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PREFACE 

Both the genesis of this particular collection within the Department of Classical Antiquities 
of the Museum of Fine Arts and the circumstances of publication of the present Catalogue add 
to its interest as a document contributing to the history of the Museum and of classical archaeolo-
gy in Hungary as such. 

The Museum of Fine Arts opened its doors in 1906. Its founders had not intended to include 
original ancient art objects, confining themselves to showing plaster casts. That such plans were 
changed is to the credit of Antal Hekier (1882-1940). Hekier had worked for his doctorate in Munich 
under Adolf Furtwängler and it was in his Munich years that he established close contact with 
Paul Arndt (1865-1937), a conoisseur of antique marbles, which Hekier was particularly interest-
ed in. Arndt had early given up an academic career, putting his research in the service of his col -
lecting activity and art dealer's business instead. Soon after his return home in 1908 Hekier 
persuaded the Ministry of Education to purchase for the Museum around a hundred and fifty an-
cient marbles from Arndt, thus founding the Department of Classical Antiquities. Not much later 
Arndt offered his collection of terracotta statuettes - around two thousand five hundred pieces 
- for sale. The total cost, however, far exceeded the Museum's resources. Arndt then divided 
his collection in such a manner that each part included works from almost all important ancient 
centres of production known at the time. The Museum acquired six hundred and fifty pieces, a 
quarter of the total. The remainder was largely disposed of in Munich, but other museums too 
acquired some pieces. Arndt included mainly pieces of average value in the deal which was con-
cluded in 1914, and which was also arranged by Hekier, now as one of his first activities as Keep-
er of a new Collection of Ancient Sculpture within the Museum. He was not really interested in 
terracotta small sculpture, doing no more than giving news of the acquisition (AA 1916, 71-72, 
without mentioning Arndt's name) and publishing a few outstanding pieces (Müvészet 1915, 83-87, 
with illustrations). Classification and publication became the task of Zoltán Oroszlán (1921-1971), 
Hekier's former student, who took over when Hekier, in 1923, was appointed to a university chair, 
succeeding him also in his academic post in 1945 (see ActaArchHung 23 [1971], 251-257 on Oroszlán 
and his work). Oroszlán arranged for the terracottas to be jointly exhibited with the marbles (1930). 
He prepared a catalogue in Hungarian for this occasion (Oroszlán 1930) which contained Arndt's 
brief descriptions and notes on the provenance of individual pieces and which was principally 
addressed to the general public. One eighth of the material was illustrated. It was then that he 
started on the scholarly investigation of the material. In communications scattered over many 
periodicals he primarily discussed thematic groups, and it was only in one of the last of such com-
munications (Oroszlán 1945) that he took a step - which he did not follow up towards a more 
thorough study of the Graeco-Egyptian material. 

The Collection of Ancient Sculpture made no acquisitions in Oroszlán's time, on the other hand 
it took over ancient Egyptian and Near Eastern objects scattered in the storerooms of public col-
lections in Hungary, arranging them as a new section of the Department. They were put on dis-
play in 1939, and a guide, in Hungarian, was printed for the purpose. The exhibition was arranged 
by Oroszlán and the Egyptologist Aladár Dobrovits (1909-1970, for Dobrovits's life and work see 
V. Wessetzky, ActaAntHung 18 [1970], 421-422), who was employed as a curator of the new ma-
terial. Following Oroszlán's translation to the university, Dobrovits took over the Department 
which now integrated both collections and completely changed its image within a few years. He 
was most concerned with new acquisitions. On the basis of an earlier regulation which had made
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it also possible to take over the Egyptian objects, he gathered together in the Museum of Fine 
Arts all the ancient material of extra-Hungarian provenance in Hungarian public collections. Much 
that had been in the Hungarian National Museum, or the Museum of Applied Arts or in museums 
in the country, found its way to the Museum of Fine Arts. This huge quantitative growth was 
further added to by purchases from accessible Hungarian private collections. The aim of Dobrovits 
was to cover every available type of object originating in any of the cultures of the ancient Mediter-
ranean, no longer concentrating on classical sculpture. Thanks to his efforts a Department of 
Antiquities grew out of the Collection of Ancient Sculpture. In 1957 the Egyptian Collection then 
became a separate entity. 

Dobrovits's acquisitions naturally boosted the numbers of Graeco-Egyptian terracotta pieces 
as well: pieces bearing inventory numbers starting with 50, 51 and 52 are here as evidence. 
Dobrovits left the Museum in 1951 and handed over his Department to the writer of this Preface. 
In the decades that followed the country's international position made every kind of systematic 
acquisition policy impossible. At most, small private collections formed early this century could 
be purchased on occasion. It was actually Egypt that was the only exception. The close political 
ties between the two countries in the 1950s made it possible for scholars to travel there, and Hun-
garian citizens who spent some time in Egypt were also able to make smaller purchases there. 
An interstate agreement made it possible for the Museum itself to purchase some objects. These 
include the items in this catalogue bearing inventory numbers starting with 60. Many more small 
objects, of little market value but considerable scholarly interest, were purchased by scholars 
or acquired as gifts. Some - including terracottas with inventory numbers starting with 75 ac-
quired from the Dobrovits collection - found their way into the Museum, others are still private-
ly owned. Outstanding among them is a collection formed in the 1950s by a Hungarian collector 
who died in recent years. Financial difficulties combined with ill-health forced him to dispose 
of his collection bit by bit. It was his own wish that his collection should find its way to the Muse-
um of Fine Arts, and the Museum purchased the major part of his Egyptian material, respecting 
his anonimity, in three lots, in 1974, 1984 and 1990. This is the origin of almost all the Coptic 
material in the possession of the Department of Antiquities (Török 1993 I, II) as well as of about 
a third of the items in the present Catalogue, almost exactly as much as had been purchased from 
Arndt many years ago. It must be said, however that, generally, they cannot vie with the pieces 
which Arndt had carefully selected, with much skill, in a number of journeys. 

The publication of this material which constitutes around a quarter of the whole collection 
of classical terracottas preserved in the Museum is only partially connected with the story of its 
acquisition. The authoress of the first scholarly paper (Hoffmann 1914) that dealt with some of 
the pieces - which were, at the time, in the possession of the Hungarian National Museum -, 
was Edith Hoffmann (1888-1945), a.young scholar who soon moved, however, to other fields. At 
the time of the publication she was already on the staff of the Museum of Fine Arts, and she was 
appointed head of the Department of Prints and Drawings in 1921. Her international reputation 
was due to her work first on miniatures, later on the collection of foreign drawings. In 1945, about 
to take up her position as the Director of the Museum, she was killed in a traffic accident. (On 
her life and work see the Catalogue of a memorial exhibition held in the Museum in 1948.) 

