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Why did Athenian pots appeal to the 
Etruscans? 

Robin Osborne 

Abstract 

Very large quantities of pottery painted in Athens in the sixth and fifth centuries BC found their way 
to Etruria. This paper compares the scenes painted on Athenian pots found in Etruria with the 
scenes on pots found in Athens itself and with the scenes on various classes of artefact produced in 
Etruria. It argues that, although the Etruscans were voracious consumers of Athenian pottery, their 
demand did not generally determine the iconography of the figure scenes, and that Athenian pottery 
provided the Etruscans with a lexicon of scenes from which they selected when producing for them- 
selves artefacts for particular contexts of use. 

Keywords 

Etruscans; Ancient Athens; Greek vase painting; trade; taste. 

During most of the sixth and fifth century Etruria acquired Athenian pots in vast numbers, 
with the consequence that a very large proportion of the upwards of 30,000 surviving 
Greek pots come from Etruscan tombs. But what was it about these Athenian pots that 
appealed to the Etruscans? In this paper I attempt to answer that question by comparing 
the selection of scenes that figure on Athenian pots found in Etruria and parts of Italy 
influenced by the Etruscans with the selection of scenes found on Athenian pots from 
Athens itself and with the selection of scenes which the Etruscans themselves put on their 
own pottery and metalwork and on the walls of their tombs. I argue that the contrast 
between the omnivorous Etruscan appetite for all sorts of scenes on imported pottery and 
the selective adoption of similar scenes in their own products indicates a lively relation- 
ship between the object and the Etruscan viewer in which the choice of scene was closely 
linked to what the image-bearing object was expected to do. 
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278 Robin Osborne 

The selection of imported Athenian pottery 

Did selection of imported pottery occur before or after production? Were Athenian pots 
bespoke, bearing images requested by Etruscans? Or were they selected from images 
chosen independently by Athenian painters? 

Some Athenian pots were made specially for the Etruscan market (Webster 1972: 
291-3; Spivey 1991; Fig. 1). One late sixth-century Athenian workshop made pots that 
imitated the shape of native Etruscan bucchero pottery, even making different shapes for 
different local markets in Etruria - a particular shape of amphora (the 'Nikosthenic 
amphora') for the Etruscans of Cerveteri (ancient Caere), two shapes of ladle ('kyathos') 
for Vulci and a shape of pyxis for Orvieto and Chiusi (Tosto 1999; Rasmussen 1985; 
Martelli 1989: 789). Two hemispherical stands by an early red-figure artist show that 
production specifically for an Etruscan market continued beyond black-figure, and that 
North Etruria, as well as Southern Etruria, could have a direct impact on Athenian potters 
(von Bothmer 1972). For other shapes, Etruscan dominance is less complete, but still 
remarkable: 73 per cent of known stamnoi come from Etruria and a further 18 per cent 
from Campania; the shape itself may derive from Etruscan rather than Greek precedents 
(de la Geniere 1991). 

Some imagery too was specifically aimed at the Etruscan market (for further possible 
cases, see de la Geniere 1987a, 1987b, 1988a, 1988b, 1991). Of so-called 'Tyrrhenian' 
amphoras, almost certainly produced in Athens, some 87 per cent have been found at 
Etruscan sites; they are distinct not just in shape but in imagery, being given to scenes of 
explicit sex and violence (Boardman 1974: 36; Lewis 1997: 144-5; also Spivey 1991: 141-2, 
against Carpenter 1984). A late sixth-century Athenian workshop, the so-called 'Perizoma 
group' (ABV pp. 343-6; Paralipomena 156-8), produced images in which athletes wear 
loin-cloths, unlike Greek athletes but like those in the paintings of the Tomba delle 
Olimpiadi at Tarquinia (c. 530 BC). Stamnoi and kantharoi of the Perizoma group carry 
scenes of symposia in which, very unusually, well-clothed women participate and the 
drinkers recline on the ground, and also, uniquely, scenes of armed dancing at funerals; 
these peculiarities suggest manufacture specially for Etruscan purchasers to illustrate 
pecularily Etruscan behaviour (Tronchetti 1983; Shapiro 2000). 

Although cases of particular Athenian pots made for other markets can be argued 
(Brommer 1984; Lissarrague 1987; Metzger 1990; Giudice 1999), in the case of the 
Etruscans the temptation to interpret the particular cases as the tip of an iceberg of 
general practice is particularly strong because of the strength of Etruscan demand for 
Athenian pottery and the active interest which Etruscans themselves show in other media 
in scenes of Greek myth and life. Together, these two factors make it attractive to wonder 
whether the congruence of Greek and Etruscan taste was a product of Etruscan demand 
determining Athenian production rather than of Etruscans buying in to Athenian culture. 
Closer analysis suggests that the patterns of demand were not so simple. 

Some Athenian pots were definitely made primarily for home consumption. The white- 
ground lekythoi, for example, that Athenians deposit in their graves in the fifth century 
make their way very occasionally outside mainland Greece to Gela, Suessula Cyprus and 
the Troad, but only two have been found in around 3,000 excavated graves at Spina 
(Webster 1972: 46, 288-9). Other Athenian pots bear slogans drawing attention to the 
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Why did Athenian pots appeal to the Etruscans? 279 

ETRUSCAN BUCCHERO ATTIC BLACK/RED-FIGURE 

1 +0 
Carinated Kantharos 
c.650/25 BC onwards c.580 BC onwards 

2 
Nikosthenic Amphora c.530-1O BC 
c.575 BC onwards (workshop of Nikosthenes) 

3 
Small Kyathos 
c.650 BC onwards c.530-480 BC 

4 
Tall Kyathos 
or one-handled Kantharos c.510-500 BC 
c.550 BC onwards (especially Perizoma Group 

Figure 1 Shapes of Etruscan bucchero pottery imitated by Athenian potters (from Spivey and 
Stoddart (1990: fig. 46) by courtesy of the authors). 
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280 Robin Osborne 

beauty of a young male, or occasionally female, or make what seem to be in-jokes ('as 
Euphronios never did'); these strongly suggest that artists had primarily Athenian viewers 
and users in mind (Webster 1972: ch. 2, with Johnston 1991: 215-21). But if some pots 
were made for home consumption and some pots for the Etruscan export market, whose 
taste determined the imagery on the bulk of Athenian pottery? We must look at the distri- 
bution of the bulk of that pottery. 

