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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

UY DICKINS wrote these chapters on Hellenistic

Sculpture as a brief sketch of the period to which he

hoped to devote years of study. They foreshadow
some of the theories which he intended to work out,«hd for
that reason we believe that they will be useful to the student.
There are obvious omissions, but no attempt has been made
to fill up gaps in the manuscript, such as paragra hs on the
Barberini Faun or the Attic Gaul, which were le blank in
1914.

The illustrations, which naturally must be limited in
number, have been selected by me mainly on the principle
of reproducing the less accessible pieces of sculpture while
givinf references to standard works for the others.

n preparing my husband’s manuscriﬁt for publication
I have to acknowledge with gratitude the help of many
friends. To Professor Percy Gardner I am particularly
indebted for valuable advice and for his kindness in writing
a preface to the volume; to Miss C. A. Hutton for her
counsel throughout; and to Mr. Alan Wace for sending
me photographs from Athens. I have also to thank the
Hellenic iety, the Committee of the British School at
Athens, and Dr. Caskey of the Boston Museum for permission
to reproduce certain photographs.

MARY DICKINS,
Oxrorp, March, 1920.







PREFACE

MONG the losses which Oxford has suffered from the
A war, none is more to be regretted than that of the
author of this volume. As an undergraduate,fwenty
years ago, Guy Dickins gave up his intention of entering the
Indian Civil Service in order to devote himself to the study
of Classical Archaeology, an allegiance from which he never
swerved. In 1904 he went as Craven Fellow to the British
School of Athens, and for five years lived mostly in Greece,
studying and exploring. In 1909 he returned to Oxford
as a Fellow of St. John’s College, and Lecturer in Ancient
History. In 1914 he was appointed University Lecturer in
Classical Archaeology ; but before he could take up the
duties of the post the great call came, and he obeyed it at
once. A most efficient and able company commander, he
served in the King’s Royal Rifle Corps. In July 1916 he
died of wounds received in the battle of the Somme.

Before the war Dickins had been occupied in tasks of
regearch, and in preparation for a teaching career. He had
published several papers, and a volume of the catalogue of
the Acropolis Museum. He had visited most of the museums
of Europe, and brought back a large collection of photographs.
which his widow has presented to the Ashmolean Museum.

He was especially interested in Greek sculpture, and had
b
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intended to collect materials for a history of art in the
Hellenistic Age, a subject which has been neglected, but
which is of the greatest importance. Several of his papers,
such as those on the followers of Praxiteles and on Damophon
of Messene, show in what direction his mind was working,
though at the same time he was ready to take part in all the
projeets and the excavations of the School of Athens.

The present volume, alas, is the only fruit which the
study of antiquity is likely to reap from such continued and
thorough preparation. Every reader will regret that it was
not written on a far larger scale. But it was planned as part
of a complete history of ancient sculpture. No doubt, had
he lived, Dickins would have rewritten it in a more complete
form. But as it stands it is far too valuable to lose, full of
suggestion, and pointing the way to important lines of
discovery. In my opinion it contains the best that has been
written on the subject; and one rises from the reading of
it with a keen regret that the author could not bring his
harvest to completion.

Dickins possessed in a high degree two qualities neces-
sary for the best work in archacology. He was distinctly
original, always preferring to look at things in a light not
borrowed from books or teachers but his own. And he was
at the same time of cool judgement and strong in common
sense. One of his fellow officers told me that whenever he
was in doubt as to the course to be followed in attack or
defence he consulted Dickins, and accepted his advice,
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He did not, like many young archaeologists, delight in starting
brilliant hypotheses ; but was ever content in coming nearer
to the truth, and setting it forth in orderly and sober fashion.
Such qualities would have made him an invaluable factor
in the teaching of archaeology in England. I am told that
the undergraduates of his college always felt that he set
before them a high standard, and had no sympathy*with
anything which was pretentious or meretricious. The same
qualities appeared in two or three courses of lectures on
recent excavation, which he gave at the Ashmolean Museum.

I add as an appendix a list of Dickins’s published
works, with a summary of their purpose and contents. They
are not great in extent; he was not a rapid worker; but
every one of them is worthy of careful reading, and does
something to advance our knowledge of Greek art and ancient
life.

PERCY GARDNER,
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I
THE SCHOOL OF PERGAMON

OST of the writers on Greek art agree in callipg the
Hellenistic period an age of decadence. The period

is a long one, lasting from the death of Alexander to
the Roman absorption of the Hellenistic kingdoms, i.e. from
about 320 to later than 100 B.c. The lowest limit is marked
by the Laocoon group, and the fact that some critics have
seen in that wonderful monument the climax of Greek art
may make us pause in a hasty generalization. The decadence
of the Hellenistic age is due simply to its exaggeration of
certain tendencies already present in the fourth century, ten-
dencies which accompany the inevitable development of all
art gradually away from the ideal and ually closer to
realistic imitation of nature. As long as the technical skill of
the Hellenistic artist shows no sign of abating, it is unfair
and untrue to call his work decadent. The term is only justly
applicable when loss of idealism or growth of frivolity in
subject is accompanied by a decline in execution, by a want
of thoroughness, and by a desire to shirk difficulties.

It is true to say that Greek art on the mainland enters
on a period of decadence in the third century, for its execu-
tion and expression grow steadily worse after 250 B.C., but
it is interesting to note that it reverts to a greater idealism,
The last great artist of the mainland, Damophon of Messene,
might have been a member of the school of Pheidias save
for an inadequate mastery of the chisel.

318 B
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On the other hand, the schools of Pergamon, Alexandria,
and Rhodes show no falling off in technical skill as long as
they remain independent of Rome. Even their idealism does
not wholly decline, for the Gallic victories of Attalos and
Eumenes brought about an idealist revival in Pergamene art
associated with the decoration of the great altar. Rhodes
remained ever wedded to the athletic ideal. Alexandria
deligitted most in scenes of genre and realistic imitations of
nature. But all turned out work of marvellous quality, and
it is mainly a vagary of fashion in criticism that now induces
s0 many authorities to label as decadent wonderful master-
Eieces of sculpture like the Victory of Samothrace, the

neeling boy of Subiaco, or the Silenos with the young
Dionysos. Works so full of human nature and so rich in
sympathy may well claim to replace by their romantic appeal

e classical feeling of the fifth century. It is only when
romance becomes sentimentality that it meets with just
condemnation,

The outstanding feature of the history of Greek sculpture
during the Hellenistic period is the transference of its vital
centres from the mainland to the new kingdoms of the
Diadochi on the east and south and to the great new free
state of Rhodes. The chief cause was an economic one.
Alexander’s campaigns brought about a revival of pmﬁperity
and wealth in the Greek world, but among his friends and
not among his enemies. Athens was always his enemy and
the enemy of his Macedonian successors. Consequently
during the whole period from the death of Alexander to
the Roman conquest Athens was either under Macedonian
rule or in danger of Macedonian attack. It was Macedonian
policy to keep her weak and isolated, and her trading supre-
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macy began to be transferred to the island of Delos. The great
days of Attic art passed with the death of Praxiteles and the
coming of Alexander. In the Peloponnese the upils of
Lysig os carried on into the third century the traditions of
the S{yunian school, but we can see from such knowledge
as we possess of their activities that the wealth and fame of
the new kingdoms were already calling the artists to abandon
the impoverished towns of the mainland. The Pelopennese
also opposed Alexander and his successors, and Macedonian
garrisons held the chief fortresses of the country. We find
Eutychides of Sikyon working for Antioch, and Chares
working at Lindos in Rhodes. ~After the date iven for the
pupils of Lysippos in 296 B.C., Pliny makes t following
significant statement : ° cessavit d);inde ars, ac rursus
Olympiade CLVI (156 B.C.) revixit.! For 150 years the
history of artistic development must be studied on the eastern
side of the Aegean.