Hungarian interest in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt was rekindled by Aladár Dobrovits. The 
versatility of his interests was one of the reasons that prompted his employment. They also co-
vered classical antiquity and its relationship to Egypt. In 1943 he published a small book on his 
findings under the title Egyiptom és a hellénizmus (Egypt and Hellenism). The already mentioned 
single study that Oroszlán wrote on the subject appeared in a periodical founded by Dobrovits, 
and at Dobrovits's prompting. As the head of the Department concerned he was fully aware of 
the importance of a thoroughgoing classification of the terracottas, and he endeavoured to find 
the appropriate person to entrust with the task as quickly as he could. He choose his first assis-
tant in the person of István Ferenc Borhegyi (1921-1969) who started work by publishing some 
of the pieces that did not figure in the Oroszlán catalogue (Borhegyi 1948) but he left for the Unit-
ed States soon afterwards and there ended his tragically short life in 1969 as head of the Milwau-
kee Public Museum. In his place László Castiglione (1927-1984, on his life and work see 
ActaArchHung 36 [1984], 3-20), a student of Oroszlán and Dobrovits who had not graduated yet 
at the time, was appointed in 1949. Castiglione, as it were combining the two research traditions 
created by his teachers, placed Hellenistic and Roman Egypt at the centre of his attention right 
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from the outset. The material kept in the Museum made a study of the Graeco-Egyptian terracot-
tas a most suitable starting point. From the beginning of close attention to the around two hundred 
and fifty pieces it became obvious to him that mere description, typology, and definition would 
prove to be a cul-de-sac. He wished to examine the terracottas - and any other object from the 
classical antiquity - in their full historical, cultural and religious context. In this manner he 
intended to tackle more essential questions than those involved in the mere descriptive publica-
tion of the individual pieces. His aim was a thorough knowledge of all the written and archaeo-
logical sources of Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, so that, familiar with every aspect of the age, 
he could then return to his starting point, the writing of the catalogue of the terracottas. After 
two years' work in the Museum, he wrote the first lot of this catalogue, that is his first study 
(Castiglione 1951-1952) which was then followed by a series dealing with particular subjects and 
groups of subjects, works that increasingly laid claim to being a synthesis of his field. In the course 
of a decade he became an internationally recognised authority on Hellenistic and Roman Egypt. 
His comprehensive surveys, or studies of particular fields, especially those that deal with the his-
tory of art or of religion, still regularly appear in the bibliographies and footnotes of scholarly 
works. Many of them show that he never lost sight of his first plan, the production of a scholarly 
catalogue covering the Graeco-Egyptian material in the Museum of Fine Arts. In 1957 he briefly 
headed the Department of Antiquities, and it was he who carried out the division into the Egypti-
an and Classical Antiquities Departments. Not much later he left the Museum and moved to the 
Archaeological Institute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences of which, for sixteen years after 
1964, he was the Deputy Director. Before that, however, he had a chance to do extended research 
work in Egypt and in 1964 he was also in charge of the Hungarian excavations in Lower Nubia. 
Administrative and editorial duties more and more restricted the time and energy he was able 
to devote to his favoured subject, but his interest in it did not diminish. The many reviews and 
notices he published show that he kept up with the literature, and so does the fact that the sub-
jects of the last five articles he published before his death also belonged to this field. When, around 
the mid-1960s, he felt that his new duties made it - temporarily, he hoped - impossible for him 
to continue what he started, he prepared a first draft of the terracotta catalogue, as it were as 
minutes of work in progress. As an introduction, he wrote a long study concentrating on the cult 
context, iconography, and questions concerning chronology. Unfortunately he would not permit 
publication, judging his work to be unfinished, needing further research abroad. I must say though 
that, having read the draft, it appeared to me of the highest standard attainable at that time. When 
he left the Museum, he took the sole copy he had - with all his other papers - to the Archaeologi-
cal Institute. After his death all his papers - amounting to an archive - were returned to the 
Museum of Fine Arts but to this day repeated careful searches failed to turn up this single copy. 

Interest in the art of Hellenistic and Roman Egypt - including the large quantity of terracot-
tas produced - has become much livelier in recent decades. Scholars studying material availa-
ble in museums and participants in promising digs in Egypt displayed a growing interest in what 
was available in the Budapest collection which many of them had indeed studied still in 
Castiglione's company. Replacing what had vanished without trace, providing a catalogue on the 
basis of new work, covering a material that had grown by about a third compared with what was 
contained in Castiglione's manuscript, appeared as an urgent service which the Budapest Muse-
um of Fine Arts owed the international community of scholars. 

The generosity of L'Erma di Bretschneider and particularly of Dottore Roberto Marcucci, 
which permitted the continued publication of a catalogue series covering the material in the Muse-
um's Department of Classical Antiquities, made it possible for this to come true, though, unfor-
tunately, only a decade after the man who looked on it as the centre of his life's work left us. 
Professor LászlO Török, at one time Castiglione's colleague, when working on the publication of 
the Hungarian excavations in Lower Nubia, also a fellow of the Archaeological Institute, widely 
known for his work on the history and art of Egypt and the ancient Sudan, undertook the job. 
He is also responsible for the catalogues on Coptic art in this series. In addition to presenting 
the individual pieces, Török concentrated on their relative chronology, that is on clarifying their 
relationship to their presumed prototypes, as well as on related iconographical questions. Fully 
aware that a material which - taken as a whole - was of unknown provenance did not in itself 
offer a basis for an absolute chronology, he had to rely largely on stylistic analysis in addition 
to a few reliable excavation data, when suggesting datings. Török is furthermore aware that 
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contained in Castiglione's manuscript, appeared as an urgent service which the Budapest Muse- 
um of Fine Arts owed the international community of scholars. 

The generosity of L'Erma di Bretschneider and particularly of Dottore Roberto Marcucci, 
which permitted the continued publication of a catalogue series covering the material in the Muse- 
um's Department of Classical Antiquities, made it possible for this to come true, though, unfor- 
tunately, only a decade after the man who looked on it as the centre of his life's work left us. 
Professor László Török, at one time Castiglione's colleague, when working on the publication of 
the Hungarian excavations in Lower Nubia, also a fellow of the Archaeological Institute, widely 
known for his work on the history and art of Egypt and the ancient Sudan, undertook the job. 
He is also responsible for the catalogues on Coptic art in this series. In addition to presenting 
the individual pieces, Török concentrated on their relative chronology, that is on clarifying their 
relationship to their presumed prototypes, as well as on related iconographical questions. Fully 
aware that a material which — taken as a whole — was of unknown provenance did not in itself 
offer a basis for an absolute chronology, he had to rely largely on stylistic analysis in addition 
to a few reliable excavation data, when suggesting datings. Török is furthermore aware that 
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whatever can be stated on such a basis is in most cases presumptive, it is, however, a suitable 
starting point for fruitful discussion. This catalogue is, of course, not the place for a detailed 
discussion of questions related to Greek or Roman art, and the same is true of various related 
problems concerning the religious-historical context of the individual terracotta types. On the 
other hand the author took particular care to present each piece as an individual work of art, 
drawing attention to specific features, especially those that are not clearly discernible on the 
reproduction. In no way did he wish - in keeping with the current fashion - to offer more than 
due in a specialized catalogue. Not more, not less. 