Finding a body of material from mainland Greece comparable to the body of material 
from Etruscan tombs is not easy. Athenians of the sixth and fifth centuries did not use 
chamber tombs: Athenian burial practices meant that the range of ceramic shapes 
deposited in tombs was extremely restricted. Comparing the body of material recovered 
from the Athenian Kerameikos and other Athenian cemeteries with the body of material 
recovered from Etruscan graves tells us only that the sorts of pots exported to Etruria 
were not the sorts of pots which Athenians made and bought for deposit in their own 
tombs. 

Etruscan tomb material has to be compared with material found in non-funerary 
contexts in Athens. This is not without its problems, which arise less from the difference 
in context of use as such, a significant fact in its own right, than from the state of preser- 
vation of the material. Very large numbers of Athenian pots have been recovered more 
or less intact from Etruscan tombs; material excavated from the Athenian Acropolis and 
particularly from the Agora has been almost entirely fragmentary. Such fragmentation 
not only renders all statistical manipulation problematic (one often cannot tell whether 
fragments are from the same pot or not), it renders identification of iconography distinctly 
problematic. But, if detailed iconographical discrimination is not possible with this 
material, the broad picture is far from obscure. 

For the analysis which follows (summarized in Tables 1 and 2), I compare material from 
the Athenian Agora (from a number of different contexts, including public buildings, 
small shrines, workshop and domestic complexes and, in particular, material discarded in 
wells) with four samples of material from the Etruscan world and its fringes: material from 
Vulci and Tarquinia in southern Etruria, from Bologna in the trans-Apennine extension 
of Etruscan influence into the area of the Po valley, and from Nola in Campania which 
came under heavy Etruscan influence and political control.1 

I begin with Attic black-figure pots, largely of sixth-century date. Practically the whole 
range of representations of daily life found at Vulci or the other three sites can be paral- 
leled from the Athenian Agora. Athletic activities, including wrestling and boxing, 
warfare and the departure of warriors for war, sacrifice, weddings and grand scenes with 
chariots, horsemen and horse races, visits to the fountain, symposia, dancing, revelling 
and sex. Many mythological scenes and scenes of gods are similarly common to Vulci and 
the Athenian Agora: a wide range of Herakles scenes are found in both places, along with 
Theseus and the Minotaur, Amazons, battles between gods and giants, centaurs and 
lapiths, scenes of Achilles and Aias, the lesser Aias and Kassandra, and of Aeneas; 
Dionysos appears on his own and with maenads, satyrs and Ariadne. 

A number of mythological scenes found in Etruria do not figure in the Athenian Agora, 
however. In some cases this is simply a matter of scenes that are in any case rare, but some 
of the differences are initially suggestive. There are, for example, no black-figure scenes 
of the Judgement of Paris or of the Cyclops Polyphemos from the Agora. In both cases, 
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Table 1 Distribution of mythological scenes in Athenian pottery and Etruscan pottery, mirrors and 
painting El present; U abundant (more than 5); l only one; ? doubtful. ( and l used only when 
sample is greater than 50). 

Scenei0 

0A co -O | 0 0 - O 

Calydonian C Boa _n :lo 

W r~~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

Cenau~oacy)r 1 i1 1a ~ < E X 

Achilles (except D . D EF- - 

Alas) __ 

Achilles and Alas E 2 _ _ 

Aineias EEl - 

Akamas and D--- 
Demophon __ 

Amazons! *D D E DF~- 

Aphrodite _ E flY 
Apollo F- D 
Artemis __ __ __ _ 

Athena _ 

Perseus etc. * D-D 
Calydonian Boar - 

Centaur(omachy) f I f ? -_ 
Dionysos 3M L U DU Z 
Dionysos and * * D 
Ariadne 
Eos+Kephalos/ nyJ z 
Tithonos 
Eros Ii 7 L -- 

Europa - - -_ __ __ 

Gigantomachy- LI 
+Acheloos -_ 

+Alkyoneus - .. 
+Amnazons 
+Antaios 
Apotheosis _- 

+boar E _ 
+bull iiD 
+Busiris 
+Geryon ~- 
+Hydra- 
+Kerberos an T_ 
+Kyknos L 7 
+lion 

+tripod i 
+Triton--- - 

Hermes U fi ? I 
lioupersis - - 

Minoement of E E 

zelus and Thetis 
Polyphemos - 

maenad ~L 2 
Satyr(s) IJL *LIFn I~E u 
Satyrs and *EE DE DD iZElDL 0 F -I0FI FID Maenads 

Zheeus and_ _ L ] 
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Table 2 Distribution of non-mythological scenes in Athenian pottery and Etruscan pottery, mirrors 
and painting 

Scene | B | f |mi 
C) Q ~~~~~~~ 0 ~ WW 

0-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- 

archer -= 

athlete * -D E * 

____cur E _1 __ 
g F E boxer D _ ___ _ 

discus 
jumper 
runner m _ - CLL 
wrestler F I ]U 
chariot _EU * L 
cock(fight) = L=] 
courtship I F - J 1m u E 7 
dancer I F] = Lj 
fight **1= 
fountain ] U - - ] C__ 

horserace E = 
horseman V IV V V WF* VLolE U= 
hunt/hunter F] F- - 

komast/komos E I =] EUl7 7 L 
libation E T 
man_ U**~ 
music__ - 

sacrifice I IE E I M 
sexual activity - - _ - 

sexual pursuit L. - - -c - z i - 

symposion *JF]ElZLZE -EF]U H 
warrior fl * HEv* IID* U" L L Efl 

departing __1 
wedding 
woman/woman 1: EI _ El- IEE X 
youth(s U - 

however, the scenes absent from the Agora are to be found in material from the Athen- 
ian Acropolis. In other cases the absence of parallels in the Agora material reflects the 
absence of parallel material from anywhere in Greece. Scenes of Europa are known from 
both Tarquinia and Nola but not found in the Agora, and the material selected by Robert- 
son in LIMC includes no Attic black-figure find from mainland Greece, although there is 
one example from Rhodes (but there are problems with the identification of Europa on 
black-figure vases). Akamas and Demophon (LIMC s.v.) appear frequently at Vulci but 
not in the Agora; they are not known on any Athenian black-figure material known from 
Greece: all seven black-figure pots with the scene of Aithra freed by Akamas and 
Demophon are from Vulci (LIMC s.v. Aithra 1.59-65). Achilles fights Penthesileia three 
times in material from Vulci and the other three known black-figure versions of that scene 
are also from Italy (one of the nine red-figure versions comes from the Athenian Acropo- 
lis) (LIMC s.v. Penthesileia). Achilles drags the corpse of Hector once on a black-figure 
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pot from Delos, but otherwise all such scenes come from outside Greece, as do all scenes 
of Hector duelling with Achilles, whether black-figure or red-figure (LIMC s.v. Hector). 
Is it coincidental that all these scenes involve violence (in the case of Demophon and 
Akamas the violence is implicit rather than explicit) and several involve sex too? 

