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When the reassembly of the loutrophoros was com-
plete, the extensive network of breaks and fills, and the 
intentional deep gouges and abrasions, revealed a visu-
ally disruptive surface on the exterior of the ceramic. 
This incited discussion for aesthetic integration options 
(Fig. 6).

Without experimenting on the vase, the various choices 
were presented virtually to Berlin for discussion through 
Adobe Photoshop mockups. This enabled the effective 
visualization of reintegration options to be assessed be
fore in-painting. Through collaborative discussion, deci-
sions were made on a case by case basis, with the ultimate 
goal of providing a balanced, integrated design without 
adding misleading information. 

Krater (F 3256)

The volute krater arrived in poor condition with its neck, 
rim and handles detached and in fragments. The vase’s 
separate base was also in poor condition. Joins along the 
fragmentary krater’s body were separating and unstable 
as a result of adhesive failure. Because of its mostly com-
plete condition (neck, rim, handles and foot) this krater 
was used as a model for recreating missing sections on its 
counterpart (F 3257). As with the loutrophoroi, various 
areas of the ceramic surface were flaking and discolor and 
a lining was present on the interior. Although the lining 
disguised the structural condition of the vase, it fortui-
tously assisted in keeping many of the failing joins 
together. Once the lining was removed modern ceramic 
sections and colla were exposed. The discovery of 36 
brass staples bridging joins on the bottom section of the 
krater was unexpected (Fig. 7). Numerous archived doc-
uments by Gargiulo mention the use of brass staples on 
the base and foot of vases for additional strength (Gar

giulo 1826, 1833b, 1834, 1838, 1844). To better under-
stand their composition, one staple was subjected to 
X-ray fluorescence (XRF) analysis. Based on its alloy 
composition and comparison to a comprehensive data-
base of historic European brasses, the production of the 
staples likely occurred after 1800 but before the 1890s 
(Heginbotham 2012).15 The associated base exhibited 
several restoration campaigns, indicated by the different 
types of repairs including the disguising of holes where 
staples once existed. The scientific analysis and historic 
documentation of the brass staples provided yet another 
connection to Gargiulo. 

Large modern sections, measuring approximately 26 × 
34 cm, and made up of numerous smaller modern ceramic 
pieces, were identified on the body of the krater. The 
figures painted on the blank ceramic constructions are 
based on assumption, and although probably once very 
well integrated and not easily distinguished from the 
ancient surface, are now flaking and discolor. In fact, 
many areas were already noted in an 1885 publication 
by archaeologist Adolf Furtwängler as entirely modern 
(Furtwängler 1885, 916 – 918).16 These large sections were 
covered with a modern lining (facing) on the interior 
so that the entire group could be safely removed as one 
piece and conserved to prevent further paint loss. The 
discovery of many ancient fragments that had never been 
incorporated, but were rather replaced with modern 
pieces, required reintegration. Thus the krater’s condi-
tion required its complete disassembly and provided yet 
another unique opportunity to further explore Gargiu-
lo’s working methods. 

A dialogue with Berlin ensued about whether to re
incorporate the large removed sections of 19th century 
restoration back into the krater. Due to a slight change in 
the vessel’s reconstructed shape, and the significant dif-
ference in color after cleaning, the restored sections no 
longer matched the krater. Therefore the approach taken 
was to fill the losses using rigid and stable materials and 
in-paint with a neutral harmonizing tone. Meanwhile the 
detached restorations were displayed in the public ex
hibition as didactic examples of Gargiulo’s work and res-
toration trends during the 19th century (Fig. 8).

During the disassembly and cleaning of the krater, 
damage disguised by overpaint was once again revealed 
on the ancient fragments. The solution for visually inte-
grating these larger areas was more complex. Choices 
were made to balance the actual state of the krater by 
reducing the appearance of the more disfiguring dam
age. Deep gouges and loss of ceramic were filled and 
in-painted while minor surface abrasion and rasping 
remained untouched to minimize overpainting of the 
ancient ceramic. 

Fig. 7  Detail of krater (F 3256) interior revealing staples, 
small and large modern ceramic additions and colla.
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Krater (F 3257)

The second krater arrived at the Getty in completely dif-
ferent condition from the other three vases. The upper 
section neck, rim and handles (with no figural deco
ration) were clearly modern plaster additions, as were 
the large undecorated losses on the body; nearly 60 % of 
the ancient vase was missing. The structural condition, 
revealing numerous breaks and losses, were clearly evi-
dent as there was no interior lining to disguise them. The 
krater also arrived without its ancient base. 

Returning to the historic records, an image of this 
krater on display in Berlin before World War II docu-
ments the presence of these added sections.17 Curiously, 
the vase sits on a very different stand than krater F 3257 
and it was likely that this had been a contemporary fab-
rication (now missing). Its unusual condition was docu-
mented as early as 1825 in the archival drawing, depicting 
the krater with the same undecorated modern neck, han-

dles and foot.18 Decoration of the large losses on the body 
are suggested/completed by the artist; however it is not 
clear whether they ever existed. 

Further inspection of the krater revealed that the plas-
ter repairs had not endured the years well. The large and 
heavy fills, the neck and rim with handles, had been dam-
aged, removed and poorly replaced using different mate-
rials (adhesives and fillers). This was most evident on the 
interior where the repairs were equally careless. Ultra
violet illumination confirmed the degree of restoration 
and validated the need to follow the proposed treatment 
protocol in order to structurally stabilize and improve its 
appearance (Fig. 9).

At least three different types of plaster (identified by 
hardness and color) were used to fabricate the modern 
neck rim, handles, and fill replacements. Additional plas-
ter was smeared on the interior to reinforce the frag-
mented body. Hidden between the plaster, on a few areas 
of ceramic surface, was a patterned stain possibly related 
to a once-extant textile lining. Although this krater had 
evidently undergone several restoration campaigns, the 
presence of the stains suggests that a lining similar to that 
used on the other vases had probably existed.

As with the other two vases, the krater was systemati-
cally disassembled and desalinated. Once again, deliber-

Fig. 8  19th century sections removed from krater (F 3256) 
included in exhibition didactic display.