Both the author and the editor are particularly grateful for the help which Mr. Géza Andó 
from the Department of Classical Antiquities gave them in the work that lasted several years. 
Special thanks are also due to Mrs. Maria Szenczi for the care she took in the preparation of the 
black-and-white photographs, paying due attention to every aspect they were meant to serve. The 
work of László Török in the collection was facilitated and the preparation of the illustration was 
rendered possible by a grant from the National Scientific Research Fund. This grant is gratefully 
acknowledged here. 

Budapest, September 1994.

JANos GYöRGY SZILAGYI 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. The material of the Catalogue 

In this Catalogue 326 terracottas are published, of which 309 pieces are kept in the Collection 
of Classical Antiquities of the Museum of Fine Arts, Budapest (see Concordance I). 4 figurines 
are published from the collection of the D6ri Muzeum, Debrecen (see Concordance II), and further 
13 figurines are included from a private collection in Budapest (see Concordance III). These lat-
ter were not previously published, as opposed to the bulk of the terracottas in the collections 
Castiglione-Varga and Kákosy, both in Budapest, which were discussed by László Castiglione in 
a manner that renders their re-publication entirely superfluous (see Castiglione 1978, 7-26 Nos 
1-23, and see here Appendix I, Appendix II). From the 326 items altogether 135 were previously 
published, but publication in most cases did not consist of more than a laconic mention without 
illustration in Oroszlán 1930 or Bayer-Niemeier 1988. 

The pieces included into the Catalogue come, without a single exception, from the antiquities 
market and their provenance cannot be exactly determined but there can be little doubt that they 
were manufactured and also found in Egypt. In spite of the easily recognizable and diagnostic 
types and styles of Egyptian terracottas, the issue of Egyptian provenance is nevertheless not al-
ways entirely unproblematic. A part of the figurines of the early Hellenistic period were, as it 
seems, manufactured in Alexandria from imported marl clay, for a sufficiently fine sort of clay 
that was generally used in the workshops of mainland Greece was not available in Egypt (for the 
problem of the imported clay see E.-L. Marangou, Männlicher Terrakottakopf aus Alexandria, AA 
1968, 458-470 459f.; Fraser 1972 I, 138 with note 47; Himmelmann 1983, 28). Bayer-Niemeier 1988, 
13 presumes that the fine yellow marl clay of a group of the "Hadra" vases was of Egyptian origin 
and she also identifies it with the pale yellow clay of the Late Antique Menas flasks and figurines 
connected to the Abu Mena churches (cf. Török 1993 I, 30ff. and Nos F 1-F 14; G 33 and G 42-49). 
It was shown, however, that the "Hadra" vases in question were manufactured in Crete (P. Calla-
ghan, The Trefoil Style and Second-Century Hadra Vases, BSA 75 [1980] 33-47; P. Callaghan-E. 
Jones, Hadra Hydriae and Central Crete: A Fabric Analysis, BSA 80 [1985] 1-17; and cf. A. Enklaar, 
Chronologie et peintres des hydries de Hadra, BABesch 60 [1985] 106-151; Les hydries de Hadra 
II: Formes et ateliers, BABesch 61 [1986141-63). On the other hand, the clays of the imported 
"Hadra" hydriae and of the Abu Mena wares are only similar but not identical. Hence, the Egyp-
tian origin of some terracottas acquired from the collection of P. Arndt (Cat. items with inventory 
numbers preceded by the letter T) and without any provenance data at all was decided on the ba-
sis of their type, iconography and style and not on the basis of their material which markedly 
differs from the common Egyptian marl fabrics (see Nos 35, 43, 226. - For Egyptian marl clay 
fabrics resembling in quality the import clay of Nos 35 and 43 see Nos 141, 414, 215 2 264, 287, 
288, 289). 

2. Fabric, provenance and workshops 

The individual Catalogue items consist of a description of the fabric, technique, finish, meas-
urements, and appearance of a figurine or figurine fragment. The description of the object is fol-
lowed by a discussion of its stylistic and iconographical features on the basis of which it may 
be fitted into a stylistic and typological context. All pieces are illustrated.
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I have limited the fabric descriptions on elementary statements made with the help of a mag-
nifying glass and a routine acquired in the course of my work devoted to the publication of Coptic 
Egyptian and Meroitic, Post-Meroitic and Christian Nubian pottery finds. I have omitted chemi-
cal analyses as well as a determination of the fabric colours according to the Munsell system of 
notations. While being indeed aware of the impossibility of conveying an accurate impression 
of fabric properties and colours by verbal description alone, I am nevertheless convinced that 
colours do not provide a useful basis for a classification of terracottas according to workshops 
(for the wide range of fabric colours in individual Egyptian Nile silt and marl clay pottery wares 
see Bourriau 1981, 14f.). For the limitations of the use of fabric colour as ware/workshop criteri-
urn are worth quoting the following remarks made by the greatest expert on Nubian pottery: "Be-
cause fabric color often varies significantly between one part of the vessel wall and another 
(between the outer surfaces and the core, for example), it is usually necessary to give color descrip-
tions in terms of a range of variation" and "Descriptions of fabric color as reddish-brown, greenish-
grey, and so on necessarily introduce a certain element of subjectivity and impressionism into 
the ware descriptions. In theory, this difficulty should be eliminated by the use of the Munsell 
system of color notation. The practical difficulty is that Munsell distinctions are, if anything, too 
fine to be useful in the description of pottery wares. Most Nubian and Egyptian pottery fabrics 
range over a dozen or even two dozen Munsell shadings, and it would be cumbersome and practi-
cally useless to list them all" (W. Y. Adams, Ceramic Industries of Medieval Nubia I, Kentucky 
1986, 80). 