After the preliminary conflicts between the successors
of Alexander for the partition of the empire a number of
new states arose, which are known to us usually as the
kingdoms of the Diadochi or Successors, Of these the three
most important were Macedonia, Syria, and Egypt, under
the rule of Antigonids, Seleucids, and Ptolemies respectively.
Of smaller importance, but quite independent and self-
sustaining, were Bithynia, Pergamon, and the island republic
of Rhodes, the latter being the only one which maintained
its Hellenic democratic institutions. The attitude of these
states towards art differs remarkably. Macedonia remained
always a military monarchy in a condition of almost constant
frontier war, and was wholly uninterested in artistic develop-

L N. H, xxxiv, 52.
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ments, Syria seems from the first to have fallen under
Semitic and oriental influences, which destroyed its apprecia-
tion of the purer forms of Greek art. Bithynia, Pontos, and
Cappadocia were barbarian rather than Greek. Asa result,
we lf‘nd that the old artistic traditions are maintained promi-
nently in three only of the new states - Pergamon, the home
of the very Hellenic race of the Attalids; Rhodes, whose
pure {Hellenic descent was untouched ; and Alexandria,
which became practically a Greek town in the midst of an
older Egyptian civilization.

The kingdom of Pergamon included the area of the old
Ionian cities, and inherited, therefore, an artistic tradition as
old as its own existence. It is no matter for surprise that its
art-loving monarchs should have founded a great library
and a great school of sculpture in open rivalry with the richer
resources of Ptolemaic Alexandria. The art of Pergamon is
well known to us from the magnificent groups and figures
of the Gallic dedications of Armﬁ I after his victories about
240 B.C., and from the marvellous frieze of the altar excavated
i situ by the Germans, which belongs to the period of
Eumenes II and the early second century. But before we
come to these later developments of Pergamene art, it is
important that we should discover the earliest tendencies
ang predilections of the Pergamene court in the first half
of the third century. We are told * that the most remarkable
work of Kephisodotos, the son of Praxiteles, was his * sym-
plegma’ at Pe on—probably an erotic group—which
was noteworthy for its extraordinarily naturalistic rendering
of the pressure of the fingers into the flesh. Such erotic
groups of nymphs and satyrs or hermaphrodites exist in

1 Pliny, N, H. xxxvi. 24.
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our museums, and are ultimately derived from this type
of statue. Actual discoveries at Pergamon support this
conception of early third-century Pergamene art. ’Fﬁe well-
known Hermaphrodite in Constantinople (Fig. 1) and a
beautiful girl’s head in Berlin' show the extreme delicacy
in the rendering of flesh and the fondness for a sensual
body treatment which we might expect from an Ionian
version of the schools of Scopas and Praxiteles. The exmtence
of such a school in Ionia in the late fourth century is highly
probable. The Pergamene school of the early third century
would seem to be the later natural development of the creators
of the Ephesos columns and the Niobids. Scopaic expression
and Praxitelean flesh treatment are the -marks of the
school. Another work of importance for the early Pergamene
period is the Crouching Aphrodite type, so popular in Roman
times. Of this statue Pliny tells us: * Venerem lavantem
se Daedalus fecit.'®* This us was a Bithynian artist
of the early third century, who must have fallen under the
general influence of the prevalent Pergamene school. His
Aphrodite * shows exactly the artistic tendencies of the early
Pergamene school. The motive is unimportant and frivolous
—a genre motive of a girl washing herself—but it is used for
the purpose of demonstrating the technical skill of the artist
in displaying the nude female form. The artist does not use
all his skill in the effort to produce a noble or even a romantic
ideal. The subject is immaterial, provided it affords a chance
of showing his technical skill. e crouching attitude is
a new one in art, and one well adapted for exhibiting the

B ! Collignon, Pergame, figure on p, 204 ; Brunn-Bruckmann, Denkmiler,
. 159.
: ﬂ' H. xxxvi. 35. 3 Collignon, Sculpture grecque, i, Fig, 302.
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human body in all its variety. It appears again in the
Attalid dedi}{r:ations, and was tgﬁdentlypa famui%l: at Per-
mon. Another example is in the well-known Knife-
rinder of the Uffizi! part of a great group of Marsyas,
Apollo, and the Scythian slave, which we can certainly
connect with this period of Pergamene art. The Knife-
Grinder himself is a copy and not an original. That is made
clear®y his late plinth, in spite of his magnificent workman-
ship. But the finer copies of the hanging Marsyas, which
belongs to the group, are in a Phrygian marble, betraying
their Pergamene origin. These copies of the Marsyas are
divided into two types: a so-called  red’ type (Fig. 2),
made of the Phrygian marble, in which the expression of
agony is more marilcd, and a white type ® in which the face
is less distorted. A theory has been put forward that the
white type represents an early third-cen prototype,
while the red tyge is a Pergamene variation of rather later
date We may, however, hesitate to see sufficient difference
in the two types to make so wide a distinction. The white
anc maly be merely a less masterly adaptation of the red.
Apollo torso * in Berlin from Pergamon with the right
hand resting on the head agrees with a marble disc in Dresden #
showing a similar figure confronted by the han ing Marsvas.
We may therefore associate this figure as the third member
of the group with Marsyas and the Knife-Grinder.* The
Apollo is a seated figure of distinctly Praxitelean influence.
Tﬁg keen expression of the Knife-Grinder and the agonized

! Collignon, Sculpture grecque, ii, Fig. 282.

* Amelung, Anttken in Florens, Pl 14. * Ibid., p. 62,
* Ihid., Pl I;.ﬂ’ & Anngli dell' Instituto, 1851, P, E.
* Collignon, Sculpture grecque, ii. 546.
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face of the Marsyas may equally well be attributed to Scopaic
teaching. We have a good example of this mixed tradition in
early Pergamene art. Technically we are at once compelled
to notice the immense advance in realism and anatomical
study. The hanging Marsyas shows a correct appreciation
of the effects of such a posture on swollen veins and strained
abdomen. The corner of the mouth is drawn up in agggy;
the forehead is corrugated with rows of wrinkles; the :
even on the chest, is matted with perspiration. One would
say that so remarkable a statue could only be studied from
nature, and one recalls the stories of Parrhasios, who is said
to have used an actual model for his Prometheus Bound.
We are long past the time when sculptors worked from
memory. Even Praxiteles was said to have made his Cnidian
goddess with Phryne as a model. In the Knife-Grinder we
may perhaps detect some of the earliest traces of that exag-
geration of the muscles which will so soon affect athletic art.
One of the most important of the Pergamon finds was the
little bronze satyr,® which has enabled us to associate with
Pergamon a whole host of sa?‘r types of more or less similar
style. The Dancing Satyr of Pompeii (Fig. 3) and Athens,
the Satyr of the Ufhzi clashing cymbals? witi its replica in
Dresden, and the Satyr turning round to examine his tail ¢
are all variants of the new artistic cult of the satyr, a cult
which seems to have had a Pergamene origin.® The sa
gave to the Pergamene artist just that opportunity for the
display of wild and somewhat sensual enthusiasm which he

! Senecca, Controv. x. §. * Collignon, Pergame, figure on p. 206.