The most interesting absence from the Athenian Agora is of scenes of 'hieroscopy' or 
'hepatoscopy', that is of the examination of the liver of a sacrificial victim. Although the 
participants in this scene are sometimes named as Greek heroes, no event ever related in 
myths recorded in Greek literature corresponds to the scene. Twenty-two hieroscopy 
scenes, nineteen black-figure and three red-figure, all painted in or around the last quarter 
of the sixth century, are recorded in the most recent list (Van Straten 1995: V241-62; 
compare Lissarrague 1989; Kossatz-Deissmann 1981). Only eight of the twenty-two pots 
involved have a more or less secure provenance, but all those provenances are in the 
Etruscan world and not a single example is to be found in a museum in mainland or 
Aegean Greece. 

Greeks did examine the livers of sacrificial victims before battle, but they themselves 
associated the practice with the Etruscans (Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Roman Antiqui- 
ties 1.30; Burkert 1992: 46-53). Model livers on which the significance of different parts is 
marked have been found in Etruria, as in Mesopotamia, but not in Greece. There is 
evidence for a developed Greek vocabulary for referring to the parts of the liver (Euripi- 
des Electra 826-9), but there is no way of telling how early this was developed or where 
the Greeks learnt it from (compare Cicero De Divinatione 2.28). The distribution of pots 
showing hieroscopy suggests that Etruscans found scenes of the examination of the liver 
much more interesting than did Athenians or other Greeks. Is this scene to be added to 
the list of those painted especially for Etruscans? 

In the case of red-figure too, most of which was painted in the last quarter of the sixth 
century or first half of the fifth, the vast majority of non-mythological scenes found at 
Vulci and the other sites can be paralleled from the Agora. Apart from scenes that are in 
any case rare (carpentry and helmet making (Vulci), a child having a bath (Nola), female 
depilation (Tarquinia)) the only scenes not found in the Agora are of hoplite runners, 
libations and sex: all are to be found on fragments from the Athenian Acropolis (albeit 
the explicit sex is on a pottery plaque rather than a pot). 

In the case of mythological scenes, the paucity of representations of Herakles from the 
Athenian Agora contrasts with the continuing wide range of Heraklean tasks on display 
at Vulci, Tarquinia and Bologna. Scenes from the Athenian Acropolis increase the range 
of Herakles scenes known from Athens, but it remains true that scenes of Herakles and 
Nereus, Herakles and Nessos, Herakles and Busiris, Herakles and Deianeira, Herakles 
and Linos and Herakles and Pholos are not known from Athens but are represented at 
Vulci, Tarquinia, Bologna or Nola. In general, indeed, the range of myth scenes from the 
Italian sites is substantially greater than that from the Agora, although no single scene 
appears with great frequency at any site. 

Given the different nature of the contexts in the Etruscan world and in the Athenian 
Agora, the small degree of variation between the iconographies of the two assemblages 
of material is extremely striking. The contrast between clear Etruscan preferences for 
particular shapes and no such preference for particular scenes demands explanation. Did 
Etruscans have little concern for what was shown on pots? Was shape important only 
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because of its relationship to function and the nature of the figurative decoration of no 
consequence? Or were the Etruscans extremely interested in figurative scenes, but of such 
a voracious appetite for all aspects of Greek myth and life that any scene would find a 
buyer soon enough for merchants to feel that there was no advantage in targeting particu- 
lar scenes to the Etruscan market? 

The selection of scenes on comparable Etruscan artefacts 

Determining whether the Etruscans were blindly indiscriminate or voraciously critical 
consumers of Greek images requires that we look at the images which the Etruscans 
created or had created on their home ground. I examine a range of products made in 
Etruria: Caeretan hydriai, Etruscan black-figure, superposed colour and early red-figure 
pottery, sixth- and fifth-century mirrors, and tomb paintings (compare Spivey and 
Stoddart 1990: 100). All these employ graphic techniques parallel to those involved in 
Athenian painted pottery, and are objects from the domestic and/or funerary worlds in 
which the imported pottery was employed. 

'Caeretan hydriai' are sixth-century vessels of a distinctive shape and polychrome 
decoration found almost exclusively at, and surely made at, Caere but by Greek potters 
and painters (Hemelrijk 1984). Most carry scenes of Greek myth - particularly scenes of 
Herakles and Dionysiac scenes. All the myth scenes can be paralleled in my sample of 
Athenian black-figure material from Etruscan sites, except for a scene of Arimaspi and a 
scene possibly showing Polyneikes and Eriphyle, neither of which is paralleled in Attic 
black-figure. All others can also be paralleled in the Agora material, with the exception 
of scenes of Europa and of Polyphemos. Some Caeretan hydriai have scenes not 
connected to Greek mythology, and most of these scenes are to be found both in Athen- 
ian pottery exported to the Etruscan world and in Athenian pottery sold on the home 
market. The only peculiar scene is one of sword dancing (which occurs twice). Fantastic 
animals, including winged horses, sirens and sphinxes, also appear on the hydriai, but none 
of these is alien to Athenian pottery. 

Some scenes known on Athenian pottery do not appear in the Caeretan material, 
inevitably, given that only seventy-one Caeretan hydriai survive. Scenes connected with 
Homeric epic are limited to an embassy to Achilles and the scene of Polyphemos. There 
are no Amazons and no scenes of Theseus. But these are trivial gaps. More interesting is 
the fact that there are no scenes of a warrior departing (and only one of hoplite fighting), 
no sympotic scenes or scenes of revelling, and no scenes of women's life (the hydria comes 
to be a shape that attracts scenes of female activity in Athenian red-figure pottery).2 
Apparently myth and fantasy were what Caere demanded for this local product. 