As to the chemical analyses, the imposing efforts of Allen (1985, 11-80, 148-221) at a classifica-
tion of the Karanis material on the basis of chemical fabric analyses resulted in the delineation 
of a very homogeneous chemical group termed by Allen "Nile Sediment Core Group". The pieces 
belonging to this Core Group came mainly from levels "C" and "B" of Karanis and date thus to 
the first to third centuries AD and reflect "(chemically) traditions of clay procurement and/or paste 
formulation in coroplastic production which were characteristic of the Fayoum, and perhaps more 
specifically of Karanis or some other single site in the Fayoum during that time period" (ibid., 
149f.). The identification of a workshop or workshops connected for centuries to traditions of 
groundmass procurement and certain technological procedures is indeed significant, but can 
reasonably be established only on the basis of a provenanced material: museum collections con-
sisting exclusively of unprovenanced pieces are less suited for such analyses. Such analyses make, 
of course, real sense only if the source of the paste (groundmass and inclusions as well) can also 
be identified. Yet, as remarked by Allen (1985, 39), "regional distinctions in Nile sediment have 
not to date been established". The limitations of neutron activation analysis, as to the major 
pottery-making materials such as Holocene Nile sediment and Pliocene clays which are not chem-
ically region-specific (Allen 1985, 40), were also stressed by scientists (see literature listed in Allen 
1985, 68 -note 18; and see also Bourriau 1981, 41f.). Further scientific analyses of large series of 
terracottas preferably originating from archaeological excavations may nevertheless result in the 
establishment of similar workshop affinities as reflected by Allen's Core Group and contribute 
to the understanding of the geographical structure and chronology of the terracotta production. 

Terracottas made from fine marl clay are in the literature usually assigned to Alexandrian 
workshops, while the great bulk of figurines manufactured from brick red to brown Nile silt is 
regarded as "Fayoumic" (for considerations against the oversimplified and obviously wrong at-
tribution of Egyptian terracottas according to their style either to good Alexandrian or to mass-
producing provincial workshops see Himmelmann 1983, 27 with note 38. While pointing out, 
however, that the "Fayoum style" also occurs in the production of Alexandrian shops, Himmel-
mann nevertheless maintains that "den frithen Terrakotten steht eine ungeheuere Masse von spater, 
grober Ware gegenuber, die sog. FayiIm-Terrakotten" [ibid.]. See also below, section 3). It fol-
lows, however, from the considerations indicated above that in this Catalogue no such guesses 
are made as- to the provenance of the individual terracottas. I did not venture into the hypotheti-
cal reconstruction of workshop traditions and contexts, either. The pieces in Allen's Core Group 
represent, as mentioned above, a homogeneous chemical picture, but they also present at the same 
time a typological and stylistic range that does not stand out in any respect against the general 
picture of Roman Egyptian coroplastic production. The same statement, even also extended to 
the Ptolemaic period, seems to be true for the Athribis finds made in more recent times. They 
are similarly believed to have been locally produced, but, judging on the basis of the preliminary 
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time a typological and stylistic range that does not stand out in any respect against the general 
picture of Roman Egyptian coroplastic production. The same statement, even also extended to 
the Ptolemaic period, seems to be true for the Athribis finds made in more recent times. They 
are similarly believed to have been locally produced, but, judging on the basis of the preliminary 
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communications of the excavators (cf. Mysliwiec-Szymanska 1992), the Athribis types and styles 
nevertheless seem to span more or less over the whole range of Hellenistic and Roman Egyptian 
terracottas. Both the Karanis and Athribis materials may thus be regarded as a warning against 
uncautious reconstructions of workshop affinities. For one should never disregard the fact that 
a good part of the output of mass-producing workshops may have been manufactured from moulds 
made after figurines originating from other, geographically remote, workshops. The apparent 
iconographical and stylistic homogeneity of the subsequent periods of Egyptian terracotta produc-
tion was probably determined by workshop practices of this kind as well as by the nature and 
function of most terracotta figurines: for they were easily transportable to any distance and they 
usually possessed religious connotations which promoted a nationwide distribution. On the other 
hand, however, the production of certain types may have been limited to manufactures connected 
to certain cults and the distribution of the products of these workshops may have been not very 
wide, either. The mass production follows of course iconographical types and stylistic trends creat-
ed or transmitted by master coroplasts in, unfortunately so far unidentified, workshops. The works 
of such coroplasts can be identified on the basis of their quality (see Nos 38, 58, 59, 65, 91, 125, 
154, 168, 221, 241). Evidently, the stylistic and chronological context of terracottas of such a high 
artistic quality can be more easily determined. Nevertheless, the distance in space and time be-
tween a model which may reflect a certain type and/or a certain style at an early stage and a mass-
produced figurine representing the popular imitation of the same may be considerable. In spite 
of these difficulties, workshop affinities can of course be identified, be it on the basis of suffi-
ciently close and diagnostic stylistic connections (see comments on Nos 38, 51, 52, 174-177, 289) 
and/or idiosyncratic workshop traditions (see comments on Nos 16, 37, 95, 238). 

3. Iconography 

In addition to the description of fabric, technique, finish, preservation, and appearance of 
the individual pieces, also their iconography and style are discussed. A comprehensive treatment 
in a chronological framework of the iconographical types and styles represented by the terracot-
tas published in this Catalogue is not attempted in this Introduction. For such an undertaking 
the Budapest material is not sufficiently representative. Surveys of the terracotta production in 
Hellenistic and Roman Egypt by the great pioneers (Weber 1914; Perdrizet 1921; Vogt 1924) and, 
more recently, the fascinating study of Philipp (1972) and the penetrating essays of Himmelmann 
(1983), Hornbostel and Laubscher (1985, 425-456), Bayer-Niemeier (1988, 11-57), Connelly (1990, 
89-92), Nachtergael (in: GGG, 19-24) presented general pictures based on the analysis of iconographi-
cal types and styles. These essays render superfluous, at least at the present stage of our knowledge, 
any general survey that is based on such an arbitrary complex of monuments as a museum or 
a private collection. 