1 Amelung, Antiken in Florenz, p. 43. 4 Klein, Praxiteles, Iﬁ’ 33.

® Furtwingler, Der Satyr aus Pergamon, 30'* Programm zum Winckel-
manns, este, 1880,
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wanted, for new and original poses, and for combination
with his nymphs and bacchanals. In Phrygia especially
orgiastic manifestations of religion were the regular practice,
and dancing was both wild and universal. The new artistic
conceptions show the clear influence of this spirit on the
more restrained art of the fourth-century schools. The
Dancing Maenad of Berlin,' the Aphrodite Kallipygos of
Naples;® and the famous Sleeping Hermaphrodite* are
further examples of the marvellous flesh treatment and the
wild frenzy of movement which we learn to associate with
third-century Pergamene art.

Apart from the generalc:Ipirit of Pergamene work there
are several definite technical peculiarities which enable us
to postulate a Pergamene origin for many unclassed works
of the Hellenistic age. These can be gathered from the
definitely Pergamene Gallic statues, which we have yet to
discuss, and from the satyr t}r‘ﬁﬁ already mentioned. One is
the hair tossed up off the forehead and falling in lank matted
locks of wild disordered tyﬁe. The eyebrows are usually
straight and shaggy, with a heavy bulge of the frontal sinus
over the nose. %.{e cheekbones are prominent, and the lips
thick and parted. In the body the most marked feature is
the desire to get away from the old-fashioned straight plane
for the front of the torso. The lower part of the chest usually
projects strongly, while the waist is drawn in, so that the

rofile of the torso is shaped like a very obtuse z. In the
emale body there is a general affection for rather heavy forms
with a good envelope of flesh. The artist’s skill is here
devoted mainly to the delineation of surface. The heads of

I Collignon, Sculpture grecque, i1, Fig. 718,

- Bul[cg,rn Der :c!r&rf; Mmg:d:? Pl 1ﬁz.g ; ' Fig. 42.
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such female figures as we can attribute to Pergamene art
show very little expression. The hair is done on the Praxite-
lean model, but the locks tend to become more rope-like
and twisted as time goes on. We cannot point to any great

eculiarities in the Pergamene treatment of women. Neither

ysippos nor Scopas seems to have had much effect on the
feminine types of Greek sculpture. The whole Hellenistic
age is in servitude to Praxitelean ideals of women wﬂther
in Alexandria, Rhodes, or Pergamon. The differences are
only in the details of execution, the Pergamenes tending
always towards clear cutting of hair and features, while the
Alexandrines preferred an impressionist smoothing away of
all sharp edges.

We come now to the two great dedications of Attalos
for his victories over the Gauls.! These were made at some
time later than 241 B.c., and consist of two series of statues.
One is life-size or larger, and is represented by some of the
best-known examples of Hellenistic sculpture, such as the
Dying Gaul?® and the Ludovisi group of a Gaul slaying his
wife and himself (Fig. 4). The other consisted of a number
of small figures about ttnree feet high, and was dedicated by
Attalos in Athens, where they stood on the parapet of the
south wall of the Acropolis. Four battle-groups were included
—a gigantomachy, an Amazonomachy, a battle of Greeks and
Persians, and a battle of Greeks and Gauls. Several copies
from this smaller group are in existence, the best known being
in Naples® The originals of both groups were probably
in bronze, and we have the names of some of the artists of

' Klein, Geschichte, iii. 57 fi. ; Bienkowski, Darstellungen der Gallier.

* E. Gardner, Handbook of Greek Sculpture, Fig. 129.
* Ibid., Fig. 130.

31y C
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the larger group, Phyromachos, Antigonos, and Epigonos
or Isigog:os.gr Stgatanigﬂs and Nicemtﬂﬁoof Athens mpajg'o also
have taken part.!

These works all deserve careful study, as they differ
in many ways from the rather sensual and ecstatic art which
we know to have preceded them, and the very barogue and
exaggerated art which followed them in the next cen
on the great altar. Eumenes and Attalos had to fight for their
lives against the Gauls, and a temporary return to an austerer
and less luxurious art would be a not unnatural result of the
great war. We certailﬂiﬁnd in the treatment of the Amazons
or of the wife of the Ludovisi Gaul no such insistence on
sexual detail as marks the earlier studies of the feminine
form, and the expression of the male figures is distinguished
by more ideal emotions of courage or resignation than the
frenzy of the satyrs and the passions of the later gods and
giants. The Attalid dedications show some bravuraof pose ;
the Ludovisi Gaul is a little histrionic in his attitude ; but
as a whole they are sober and restrained sculpture, when
compared with the satyrs on the one hand and the altar
frieze on the other. In that sense they represent the high-
water mark of Pergamene art, inﬂpireetir with an equal skill,
but with a nobler ideal than the earlier work, and not subject
to the somewhat grotesque exaggerations of its later activities,
Greek art has few nobler figures to show than the Dying
Gaul of the Capitol, itself an admirable 1:.::nd céoael}' contems-

rary copy, perhaps made in Ephesos, of the bronze original
!::Per un.P The sober restrmEnt of the torso modelling is
remarkable, and contrasts most forcibly with the altar frieze,
The pathos of the expression and attitude is not forced or

! Pliny, N. H, xxxiv. 84.
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exaggerated in any way, and if the curious hair gives a touch
of strangeness to the head, we must account for it as a
naturalistic detail of the Gallic fashion of greasing and oiling
the hair. The Ludovisi Gaul is a superb work, rather more
exaggerated, both in expression and in detail, than the Capitol
figure. The right arm is perhaps wrongly restored, as it
hides the face from the front, but it is more likely that the
group should be looked at from a position farther to tife left,
where the face, the fine stride, and the technical four de force
of the cloak can all be appreciated more fully, The woman's
face is not well finished, and her whole pose is more effective
from the other point of view. The Pergamene peculiarities
in the treatment of chest and waist are clearly visible in
this figure.

The little figures in Naples, the Louvre, Venice, and
elsewhere are partly recumbent dead figures of Persians,
giants, and Amazons, and partly crouching figures defending

vemselves. None of the victorious Greeks seems to have
survived, except possibly the torso of a horseman in the
Terme Museum. They are dry, rather hard figures, much
inferior in skill to the larger group and much closer to the
bronze originals which they represent. The head of a dead
Persian in the Terme Museum (Fig. 5) is probably a more
worthy copy (on a larger scale) of one of the figures of this
series. Its type of features and its moustache resemble the
Ludovisi Gaul. Another fine Gallic head is in the Gizeh
Museum at Cairo (Fig. 6). This has been often called an
original, an Alexandrian variant of the Gallic dedications.
There is, however, no need to separate it from the others.
If it shows more emotion, that only brings it rather closer
to what we know of earlier Pergamene art. The provenance
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of the Gizeh head is disputed, and it may be only a recent
importation into Egypt.!

‘e now come to the frieze of the great altar at Pergamon
(Fig. 7), the contribution of Eumenes II to the series of
monuments commemorating the defeats of the barbarians,
Here again we have several inscriptions of artists,;* which
are especially intereaﬁng as showing that four foreign artists
of AtMc, Ephesian, and Rhodian origin all contributed to
the great monument. It is, however, quite uniform and
unique in character, and shows a barogue exaggeration of
expression and of muscular detail, which in the end becomes
monotonous and overpowering. The slight tendency towards
a histrionic attitude, which we noticed in the Ludovisi Gaul,
has now become much more pronounced. Most of the figures
are in stage attitudes of fright, ferocity, attack, or defence.
Their bodies are covered either with drapery in wild disorder,
or, if naked, with massive rolls and lumps of muscle, which
are almost comical in their exaggeration. Their hair is in
unrestrained twisted snaky locks ; their faces are distorted
in fierce expressions of anger or alarm ; they are in every
conceivable attitude of attack or defence. When we add to
this the colossal size of the monument and its figures, we can
well understand how its remains became known to early
Christian writers as the throne of Satan.?