Etruscan pottery offers a rather different story of duplication and differentiation (data 
from Beazley 1947 supplemented by Spivey 1987). Only a minority of Etruscan black- 
figure pots, which continued to be produced down to the middle of the fifth century, shows 
mythological scenes. Herakles is shown with various opponents (Triton, Hydra, Kyknos, 
Acheloos, giants). There are centauromachies, and various Greek gods appear on their 
own or in combination (Hermes, Athena, Aphrodite). Trojan war scenes are limited to 
Aias and Achilles. Satyrs are frequent, but not Dionysos. Non-mythological scenes, by 
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contrast, are numerous: symposia, revelling, athletics, chariots, fighting and laying out the 
dead. Youths appear in various combinations and women are also shown running and 
dancing. There are a lot of animals, including winged horses, and there is also a vase 
showing winged genitalia, a motif paralleled in an Etruscan tomb painting. By compari- 
son to Caeretan hydriai the range of mythological scenes is more limited and the interest 
in non-mythological scenes more extensive (but does not include hunting). 

The choice of scenes in the Etruscan pots decorated with superposed colour, produced 
during the fifth century, parallels that on the Etruscan black-figure pots, although the 
range of Greek myth is more limited. By contrast, earlier Etruscan red-figure, dating to 
the second half of the fifth century, comes much closer to the range of Athenian pottery. 
Dionysos frequently appears, warriors depart, youths and youths and women together are 
dominant, scenes of sexual pursuit appear along with a small (and rather idiosyncratic) 
range of Herakles scenes, and quite a variety of mythological scenes (Leda and the egg is 
peculiarly popular, a scene appearing for the first time in Attic painted pottery at just this 
same period (compare Harari 1995)). 

Archaic-style Etruscan engraved mirrors (Mayer-Prokop 1967), not all actually archaic 
in date, show neither Trojan war scenes nor scenes of Herakles. Their Greek myth scenes 
include Apollo, once with Daphne in a scene not found on Athenian pottery, Peleus and 
Thetis, Eos and Kephalos, Eos and Memnon, and Athena leading Athanasia (away from 
Tydeus), a scene known only from fifth-century Athenian pots. Satyrs and maenads 
appear (but not Dionysos) along with dancers, male and female runners (some winged), 
symposia and sacrifices. 

Fifth-century mirrors (Pfister-Roesgen 1975; van der Meer 1995) show less interest in 
Apollo, but continue to show Peleus and Thetis and Eos with Kephalos or Tithonos (Fig. 
2) and Memnon. Peleus also appears with Atalanta and Eos with Thetis and Zeus in one 
of a number of unique Etruscan combinations of Greek figures. Achilles appears with 
Penthesileia (who also appears with Diomedes!), with Memnon and dicing with Aias (who 
also duels with Hector). A winged Chalchas, perhaps nothing to do with the Greek 
Kalchas, examines a liver. Polyneikes and Eteokles duel, and Amphiaraos appears in a 
peculiar Etruscan scene with Aias and a winged figure. Lykourgos appears threatened by 
Taseos and threatening his own son Philonikos at an altar - an Etruscan peculiarity. 
Aphrodite appears alone with Adonis, and in peculiar Etruscan scenes with Helen (and 
Paris) at the birth of Hermione, and with Zeus and Persephone. Athena appears with 
Marsyas, in an Etruscan combination with Perseus, Hermes and the head of Medusa, and 
frequently with Herakles. Herakles appears with Atlas, with the apples of the Hesperides 
and at a fountain, but also in pursuit of the Etruscan female figure Mlacuch (Fig. 3). 
Dionysos appears in Etruscan combinations with Semele and Apollo and with Artemis, 
Ariadne and Athena, and satyrs appear on their own and with maenads. Orestes is shown 
killing Klytaimnestra (and pursued by Erinyes), Ixion is shown on his wheel, Jason with 
the dragon and Odysseus summoning up Teiresias from the underworld. Philoktetes, not 
a popular figure in Greek art, is healed by Machaon. Scenes involving only figures who 
have no Greek parallel are rare, but Laran is found pursuing Celsclan. Non-mythological 
scenes are rarer, but symposium scenes, warriors departing for war and fighting, youths on 
their own or with a maidens or a horse, and women pouring libations are all found, along 
with sirens, sphinxes and winged figures of Hypnos and Thanatos (carrying off Memnon). 
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Figure 2 Etruscan inscribed mirror: Eos pursues Tithonos. Berlin, Staatliche Mus. Inv. fr.27, Pfister- 
Roesgen 1975 S15. Figure after E. Gerhard Etruskische Spiegel (1843-67) II: fig.179. 

On Etruscan tombs the heroes of the Trojan war are well represented - Achilles, Aias, 
Agamemnon, Nestor, Odysseus, Troilos. Theban myths appear only in the Franqois Tomb 
at Vulci begun in the second half of the fourth century. Herakles and Theseus appear only 
in the problematic Tomba dell' Orco at Tarquinia of uncertain date (most probably fourth- 
century (Steingraber 1986: no. 94)). Of Greek gods, Hades appears twice, Dionysos once 
or twice (both in the late sixth century), Hermes perhaps twice (in the late sixth and early 
fifth century), Aphrodite perhaps once (late sixth-century). Apollo, Artemis, Athena, 
Ares are all totally absent. Etruscan figures familiar from the mirrors are rare or absent: 
Lasa makes one possible appearance. The only Etruscan figures are Phersu, Vanth (who 
appears only twice, in the late fourth century and in the Hellenistic period) and Charun. 
Alongside these mythological figures are abundant scenes of symposia, revelling, music, 
dancing (including dancing in armour and with weapons), athletics, horses and hunting, 
and some of warriors, battles, departure, funerals and of making love. Creatures familiar 
and fantastic are frequent. 