On the whole, general overviews of the Egyptian terracotta production display an embarrass-
ing variety of opinions on iconography, stylistic origins and developments, workshop traditions 
and interconnections. The different views seem to be determined principally by the almost total 
lack of consensus concerning the chronological framework. The most current preconception con-
cerning the whole complex of Egyptian terracotta production is also prevalent in Fraser's 
monumental book on Hellenistic Alexandria. The superficial "classification" of terracotta styles 
and iconographical types also accepted by Fraser greatly influenced his view of the development 
of official cults and popular religiosity in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt: "... Alexandrian terracot-
tas of the Ptolemaic period are almost entirely of the pure Greek funerary style, representing la-
dies and groups in the Tanagrine tradition, and the vast number of crude statuettes of deities of 
the Greco-Egyptian world - Isis-Aphrodite, Horus, Bes, and others - are largely if not wholly 
of the Roman period, and not of Alexandrian origin" (Fraser 1972 I, 192). Such an unfounded and 
misleading classification may also explain, why is the Louvre collection dated with an absolute 
confidence almost in its entirety to the "époque romaine", and why are only a few terracottas 
dated, hesitatingly, and with question marks, to the "époque hellenistique" in the otherwise ex-
cellent catalogue by Françoise Dunand (Dunand 1990). Terracotta dating is, of course, further 
complicated by the lack of consensus as to the interpretation of processes in the arts of Hellenis-
tic Egypt and the dating of key monuments (for the extremes see recently R. S. Bianchi, The 
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Pharaonic Art of Ptolemaic Egypt, in: Bianchi 1988, 55-80 and Maehler 1992; and cf. below, sec-
tion 4). 

The items of this Catalogue are presented according to iconographical types and not in a 
chronological order, however tempting it occurred to the present author, to introduce his own, 
doubtless similarly idiosyncratic, view of chronological relations. On the other hand, however, 
I did not hesitate to suggest datings for individual terracottas which appeared to present features 
suitable for a stylistic analysis. 

3.1. Grotesquerie 
Recent investigations of individual groups of terracottas as, e.g., the circle of "grotesquerie" 

tried to fit the terracotta production more concretely into the framework of developments in 
Hellenistic art in general and Alexandrian art in particular (cf. first of all Thompson 1963; A. Adri-
ani, Appunti su alcuni aspetti del grottesco alessandrino, in: Gli archeologi italiani in onore di 
Amadeo Maiuri a cura del Centro Studi Ciocara, Cava dei Tirreni 1965, 37-62; Thompson 1973; 
Thompson 1979; Laubscher 1982; Himmelmann 1983, Wrede 1988; B. Barr-Sharrar, Coroplast, Pot-
ter, and Metaismith, in: Uhlenbrock 1990, 31-36; Schürmann 1992; Wrede 1992; and see also W. 
Binsfeld, Grylloi, Diss. Köln 1956; Bieber 1961, 97; Fuchs 1963, 16-18) and contributed significantly 
to the interpretation of some much-discussed and little understood types (see, e.g., Himmelmann 
1983; Bol-Kotera 1986; Wrede 1988, R. Miller Ammermann, The Religious Context of Hellenistic 
Terracotta Figurines, in: Uhlenbrock 1990,37-46; Wrede 1991, Schurmann 1992). Himmelmann's 
and Laubscher's (e.g., Himmelmann 1983; Laubscher 1982) works have convincingly demonstrat-
ed that Egyptian grotesquerie can, quite unlike certain grotesque types from Smyrna (for views 
on Smyrna cf. J. P. Uhlenbrock, East Greek Coroplastic Centers in the Hellenistic Period, in: Uh-
lenbrock 1990, 72-80 77f.), not be regarded as "clinical illustrations of illness, and physical and 
mental deformity" (ibid., 77). The interpretation of Egyptian Hellenistic grotesquerie in terms 
of Hellenistic social realism and as a phenomenon of Greek contempt towards Egyptian lower 
classes and/or their religious customs fitted better the "caricaturistic" genre into the intellectual 
framework of the period. However, the concentration of grotesquerie in find complexes which 
may be regarded as deposits of temple votives (for the Ras el Soda find see Adriani 1952, 28ff., 
Pls XIII-XXIX; Himmelrnann 1983, 47ff.; for the Memphis finds see J. E. Quibell, Excavations at 
Saqqara 1905-1906, Cairo 1907, 12ff., 28f.; Martin 1981, 27ff.; Derchain 1981, 166ff.) as well as their 
relationship with representations of deities and cult attendants warn the student of terracotta 
figurines that the development of grotesques and related types cannot be understood from the 
viewpoint of "Alexandrian realism" alone. The analysis of the iconographical types related to the 
cult of Ptah-Sokaris-Osiris of Memphis and of the connections between this latter cult and the 
cults of Harpocrates and Bes demonstrates the emergence of the phallic grotesque type from the 
Memphite cult on the one hand, and the association of the cult of Harpocrates as phallic child 
with concepts of mortuary religion in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (see comments on Nos 48-53, 
62, 67, 80), on the other. The pre-Ptolemaic Egyptian roots of these cults and concepts are also 
highly relevant from the aspect of the Egyptian components of the grotesque genre in Early 
Hellenistic art and seem to support to an extent Himmelmann's views (N. Himmelmarm, Drei 
hellenistisehe Bronzen in Bonn, Abh. Mainz 1975, 2; Id., Ober HirtenGenre in der antiken Kunst, 
Abh. der Rheinisch-Westfälischen Akademie der Wiss., 65 [1980]; Himmelmann 1983. Here I did 
not touch upon the issue of types connected more or less directly with the theatre; cf. G. M. A. 
Richter, Grotesques and the Mime, AJA 17 [1913] 149-156; W. Stevenson, The Representation of 
the Pathological Grotesque in Greek and Roman Art, Diss. University of Pennsylvania 1975; and 
see comments on Nos 229, 238, 243-249, 251). 

3.2. Harpocrates and the interconnections between Egyptian and Greek cults 
The extraordinary popularity of the figure of Harpocrates and the great variety of the 

iconographical types connected to this child god are duly stressed in the literature. In the discus-
sion of the Budapest pieces I try to draw the attention to neglected aspects of the connections 
between Harpocrates and Ptolemaic royal cult and point out the Early/Middle Hellenistic origins 
of several iconographical types usually regarded as emerging only as late as the Roman period 
(see comments on Nos 56-59, 75, 77, 81, 91). I also tried to explain the relationship between types 
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representing Harpocrates or attendants of his cult on the one side and actual rites, on the other, 
in order to understand the role of certain terracotta types in the area of interference between 
temple cult and personal piety (cf. Nos 62, 64, 65, 142 7 151, 159, 160). The lesson offered by represen-
tations of the phallic Harpocrates may also be generalized: for in these types an Egyptian god 
with complex native religious connotations and also complemented with Greek (Ptolemaic) reli-
gious features was depicted in a Hellenistic style and these types were "used" in a religious con-
text that was shaped, again, principally by native Egyptian concepts. 