The subject of the frieze is the battle of the gods and
the giants, and the members of the Olympic Pantheon are
represented in attitudes of triumph over the serpent-footed
denizens of Tartarus, This is probably the first appearance
in sculpture of the serpent feet of the giant, Every earlier

! Catalogue du Musée du Caire, no, 27475.
* Fraenkel, Inschriften von Pergamon, pp. 70-84. * Revelation ii. 13,
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artist had realized how such a ridiculous detail would detract
from the strength and probability of his figures, but the
Pergamene artists are so glad of the chance of displaying
extra technical skill that they pass over the artistic difficulty
without hesitation. The great frieze of the altar is like the
work of a megalomaniac. The restraint and good taste
which have accompanied all Hellenic art hitherto are quite
forgotten, and we are reminded rather of some Assyrian
scene of carnage and destruction. This is the more curious,
because the smaller frieze of the altar, the Telephos frieze,
which is contemporary with the larger one, shows altogether
a different character. It has therefore been plausibly argued,
with the support of some of the artists’ signatures, that the
main style of the work is Rhodian rather than Pergamene.!
The view would only involve us in further difficulties when
we come to consider Rhodian art. There is Rhodian influence
in the frieze, but the technical details of hair, faces, and
bodies as a whole correspond closely to Pergamene art.
Moreover, on a priori grounds, Pergamene art is much more
likely to be affected by exotic oriental influences than the
purer Rhodian. It is easier to assume a special development
of Pergamene art in this exaggerated direction for a monu-
ment which was itself a special and exceptional memorial.
The whole character of the work is a reversion to an earlier
idealistic phase of art, though carried out on very different
artistic lines. This is no romantic or frivolous treatment of
mfy‘[hnlugical detail. It is a great conception of the victory
of right over might, of HeIE-s over the barbarian, and as
such the great altar of Pergamon stands quite apart from
most of the work of the Hellenistic age, and serves rather
! Klein, Geschichie, iii. 12z ff.
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as a connecting link between the Parthenon on the one hand
and the Imperial trophies of Augustus, like the Ara Pacis,
on the other. It demonstrates the lack of judgement and
balance in Hellenistic art, but it is a %ood proof that the
Hellenistic school was not wholly absorbed in questions of
bravura and technique, but could rise, even if in rather
clumsy fashion, to the level of a great occasion.

The smaller frieze of Pergamon, giving incidents in the
myth of Telephos, is of a very different type LFlg 8). Firstly,
the subject is not a unity in time and place, but a continuous
narration of mythological episodes. It thus resembles the
setting in a continuous frieze of a number of metope-subjects.
Telephos appears in different situations in a scene which
apparently 1s uniform. This is a decidedly new departure
in artistic theory, and it had the profoundest effect on all
subsequent art. We need not, of course, see in the Telephos
frieze the first appearance of this custom, but it happens to
be the earliest surviving monument in which the principle
is easily remarked. Moreover, the information as to change
of scene is conveyed by means of changes in the background,
so that we see in it another new departure : the use of a
significant pictorial background instead of the blank wall
-il_%ninst which earlier reliefs had been set. Here again the

ellenistic artist revives rather than originates. The pictorial
background occurs as early as the ‘ Erechtheum’ poros pedi-
ment of the Acropolis, but during the fifthand fourth centuries
the idea was dropped only to reap at a later date.

We have alrecady seen that relief sculpture at all stages
of its history is closely affected by the kindred art of painting.
During the fourth century painting underwent changes in
the direction of naturalism as marked as, if not more marked
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than, the corresponding changes in sculpture. The late
fourth century and the third century form the great period
of Greek painting, in which the names of Parrhasios, Proto-
gene:s, and Apelles stand supreme. A true and correct
eeling for perspective and a naturalistic scheme of colourin
were the main discoveries of the period, discoveries whi
we are only able to appreciate in very roundabout methods
through Pompeian waﬁ-paimings and murrun!—casea‘fmm
the Fayum. All Hellenistic sculpture is profoundly influenced |
by painting, as we shall see ; but naturally the art of relief’
is nearest akin and shows most clearly the effects of graphic
ideas. The Hellenistic reliefs are almost all adaptations of
pictures, and the Telephos frieze earns its main interest
and reputation because it is one of the first monuments
to show this influence very clearly. We find a true use of
perspective in part of this frieze, and a deliberate intention
to create the impression of depth,

One of the first results oIP these innovations was to free
relief from its subordination to architecture. It begins now
to take its place as a self—suﬂicin%arﬁstic object like a picture. |
Greek pictures were mainly of the fresco type, and therefore
immovably fixed to walls, though easel pictures now begin
to be more frequent. There was nothing dissimilar in the
position of a relief decorating a wall-panel without architec-
tural significance. This idea found its earliest manifestation
in Tonia with friezes of the Assos type on an architrave
block, and therefore at variance with architectural principles.
Friezes as wall decorations appear commonly in the Ionian
buildings of the fifth and fourth centuries, like the Nereid
and Trysa monuments and the Mausoleum. We find in the
Hellenistic age the use of panels as wall decorations quite
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frequent all over Asia Minor. Thus at Cyzicus we have
some curious mythological reliefs called Stylopinakia, which
appear to have been panels fixed between t}lfe columns of
a peristyle. We have the Apotheosis of Homer by Archelaos
ufp Priene, a clear instance of the decorative panel with
a_pictorial background ; we have smaller pieces like the
Menander relief in the Lateran; the visit of Dionysos to
a dr#matic poet; and all the series of so-called Hellenistic
reliefs ascribed by Schreiber ! to an Alexandrian origin, by
Wickhoff * to the Augustan lz_;fe and Italian art. The reliefs,
like other sculpture of the Hellenistic age, cannot be judged
as a whole? Some are Augustan, like the reliefs in the
Palazzo Spada, and some are undoubtedly Alexandrian, like
the Grimani reliefs in Vienna, Others, again, show a stron
Lysippic influence, which at once connects them wit
Rhoges. The Telephos frieze, however, is Pergamene, and
the Cyzicus reliefs must have fallen mainly in the Pergamene
sphere of art. We are, therefore, entitled fo demand a separa-
tion of the reliefs into just as many classes as the sculpture.
A fine piece of very high relief from Pergamon is the group
of Prometheus on the Caucasus freed by Herakles,* Besides
the influence of pictures on relief there is also the influence of
earlier sculpture. One of the figures in the Telephos relief
reproduces the Weary Herakles of Lysippos.* It would not
be difficult to ‘l;[r'oim out other examples of the adaptation of
older types. The Marsyas group is itself a case in point.
The indifference of the Hellenistic artist to his subject made
him the readier to adapt earlier types, provided he had a free
hand for his details ufP execution and expression.
1 Die hell. Reliefbilder. * Roman Ant, * Vid. inf., p. 29,
4 Collignon, Pergame, figure on p. 222, * Fig. 8.
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The figures of Perfmene art as a whole are short and
stocky with s?:iarish eep heads. They correspond to the
Scopaic, pre-Lysippic, and Peloponnesian type, but the
Lysippic improvements in dpose and swing of the body are
thoroughly appreciated and adopted. From Praxiteles are
derived the temale type and the interest in the satyr as a
vehicle of sculptural expression. The athletic art of Lysippos
and the school of Sigynn is practically unrepresentted at
Pergamon or in those regions of Ionia and Bithynia which
are connected with it and at which we must now glance.