The selections of scenes on these various artefacts are very diverse. Caeretan hydriai 
have no scenes of sympotic activity but plenty of scenes of Heracles and Dionysos. 
Etruscan black-figure and superposed colour pots have no scenes of Dionysos, but do 
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Figure 3 Etruscan relief mirror: Heracles wrestles with Mlacuch. London British Museum inv. 542, 
Pfister-Roesgen 1975: S1. Figure after E. Gerhard Etruskische Spiegel (1843-67) IV: fig. 344. 

have Heracles. Symposia feature on black-figure pots but not those with superposed 
colour. Archaic Etruscan mirrors and Etruscan wall paintings have no interest in 
Heracles or Dionysos but do have sympotic scenes, but, while wall paintings do show some 
scenes of the Trojan war already in the archaic period as well as later, archaic mirrors do 
not. Wall paintings have little interest in Greek gods, but both archaic and fifth-century 
mirrors show them frequently and in various combinations. Only Etruscan red-figure 
produces the full range of scenes consumed on imported pottery, and Etruscan red-figure, 
unlike the other artefacts, may actually have been a substitute for the Attic products if 
they became harder to come by following the battle of Kyme in 474. 

Explaining appeal 

How is the diversity to be explained? Context plays some part. It helps to explain the 
appearance of the peculiarly Etruscan figures of Charun, Phersu and Vanth, figures 
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connected with death, in Etruscan tombs and the absence of all of these except Vanth, 
who is named twice, from mirrors (mirrors themselves end up in tombs, but repairs 
suggest they were not made primarily for the tomb (de Grummond 1982: 172, 183)). The 
predilection of mirrors for pairs, whether in explicit sexual pursuit or otherwise, includ- 
ing pairs unexampled in Greek pottery such as Apollo and Daphne, and for more 
'domestic' types of scene (as with Helen mothering Hermione) would seem similarly to 
fit their domestic function in female adornment. The wealth and education of the 
consumers probably plays a part too. Etruscan figured pottery, particularly black-figure 
and that with superposed colour, has been thought to service the cheaper end of the 
market (Spivey 1987: 66). That end of the market was perhaps less interested in Greek 
mythology than the end that bought the polychrome and slightly exotic Caeretan 
hydriai, mirrors and painted tombs. But neither context of use nor the affluence or 
pretensions of the purchaser obviously explain why, for example, Etruscan mythologi- 
cal figures appear on fifth-century mirrors, and then in great numbers on later mirrors, 
but not on the walls of tombs (Sowder 1982). Artefacts with imagery derived from 
Greek sources are clearly doing things that are not merely functional or related or social 
status. 

To understand what these images are doing we need to situate them in the context of 
the Etruscan imagination. Brendel argued that Greek and Etruscan art stood in an 
entirely different relation to literature (1978: ch. 12). Expression of the difference in terms 
of literature is unfortunate, as is becoming increasingly clear from works which point out 
how independent Greek figurative scenes are from literature (Snodgrass 1998), but the 
different relation to native stories is clear. The material analysed here reveals the poverty 
of Etruscan mythology: even such Etruscan mythological figures as appear generally fail 
to make an impression on figurative artists working in more than one medium - what 
appears in tombs does not appear on mirrors. Yet this material also reveals a great 
Etruscan appetite for stories. Imported Greek pots show as wide a range of Greek myth 
as is to be found in the material from Athens itself, and that a wide range gets taken up 
in Etruscan red-figure pottery. Etruscan material shows a knowledge of Greek stories 
more detailed than could be gained from Greek images alone, as has, for example, been 
demonstrated for the representation of the story of Troilos (Spivey and Stoddart 1990: 
99). It also shows an interest in depicting scenes from Greek mythology not known to have 
been represented in contemporary or earlier Greek art, and in creating new stories out of 
the elements of existing Greek myths (Carpino 1996: 85). These features are particularly 
prominent in Etruscan mirror scenes with their early predilection for Apollo and Daphne, 
their combination of Greek gods and heroes with Etruscan figures (e.g. Herakles and 
Mlacuch), and their representations of both Thetis and Eos pleading with Zeus for the 
lives of their sons, Achilles and Memnon. 

Etruscan interest in Greek stories resides both in their content and in the way in which 
they were represented by Greek artists. Etruscan artists often present scenes using the 
same compositions used by Greek artists to present the same scenes (as with scenes of 
Eos pursuing Kephalos/Tithonos (Fig. 2 and Plate 2; Pfister-Roesgen 1975: S2, S15, S25; 
compare van der Meer 1995: 28; de Puma 1982: 92, 97)). But Etruscan artists may also 
take up an iconographic scheme employed by Greek artists to represent one scene and 
use it to represent a different scene. Heracles and Mlacuch (Fig. 3) are modelled on Peleus 
and Thetis (Plate 1), Lykourgos at the altar (Paris, Louvre Inv. Br.1729; Pfister-Roesgen 
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Plate 1 Peleus wrestles with Thetis. Interior of an Athenian red-figure cup signed by Peithinos as 
painter, from Vulci. ARV 115.2. Berlin, Staatliche Museen 2279. (Photo courtesy of Antiken- 
sammlung, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin - Preussischer Kulturbesitz.) 

Plate 2 Eos pursues Tithonos. Interior of an Athenian red-figure cup, provenance unknown. ARV 
941.34. Heidelberg University Museum 155. (Photo courtesy of Antikenmuseum des Archaologis- 
chen Instituts der Universitat Heidelberg.) 
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1975: S59) on Telephos. Etruscan interest in Greek stories was evidently both aural and 
visual. 

What the Etruscans do with Greek stories and Greek images offers a way of under- 
standing the nature of the market for Greek ceramics. Etruscan voracity for Greek 
pottery can be seen as an appetite for images as a resource which could be variously 
assimilated to local needs. Not all that Greek painted pottery offered was of use to the 
Etruscans in any particular field. They took up some stories and images in some media, 
others in other media. Arguably, only ceramics, capable of deployment in a wide variety 
of domestic, religious and funerary contexts, needed the full range of imagery on offer. 
Greek myths offered a resource to Etruscans which native tradition could not supply, and 
Greek representations of their myths offered resources to enable the representation and 
elaboration of both those Greek myths and also the smaller fund of Etruscan traditional 
tales. In surrounding themselves in their tombs with Greek representations of myth and 
life on pots the Etruscans assimilated the exotic life offered by Greek images to the life 
elsewhere brought in by death. In introducing Etruscan figures into scenes on mirrors 
where the story is carried by figures directly derived from the Greek mythological 
tradition the Etruscans advertised their participation in that exotic culture, both to them- 
selves and to the neighbours and foreigners who acquired the mirrors (Etruscan mirrors 
have been found in Latium (Praeneste), Umbria, Bologna, and Montefortino, Aquileia 
and Elba in Italy, and in Bordeaux, Avenches, Ampurias, Corfu and Egypt outside; see 
de Grummond (1982:173)). 