Fig. 9  UV image of krater (F 3257) showing fluorescence of 
19th century interventions. 
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10	 Clay analysis: elemental analysis using x-ray diffraction (XRD) 
and induced coupled plasma-mass spectrometry (ICPMS) de-
scribes the ceramic blanks as composed of an alumina-rich sili-
cate clay with calcite, quartz, albite and illite. Analysis by Co
velli in Gargiulo 1843, 21.

11	 In 1822 Gargiulo created a special adhesive (colla) for restoring 
ancient vases in the Real Museo Borbonico. Numerous docu-
ments claim its superior quality (Gargiulo 1822a). Gargiulo ob-
tained official permission from the Ministro di Casa Reale in 
Naples to use the adhesive he formulated (Gargiulo 1822b).

12	 While in Berlin, two vases had their ancient and modern frag-
ments dated using optical stimulated luminescence (OSL) test-
ing. OSL provided date ranges for two repairs: the modern foot 
on F 3242 dates to 1833 +/– 30 years, and the modern ceramic 
fragments in F 3241 to 1833 +/– 16 years. It is assumed that 
these support similar dates for the modern inserts and foot on 
the loutrophoros F 3264.

13	 The entire foot, lower rosette and bottom portion of the cylin-
drical body are modern.

14	 The following invoices in the ARISTOS archive are examples 
of Gargiulo’s criticisms of his predecessors: ASSAN XXI D7/ 
1.13 (1833; ref. 15042); ASSAN XXI D7/1.17 (31/5/1823; ref. 
46381).

15	 Composition of the analysed brass staple indicates relatively 
low levels of arsenic, antimony and iron; consequently there is 
a significant amount of silver (approximately 0.06 %) in the 
metal suggesting that the staple is unlikely to date before ca. 
1890s.

16	 Adolf Furtwängler (1853 – 1907) was a well-known German 
archaeologist, art historian, professor and director of the Glyp-
tothek, Munich. He was assistant director of the Royal Muse-
ums in Berlin (1880), responsible for assigning the accession 
numbers used on the Berlin vases, hence the “F” in front of F 
3256. His detailed descriptions of the iconography on the vases 
identified the modern sections. See: Furtwängler 1885.

17	 Archival photograph showing the display of krater F 3256 
and loutrophoroi F 3263 and F 3264 in the Neues Museum 
(1916 – 1939) Griechischer Saal. See Kästner – Saunders 2016, 
37 Fig. 1.11.

18	 Drawing of krater F 3257. 1825. Antikensammlung Staatliche 
Museen zu Berlin, Archiv Gerhardscher Apparat XVIII 25. 
See n. 2.

19	 Gargiulo created an inventory of Koller’s art collection from 
1826 – 1827 in the Bohemia Obřistvy (Czech Republic): see 
Kästner 2010, 42 and Milanese 2007a, 67.

20	 A complete description and list of the materials used for the 
conservation of the Berlin vases at the Getty can be found in 
Kästner – Saunders 2016, 71 f.

21	 Teresa Navarro-Gomez, antiquities conservation intern 2010 –  
2011 is sincerely thanked for the skillful and elegant handle 
molds and casts she created for krater F 3257.

22	 The Getty antiquities conservation mount makers are acknowl-
edged for reproducing the Plexiglas stand for krater F 3257, and 
the mounts for all four vases treated at the Getty Villa.



 The J. Paul Getty Museum’s collaboration with the 
Berlin Antikensammlung for the Gefährliche Perfektion 
exhibition focused on the history of the vases after their 
discovery, and Marie Svoboda discusses our conservation 
project elsewhere in this volume.1 I will not reiterate any 
of this material, other than to note that we were able to 
clarify certain details of the ancient iconography, such as 
the figure of Geryon on one of the kraters being triple- 
rather than double-bodied.2 With the completion of the 
project, we now have a better understanding of the four-
teen vases’ original decoration, and so I use this occasion 
to examine them more fully in terms of their production 
and use in mid-to-late 4th century Apulia (Fig. 1). The 
vessels were unquestionably made for funerary pur-
poses  – all save the dish have a hole in the base  – but 

how much more can be said about them? How might the 
scenes on the vases have been perceived at Ceglie del 
Campo, where they were reportedly found? 

I use the word ‘reportedly’ deliberately, as we do not 
have substantial evidence for the vases’ discovery.3 Raf-
faele Gargiulo’s inventory of Baron Franz von Koller’s 
collection, drawn up in 1827, gives their findspot as Ce
glie, and further documentation, as well as the vases 
themselves, suggests that Ceglie del Campo, rather than 
Ceglie Messapica, was intended. The fullest account of 
their recovery comes from the correspondence of Colo-
nel Jean Émile Humbert (1771 – 1839), who was an agent 
for what is today the National Museum of Antiquities 
in Leiden. Writing from Naples in 1830, he recorded  
that 
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Fig. 1  Group photograph of thirteen of the Ceglie vases (for the fourteenth, see Fig. 9). 
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“C’est le cas de faire particulierement remarquer 
ici . . . que bien peu de personnes qui s’occupent de 
l’étude des vases antiques ignorent qu’une douzaine 
des plus beaux que possedait le surdit général autri-
chien arriverent de Ceglia non loin de Bari à Naples 
dans plusieurs panniers entierement remplis de leurs 
fragments qui furent découverts dans trois tom-
beaux contigus qu’anciennement on avait violés, et 
bouleversés, et que ce général paya 6000 Ducats de 
Naples, environ 25,000 francs.”

He adds in a note

“Ces fragmens furent confiés à Mm. Gargiulo  & 
Pacileo, qui sous les yeux du Général von Koller en 
firent renaître 12 vases; dont quelques uns portaient 
les traces visibles de coups donnés avec un fer tran-
chant par les anciens violateurs des tombeaux qui les 
récelaient.”4

Two years previously, in 1828, Karl August Boettiger 
recorded Koller’s acquisition of a “dozen” magnificent 
vases from the Governor of Bari in Puglia. There are no 
other substantial vessels in Koller’s collection that have 
Ceglie as their findspot, so we may fairly presume that 
those referenced by both Humbert and Boettiger are 
those conserved during the Berlin/Getty project. Yet 
these number fourteen, not the “dozen” cited by our 19th 
century sources. Perhaps this is to split hairs – “dozen” 
may simply be a casual reference. But Humbert does give 
the number of reassembled vessels explicitly as twelve. 
One explanation for the discrepancy is that one or two 
might not have been fully restored, and we have observed 
that the reconstruction of one of the volute-kraters may 
have been completed in Bohemia after Koller’s death.5 
Nonetheless, even in Eduard Gerhard’s Apulische Vasen-
bilder in den Königlichen Museen zu Berlin (1845), 
the discrepancy continues. That volume covers thirteen 
of the vessels, omitting the dish – even though, judging 
from a previous publication, Gerhard knew of it.6 In 
preparing this paper, therefore, I had hoped to resolve 
one of the questions that had been on my mind from the 
start of our collaboration: did these fourteen vases really 
belong together in antiquity? 