From Priene we have remains of a fg'l tomachy and some
other sculpture.! The influence of Praxiteles is marked,
and the work as a whole is clearly under Pergamene guidance.
From Magnesia we have remains of a great Amazonomachy
hﬁlnncFing to the frieze of the temple of Artemis Leucophryene
and dating from the end of the third century, The work
is dull and careless but strongly under the influence of Per-
gamon. We shall in fact find no more architectural reliefs
of even tolerable quality. The new landscape or pictorial
reliefs occupied the attention of the sculptors, and temple
decoration was left entirely to workmen.

One of the great Hellenistic art centres is Tralles, whose
treasures are mainly to be seen in the Constantinople museum,
The colossal Apollo or Dion (Fig. g) is closely connected
in pose and treatment with the Apollo of the Marsyas group,
and shows even more clearly than the torso in the Uiﬁgi
the influence of Praxiteles. %‘h& cloaked ephebe of Tralles
Fig. 10) is 2 good example of the eclecticism of the age.

he leaning attitude with the crossed legs reminds us of
the satyrs of Praxiteles and his school, but the head is quite

! Wiegand und Schrader, Priene, p. 366,
315 D
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different and is strongly reminiscent of Myron. Boethos of
Chalcedon belongs by birth to the northern or Pergamene
sphere of influence, but he worked in Rhodes and will be
more suitably considered in connexion with Rhodian art.
Pergamene influence was also strong in the islands and on
the mainland, We shall see that the school of Melos and
both Attic and Peloponnesian art during the late third and
seconll centuries were obviously affected by it.



I
THE SCHOOL OF ALEXANDRIA

T may well be questioned whether we are really in a
position to separate the Hellenistic schools as defihitely
and surely as we can separate the Attic and Peloponnesian
schools of the fifth and fourth centuries or the earlier local
schools of the sixth. In the Hellenistic age we find a far
eater uniformity and cosmopolitanism in art than ever
efore. The conquests of Alexander had been in the long
run Panhellenic, and outside the mainland at any rate the
title Greek came at last to mean more than merely a man’s
city or state. It has therefore been argued by some critics
that we must not expect to find the same local distinctions
in Hellenistic art. In a cosmopolitan world with easy
communications local and separate developments were no
longer possible. This position is plausible, and so far as
the question of ideals or even types is concerned there is
little to choose between the Hellenistic schools. The so-
called Hellenistic reliefs are probably of very diverse origin ;
the Hellenistic love for genre scenes and for the grotesque
appears to be universally indulged ; the erotic groups of
ergamon were certainly equally popular in Alexandria ;
the influence of painting and the adaptation of earlier
sculptural types are found in all parts of the Aegean world.
But there does seem to be a distinction in technical execution
between the three great schools of the period, which is
sufficient to justify their consideration in three separate
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chapters, While Pergamon is predominantly subject to
the Scopaic-Praxitelean mixed tradition with an especial
fondness for extremely clear-cut work and soft finish, Rﬁg:::llcﬁ
appears to be equally éiﬂﬁul to the Lysippic athletic tradition,
and Alexandria to a strongly impressionist development of
Praxitelean ideas joined to a fondness for unsparing realism
in the grotesque, a combination not infrequent in the deca-
dencof art. For Alexandrian art, more than any of the others,
deserves the title of decadent through its abandonment of
every vestige of idealism in motive,

%’e know that the connexion of Alexandria with™ Athens
was close in the late fourth century, especially during the
rule of Demetrios of Phaleron in its closing decades. It
was at this time that Bryaxis made the Sarapis (Fig. IZ),
which has perhaps survived for us in the innumerable
copies of a wild-haired, heavily bearded head with shadowed
mysterious eyes. During the next century Macedonia was
the chief foe of Athens and of the Ptolemies, and all the
earlier Egyptian rulers were on close terms of friendship
with the city. Thus a predominant influence of Athens and
of the greatest of the fourth-century Athenian sculptors,
Praxiteles, is only what we should anticipate in Alexandrian
art. It has, however, been argued that we have no evidence
for a native art of Alexandria at all.! While importing much
late Attic sculpture, she borrowed also from Pergamon
works like the Gaul’s head at Cairo,’ and from Antioch
a group like the Dresden Aphrodite with the Triton® She
was in fact a collecting rather than an originating centre.

1 Cf. Wace, Amnual of the British School at Athens, ix. 225, for summary

of views ; Rom. Mittheil. xix, Pfuhl, Zur alexand. Kunst, pp. 1 fi.
* Fig. 6. ? Fig. 25.
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This view is improbable on many grounds. The Egyptians
were a people with a keen artistic sense, and the sudden
introduction of a new race like the Greeks with their passion
for cultural expression could hardly fail to give an impetus to
artistic output. Moreover, a great revival in architecture is
noticeable all over Egypt. The Ptolemaic age is one of the
great building periods of the Nile valley. Further, our
authorities are unanimous on the importance and brilllance
of the Alexandrian school of painting, and we know that in
gem-cutting Pyrgoteles started a development never sur-
passed in antiquity or modern times. In literature, in
criticism, and in science the museum of Alexandria held the
chief place, and it is impossible to suppose that Egypt
remained a mere collector of sculpture without any original
development of her own. We must, therefore, examine the
artistic products of Hellenistic Egypt to see if they exhibitany
technical peculiarities marking them off from other Hellenistic
centres and compelling us to credit them with a local origin.
Any study of the sculpture of Alexandrian origin reveals
one characteristic almost invariably present in serious work,
as opposed to the grotesque, and absent from the certified
products of other centres. This is that quality of slurring
over all sharp detail in the features and producing a highly
olished, almost liquidly transparent surface for which we
Eave borrowed the Italian term morbidezza! Instances of
this highly impressionist treatment are to be found in the
British Museum head of Alexander from Alexandria, and
also in the Sieglin head from the same place ; in the Triton
head of the Dresden Alexandrian group of Triton and
Aphrodite ; in the many Anadyomene copies which are
! Amelung, Bull. Arch. Comm, xxv. 110,
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mostly connected with Alexandria, such for instance as the
beautiful statue recently found in Cyrenaica (Fig. 11); in

irls’ heads from Alexandria in Copenhagen and Dresden.
n most of these works and in many others the soft transparent
quality of the face is matched by a quite rough impressionist
blocking-out of the hair. Thus we find both the character-
istics of Praxitelean impressionism, the rough hair and the
soft “liquid , exaggerated and intensified in Alexandrian
sculpture. ile the female hair of Pergamene art is inva-
riably clear-cut and rope-like, Alexandrian hair is normally
of tﬁe rough crinkly %raxittlean type, sometimes merely
formal, at others more complicated and complete. This
impressionist character of Aﬁ:mdﬁan sculpture is borne
out by what we know of its painting, and is doubtless due
to some extent to the great influence of painting on sculpture
as well as to the influence of Praxiteles.