Appeal and agency 

The patterns surveyed above demonstrate two contrasting things. First, although Etruscan 
demand affected the shapes of pot made in Athens, and, in the case of stamnoi at least, 
the shapes of pot that came to be used by Athenians, it did not affect the general run of 
imagery painted in Athens. Second, the imagery on imported Athenian pots was never- 
theless what the Etruscans demanded: the congruence of Etruscan red-figure imagery 
with Athenian imagery shows that most clearly. The Etruscans emerge as both voracious 
and discriminating consumers of Athenian pottery. The differences between the imagery 
of imported Athenian pottery and the imagery of Etruscan mirrors, tomb paintings or 
black or super-posed colour pottery are not the differences between what was 'dumped' 
upon the Etruscans and what they really wanted, but between what appealed in one 
circumstance, in one 'sensorium' to use Gosden's term, and what in another. 

'Circumstance' is different from function. Shape and function are necessarily related, 
imagery and function are not. Pots of a suitable shape can be used for whatever purpose 
regardless of the imagery that they bear. Athenian imagination may appeal, even if 
Athenian practices do not (the Etruscanization of symposia and athletics indulged in by 
the 'Perizoma group' was not taken up by others because it was not necessary). The differ- 
ential appeal of Athenian imagery in different circumstances shows the active interaction 
between image and viewer: the viewer expected the image, according to circumstance, to 
do (or not do) particular sorts of thing. 

What sorts of thing might be in question is best considered by thinking first about the 
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differences between imported pottery and mirrors. Most pots imported to Etruria were 
appropriate to the symposium or drinking party, and repairs suggest that they were so 
used before deposition in tombs. But whether at a party or when deposited as part of a 
burial, the pots were not engaged with by solitary individuals: their use was part of a 
relationship or set of relationships - with other living humans at the party, with living and 
dead men and perhaps with gods or spirits at the funeral. Mirrors were different. Not only 
could they appropriately be used by a solitary individual, they were in some ways necess- 
arily individual: the wine that one user drinks from a cup and the picture he or she sees 
in it will be the same, but what one user sees in the mirror is never what another user sees. 
The 'aspirations and values', to use Gosden's phrase, carried by a pot will always become 
shared aspirations and values, and will always interact with the aspirations and values 
expressed embedded in the occasion generally or in that particular occasion. The aspir- 
ations and values carried by a mirror, though they will necessarily interact with the aspir- 
ations and values of the user on the particular occasion, remain private. 

There are various ways in which the different circumstances, different sensoria, might 
manifest themselves in the imagery. On archaic Etruscan mirrors we find a subset of the 
imagery of Athenian pottery that focuses on the heterosexual encounter, whether of the 
boy-meets-girl sort or of the 'male and female at a party' sort (symposia, dancers, satyrs 
and maenads). These encounters are not all straightforward - Athena takes his girl 
(immortality) away from Tydeus! - but all operate in a manifestly Greek world. On fifth- 
century mirrors we find a far less exclusively heterosexual focus, with the disappearance 
of some of the social contexts (no dances, fewer symposia), the addition of war-related 
scenes, whether overtly mythological or not, and the infiltration of expressly Etruscan 
figures into Greek mythological iconography. If the archaic mirrors suggest that one is 
looking at oneself in preparation for an encounter with the other sex, fifth-century 
mirrors prepare the viewer for a very much wider range of encounters. But what they 
signally fail to do is prepare one for the ordinary life of the Greek city - not for athlet- 
ics, hunting, revelling or weddings. And neither in the sixth nor the fifth century is there 
any focus on preparing oneself for scrutiny as a body: no mirror features the Judgement 
of Paris. 

When we turn to Etruscan pottery, we can no longer appeal to different context of use 
to guide our understanding of the choices being made (though Caeretan pottery coming 
in but one shape, the hydria, probably does imply a restricted use context). Etruscan pots 
offered an additional source of some sorts of imagery available from Athenian imported 
pottery, but the imagery duplicated by Caeretan lacks the imagery of Athenian life 
(symposia, weddings, war) and that duplicated by Etruscan black-figure lacks any degree 
of theological gloss (no Dionysos, no Eos). Athenian imported imagery made available 
both scenes that could be viewed as immediate reflections of life and scenes that were 
distanced from life. Etruscan black-figure pots preferably select the immediate, Caeretan 
hydriai the distanced. 

Those who purchase the lexicon of a foreign language find themselves drawing from 
different parts of it on different occasions: the French phrases traditionally heard from 
English lips have often been either highly sophisticated or obscene. With Athenian 
pottery, Etruscans bought a picture-dictionary that they were well able to map onto their 
dictionaries of Greek fable and Greek life. Part of the appeal was that the whole of the 
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dictionary was good to display, but part of the appeal was that it could be used - selec- 
tively and for a purpose. 

Faculty of Classics, Sidgwick 
Avenue, Cambridge CB3 9DA 

Notes 

1 For Bologna I have used the material from Bologna museum published in the Bologna 
volumes of Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum (CVA), for Tarquinia the material from the 
Tarquinia museum published by Campus, Pinney Ferrari, and Tronchetti, and for Nola 
and Vulci the material from those sites in the collections of the British Museum (British 
Museum Catalogue supplemented by CVA), the Louvre (CVA) and the Berlin Museum 
(Furtwingler's catalogue). Most previous statistical analyses of the distribution of vases 
(Hus 1971; Martelli 1979; Meyer 1980; Robinson 1990) and of the proportions and 
distribution of different vase scenes (Webster 1972; Giudice 1999) have depended 
wholly or largely upon Beazley's catalogues, ABV, ARV and Paralipomena, of material 
which he could attribute to a painter or workshop. For red-figure pottery it is not clear 
that the inclusion of unattributed pieces significantly changes the picture, but for black- 
figure there are serious doubts as to the degree to which Beazley's catalogues are 
representative of the whole corpus (see Hannestad 1991), and this seriously undermines 
even the recent work by Giudice (1999). Museum collections have their own biases, but 
there is some reason to believe those to be less systematic than the biases within ABV. 
For early black-figure, the data collected by Rosati et al. (1989) provide a firmer base 
(compare Osborne 1996), but unfortunately this work does not extend over a long 
enough period to be of use here. 