Without new archaeological or archival evidence, the 
simple answer is that we still do not know. Based on 
Humbert’s account, however, we may at least begin with 
the idea that the vases came from three contiguous buri-
als. Given the size of the vessels and the funerary prefer-
ences in the region, I feel comfortable in speculating that 
these would have been semi-camera tombs.7 Humbert 
was writing some years after the discovery of the vases, 
and we should be cautious in taking his observations at 
face value, but there are good parallels for adjacent buri-

als of this type at Mt. Sannace and Gravina,8 and these in 
turn raise the possibility that the deceased might have 
been related members of a local elite. But even if it is pos-
sible to establish the type of burial, it is difficult to say 
more regarding the contents of each grave. However, 
well-documented semi-camera burials at sites such as 
Timmari, Conversano, Altamura, Bitonto and Ruvo do 
provide some material for comparisons.9 First, and most 
obviously, the Ceglie vases should have been accompanied 
by smaller vessels and other grave-goods. Of these, we 
have scarcely a trace.10 Second, a typical assemblage of 
large vessels in a Peucetian semi-camera tomb might 
comprise at least one volute krater,11 a loutrophoros, a 
hydria, a dish and perhaps a pair of amphorae. Here 
the Ceglie group conforms quite well, with three volute 
kraters and three pairs of amphorae for the three graves. 
The other vessels – the loutrophoroi, the hydriae and the 
dish – would not be out of place, but ascertaining which 
might have gone with which remains an open-ended 
question. It is certainly not clear to me that there are 
three chronologically distinct groups. Most of the vases – 
those attributed to the Darius Painter and his circle, as 
well as the Chamay, Phrixos and Underworld Painters – 
would sit comfortably between c. 340 and 320 B. C. The 
outliers are two of the kraters, associated with the Iliu-
persis Painter and the Group of the Moscow Pelike, 
which could be a decade or two earlier.12

Seeing that it is not feasible to reconstruct any group-
ings through comparison with other assemblages, might 
workshop or iconographical connections assist? Multi-
ple vessels from a particular workshop or painter can be 
found in a single Peucetian burial,13 which raises the like-
lihood of their being ordered or purchased together. 
There are instances too, where vases in a semi-camera 
tomb bear related scenes, and when they have been attrib-
uted to different painters or workshops14 we could even 
argue for a deliberate choice on the part of the consumer. 
With this in mind, it is worth exploring the visual culture 
at Ceglie. I do not propose that there are iconographical 
preferences particular to the site, but – not least because 
we lack specific contexts for the Berlin vases – looking at 
other finds from the settlement will ground our reading.

With over five kilometres of circuit walls,15 Ceglie was 
one of the largest Peucetian towns, and one might expect 
there to have been a number of grand burials. Of most 
interest are those from the Via Giuseppe Martino, dis-
covered in 1898. The distribution of the finds has been 
elucidated by Mimma Labellarte,16 and it seems that there 
were two semi-camera tombs – although which objects 
come from which grave remains unclear. The impressive 
array of Athenian red-figure vessels makes evident that 
the local elite already enjoyed good connections with the 
Greek world by the late 5th century B. C. The finds also 
testify to the importance of Dionysos, who is depicted in 
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fine style on the name vases of Trendall’s Painter of the 
Birth of Dionysos and Karneia Painter. Furthermore, a 
number of the vases from these tombs depict satyrs. It 
is frustrating not to know which vessels were buried 
together with others, but the recurrence of Dionysiac 
themes suggests the deliberate juxtaposition of related 
scenes – evidence for what we might call ‘visual literacy’, 
rather than blind consumption. Granted, the recurrence 
of the god and his entourage on these vases may seem 
unsurprising, given Dionysos’ connections with both the 
symposium and the afterworld, but a similar case can be 
made for Perseus. He appears with Medusa’s head on one 
of the small kantharoi, and again on the other side of the 
Karneia krater.17 Much has been written about the latter, 
and here I only draw attention to the juxtaposition of 
Dionysos with Apollo on the other side of the vessel. 
The depiction of the Karneia, a Doric festival that was 
celebrated in Sparta and her colonies,18 has prompted 
discussion regarding the vase’s place of production,19 but 
I would stress its discovery in a grave at Peucetian Ce
glie. Though it is impossible to argue without further evi-
dence that native Ceglians had experience of the Karneia, 

the krater’s Apolline subject  – as indicated by the ani-
conic stele inscribed Karneios – must have been under-
stood by some. For one of the amphorae found at the Via 
Giuseppe Martino also depicts the honouring of Apollo, 
with a cult statue of the god in a naiskos.20

The vases from these graves predate the Berlin group 
by at least fifty years, but show that some of the local elite 
were already well acquainted with aspects of Hellenic 
culture. Continuing in this vein, I note three other vases 
found, or reportedly found, at Ceglie. The first (Fig. 2) is 
a volute krater that offers a rich example of how vase dec-
oration, myth and funerary practices can intersect.21 A 
group of mourners is depicted at a tomb, in front of 
which is an amphora, likewise decorated with figures 
assembled at a monument. If the scene has been correctly 
interpreted as Priam at Hektor’s grave, the krater sup-
ports Claude Pouzadoux’s thesis that mythical images on 
Apulian vases endorse or reinforce local practice.22 A sec-
ond krater, now in Boston, extends this theme.23 Pouza-
doux has demonstrated that the funerary significance of 
a complex mythical scene like this goes beyond simple 
consolation.24 The aftermath of Achilles’ beheading of 
Thersites offers a means of exploring the proper way for 
both individual and community to react to situations – 
like a death  – which disrupt the status quo. In other 
words, mythical scenes on Apulian vases need not merely 
be funerary, but may have a broader social dimension as 
well. Related too is the possibility that those Ceglians 
who saw this vase needed to be familiar with the details 
of a particular narrative or performance in order to appre-
ciate it fully.25 We have already encountered a likely satyr 
play depicted on the Karneia krater, and Ceglie comes a 
respectable fourth after Ruvo, Taranto and Canosa as a 
find spot for tragedy-related vases.26 A remarkable exam-
ple is another monumental krater (Fig. 3), which, follow-
ing Margot Schmidt, might depict episodes from Euri
pides’ Eurystheus on both sides.27 Moreover the scene on 
the neck – Melanippos killed by one Stornix – remains 
obscure to us, but would surely have been meaningful to 
what we should consider a cultured elite at Ceglie. 