The extraordinary typological and conceptual richness of the Harpocrates iconography is also 
reflected by the Budapest collection. Harpocrates' popularity is usually explained by the god's 
cult as "child god/protector of children par excellence" (Hornbostel-Laubscher 1985, 439). His 
rOle can, however, not be reduced to this particular area of private religiosity. By the early 
Ptolemaic period Harpocrates was closely associated with the cult of Ptah-Sokaris and thus with 
mortuary cult (see comment on No. 48). For a long period, the phallic child god remained a garan-
tor of afterlife. His fertility aspect was also prominent in his cult which constituted an organic 
part of the official cult of Sarapis, his consort Isis and his son Harpocrates established by the 
early Ptolemies. Obviously, Harpocrates, son of Sarapis continued to possess the features of Ho-
rus, son and heir of Osiris and he played, accordingly, a significant role in the popular ideology 
of the Ptolemies' royal legitimacy (cf. No. 58 and see also No. 57). It may have been his role in 
royal cult that has promoted Harpocrates' development into an increasingly important god of the 
domestic cult. The borderline - if we are allowed at all to suppose the existence of such distinc-
tions in Egyptian religiosity - seems, however, to have been always vague between the phallic 
child god associated with "man's potential for resurrection in the hereafter through his procrea-
tive abilities in life" (Bianchi 1988, 242) and the child god securing the happy life of the family. 
Any Harpocrates image catalogued in this volume or known from other collections could equally 
accompany the dead to the grave and protect and help the living as ex voto or domestic cult statue. 
There are no means, either, to decide whether the offerings hinted at by the pot in an actual statuette 
(e.g., Nos 63-66, 68-74, 83) were meant for the dead or for the living. The latter possibility can 
confidently be supposed only in the case of special types as, e.g., the one emerging in the late (?) 
second century AD and represented in the Budapest collection by No. 159. 

Also other pieces present an opportunity to investigate a similar complex of interconnections 
between Egyptian and Greek cults in the early Ptolemaic period and their impact on terracotta 
types. As to a correct interpretation of "grotesque" and "caricaturistic", however, is most re-
warding the analysis of the representations of the attendants of the cults of Dionysos and the 
Ptolemaic ruler as Neos Dionysos (see Nos 161, 162, 165, 238, 242). While it seems that the exag-
geratedly grotesque appearance of the men and women represented in various moments of the 
feasts and rites connected to these cults was determined by Dionysiac notions and not by Greek 
contempt and hostility towards the natives of Egypt in general and the urban proletariat in par-
ticular, there can be no doubt that the representations themselves could only be created within 
the realm of Early Hellenistic verism. 

Let us briefly survey also other, apparently less problematic, types. No. 7 represents an Athena 
type created on the basis of an Alexandrian Late Hellenistic cult statue, yet the terracotta itself 
is not contemporary with the model. A similar case is presented by No. 8, a late third or early 
fourth century AD rendering of a prototype based on a first (?) century AD monumental model. 
Two Demeter types in the Catalogue point towards the existence of different Hellenistic monumen-
tal cult statue types of the goddess. No. 31, a terracotta manufactured in the second half of the 
second century AD, reflects an original model created in the early Ptolemaic period and based 
on the Matron of Herculaneum type. No. 29, by contrast, preserves the features of a monumental 
model from the Late Hellenistic period. While the earlier type was apparently created for the 
cult of a Demeter who was closely associated with Isis and reflected thus the religious policy of 
the early Ptolemies, the later type seems to belong to the cult of a Demeter dissociated from the 
Egyptian goddess. An independent Alexandrian Late Hellenistic monumental rendering of the 
theme of Eros and Psyche is attested to by the fine No. 43. The Hermes-Thoth figures Nos 102 
and 103 indicate the long survival of a type created for representations of early Ptolemaic rulers 
(Ptolemy II and/or Ptolemy III) as Hermes-Thoth-Triptolemos. 

While the above-listed pieces (with the probable exception of Nos 102 and 103) reflect cults 
more or less restricted on the Greek population and are conceptually as well as iconographically 
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rather isolated within the Egyptian context, other figurines indicate again the remarkable nature 
of the main trend of iconographical and stylistic developments in Ptolemaic Egyptian art. No. 145 
is the work of a master coroplast dated to the first half of the 2nd century BC. It depicts a Nubian 
woman wearing the costume of the Egyptian Isis priestesses and performing a Greek rite (proba-
bly a chthonic libation). While the theme is unmistakeably connected to Egypt through the ap-
pearance of the depicted figure, the religious background is Greek and the composition as well 
as the style reveal the close connections existing in this period between Alexandria and other centres 
of Hellenistic art. No. 160 (manufactured similarly in the first half of the second century BC) 
represents a priest of the cult of Harpocrates (or Isis?). Composition and style in this statuette 
are, however, Hellenistic and the priest's head ornament alludes again at a Greek rite, which has 
apparently found its way into native popular religiosity as well. The intellectual complexity of 
most iconographical types created in the course of the late third and second centuries BC is also 
indicated by No. 151. The Greek-type dancer and the Egyptian-type musician in the finely modelled 
and well-balanced composition give expression to a confrontation which is elevated to the level 
of an equation according to the ancient Egyptian concept of duality. No. 151 is an early exemplar 
of a rich complex of types which would survive for long centuries. E.g., No. 44, a representation 
of Harpocrates and Eros as counterparts of each other and dated to the Severan period, indicates 
the Egyptian concept of duality with a similar clarity. However humble, mass-produced objects 
of popular religiosity these two terracottas are, they nevertheless paradigmatically accentuate 
one of the most important moving forces in Hellenistic and Roman Egyptian artistic production. 
This is the continuity of Egyptian theological thinking and its interconnection with the Greek cults 
imported, propagated and - to various extents and in various forms - Egyptianized by the Ptole-
mies. While the actual forms and intensity of this interconnection are of course different in the 
individual cults and cult practices and also change with the times, the basic inner contradiction 
of the Egyptian coroplast's art (the same contradiction which also manifested itself in other 
branches of minor arts at the beginning of the Ptolemaic period) remained constant. (Here I do 
not enter the problem of the relationship between minor arts and the survival of the style of the 
Late Period in architecture, monumental sculpture and relief.) Viz., while the majority of the themes 
were determined and shaped by native, and then by specifically Egyptian, concepts, the native 
iconographical types were radically transformed or completely abandoned. Furthermore, as to 
the style, Egypt rapidly became a, however special, province of Hellenistic art in most branches 
of her artistic production. 

