup from a site near the river Po (Le Balone, Tomb 
I) dates to ca. 450 B.C.E. and shows in the tondo a 
seated Hades with a horn of plenty and a phiale in 
front of an altar. On each exterior side, a Nike is fly-
ing, holding a phiale and an egg. An Etruscan viewer 
would probably read this scene in relation to death 
and afterlife, interpreting Hades as Aita, and Nike as 

72 Spivey 1991, 145–46; Arafat and Morgan 1994, 117: “Greek 
mythology was different from Etruscan, but it was meaningful 
and readily adaptable to Etruscan themes.”

73 Bonfante 1986, 72–3; Spivey 1991, 143–44.
74 Reusser (2002, 1:29–45, 48–122) uses new data from Etrus-

can sanctuaries and tombs to invert the current statistics, while 
Spivey (1991, 132–33, 149) argues that, despite all reservations, 
the statistics will not change greatly and that the Etruscan tombs 
will continue to be the main source of Greek vases. The same 
opinion is expressed by Lewis 2003, 177–78.

75 Bertani 1995, 41–64.
76 Amouretti 1992, 69–75.

77 Nilsson 1999, 7–23.
78 Torelli 1989, 301–10. On similar ground, see Dentzer 

1971, 250–58; Schmitt-Pantel 1992, 49–53; Pontradolfo 1995, 
176–95; Rathje 1995, 167–75. See also Dentzer (1982, 429–52) 
on the social role of the symposion in the Greek world.

79 Reusser 2002, 1:119.
80 Reusser 2002, 1:119–23. Cf. evidence from the late sixth-

century B.C.E. Orvieto, a city with an “urban demos,” a middle 
class based on craftsmen and tradesmen, often of foreign ori-
gin, as the excavations show (Bonfante 1986, 55).

81 Bonfante 1986, 109, fi g. iv[19].
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Vanth, while for a non-Etruscan viewer it would have 
a less symbolic value.82

Massa-Pairault elaborates further on this approach, 
maintaining that the Greek myths are polysemantic 
and may be used by other societies (non-Greek po-
leis) to promote their own system of ideology and 
iconography. For example, the illustration of a typical 
Athenian myth, such as the birth of Erichthonios, may 
have a “local” function in legitimizing the succession of 
power within the Etruscan community.83 Alternatively, 
one may suggest an assimilation of the Athenian divine 
child to an Etruscan deity, particularly the demon 
Tages. It would be interesting to examine if the depic-
tion of marine creatures similar to Triton, often found 
in funerary contexts, is related to Etruscan beliefs of 
the Afterlife.84

The handshake and its symbolic value in Greek 
and Etruscan art was examined by Davies, who con-
cluded that the dexiosis motif is not found exclusively 
in a funerary context but is employed on a number of 
conventional scenes as a symbol of parting, death, and, 
perhaps, reunion with ancestors in the Underworld, 
as well as marriage. From the mid fifth century B.C.E., 
the motif of the handshake applies more frequently to 
mortals and starts to convey a political meaning as a 
symbol of a pact or an agreement (e.g., on decrees). 
In Etruria the handshake is used mainly in scenes with 
officials or with deceased. It did not follow the develop-
ment of the dexiosis motif in Greek classical art and its 
polysemantic value; instead, it maintained a more strict 
symbolic relation with beliefs about the Afterlife.85

conclusion

The Etruscans came in contact with the Greeks at 
the end of the eighth century B.C.E., and they accepted 
their myths, trends, and customs. This explains their 
adoption of Greek myths and practices such as the 
symposion.86 The banquet and, therefore, the pottery 

involved in it were vital parts of the Etruscan culture. 
The Etruscans were selective about the Greek models 
that they followed.87 The best indication of this is the de-
velopment of the Etruscan funerary symposion, which 
may have started as a reflection of a custom sprung 
from Greek (high) society but was adapted to local 
needs and traditions. The idea that sympotic pottery in 
Etruria was considered less precious and less significant 
than in Greece is, in my opinion, mistaken.