All this provides a grounding with which to consider 
the vases in Berlin. I will not survey all fourteen, but 
rather focus on individual vessels or pairs. In doing so, 
I wish to go beyond the vases’ funerary significance, 
which should be the starting point for any interpretive 
approach. So, the marriage of Herakles and Hebe on the 
earliest of the three kraters has an unambiguously con-
solatory significance (Fig. 4),28 at least to those familiar 
with the myth. Not only does Herakles transcend death, 
but he takes the hand of the goddess of youth – the very 
definition of everything ending ‘happily ever after.’ The 
only comparable Apulian scene of which I am aware is 
on a situla from Ruvo,29 and the Ceglie krater offers 
something not only more elaborate, but specific, even 

Fig. 2  Bari, Museo Archeologico 1394, associated with the 
Iliupersis Painter (RVAp I 203, no. 101). 
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intimate, with the marriage-couch and Olympian gods in 
attendance. Following Pouzadoux’s analysis of the Ther-
sites krater, there seems to be more to this composition 
than simply a nuptial celebration à la Olympos. Atten-
tion has been drawn to the juxtaposition in the lower 
frieze between Apollo, Artemis and Eunomia on the left 
and Euthymie and Dionysos on the right, and Christian 
Aellen in particular has demonstrated that the former can 
be associated with good order under Zeus, in contrast to 
the carefree Dionysos and his companions.30 On the 
krater, therefore, the marriage of Herakles to Hebe con-
stitutes the intertwining of two antithetical aspects to 
reach an ideal state, an end to troubles. To this, I would 
add that the bringing together of the Apolline and Dio-
nysiac in this way is something to which the community 
at Ceglie may have been receptive. A comparable juxta-
position between Apollo and Dionysos has already been 
noted on the two sides of the Karneia krater, and we meet 
something similar again on the neck of another krater in 
the Ceglie group,31 where Apollo defends Orestes while, 
on the other side, Dionysos is accompanied by his entou-
rage.

Side A of this krater warrants further discussion 
(Fig. 5). In his 1885 catalogue, Adolph Furtwängler 
described the scene as an “unerklaertes Widderopfer”,32 
and where Furtwängler feared to tread, one ought to be 
wary. Nonetheless, since the 19th century restorations – 
many of which Furtwängler identified – have now been 
removed, we can consider the scene afresh. A winged 
female, probably Nike, slaughters a white ram,33 and two 
groups flank the scene. On the left are Herakles and two 
women with hands touching, who pay close attention to 
the sacrifice. On the right, a figure in eastern attire with a 
spear gestures and looks back at a seated male with a 
sheathed sword and spear. Below, from left, a seated 
female with a shield and spear gestures toward a male 
wearing a helmet (not a fillet, as in the old restoration) 
and holding a spear. On the other side of the large void, 
a woman leans against the lap of a seated companion. 

Prior to treatment, this void contained a seated Athena 
and a youth with a mirror leaning against a post. Gar
giulo’s restoration offers a test-case for the dangers of 
“dangerous perfection”, as 19th century scholars sought 
to link all the scenes together, and identify an overarch-
ing theme concerning Thyestes, Atreus and their descend-
ents.34 As noted, Furtwängler left the interpretation open, 
but almost a century later, Margot Schmidt made refer-
ence to the vase when discussing two other ram-sacrifice 
scenes in the context of Herakles’ encounter with Kyk-
nos.35 She suggested that these might preserve a now-lost 
episode in Herakles’s career. Yet the hero seems too re
moved from the action on the Ceglie krater to be a pro-
tagonist. One element that does bear noting in this puzz
ling scene is the spear-head that emerges beside the ram. 
This presumably would have been held by another male 
figure, a counterpart to the warrior at left. Both would 
be standing at ease, and it appears that we have a mythi-
cal pre- or post-battle sacrifice. But without knowing 
what originally occupied the central void, an identifica
tion with a particular story remains elusive.

I return to more solid ground with the krater depicting 
Herakles and Hebe (Fig. 4). It is striking that the hero’s 
protectress, Athena, appears to be absent from this 
scene.36 With Aphrodite and her entourage in attendance, 
the focus is on the feminine, nuptial aspect. This is under-
scored by the Erotes firing arrows under the handles, and 
quite possibly extends to the other side, which could be 
reconstructed as Poseidon’s rescue of and love for Amy-
mone.37 There is, certainly, a palpable contrast between 
this krater, and its romantic themes, and the other two in 
the Ceglie group, which both bear depictions of heroic 
activity and violent action. Could this vase have been 
intended for a female burial? At the very least, it justifies 
looking for further erotic or nuptial themes across the 
group. 

Immediately relevant are the two hydriae.38 The shape 

Fig. 3  Bari, Museo Archeologico 3648, associated with the 
Iliupersis Painter (RVAp I 210, no. 144). 
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is commonly associated with female burials, and a num-
ber of examples do depict women in naiskoi.39 The two 
Ceglie vases show a male figure in an explicitly femi-
nine milieu – the Judgement of Paris (Fig. 6) and Herak-
les amongst women (Fig. 7). Both are attributed to the 
Chamay Painter, but even if they were produced together, 
it is uncertain whether they were actually buried in 
the same grave. Comparing other Apulian semi-camera 
tombs that have been well documented, the most that 
can be said is that a single hydria per burial seems more 
typical.40

Exactly who’s who in the Herakles scene remains a 
puzzle, but Omphale seems the most likely candidate for 
the seated woman.41 If so, the scene makes no overt refer-
ence to Herakles’ enslavement, but – like the Herakles 
and Hebe krater – emphasizes the love enjoyed by the 
couple. Omphale holds her hand to her face in an expres-
sion that conveys wonder or decision-making. Paris does 
something rather similar on the other hydria as he faces 
Hermes. Eros recurs on both vases, bringing a fillet to 

Herakles, and crowning Aphrodite as victor in the Judge-
ment of Paris. This scene is depicted again by the Chamay 
Painter  – in even more luxuriant detail  – on another 
hydria from Ruvo.42 Found with it in the same rich burial 
was a loutrophoros attributed to the Darius Painter, the 
reverse of which shows a woman in a naiskos, suggesting 
that the grave could have been that of a woman.43 Two 
other Judgement of Paris scenes from Ruvo may also 
come from female graves,44 and this could in turn support 
a similar association for the Ceglie vase.