4. Dating and style 

The overwhelming majority of Egyptian terracottas are unprovenanced objects which cannot 
be dated on the basis of archaeological contexts. It was only in recent years that a terracotta materi-
al was first published from datable layers at Karanis, a settlement in the Fayoum and excavated 
in the 1930s by the expedition of the University of Michigan (Gazda et al. 1978, 58-69 Nos 57-71; 
Allen 1985, 255-558 Nos 1-167). However, most of the individual Karanis layers span over far too 
long periods of time to be of any use in the establishment of a detailed terracotta chronology (e.g., 
Level E: later third century to 30 BC; Level C: mid first to mid third century AD etc.). Quite re-
cently, some pieces originating from more precisely datable archaeological contexts at Athribis 
were published in a preliminary, fashion (J. Leclant-G. Clerc, Fouilles et travaux en Egypte et au 
Soudan, 1986-1987, Orientalia57[1988], 307-404 314 and fig. 3; Mysliwiec-Mohamed Abdel Haq 
Rageb 1992 figs 31b-51d, 14/a-15; -Mysliwiec-Szymanska 1992, figs 1-10) and these fine terracottas 
which are believed to be products of a local workshop (Mysliwiec-Szymanska 1992, 115, 129f.) also 
indicate that, if completely published, the Athribis finds will provide an excellent basis for fur-
ther chronological investigations. For the time being, however, terracottas from Egypt can only 
be dated with the help of traditional stylistic analysis. 

An original patrix serves as basis for moulds from which a considerable number of figurines 
can be manufactured. The dulled moulds can be retouched and the figurines made from the first-
generation moulds as well as the retouched first-generation moulds themselves may be used for 
the making of second-generation derivative moulds. The procedure can be repeated until the de-
tails of a derivative mould become completely blurred and meaningless (see, e.g., No. 13). The 
same figurine type can thus be produced from several subsequent generations of derivative moulds 
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without being deliberately altered in a manner that would be determined by changes in artistic 
style. The Budapest material does not present unambiguous cases in which individual stylistic 
features (execution of the face, coiffure, or drapery) would have been retouched in a derivative 
mould. It would rather seem - but I may draw here a wrong conclusion working on the basis 
of a too small collection or simply due to my unawareness - that, as opposed to other provinces 
of Hellenistic terracotta production, in Egypt the impact of stylistic development did not manifest 
itself through stylistic retouches of current moulds but rather by the creation of new patrices. 
This also would mean that figurine types stylistically "out of fashion" were not discarded but 
were continued to be produced side by side with new types. Hence, the dating of statuettes 
manufactured from worn derivative moulds remains always problematic, while reconstructed pro-
totypes and figurines that seem to have served as patrices themselves or were made from fresh 
first-generation moulds can more easily be dated. The long life span of most types is also deter-
mined by religious/iconographical concepts that remain virtually unchanged for centuries. The 
remarkably long career of certain iconographical types is illustrated, e.g., by No. 156, a first cen-
tury BC representation of a mortuary priest and No. 157, a late third-early fourth century AD ex-
emplar of the same type. Yet the stylistic differences between Nos 156 and 157 are absolutely 
obvious and both pieces can confidently be dated on the basis of their composition and execution. 

Dorothy Burr Thompson's statement according to which "a given figurine should have two 
dates - the date of its prototype and the date of the manufacture of that specific figurine" 
(paraphrased by J. P. Uhlenbrock, The Hellenistic Terracottas of Athens and the Tanagra Style, 
in: Uhlenbrock 1990, 48-53 50) formulates indeed the only correct way of terracotta dating. In 
the case of Egyptian terracottas which cannot be chronologically arranged into derivative types 
on the basis of controlled archaeological sequences and which were manufactured in a land in 
which the artistic developments in the periods in question are only insufficiently understood, 
double-datings of this sort cannot be confidently established. The limitations indicated above may 
also influence the dating of prototypes and of pieces originating from fresh moulds, even if the 
chronological studies presented recently by Philipp (1972), Thompson (1973), Himmelmann (1983), 
Bayer-Niemeier (1988), Uhlenbrock, and his collaborators (in Uhlenbrock 1990) have established 
highly probable datings for a number of prototypes and even if one may reasonably rely on com-
parisons with terracottas from workshops in other Hellenistic provinces (e.g., Burr 1934, for My-
rina; Thompson 1963, for Troy; Besques 1963, for Myrina; Higgins 1967, for all Hellenistic provinces; 
Besques 1972, for Greece and Asia Minor; Topperwein 1976, for Pergamon; Herdejurgen 1978, for 
Southern Italian workshops; Bol-Kotera 1986, Hellenistic provinces except for Egypt; Uhlenbrock 
1990, mainland Greece, Southern Italy, Sicily, the East including Egypt, Cyprus, Kuwait, Gordi-
on; Besques 1992, for the Cyrenaica and Northern African workshops; etc.). 

As repeatedly emphasized in this Introduction, no general statements can be made on the ba-
sis of such an arbitrary complex of art objects as a museum collection, even if it is large enough 
to be believed typologically and chronologically fairly representative for a given region of art. 
I point out therefore only some pieces from the Budapest collection which may contribute to the 
investigation of the processes in Egyptian minor arts during the course of the Hellenistic and Ro-
man periods. 