Another technical point about Alexandrian sculpture is
connected with the local conditions of the country. t is
not a country of marble, and therefore the artists had to be
economical in the use of it. This is probably the reason
why so many Alexandrian heads have the faces complete
in marble but the hair added se arately in stucco, where
the colouring would render the digercnce in material hardly
noticeable. E[’hus many statues of Alexandrian origin have
large pieces of the upper part of their heads smoothed away
ang left for the addition of stucco. This phenomenon is
not confined to Alexandrian art, though it is much commoner
at Alexandria than elsewhere, and where we find it in com-
bination with the other qualities of impressionism and
morbidezza already noticed we may feel fairly confident in
claiming an Alexandrian origin for the work in question.
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This theory is admirably illustrated in the beautiful little
head of a Eirl from Chios recently acquired by the Boston
Museum (Fig. 13). The head shows us an extreme degree
of morbidezza in the softening of all the facial lines
such as eyelids and lips. The face is seen almost through
a slight haze, and it thus gets some of the impression conveyed
by distance. Where the head is worked it is quite rough
and formal in dpu:ely impressionist style, but most of the hair
was to be added in stucco, as the s cuts on the upper
part of the head demonstrate. The heﬁ has been attributed
too enthusiastically to Praxiteles himself. It is good work,
but it is not by the author of the Hermes. The too mechanical
smile and the too formal cheeks show a less masterly touch,
But it is a ect embodiment of Alexandrian art about
300 B.C. and must be unhesitatingly attributed to its real
origin. We see a general cu?}' of the Praxitelean long face
mt%: eyes about the centre of the head, Praxitelean propor-
tions, and Praxitelean head-type.

Another head of Alexandrian origin is the fine bearded
head of the Capitol Museum (Fig. 14), which is really almost
a mask with the whole of the top and sides of the head left
for stucco additions. The rough blocking of the beard shows
the artist’s impressionist leanings. The long face is purely
Attic, though perhaps closer to Bryaxis or some later artist
than to Praxiteles. The head is more or less akin to the
Sarapis head and to the other much finer bearded head

hici: stands in close relation to the Sarapis, the well-known
Zeus of Otricoli (Fig. Id;_l}. In the Otricoli head we have
a similar prominence of the cheek-bones, a similar narrowing
of the forehead above the frontal sinus—Attic features
but not Praxitelean. The Otricoli Zeus is also a marble
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work cut for stucco additions, some of which are still visible,
and we should probably recognize in it another work of early
Alexandrian origin. It is perhaps not too daring to see the
Emtutg;re of these Attic-shaped non-Praxitelean Alexandrian

earded heads in the Sarapis of Bryaxis! Bryaxis or some
other late Attic artist seems to have affected the bearded
male type of Alexandria much as Praxiteles influenced the
feminine ideal. Nottingham Castle contains a bearded head
from Nemi,* which belongs to the same class of work. Here
apain we have the hair added in stucco and a general resem-
bﬁ;ﬂ:e to the Otricoli type.

One of the new Greco-Alexandrian types was naturally -
the goddess Isis. A head in the Louvre f,}?‘?g. 16) gives us
a version of this figure, which still; even in a poor Roman
copy, shows us something of the languid elegance of the
original, There is no traceable influence of Scopas in Alex-
andrian art. The Praxitelean and Attic tradition was trans-
ferred pure, and therefore the liveliness of movement and
action in Pergamene art is quite absent from the art of

o Alexandria. Statues are mainly small, partly perhaps for
economy, and partly from the lack of all desire for comparison
with the gigantic masterpieces of ancient Egypt, and they are
limited to simple standing or seated poses. An interesting
statue of obvious Alexandrian origin 1s the priest of Isis in
the Capitol (Fig. 17), which has been wrongly restored with
a female head. TLS head is itself Alexandrian, as its hair
demonstrates, but it has no connexion with the body, which is
male, though draped in a light clinging tunic.* El"he tunic

! Ausonia, iii. 117 (Amelung).  * Wallis, € of Nemi Antiquities, no. 832,
3 Dieterich, Kletne Schriften, 1911, p. 440; Stuart Jones, Catalogue of the
Museo Capitolino, p. 345-
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is interesting as giving us a good example of Alexandrian
drapery. We may notice the very small closely set folds,
and the extreme realistic care with which the loose parts of
the drapery are distinguished from those tightly stretched.
There is an element of artificiality no doubt in the way in
which the folds radiate from the great jar carried against the
chest and in their close symmetry of design, but as a whole
the effect of texture is marvellously well secured. We have
here a good example of the naturalism which now plays a large
part in Alexandrian art.

Another statue which we must claim for Alexandrian
art is the Capitoline Venus (Fig. 18), an extremely interesting
statue not only as a first-rate original but from its relation
to the Cnidian goddess of Praxiteles, The face and the hair
show the usual qualities of Alexandrian impressionism ;
the fringed mantle thrown over the water-pot is the mantle
of the Egyptian Isis, and the foreshortening of the foot of
the amphora is just the pictorial touch we expect in Alex-
andrian art. But the most interesting light which this
statue throws on Alexandrian art is its directness and want
of subtlety in motive. The goddess of Cnidos is naked,
but she is only half-conscious of her nakedness. Her eyes
are fixed on eternity, and the actual bath is a mere accessory
like the child of the Hermes. But the Capitoline goddess
is not thinking of eternity at all. She is stepping into her
bath, and is suddenly aware of a spectator’s gaze. She is the
classical counterpart of Susannah in Renaissance art. All
the vague beauty of the Attic statue is lost by the touch of
Alexandrian realism, which amounts almost to wulgarity.
As to the treatment of the body it is again real and not ideal.
The back in particular shows a close study of the model

a3sg E
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without any of the selective idealism of classical art. Like
the beautiful torso in Syracuse!® it is a marvellous study
from nature, not marked by any vestige of idealism.

Another head in the Capitol, the so-called Ariadne
(Fig. 19), perhaps really a Dionysos, also suggests an Alex-
andrian origin with its long face, eyes close together, and
crinkly hair.* It isa very favourite Roman head often copied,
and must belong to some famous original. It wears a band,
which presses into the hair, and its sleepy languid gaze is
remarkable. This is produced by making the upper eyelid
nearly straight and the lower one well curved. e face is
long and heavy. Both eye-shape and head recall the Boston
girl from Chios and other Alexandrian statues. The surface
of the face is highly polished, the hair left crinkly and rough—
an Alexandrian procedure. If we can accept this head,
we must class with it two heads of identical facial type, the
Eubouleus of Eleusis® sometimes attributed to Praxiteles,
and the so-called Inopos from Delos in the Louvre (Fig. 20).
Alexandrian dedications might plausibly be expected at
Delos and Eleusis. Both Inopos and Eubouleus are highly
impressionist. We have said enough to show that what we
may call the serious art of Alexandria had certain charac-
teristics of technique and execution, which render not
impossible an attempt to classify and arrange an Alexandrian
school of sculpture. We must now turn to another side
of Alexandrian art which, if of less artistic interest, is
nevertheless of paramount importance in our study of
Hellenistic art.