The Judgement of Paris occurs on two other vessels in 
the Ceglie group. Both provide good examples of the 
ways in which these vases were conceived of – and appre-
ciated  – as pairs. The pairing of amphorae in Apulian 
tombs finds numerous parallels, such as two attributed to 
the Darius Painter with related scenes from the warrior 
burial at Conversano.45 I cannot prove that Berlin F 3243 
and F 3244 were deposited in the same grave at Ceglie,46 
but the Judgement of Paris scene on the front of F 3243 
is certainly enriched when seen with F 3244, which de

Fig. 4  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3257, attributed to the Group 
of the Moscow Pelike (RVAp I 169, no. 32).

Fig. 5  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3256, associated with the 
Iliupersis Painter (RVAp I 210, no. 145).
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picts Paris and Helen together at Troy (and note Aphro-
dite and Eros again on the left).47 Significantly there is no 
inkling of the disaster that will ensue from their relation-
ship. The focus is on their pleasure together, much like 
that of Herakles and Hebe (Fig. 4), Herakles and Om
phale (Fig. 7), and the woman-and-youth scenes that 
recur on side B of both amphorae. 

This is worth bearing in mind when looking at the 
third Judgement of Paris scene in the Ceglie group 
(Fig. 8).48 By no means is the subject unusual in Apulian 
vase-painting, but whether all three vases were buried 
together, or one apiece in each of the three graves, this is 
a notable cluster. As I will discuss further below, it is 
Aphrodite’s victory that explains the scene’s popularity. 
In this third example, the judgement is clearly the nub of 
the matter. This is emphasised not only by the central 
placement of Hermes and Paris, but also through their 
direct juxtaposition with a similar encounter above  – 
Herakles before Kreon, discussing the fate of the bound 
Antigone. There is, to my knowledge, one other extant 
Apulian depiction of the Antigone scene – an amphora of 
similar date from Ruvo.49 Whether the painters of these 
vases were inspired by a performance or text has been 
extensively discussed,50 but at very least, the story should 
have been familiar to those looking at these vases (the 
Ceglie amphora lacks inscriptions). There is a version 
of the myth recounted in Hyginus’s Fabulae in which 

Herakles intercedes for Antigone, only for Kreon to dis-
regard his advice. Yet the Apulian vase-painters depict 
Herakles so prominently – almost like a deus ex machina 
on the Ruvo amphora – that we might think of an alter-
native version in which his intervention was successful 
and Antigone wins a reprieve. I propose that looking at 
the scene on the Ceglie amphora together with its mate, 
now in Moscow (Fig. 9) – and particularly the presence 
of Aphrodite – goes some way to support this reading.51

The goddess is depicted at the death of Aktaion on the 
lower frieze of this amphora. The myth itself is not par-
ticularly unusual on Apulian vases, but Aphrodite’s pre
sence is, and puts an erotic spin on Aktaion’s crime. Her 
potency is underscored when we look back at the other 
amphora (Berlin F 3240; Fig. 8), and see her in precisely 
the same location – and with Eros again – as the victor in 
the Judgement of Paris. Returning to the vase now in 
Moscow, the upper frieze depicts the Rape of Chrysip-
pos.52 The story was the basis for a tragedy by Euripides, 
but other versions were in circulation, and as Thomas 
Carpenter has argued, it seems that Apulian vase-painters 
put a positive aspect on the narrative, with the figure(s) in 
front of the chariot trying to stop its progress. Eros, who 
flutters over Laios and Chrysippos on the Berlin vase, 
lends approval to the act, and the Darius Painter depicted 
Aphrodite herself in two other versions of the scene.53 
The goddess is thus present or potent in three of the four 

Fig. 6  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3290, attributed to the Chamay 
Painter (RVAp I 426, no. 58).

Fig. 7  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3291, attributed to the Chamay 
Painter (RVAp I 426, no. 60).
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figural friezes on this pair of amphorae, and I’d suggest 
that she plays a part in the Antigone story too. If He
rakles’ intercession is a success, Haemon will be reunited 
with his beloved. It is telling that just as Herakles and 
Kreon are visually linked with Hermes and Priam, Hae-
mon is juxtaposed vertically with Aphrodite. The rele-
vance of Antigone’s story is not simply funerary – the 
correct treatment of the deceased – but another instance 
of a union blessed by Aphrodite. 

Whilst I am cautious in following Smith’s propos-
als regarding the goddess’s position in Apulian eschato
logy,54 it should be clear by now that Aphrodite plays a 
key role in appreciating the scenes on many of the Ceglie 
vases. Love endures and transcends, and Eros occurs not 
only in depictions of mythical narratives and with groups 
of youths and women, but also in one of the Dionysiac 
scenes. These are another of the recurrent themes across 
the Ceglie vases, and such images present an idyllic vision 
of life beyond, in which it is hoped that the deceased will 
participate. The fullest depictions occur on the two lou-
trophoroi, which will be the last pair of vases that I will 
address.55 Even though we cannot know whether they 
were deposited in the same grave, seeing them side by 
side today is fruitful for considering their decoration. 
Both pair a Dionysiac group with a battle-scene. The 
Amazonomachy poses few iconographic surprises.56 The 
battle is fairly evenly matched, but the expectation should 
be that the Amazons, as the ‘enemy’, will be defeated. 
Ought a similar assumption carry over to the battle-scene 
on the second loutrophoros (Fig. 10)? This fight consists 
of four warriors moving to the right, against a trio of 
opponents from the other direction. The four are rather 

a motley crew, and all the more so once one acknowl-
edges how much is not ancient.57 The legs and lower 
body of the warrior standing at the rock are reconstruct
ed, as are the legs and shield of the attacking warrior, and 
virtually all of the rider. Of their opponents, though, 
enough survives to be confident that their distinctive cos-
tume is to be trusted – pointed fabric hats, and buttock-
revealing tunics bound with broad belts – and the differ-

Fig. 8  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3240, attributed to the 
Darius Painter (RVAp II 490, no. 23).