2 'Chalcidian' pottery (Rumpf 1927) makes an interesting comparison. This late sixth- 
century pottery seems to have been made in Italy, but not certainly in Etruria (it is much 
more widely distributed in Italy than is Caeretan). Although these are dominated by 
animal friezes (panthers, lions, sphinxes, sirens, etc.) they also feature a range of myths 
(Heracles, scenes connected with the Trojan war, a Theseus and Minotaur), Dionysiac 
scenes, and scenes of fighting, warriors departing, symposia, sexual activity, horsemen, 
chariots, wrestlers and runners. The corpus of myths included again includes one or two 
unusual items, in this case the rape of the Leukippids, Phineus and Tydeus. Overall the 
range, like the style, is rather closer to that of Attic pottery. 

References 

Abbreviations 

ABV Beazley, J. D. 1956. Attic Black-Figure Vase-Painters. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

ARV Beazley, J. D. 1963. Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters. 2nd edn. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

LIMC Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae. 1981-99. Zurich and Munich: Artemis. 

This content downloaded  on Mon, 14 Jan 2013 15:53:36 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Why did Athenian pots appeal to the Etruscans? 293 

Paralipomena Beazley, J. D. 1971. Paralipomena. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Beazley, J. D. 1947. Etruscan Vase Painting. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Boardman, J. 1974. Athenian Black Figure Vases. London: Thames & Hudson. 
Brendel, 0. 1978 Etruscan Art. Harmondsworth: Penguin. 
Brijder, H. A. G. (ed.) 1984. Ancient Greek and Related Pottery. Amsterdam: Allard Pierson 
Museum. 
Brommer, F. 1984. Themenwahl aus ortlichen Grunden. In Ancient Greek and Related Pottery (ed. 
H. A. G. Brijder). Amsterdam: Allard Pierson Museum, pp. 178-84. 
Burkert, W. 1987. Oriental and Greek mythology: the meeting of parallels. In Interpretations of 
Greek Mythology (ed. J. Bremmer). London: Routledge, pp. 10-40. 
Burkert, W. 1992. The Orientalizing Revolution: Near Eastern Influence on Greek Culture in the 
Early Archaic Age. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Burn, L. 1987. The Meidias Painter. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Carpenter, T. H. 1984. The Tyrrhenian Group: problems of provenance. Oxford Journal of Archae- 
ology, 3: 45-56. 
Carpino, A. 1996. Greek mythology in Etruria: an iconographic study of three Etruscan relief 
mirrors. In Etruscan Italy (ed. J. F. Hall). Provo, Utah: Museum of Art, Brigham Young University, 
pp. 65-91. 
Christiansen, J. and Melander, T. (eds) 1988. Proceedings of the 3rd Symposium on Ancient Greek 
and Related Pottery. Copenhagen: Nationalmuseet. 
Cohen, B. 2000. Not the Classical Ideal: Athens and the Construction of the Other in Greek Art. 
Leiden: Brill. 
Geniere, J. de la 1987a. Rituali funebri e produzione di vasi. In Tarquinia: ricerche, scavi et prospet- 
tive (eds M. B. Jovino and C. C. Trer6). Rome: Bretschneider, pp. 203-8. 
Geniere, J. de la 1987b. Vases des L6n6ennes? Melanges de l'ecole franqaise de Rome, 99: 43-61. 
Geniere, J. de la 1988a. Images attiques et religiosit6 6trusque. In Proceedings of the 3rd Symposium 
on Ancient Greek and Related Pottery (eds J. Christiansen and T. Melander). Copenhagen: National- 
museet, pp. 161-9. 
Geniere, J. de la 1988b. Les acheteurs des crateres corinthiens. BCH, 112: 83-90. 
Geniere, J. de la 1991. Quelques observations sur les c6ramiques grecques pr6sentes dans les 
n6cropoles de Gela. Cronache de archeologia, 30: 167-71. 
Giudice, F. 1999. Il viaggio delle immagini dall Attica verse l'occidente. In Le mythe grec dans l'Italic 
antique (ed. F.-H. Massa-Pairault). Rome: Ecole Franqaise de Rome, pp. 267-327. 
Grummond, N. T. de 1982. A Guide to Etruscan Mirrors. Tallahassee, FL: Archaeological News. 
Hannestad, L. 1991. Athenian pottery in Etruria c. 550-470: Beazley and quantitative studies. 
Cronache di Archeologia, 30: 211-16. 
Harari, M. 1995. Ipotesi sulle regole del montaggio narrativo nella pittura vascolare etrusca. In Modi 
e funzioni del racconto mitico nella ceramica greca, italiota ed etrusca dal vi al ivg secolo a. c. Salerno, 
pp. 103-35. 
Hemelrijk, J. M. 1984. Caeretan Hydriai. Mainz: von Zabern. 
Hus, A. 1971. Vulci etrusque et etrusco-romain. Paris: Klincksieck. 
Johnston, A. W. 1991. Greek vases in the marketplace. In Looking at Greek Vases (eds T. 
Rasmussen and N. Spivey) Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 203-31. 

This content downloaded  on Mon, 14 Jan 2013 15:53:36 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


294 Robin Osborne 

Kossatz-Deissmann, A. 1981. Nestor und Antilochos zu den spdtarchaischen Bildern mit Leber- 
schau. Archiologische Anzeiger: 562-76. 

Lewis, S. 1997. Shifting images: Athenian women in Etruria. In Gender and Ethnicity in Ancient 
Italy (eds T. Cornell and K. Lomas). London: Accordia Research Institute, pp. 141-54. 

Lissarrague, F. 1987. Voyages d'images: iconographie et aires culturelles. REA 89: 261-70. 

Lissarrague, F. 1989. L'autre guerrier: Archers, peltastes, cavaliers dans l'imagerie attique. Paris: La 
Decouverte. 