! Bulle, Der schine Mensch, Pl, 187.
® Stuart Jones, Catalogue of the Museo Capilolino, p. 144.
* E, Gardner, op. cit., Fig. 144.
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The people of Alexandria were noted in the ancient
world as sco?fers and cynics. Their temper was fiery, their
jests were brutal, and reverence of any kind was unknown to
them. A cosmopolitan medley of Greek, Macedonian,
native Egyptian, Jew, and every nation of the East, they were
united only in their utter diversity of point of view and their
sc?ticism of all ideal obligation. To such a people caricature
and a love of the grotesque were almost second nature. By
the side of the greater art of Alexandria it is easy to discern
a lesser art of comic, grotesque, and obscene statuettes of
every description, Greek realism in portraiture went back
to the Pellichos of Demetrios with his great paunch and
scanty hair in the early fourth century! With the end of
the century the satyr was a recognized medium for every
variety of the barogue and the macabre in expression. But
in Aléxandria above all the grotesque exaggeration of natural
defects found its true popularity. The negro, the hunch-
back, the drunkard, the erétin of every kind, became popular
artistic models. As if the delineation of youth and beauty
was exhausted, the Hellenistic sculptors of Alexandria rushed
into the portrayal of disease, of old age, and of mutilation in
every form. "[)iley suffered as much as any modern decadent
from * la nostalgie de la boue . Here again we must beware
of attributing to Alexandria all the gmtcsnt}&e figures of
Hellenistic art and all its pieces of most pai naturalism,
Pergamon, if not Rhodes, and doubtless Antioch must have

layed their part in the commonest form of artistic decadence ;

ut we have so much of this work certified as Alexandrian,
that we are justified in regarding Egypt as its chief and most
popular home, Works of this type fall into two classes :

| Lucian, Philops. 18.



28 THE SCHOOL OF ALEXANDRIA

the purely grotesque and the extremely naturalistic. The
former class is more or less confined to statuettes, of which
a number are collected in Perdrizet’s Bronzes grecs d’ te
de la Collection Fouquet, and the account of the Mahdia s dp
in Monuments Piot for 19og a:}1d I Lo.l 'lg}heae i?iclu e

omes, ies, dwarfs (Fig. 21), and little obscene figures
g?al.l kinlcjiys.gmNeedlas to sayg, Praxitelean qualities of morbi-
dezza and impressionism have no place in art of this kind.
We may presume that the demand was primarily foreign
and not Greek, though all the skill of Greek sculpture is
employed in the faultFess execution of many of them. Their
Alexandrian origin is better attested than that of the second
class of extremely naturalistic works.

The latter are more important and more interesting.
They include some of the most skilful works of sculpture
ever achieved. The splendid negro’s head of Berlin! and
the fisherman of the Louvre are of undoubted Alexandrian
origin, but such works as the fisherman and the peasant
woman of the Conservatori * or the old women of the Capitol
and of Dresden are not so clear in their origin. When we
get a statue of this type, combined with some clearly Alexan-
drian quality, such as the so-called Diogenes of the Villa
Albani *—a naked beggar carried out with fine realism but
also with considerable morbidezza and impressionism—we
may claim an Alexandrian origin ; but impressionism is rare
among such statues, as the artists seem to love to dwell on
every detail. We may, however, regard them as a single
class irrespective of their individual origin. The Louvre

! Schrader, Marmwkog etnes Negers, plates, Winckelmannsfeste, 1900,

* Brunn-Bruckmann, Denkmaler, Pl, 393.
* Hekler, Greek and Roman Portraits, p. 113,
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fisherman ! deserves careful study for its absolutely unsparing
truth to nature. The slackness of skin caused by long wading
in water, the swelling of the veins through hard work, the
feebleness and hollowness of chest due to old age or disease,
the coarse peasant’s head, in which each wrinkle is faithfully
delineated, deserve our wonder if not our admiration. The
little companion pair in the Conservatori, though inferior
in workmanship as Roman copies, are also full of interest
for their vitality and truth. Finest of all perhaps is the
splendid old woman’s head in Dresden (Fig. 22), with its
marvellous mimicry of the ravages of age. Such art is
decadent, because it is pessimistic, cynical, and unhappy,

and because it refuses to select and idealize as it might do

even in studies of decay ; but of its brilliant execution there
can be no doubt. Only the Chinese have made grotesques
which can rank with the products of Alexandria.

This is a convenient place for dealing with the great
series of Hellenistic reliefs, though it is no longer possible
to maintain that these have a uniform and common origin
either in Alexandria or in Imperial Rome* We have seen
their beginning in the Telephos frieze, the first to show us
a pictorial background and an episodic mythﬂsl;ﬁ'cal treat-
ment. The appearance of the relief panel as a self-sufficient
whole without architectural background is an invention of
the Hellenistic age as early as the third century B.c., but it
continues as an artistic force right through Roman into
mediaeval and modern art. Certainly not even the Hellen-
istic reliefs have a common origin, but it is not impossible
that Alexandria was the home of one class of them, the

! Reinach, R aire, 1. 165,
* Schreiber, Hell. Reliefbilder ; Wickhoff, Roman Arl,
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%re-ﬂminently pastoral scenes like the Grimani reliefs in
ienna (Fig. 23). Alexandria was the greatest city of the
Hellenistic world and the farthest from any conception of
the pastoral life of the country. It is, therefore, possible
that the rise of the pastoral tendency in art was connected
with the Alexandrian craving for novelty and variety in
a sphere of which it knew nothing. It is certain that the
pastoral poems of Theocritos delighted the citizens of
Alexandria, and the Hellenistic pastoral relief is strictly
analogous to the poems of Theocritos. It shows a country-
side of the Watteau type with satyrs and nymphs to correspond
to the shepherds and shepherdesses of the court of Louis XIV.
It is an artificial country without a touch of the reality of
nature. Thus the pastoral reliefs and the poems of Theo-
critos represent the one element of idealism in the material-
istic culture of Alexandria.

The Hellenistic reliefs may be divided into three classes :
the pastoral reliefs such as the scenes showing sheep and
a lioness and cubs, called the Grimani reliefs, in Vienna ;
mythological reliefs like the Bellerophon and P s of
the Palazzo Spada,’ or Perseus and Andromeda of the Capitol *
in Rome ; and more complicated little scenes or groups
like the Menander relief of the Lateran,’ the Apotheosis of
Homer,* the slaying of the Niobids,’ or the visit of Dionysos
to a dramatic poet.® They are all closely related to painting
—how closely a reference to Pompeian wall-paintings or
mosaics like the famous Praenestine pavement will show—
but there are some differences between the groups which are

' Schreiber, op. dt., PL 11, * Ibid., P1, XI1. * Ihid., Pl. 84.

* Collignon, Sculpture grecque, ii, Fig. 354.
& Stark, Niobe, p. 165. 354‘ E. Gardner, op. ait,, Fig. 126.









THE SCHOOL OF ALEXANDRIA 31

worthy of mention. The pastoral scenes are straightforward
and naturalistic. The little group of a countryman driving
a cow past a ruined temple in Munich is a good example of

ightforward naturalism. The I%Thnlogical reliefs are
usually distinctly affected in style. e gesture with which
Perseus receives Andromeda is like that of an exquisite
handing a lady from her carriage. Bellerophon waters _his
horse with a nonchalant air.! Daedalos and Icaros * present
a curious mixture of affectation and realism. But it may now
be regarded as certain that the Spada reliefs are Augustan
in date at the earliest, and the aftectation may well be im-
ported. This is, indeed, partially demonstrated by a com-
parison of the two copies of the Daedalos-Icaros group in
the Villa Albani, of which one is Roman, the other probably
late Hellenistic. At the same time it is remarkable that the
figures of the mythological reliefs all show the long slender
proportions of Lysippos. This at once suggests a Rhodian
connexion. Mythological groups are favourites in Rhodes,
and it is the one place where the Lysippic tradition certainly
lasted. It is not a wholly hazardous suggestion to propose
a Rhodian origin for the mythological, and an Alexandrian
origin for the pastoral, refiefs. One might be tempted,
therefore, to ascribe the most intimate and domestic scenes
to Pergamon, but there is insufficient evidence for proof
at present, though the reliefs deserve careful study with these
possible divisions in mind,

In general we can only point out their fine naturalism

and perfect execution. Their artists seem to have mastered |l

all the problems of perspective and to deal with the third
dimension as easily as with the other two. It is natural to
! Schreiber, op. cit., P1. II1. * Ibid., Pl. XI.