Fig. 9  Moscow, Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts AB 3207 
(until 1945, Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3239), attributed to 

the Darius Painter (RVAp II 490, no. 22). 

Fig. 10  Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3264, attributed to the 
Darius Painter (RVAp II 500, no. 61). 
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ences between the two sides extend to their trumpeters. 
That Apulian vase painters had their market in mind 
when they depicted figures in local costume is now well-
established. But what is going on here, and who is the 
intended audience? Given that the Amazonomachy on 
the other loutrophoros depicted a battle against a foreign 
‘other’, should we apply the same model here? Is there a 
clear ‘us’ versus ‘them’?

In her study of indigenous figures on Apulian vases, 
Heidi Frielinghaus examined this and other battle scenes 
that depict warrriors in native attire.58 The majority  – 
and it bears stressing that the corpus consists of just a 
dozen examples – present battles amongst locals. There 
are variations in attire or armour, but there is nothing like 
the differentiation – at least to modern eyes – that occurs 
on the Berlin loutrophoros. The best parallel is a volute  
krater from Ruvo, which shows a clash of riders and 
horsemen, and even another trumpeter.59 Like Frieling-
haus, I think that it is unsound to term this an encounter 
between ‘Greeks’ and ‘natives’. Indeed, looking more 
closely at the loutrophoros, the trumpet player wears a 
long patterned tunic which finds parallels in other indi
genous scenes, and the same holds true for the warrior 
with his mantle secured inside his belt. Given what we 
know from ancient sources regarding shifting alliances 
in Southern Italy during the 4th century B. C., perhaps a 
mixed ensemble of warriors  – not purely ‘Greek’, nor 
purely indigenous – is to be expected. But if the painter 
were seeking to distinguish two sides, this would be all 
the more noteworthy given that the vase is something of 
a chronological outlier. It should date to the 330s, some 
twenty to thirty years later than any of the other Apulian 
battle scenes involving indigenous warriors.60 Further-
more, the period during which the vase was produced 
was witness to a number of local conflicts.61 In 342 B. C., 
the Tarentines had requested that the Spartan king Archi-
damas III assist them against the Lucanians and Messa
pians. That venture proved unsuccessful, and after Archi-
damas had been killed in 338 B. C., the Tarentines sought 
help again, this time from Alexander of Molossos, king 
of Epiros. Alexander came to Italy in 334/3 B. C. and, 
having secured the port at Brindisi, reached an agreement 
with the Messapians and later the Peucetians. Now, I do 
not suggest the Ceglie loutrophoros depicts a particular 
event during these battles, but, given the historical back-
ground, it is difficult to see this being simply a generic 
battle-scene. In fact, the proposal that Gerhard made 
in 1845 seems rather appealing.62 Comparing the Amazo-
nomachy on the other loutrophoros, he proposed that 
this battle should be mythical too, and suggested Dio
medes fighting the Messapians. That tale chimes rather 
closely with the historical events just cited. A local ruler, 
in this case the king of the Daunians, invited a Greek 
warrior to help in combatting local opponents. In other 

words, might recent events be manifesting themselves 
here through the lens of myth? At the very least, stories 
surrounding Diomedes, and particularly his Aetolian 
connections, appear to have been known to some in Ce
glie. The Greek hero is depicted on the Boston krater 
mentioned earlier,63 where he seeks to avenge Thersites’ 
death. Accompanying him is a warrior labelled ‘Aetolian’. 

This brief consideration of battle scenes provides a coun-
terweight to the nuptial, arguably feminine, focus that 
I have highlighted in surveying a number of the other 
Ceglie vases. It is by no means isolated. The Underworld 
Painter’s krater presents heroes prevailing over fearsome 
opponents64  – ostensibly masculine themes – while the 
group of five young horse-riders racing around the base 
of the sacrifice krater could offer another pointer for a 
male deceased.65 But without context and other asso
ciated finds, the gender(s) of the deceased cannot be iden-
tified. Indeed, even in weaving together linked pictorial 
themes, it remains impossible to assign these fourteen 
vases to the purported trio of adjacent graves. Perhaps 
the most we should conclude is that they were intended 
for, or selected by, a local elite, who were well acquainted 
with Greek myths, and for whom Dionysos, Apollo, 
Aphrodite and Eros were potent divinities when it came 
to thinking about death and beyond. Some of the vases – 
such as those with gravestone scenes – look like ‘stock’ 
products. Others  – such as the pair of amphorae with 
Chrysippos and Antigone, or the now-enigmatic sacri-
fice krater  – may have been special commissions. The 
very absence of information for the Ceglie group renders 
it even more imperative to understand the processes of 
producing and marketing monumental funerary vases in 
Peucetia. 
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NOTES

  1	 Fully documented in Kästner – Saunders 2016. See Marie Svo-
boda in this volume. Thirteen vases were conserved and dis-
played in Los Angeles and Berlin. The fourteenth vase, now in 
Moscow, was studied by Ludmila Akimova and Elena Minina, 
and we are grateful to them for their willing collaboration.

  2	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3258, attributed to the Under-
world Painter (RVAp II 533; Kästner – Saunders 2016, 89 – 95).

  3	 See M. Dufkova – U. Kästner, The History of the Ceglie Vases, 
in: Kästner – Saunders 2016, 21 – 41.

  4	 Quoted, with further references, in: Dufkova – Kästner loc. cit. 
(n. 3) 24 f.

  5	 See D. Saunders – M. Svoboda – A. Milanese, Exactitude and 
Mastery: Raffaele Gargiulo’s Work as a Restorer, in: Kästner – 
Saunders 2016, 57.

  6	 See Dufkova – Kästner loc cit. (n. 3) 35.
  7	 On camera or semi-camera tombs at Ceglie, see M. M. Marin – 

R. Moreno Cassano – A. Fornaro – M. Chelotti (eds.), Ceglie 
Peuceta I (Bari 1982) 42 f. 59. 184 – 186. Note also the large 
tomba a fossa discovered in 2003, discussed by A. Riccardi, 
Apulian and Lucanian Pottery from Coastal Peucetian Con-
texts, in: T. Carpenter – K. Lynch – E. Robinson (eds.), The 
Italic People of Ancient Apulia (Cambridge 2014) 148.