Martelli, M. 1979. Prima considerazioni sulla statistica della importazione greche in Etruria nel 
periodo arcaico. Studi Etruschi, 47: 37-52. 

Martelli, M. 1989. La ceramica greca in Etruria: problemi e prospettive di ricerca. In Atti del 
Secondo Congresso Internazionale Etrusco, 2: 781-811. 

Massa-Pairault, F.-H. (ed.) 1999. Le mythe grec dans l'Italie antique: Fonction et image. Rome: Ecole 
Franqaise de Rome. 

Mayer-Prokop, I. 1967. Die gravierten etruskischen Griffspiegel archaischen Stils. Heidelberg: F. H. 
Kerle. 

Metzger, H. 1990. Une connotation sicilienne sur certains vases attiques exportes vers la Sicile. 
Cronache di Archeologia, 29: 43-7. 

Meyer, J. C. 1980. Roman history in the light of the import of Attic vases to Rome and Etruria in 
the sixth and fifth centuries B.C. Analecta Roman Instituti Danici, 9: 47-68. 

Moore, M. B. 1997. The Athenian Agora, Vol. 30, Attic Red-Figured and White-ground Pottery. 
Princeton, NJ: American School of Classical Studies. 

Moore, M. B. and Philippides, M. Z. 1986. The Athenian Agora, Vol. 23, Attic Black-Figured Pottery. 
Princeton, NJ: American School of Classical Studies. 

Osborne, R. 1996. Pots, trade and the archaic Greek economy. Antiquity, 70: 31-44. 

Pfister-Roesgen, G. 1975. Die etruskische Spiegel des 5. Jhs. v. Chr. Bern and Frankfurt: Lang. 

Puma, R. de 1982. Greek gods and heroes. In A Guide to Etruscan Mirrors (ed. N. T. de 
Grummond). Tallahasee: Archaeological News, pp. 89-100. 

Rasmussen, T. 1985. Etruscan shapes in Attic pottery. Antike Kunst, 28: 33-9. 

Rasmussen, T. and Spivey, N. (eds) 1991. Looking at Greek Vases. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Robinson, E. G. D. 1990. Between Greek and native: the Xenon group. In Greek Colonists and 
Native Populations (ed. J-P. Descoeudres). Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp. 251-79. 

Rosati, R., Quartili, L. and Guermandi, M. P. 1989. La ceramica attica nell' Mediterraneo: analisi 
computerizzata delle diffusione: Le fase initiali 630-560 a.c. Bologna: Co-operativa Libraria Univer- 
sitaria Editrice Bologna. 

Rumpf, A. 1927. Chalkidische Vasen. Berlin: de Gruyter. 

Shapiro, H. A. 2000. Modest athletes and liberated women: Etruscans on Attic black-figure vases. 
In Not the Classical Ideal (ed. B. Cohen). Leiden: Brill, pp. 315-37. 

Snodgrass, A. M. 1998. Homer and the Artists: Text and Picture in Early Greek Art. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Sowder, C. L. 1982. Etruscan mythological figures. In A Guide to Etruscan Mirrors (ed. N. T. de 
Grummond). Tallahassee, Fl: Archaeological News, pp. 100-28. 

Spivey, N. 1987. The Micali Painter and His Followers. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Spivey, N. 1991. Greek vases in Etruria. In Looking at Greek Vases (eds T. Rasmussen and N. 
Spivey). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 131-50. 

This content downloaded  on Mon, 14 Jan 2013 15:53:36 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Why did Athenian pots appeal to the Etruscans? 295 

Spivey, N. and Stoddart, S. 1990. Etruscan Italy: An Archaeological History. London: Batsford. 

Steingrdber, S. 1986. Etruscan Painting: Catalogue Raisonne of Etruscan Wall Paintings. New York: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Tosto, V. 1999. The Black-figure Pottery Signed NIKOSTHENESEPOIESEN. Amsterdam: Allard 
Pierson Museum. 

Tronchetti, F. 1983. Ceramica Attica a figure nere: Grandi vasi: Anfore, pelikai, crateri. Rome: 
Bretschneider. 

van der Meer, L. B. 1995. Interpretatio Etrusca: Greek Myths on Etruscan Mirrors. Amsterdam: 
Gieben. 

van Straten, F. 1995. Hiera Kala: Images of Animal Sacrifice in Archaic and Classical Greece. Leiden: 
Brill. 

von Bothmer, D. 1972. A unique pair of Attic vases. Revue Archeologique: 83-92. 

Webster, T. B. L. 1972. Potter and Patron in Classical Athens. London: Methuen. 

This content downloaded  on Mon, 14 Jan 2013 15:53:36 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. [277]
	p. 278
	p. 279
	p. 280
	p. 281
	p. 282
	p. 283
	p. 284
	p. 285
	p. 286
	p. 287
	p. 288
	p. 289
	p. 290
	p. 291
	p. 292
	p. 293
	p. 294
	p. 295

	Issue Table of Contents
	World Archaeology, Vol. 33, No. 2, Archaeology and Aesthetics (Oct., 2001), pp. 163-360
	Front Matter
	Making Sense: Archaeology and Aesthetics [pp. 163-167]
	The Evolution of Simplicity: Aesthetic Labour and Social Change in the Neolithic Near East [pp. 168-188]
	Faience Goddesses and Ivory Bull-Leapers: The Aesthetics of Sexual Difference at Late Bronze Age Knossos [pp. 189-205]
	Decorous Bodies and Disordered Passions: Representations of Emotion among the Classic Maya [pp. 206-219]
	A Dark Light: Reflections on Obsidian in Mesoamerica [pp. 220-236]
	Seeing Is Deceiving: Rock Art and the Non-Visual [pp. 237-256]
	Nature, Culture and the Body in Classical Greek Religious Art [pp. 257-276]
	Why Did Athenian Pots Appeal to the Etruscans? [pp. 277-295]
	Composing Avebury [pp. 296-314]
	The Aesthetics of Depositional Practice [pp. 315-333]
	Drawn from Memory: The Archaeology of Aesthetics and the Aesthetics of Archaeology in Earlier Bronze Age Britain and the Present [pp. 334-356]
	Back Matter [pp. 357-360]