!
H
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notice some advance in freedom of style. The earlier reliefs,
like the Telephos frieze, or the Dolon relief, are in less
pronounced relief and with less carefully conceived per-
spective, Later reliefs like the so-called Menander relief
show some of the figures in part detached from the back-
ground, while the perspective of a tgmup is most subtly

ded. We may compare the finest of them with the bronze
ﬁrs of the Florentine Baptistery and their marvellous panels.

We are still left with one important monument of Alex-
andrian art which perhaps can be treated most fitly in con-
nexion with the pastoral reliefs—the great statue of the Nile
in the Braccio Nuovo of the Vatican (Fig. 24). The god lies
out at length supported on his elbow, and little boys, repre-
senting the cubits of his annual rise, p!a{ about over him,
The work is a Roman copy, and tells us little of technique,
but the putti are interesting as a typical Hellenistic develop-
ment. This is the period in which Eros, who has been growi
steadily younger from the youth of Praxiteles to the bo r;%
Lysippos, turns finally into the chubby Roman Cupid or
Amorino of Renaissance art, As such he helps Aphrodite
in her toilet or performs all manner of tasks in the fine
frieze of Erotes at Ephesos. It is the logical ending of the
transformation of mythology into gemre. Alexandrian art
is essentially mundane and frivolous, sceptical and humorous,
Her artists would have appreciated the earlier Pergamene
developments, but they would have laughed at the clums
idealism of the great altar frieze. Nor would they have felt
much sympathy with the athletic art of Rhodes.

We may perhaps consider here the little we know of the
art of Antioch, since it has certain points in common with

! Brunn-Bruckmann, Denkmiler, Pl 627 b,
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that of Alexandria. The chief monument used in all discus-
sion of Antiochene art is the statue of Antioch' on the
Orontes, made by Eutychides, a pupil of Lysippos. A small
copy of this in the Vatican shows us a fine seated figure
crowned with the turreted crown, who rests her foot on
a little male figure with outstretched arms representing the
stream of the Orontes. Unfortunately the copy is too small
to give us much information about the artist, though he sétms
to have used the same idea for another statue of the Eurotas.
We have, however, a figure of Aphrodite from Egypt (Fig. 2 51),
which shows a su&porting Triton in an attituc%g indubitably
connected with the figure of the Orontes. This s an
E%yptian work, but it argues some artistic connexion between
exandria and the Seleucid capital. Another link is given
us by the statement * that the Apollo at Daphne near Antioch
was made by Bryaxis, the author of the Alexandrian Sarapis.
Antioch, though like Alexandria in many respects—in
her turbulent population, her cosmopolitanism, her irreve-
rence for all authority—seems never to have developed the
cultured love of literature and the arts which we find at
Pergamon and on the Nile. She remained in all prababili:g
a collector and not an originator of art. The glimpses whi
we can get of her statues indicate a catholic taste. The
Apollo seated on the Omphalos, which decorates the Seleucid
coins, resembles the Lysippic type, and a Herakles type,
also found on Syrian coins and reproduced in the bronze
colossus of the Conservatori, has some connexion with the -
later Sikyonian school. By the side of these we must placé-
the Apollo of Bryaxis, -
! E. Gardner, op. cit., Fig. 128 ; see below, p. 38. \
* Cedren, Hist. Comp. 706 B. A
231K F

.
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Ephesos, a strong place more or less at the meeting-point
of three empires, has left us considerable remains of Hellen-
istic art. Her bronze athlete at Vienna (Fig. 26) belongs
to a later development of the Scopaic school; her frieze
of Erotes! is more in the Alexandrian manner. Some
beautiful bronzes, in particular a Herakles attacking a cen-
taur, are in the mixed Lysippo-Scopaic manner. There
are %lso traces of Praxitelean influence in her art.

These cosmopolitan collecting centres cannot tell us much
of the methods of Hellenistic art. Our best resource is to
examine more closely the works of certified origin. Ephesos
is, however, important for its school of copyists. The
marble copies of the Attalid dedications were perhaps made
here, and Agasias, the author of the Borghese Fighter? was
an Ephesian by birth, although a Rhodian by education.

v Ausstellung von Fundstiicken aus Ephesos, figures on pp. 14 and 15,
% Ibid., figure on p. 5. * E, éardn:r. ap. ci?., Fig. 136.










I
THE RHODIAN SCHOOL

HE school of Rhodes stands on a different footing

from that of Pergamon or Alexandria. The Iitter

were new foundations, or at least new societies, in
which the Greek element was associated with much that was
alien and exotic. The orgiastic wildness of Phrygia went far
to influence the art of Pergamon, whether in its earlier sensu-
ality or its later pageantry of exaggerated triumph. In
Alexandria and in Antioch non-Greek races imported into
Hellenic art the cynicism and the world-weariness of older
and exhausted civifi?atinns- But Rhodes was pure Greek and
a living, Emwing. prosperous community without recollections
of humiliation and defeat. Rhodes as a city had been born
of the union of Lindos, Kameiros, and Ialysos at the end of
the fifth century. The fourth century brought slow growth,
but the successful defence against Demetrios Poliorcetes in
its last decade opened a new chapter in Rhodian history.
Henceforward Rhodes was mistress of an empire. She
acquired essions on the mainland ; her fleet rode and
controlled her neighbouring seas ; her trade stretched out
tentacles in all directions ; and among the semi-barbarous
Hellenistic kingdoms she alone carried proudly the torch
of undefiled Hellenic tradition. Chares of Lindos, a pupil
of Lysippos, headed the long roll of her sculptors; her
painter, Protogenes, had but one rival in the Sikyonian
Apelles. Thus from the first she boasted great artists,
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Resting Hermes is a fine copy of a post-Lysippic original,
which gstmd in close ccnnexigi with the Praying Boy. The
torso, slender, restrained, and full of vitality, shows the
same treatment, and must belong to the I:{si;;pic school.
Eutychides of Sikyon, another pupil of Lysippos, is
known to us only from his Antioch.! his figure, even in
its poor copy, is of great importance, since it is almost the
only certified draped female figure of the Lysippic school.
Our whole theory of Lysippic and early RhocEz.n drapery
must, therefore, rest upon it. A comparison with the
Herculaneum fi * in Dresden will show at once a con-
siderable resemblance in treatment, so much so, in fact, that
it has caused the attribution of the Dresden figure to the
Lysippic school. This cannot be allowed because of the
eater resemblance to Attic grave-reliefs and the Mantinean
Erasis, which demonstrates the origin of the type in the school
of Praxiteles. But it is sufficient to show that the new
scheme of the school of Praxiteles was adopted in the main
by the pupils of Lysippos ; their faithfulness to their teacher
will incline us to the ﬁclief that Lysippos used it also. This
type of drapery shows a tendency to an artificially effective
or artistic arrangement rather than to complete sim licity of
naturalism like the drapery of Praxiteles fnimse]f, ut it is
important to notice that it does not become purely artificial
or stereotyped till much later, and that all the early examples
preserve a considerable 