  8	 On Mt. Sannace, see A. Ciancio, Tombe a semi camera sull’ 
acropoli di Monte Sannace: scavi e restauro (Fasano 1986) and 
R. Capozzi – A. Montanaro – M. Campanale, Tombe aristo-
cratiche dall’Acropoli di Monte Sannace. Indagini sulle strut-
ture, sui contesti e sulle decorazione dipinte, Taras 32, 2012, 
73 – 75. On Gravina, see A. Ciancio, Silbíon. Una Città tra 
Greci e Indigeni (Bari 1997) 27 – 32. 69. See also A. Ciancio, 
Necropoli e Aree Urbane: l’uso ‘Apulo’ di seppellire intra ed 
extra muros nella Peucezia del periodo tra VI e III secolo a. C., 
ScAnt 14, 2007/2008, 895 – 918.

  9	 For good overviews, see Montanaro 2015, 105 – 138 and the 
Apulian assemblages catalogued in Todisco 2003, 541 – 568, 
both with further bibliographies. On Timmari, see M. G. Ca-
nosa, Una tomba principesca da Timmari (Rome 2007). On 
Conversano, A. M. Chieco Bianchi Martini, Conversano (Bari). 
Scavi in via Pantaleo, NSc 18, 1964, 148 – 164 and A. Ciancio, 
Conversano nel quadro dello sviluppo della Peucezia tra VI e 
III secolo a. C., in: A. Ciancio – V. l’Abbate (eds.), Norba-Con-
versano. Archeologia e storia della città e del territorio (Bari 
2013) 258 – 260. On the woman’s grave at Bitonto (tomb 
4/1981), A. Riccardi (ed.), Gli Antichi Peucezi a Bitonto (Bari 
2003) 46 – 49. 148 – 161. 

10	 Four other vases from Ceglie in Koller’s collection have been 
identified. See Dufkova – Kästner loc. cit. (n. 3) 33.

11	 See A. Riccardi, Diffusione ed uso del cratere à volute in Peu
cezia, in: J. de la Genière (ed.), Le CVA aujourd’hui. Le cratère 
à volutes: destinations d’un vase de prestige entre Grecs et non-
Grecs. Actes du Colloque international du Corpus Vasorum 
Antiquorum, Paris, 26 – 27 Octobre 2012 (Paris 2014) 179 – 200.

12	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3256 (RVAp I 210, no. 145; Käst-
ner – Saunders 2016, 75 – 81) and F 3257 (RVAp I 169, no. 32; 
Kästner – Saunders 2016, 82 – 87). For examples of the reuse 
of Apulian tombs, see Montanaro 2015, 64. 106; A. Ciancio, 
The Diffusion of Middle and Late Apulian Vases in Peucetian 
Funerary Contexts, in: T. Carpenter – K. Lynch – E. Robinson 
(eds.), The Italic People of Ancient Apulia (Cambridge 2014) 
157; A. Ciancio, Ruoli e società: il costume funerario tra VI e 
IV secolo a.C., in: L. Todisco (ed.), La Puglia centrale dall’età 
del bronzo all’alto Medioevo: Archeologia e Storia – Atti del 
Convegno di Studi (Rome 2010) 235; M. R. Depalo, Le ne-
cropoli della Peucezia nel IV secolo a.C: Elementi di continuità 
e modifiche, in: A. Ciancio (ed.), Archeologia e territorio l’area 
Peuceta: atti del seminario di studi Gioia del Colle, Museo Ar-
cheologico Nazionale 12 – 14 novembre 1987 (Putignano 1989) 
98.

13	 E.g., the vases from the Timmari and Conversano tombs (see 
Canosa and Chieco Bianchi Martini loc. cit. [n. 9]) or those 
attributed to the Gravina Painter in Gravina tomb 1/1974 (see 
E. Mugione, La Selezione dei Temi Figurativi della Tomba 1 
[1974 Prop. Ferrante] di Gravina di Puglia, in: I. Colpo  – I. 
Favaretto – F. Ghedini [eds.], Iconografia 2001. Studi sull’im
magine [Rome 2002] 175 – 186).

14	 See, for example, the vases attributed to the Darius, Under-
world and Patera Painters in a semi-camera tomb at Altamura 
(Montanaro 2015, 114 – 116 with further references). Amongst 
the tomb-groups at Ruvo, see tomb 321 (presented in Monta
naro 2007, 883 – 888) with vases attributed to the Darius, Var-
rese and Lycurgus Painters depicting scenes involving Pelops, 
Hippodamia and Myrtilos.

15	 M. M. Marin – R. Moreno Cassano – A. Fornaro – M. Chelotti 
(eds.), Ceglie Peuceta I (Bari 1982) 27 – 35.

16	 M. Labellarte, Via Giuseppe Marino, in: G. Andreassi – F. Ra-
dina (eds.), Archeologia di una città. Bari dalle origini al X se-
colo (Bari 1988) 304 – 306.

17	 Taranto, Museo Archeologico 8274 (ARV2 1361.1); Taranto, 
Museo Archeologico 8263 (LCS 55, no. 280). See Labellarte 
loc. cit. (n. 16) 312 – 314. 325 fig. 444.

18	 On the Karneia, see N. Richer, Les Karneia de Sparte, in: 
S. Cataldi – E. Bianco – G. Cuniberti (eds.), Salvare le poleis, 
costruire la concordia, progettare la pace (Alessandria 2012) 
39 – 69; N. Robertson, The Religious Criterion in Greek Eth-
nicity: The Dorians and the Festival Carneia, AmJAncHist 1.2, 
2002, 36 – 74; M. Pettersson, Cults of Apollo at Sparta (Stock-
holm 1992) 57 – 72. 

19	 M. Denoyelle, Style individuel, style local et centres de pro
duction. Retour sur le cratère des “Karneia”, MEFRA 114.2, 
2002, 587 – 609, attributing the vase to two different painters.