Reusser showed that Athenian potters were aware 
of Etruscan preferences and eager to satisfy the lo-
cal taste.88 Since the potters produced shapes to the 
Etruscan liking, and not according to any Oriental, 
Egyptian, or Cypriot models, it is possible that Athe-
nian painters, including the Codrus Painter and his 
circle, aspired to the same profitable patterns. This 
does not mean that there was a specific attempt to 
represent a particular Etruscan motif or deity; there 
was instead a desire to evoke an Etruscan interpreta-
tion of otherwise regular Greek subjects. However, 
there are vases produced specifically for the Etruscan 
market, such as the Perizoma group and certain ko-
mos scenes, which are used by some scholars as the 
exception proving the rule that wants the Athenians 
little, if at all, preoccupied with the favorite Etruscan 
subjects of vase paintings.89

The Divine Banquet cup by the Codrus Painter of-
fers a good opportunity for multiple approaches to its 
interpretation. The painter used the Olympian family 
as a model of gatherings after a funeral, while at the 
same time he applied the familiar motif of the heroic 
banquet to clearly designate their higher status. The 
same way the gods partake of the banquet of Plouton 
and Persephone, so too will the mortals organize the 
postfuneral feast. The Divine Banquet cup was not 
purchased in Etruria merely because it was a pretty vase 
from Athens but because it was decorated with a scene 
identifiable with Etruscan practices. It is doubtful that 

82 Reusser 2002, 1:167, no. 137, 181–83; LIMC 8(1):173–
83, s.v. “Vanth”; LIMC 4:394, s.v. “Hades/Aita/Calu.” On an 
Etruscan deity equivalent of the Greek Hades and a bacchic 
ritual in his honor, see Isler-Kerényi 2003, 40–1.

83 Massa-Pairault (1999, 521–54) claims that the Etruscan 
Nike can be interpreted as an alter ego of Athena (528), Aph-
rodite can sometimes be identifi ed as Ourania, equal to Iris, 
while Eos is related to the Etruscan Turan (529–30), principal 
deity of love and true origin. Also, from a deposit at the sanc-
tuary of Mater Matuta comes a vase representing Aglauros, 
which according to Massa-Pairault, suggests a connection to 
the “politico-religious vision of Servius Tullius” (522). Erich-
thonios, along with other heroes such as Kephalos, Eumolpos, 
Hippothoos, incorporates the ideas of phyle and genos. This 
concept of a child incarnating a place and a political principle 
is maintained in Etruria (523–31). For a recent treatment of 
the reception of Attic pottery in non-Greek states, see Fless 

2003, 241–43.
84 Herbig and Simon 1965, 30, pls. 47 (Tages), 48, 49 (Tri-

ton). For the sea creatures, see also Shepard 1940.
85 Davies 1985, 627–40. See also an example from Soph. OC  

1, 631–32.
86 Shapiro 2000, 315–18; Reusser 2002, 1:189.
87 Small 1974, 85–94; this is made evident by Reusser (2002, 

1:178–79), who elaborates on warrior scenes to explain how 
Greek vases found in Etruria do not have solely a funerary 
character.

88 Reusser 2002, 1:124–25.
89 For the Perizoma group, see Shapiro (2000, 315–37), who

describes the way the Athenians viewed the Etruscans as “exot-
ic foreigners.” For the Etruscan perception of Attic vase paint-
ings, see Reusser (2002, 1:146–51) with extended presentation 
of different subjects.
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the Codrus Painter considered prospective Etruscan 
buyers, but one cannot exclude the possibility that 
what was illustrated on the cup was a recognizable pat-
tern, explicable by Etruscan beliefs and customs.

Even though the Greeks “exported vases rather than 
images,” one cannot deny that the images played a 
significant role and were not irrelevant to the place 
they were found.90 On a broader level, one should not
focus merely on whether the Greeks specifically il-
lustrated certain subjects because they expected the 
Etruscans to recognize them or that the Etruscans 
necessarily were acquainted with all versions of myths 
(which might be true, but we have no sources to prove 
one way or another). It seems that the Etruscans knew 
some myths and invented a few more, and that their 
own, separate customs found an illustrated vocabulary 
on the Attic vases.91
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