A group of remarkable pieces can, e.g., illuminate the manner in which by the beginning of 
the Ptolemaic period popular types were created in which the theme was associated with native 
cults of the Late Period, on the one hand, and the iconographical form was borrowed from Greek 
types, on the other (Nos 48-50). In the late fourth and early third centuries BC Egyptian concepts, 
compositions and stylistic features were superficially amalgamated with Greek iconographical 
types and stylistic features. This process resulted in the realm of minor arts in hybrid types which 
seem to justify to an extent the old-fashioned term Mischstil (or Mixed School) of earlier litera-
ture. Nos 51-53 and the various types related to them, similarly to the types related to Nos 48-50, 
give expression to an Egyptian religious concept by uniting the traditional Late Period Egyptian 
facial type, the traditional pataikos body type, and the traditional Egyptian frontality or one-view 
composition with elements of a Greek iconographical type associated with a related religious con-
cept (the case of Nos 48-50), or with a Hellenistic composition type (the squatting or crouching 
or crawling baby- or child type employed in Nos 51, 53 and in related types). These transitional 
types also seem to support the theory presented by Himmelmann according to which the genre 
of grotesquerie originated from Egypt (1983 19ff. and passim, with discussion of the earlier liter-
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ature). It would appear that in the course of the second half of the third and the first half of the 
second century, while the one-view composition type was gradually, but never consequently and 
completely, Hellenized, the Late Period stylistic features as the diagnostic facial type gradually 
disappeared and were replaced by current Hellenistic stereotypes. Nos 77 (prototype: second half 
of the third century BC) and 58-61 (all from fresh first-generation moulds and probably used as 
patrices; around the middle of the second century BC) warn, however, from drawing oversimpli-
fied conclusions. These fine pieces indicate not only the direct impact of monumental sculpture 
(including royal portraiture; cf. also Grimm-Johannes 1975, 3f.) on the production of coroplasts, 
but also attest to the organic manner in which features of Egyptian Late Period portraiture were 
fused with Hellenistic features (note the scored eyes and the dimples in No. 58; the eyes and the 
parted lips in 59 and 61, see also the more average-quality pieces Nos 63-65). The observations 
made on the basis of the terracottas seem to confirm rather than to contradict the views of those 
students of Egyptian art of the Hellenistic period who tried to demonstrate the impact of Hellenistic 
art on Egyptian art on the one hand, and the innovative role of Alexandria, on the other (cf., for 
sculpture, ESLP; C. Vandersleyen, Rundplastik der Spatzeit, in: C. Vandersleyen [ed.], Das alte 
Agypten. Propylaen Kunstgeschichte 15, Berlin 1975, 255-273; B. V. Bothmer, Egyptian Antece-
dents of Roman Republican Verism, in: Ritratto Ufficiale e Ritratto Privato [Quaderni de 'La ricerca 
scientifica' 1161, Roma 1988, 47-65). R. S. Bianchi's thesis, according to which the "... lack of in-
dependent artistic initiative on the part of the Hellenistic Greek and the Crown in Alexandria stands 
in stark contrast to the innovations of the native Egyptian clerics during the same period. This 
creativity, which has neither parallels in nor interfaces with the artistic milieu of Hellenistic Alex-
andria, is the most glaring condemnation of any theory regarding foreign influence on the native 
arts of the period" (Bianchi 1988, 78, also quoted by Maehler 1992, 426; for a more carefully for-
mulated survey of the social-historical background see R. S. Bagnall, Greeks and Egyptians: Eth-
nicity, Status, and Culture, in: Bianchi 1988, 21-27) proves obviously wrong in the light of the Early 
Hellenistic iconographical types discussed in this Catalogue. The stilistic analysis of the early 
terracottas in the Budapest collection may also demonstrate that the Hellenistic influence on the 
arts of the period can neither be denied, nor oversimplified. E.g., the Harpocrates statuettes of 
the Budapest collection describe in a rather precise way the intricate, and by no means linear 
and one-track, process of a stylistic de-Egyptianization occurring in the realm of the minor arts. 
This process, however, does not follow from any similar process in the underlying religious con-
cepts. Although deeply influenced by Ptolemaic concepts of kingship which, understandably, had 
a great impact on the cult of Harpocrates as well, the iconography of the child god continued 
nevertheless to be mainly determined by his Egyptian cult forms and by native traditions of per-
sonal piety (for a fascinating discussion of interactions among the native Egyptians and the Greek 
population in the realm of religion and culture see D. J. Thompson 1988, 212-265). As opposed 
to Bianchi's biased viewof cultural self-centredness and isolation of both the Greek and Egyptian 
halves of society, the trends observed in the development of the iconography and style of the ter-
racottas support D. J. Thompson's conclusions concerning second century BC Memphis: "There 
was the primarily Greek sphere - of officials, soldiers, and settlers - and there was the primari-
ly Egyptian sphere - of priests, peasants, and workers - but these were not exclusive. The two 
worlds overlapped and a large part of the population belonged to both... The picture was a com-
plex one, with different factors carrying more weight in the different cultural, economic, and so-
cial spheres" (ibid., 263f. - For a discussion of the social history of Alexandria with special 
emphasis on developments in the relationship between the Greek and native Egyptian elements 
see Fraser 1972 I, 62-92). 

Iconographic types connected to other deities or other themes may also describe a process 
of Hellenization of composition as well as representative style. On the other hand, representa-
tions of Greek deities (as, e.g., Aphrodite, Athena, Demeter, Eros, Zeus etc.), of certain Graeco-
Egyptian deities created by the Ptolemies (Sarapis), and of iconographical types connected more 
closely to the non-Egyptian urban population (e.g., the cults of Dionysos and the ruler as New 
Dionysos; theatrical themes) seem to have been determined to a lesser extent by the general process-
es in Egyptian minor arts than by influences received from monumental Alexandrian Greek pro-
totypes and/or from terracotta types imported from abroad. The "grotesquerie", and especially 
the types connected to the Dionysiac realm, may, however, also excellently illustrate the actual 
relationship between international trends in Hellenistic art and the increasing independence and 
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Hellenistic iconographical types discussed in this Catalogue. The stilistic analysis of the early 
terracottas in the Budapest collection may also demonstrate that the Hellenistic influence on the 
arts of the period can neither be denied, nor oversimplified. E.g., the Harpocrates statuettes of 
the Budapest collection describe in a rather precise way the intricate, and by no means linear 
and one-track, process of a stylistic de-Egyptianization occurring in the realm of the minor arts. 
This process, however, does not follow from any similar process in the underlying religious con- 
cepts. Although deeply influenced by Ptolemaic concepts of kingship which, understandably, had 
a great impact on the cult of Harpocrates as well, the iconography of the child god continued 
nevertheless to be mainly determined by his Egyptian cult forms and by native traditions of per- 
sonal piety (for a fascinating discussion of interactions among the native Egyptians and the Greek 
population in the realm of religion and culture see D. J. Thompson 1988, 212-265). As opposed 
to Bianchi's biased view of cultural self-centredness and isolation of both the Greek and Egyptian 
halves of society, the trends observed in the development of the iconography and style of the ter- 
racottas support D. J. Thompson's conclusions concerning second century BC Memphis: "There 
was the primarily Greek sphere — of officials, soldiers, and settlers — and there was the primari- 
ly Egyptian sphere — of priests, peasants, and workers — but these were not exclusive. The two 
worlds overlapped and a large part of the population belonged to both... The picture was a com- 
plex one, with different factors carrying more weight in the different cultural, economic, and so- 
cial spheres" (ibid., 263f. — For a discussion of the social history of Alexandria with special 
emphasis on developments in the relationship between the Greek and native Egyptian elements 
see Eraser 1972 I, 62-92). 

Iconographie types connected to other deities or other themes may also describe a process 
of Hellenization of composition as well as representative style. On the other hand, representa- 
tions of Greek deities (as, e.g., Aphrodite, Athena, Demeter, Eros, Zeus etc.), of certain Graeco- 
Egyptian deities created by the Ptolemies (Sarapis), and of iconographical types connected more 
closely to the non-Egyptian urban population (e.g., the cults of Dionysos and the ruler as New 
Dionysos; theatrical themes) seem to have been determined to a lesser extent by the general process- 
es in Egyptian minor arts than by influences received from monumental Alexandrian Greek pro- 
totypes and/or from terracotta types imported from abroad. The "grotesquerie", and especially 
the types connected to the Dionysiac realm, may, however, also excellently illustrate the actual 
relationship between international trends in Hellenistic art and the increasing independence and 
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