20	 Taranto, Museo Archeologico 8275, attributed to the Hamburg 
Painter (LCS 72, no. 369). See Labellarte loc. cit. (n. 16) 317 f. 
fig. 426.
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21	 Bari, Museo Archeologico 1394, associated with the Iliupersis 
Painter (RVAp I 203, no. 101). The findspot has sometimes 
been queried, e. g., H. Lohmann, Grabmäler auf unteritalischen 
Vasen (Berlin 1979) 179 (“Rutigliano? Ceglie?”).

22	 C. Pouzadoux, Immagine, cultura e società in Daunia e in Peu
cezia nel IV secolo a. C., in: G. Volpe  – M. J. Strazzulla  – 
D. Leone (eds.), Storia e archeologia della Daunia. In ricordo di 
Marina Mazzei (Bari 2008) 205 – 220. See also C. Russenberger, 
Zwischen Elektra und Orest: zu einigen Objekten im Trauer
diskurs rotfiguriger unteritalischer Grabgefäße, AK 51, 2008, 
30.

23	 Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 03.804, connected with the Var-
rese Painter (RVAp II 472, no. 75).

24	 C. Pouzadoux, Mythe et culture politique dans la céramique 
apulienne, in: M. Osanna (ed.), Verso la città. Forme insediative 
in Lucania e nel mondo italico fra IV e III sec. a. C. (Venosa 
2009) 29 – 43.

25	 See O. Taplin, Pots and Plays: Interactions Between Tragedy 
and Greek Vase-painting of the Fourth Century B. C. (Los An-
geles 2007) 233 f.; Todisco 2003, 449.

26	 Todisco 2003, 761 fig. 41. 
27	 Bari, Museo Archeologico 3648, associated with the Iliupersis 

Painter (RVAp I 210, no. 144). See M. Schmidt, Makaria, AK 
13, 1970, 71 – 73 and also Todisco 2003, 429.

28	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3257, attributed to the Group of 
the Moscow Pelike (RVAp I 169, no. 32; Kästner – Saunders 
2016, 82 – 87).

29	 Genoa, Museo Civico 1177, attributed to the Group of New 
York 2857.10 (RVAp II 518, no. 188).

30	 C. Aellen, À la recherche de l’ordre cosmique: forme et fonc-
tion des personnifications dans le céramique italiote (Kilch-
berg/Zurich 1994) 169 f. (with earlier references).

31	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3256, associated with the Iliupersis 
Painter (RVAp I 210, no. 145; Kästner – Saunders 2016, 75 – 81).

32	 A. Furtwängler, Beschreibung der Vasensammlung im Anti-
quarium (Berlin 1885) 906. 

33	 On the motif, see A. Borbein, Camapanareliefs. Typologische 
und Stilkritische Untersuchungen (Heidelberg 1968) 43 – 115 
(noting this vase on 58). 

34	 See Kästner – Saunders 2016, 58. 77.
35	 M. Schmidt, Adler und Schlange. Ein griechisches Bildzeichen 

für die Dimension der Zukunft, Boreas 6, 1983, 61 – 71. See also 
Aellen loc. cit. (n. 30) 56 fn. 64, and C. Roscino, CVA Italy 80, 
Ruvo 2, 43.

36	 Reconstructions of the scene place Zeus and Hera at the upper 
left; see Kästner – Saunders 2016, 82.

37	 As proposed by Gerhard 1845, 26 and see further Kästner – 
Saunders 2016, 82.

38	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3290 and F 3291 (RVAp I 426, no. 
58 and no. 60; Kästner – Saunders 2016, 144 – 155).

39	 The association is by no means strict: a hydria with a mistress 
and maid in a naiskos was found in the prince’s grave at Tim-
mari (see A. Hoffmann, Loutrophoren im Grabkontext. Die 
Gefäßform und ihre Funktionen im Grabritual, in: K. Hitzl 
[ed.], Kerameia. Ein Meisterwerk apulischer Töpferkunst. Stu-
dien dem Andenken Konrad Schauenburgs gewidmet [Kiel 
2011] 154 f.).

40	 See, e. g., Altamura tomb 1/1974 (RVAp II p. 763 f.); Timmari 
tomb 33 (Canosa loc. cit. [n. 9]). Two hydriae, of different sizes, 
were found in Gravina tomb 2/1994 (see Ciancio loc. cit. [n. 8] 
204 – 215).

41	 See discussion in Kästner – Saunders 2016, 150.
42	 Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 82419 (RVAp I 426, 

no. 59). 
43	 Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 82268 (RVAp II 500, 

no. 62). On the grave, see Montanaro 2007, 106 f. 717 – 738.
44	 Apulian volute krater, New York 69.11.7 from Ruvo grave 322 

(RVAp II 863, no. 15; Montanaro 2007, 893 f., with mention of 
a female skeleton on 889). Montanaro 2015, 94 – 96 considers 

Ruvo grave 152 to be a female burial, and the vessels it con-
tained include the Attic red-figure kalpis, Karlsruhe B36 (ARV2 
1315, 1; Montanaro 2007, 643).

45	 Museo Nazionale Archeologico di Gioia del Colle (Bari), inv. 
20882 and 20883 (RVAp II 499, no. 54 and 55; A. Ciancio, La 
tomba del guerriero nella necropoli di via T. Pantaleo, in: Cian-
cio – l’Abbate loc. cit. [n. 9] 295 – 300).

46	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3243, attributed to the Darius and 
Perrone Painters (RVAp II 525, no. 238; Kästner  – Saunders 
2016, 120 – 124) and Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3244, near 
the Perrone Painter (RVAp II 525, no. 239; Kästner – Saunders 
2016, 125 – 131).

47	 Note a comparable scene from an earlier burial at Ceglie, on a 
hydria attributed to the Sisyphus Painter (Bari 4394; RVAp I 
17, no. 71; R. Cassano, Stazione Ferrovie del Sud-Est, in: An-
dreassi – Radina loc. cit. [n. 16] 352).

48	 Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3240, attributed to the Darius 
Painter (RVAp II 490, no. 23; Kästner  – Saunders 2016, 
103 – 107).

49	 Ruvo, Museo Jatta 423, attributed to the Group of Ruvo 423 
(RVAp I 403, no. 31).

50	 See Taplin loc. cit. (n. 25) 185 f.
51	 Moscow, Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts AB 3207 (until 

1945, Berlin, Antikensammlung F 3239), attributed to the Dar-
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