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studies, ** Tufton Street” (No. 324), and “ Ludgate Hi"
{(No. 38¢) are very attractive, while in King Charles in

Whitehall ” (No. 42) the artist has once again attowed his fancy
to call up old associations. “New York frum Brooklyn *
{No. 33) is impres fomistic in its suggestion of towering
masses of buildings rising through a mist, and they are budi-
cated so shghtly awl so picturesquely that they might almost
e clusters ul Gothic spives or the pinnacles of some Gairy
pidiee insteud of sky-serapers. The ** Archway of the Quad-
rangle of St jolu's College, Oxfordl ™ (No. 57} is nother
interesting architecinral study, this time revelling in cliborate
ornamentil detail,
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But in etching, too,
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: Mr. Walcot tackles archieological il
historical material, not _contenting limself with merely copying
nature. e has studied and visualised the remains of ancient
Rome, such as the ** Baths of Caracalla ” (Nos. 33 and 37), and
the ** Basilica Alaxentius  (No, 45), and gives an echo of life
in those times in* Nero,” a " Performance in the Colossenm,™
and * In the Days of Justinian,” while, perhaps, the noblest of
these historical compositions is the *Sack of & jan Temple
(No. 40), withits monumental sithonette of the portico clfectiy
comtrasteld with the disorderly, seuflling mass of figures cngaved
in removing the lont—the glory and the shame of ancient Jdays
thus clicctively combined to cadl up @ vision of the past !

THE RHINOCEROS

HERE has reeently been added Lo the famons collection
ol Mr. Munorfoponlus @ specimen of andigue pottery
which is of peenlinr interest not only o antiguarians,
bt o zoologists, 1L is the statuette of a rhinoceros,
measuring gins, in height aud 1o dins, from tip o tail.
By the courtesy of Mr. Eumorfopoulos @ photograph is here
repraduced. The figure is malde of red potlery, very hard and
tion ol lighter texture s the latter
According 1o the report ol the Chinese

is much corruded.

from whom it was purchased, iL was discovered in the dricd-up
hedd of a river near Changtefu in the province of Fonan, Things
! JOTEML,

being as they are in Ching,
the term * river-bed ”* may
in this case, as in many others, the treasure-trove has come
to light as the result of iconoclastic modern ideas getting the
better of the ancestral picty whicl, until recent years, allowed
the graves of bygone generations 1o remain inviolate. A good
many ancient tombs have been rifled
in the course of railway and road construction since 1907.

relinble, agree in declaring this pottery figure to be of venerable
antiquity, dating it back Lo the carliest days of the Chow dynasty,
which ruled China from about 1100 B.C. to within 250 years
ruiet S 1100 B.C. 10 . T ——— ==t
of the Christian Lira,  This places it at once in category distinct
from the cluy figures of the Tung and Sung dynasties, from Honan
and Shensi, ul which numcerons specimens have foundl their
way into the hands of collectors in this country during the last
twenty yeirs,  \Were it one of these, it wauld stilt be remarkable
as the only representation of o rhinoceros that has ever been
found ih China ; but its origin might possibly have been aseribed,
like that of the sculpturcd ostriches in the mausolen of the
Tang emperors, 1o the dim knowledge of the
the borders of the Middle .l\'iugu\mn,
arlists of the Golden Age haed seguired hirst from the writings
of v Buddhist pilgrims {rom Lnddiz and ater from (he Tiibute
missions of neighhouring States.  Assuming, however, that the
experts are correct and that it is a product of Chow dynasty
days (in other words, older than the oldest written records
that exist in China), it must have been the work of a native
artist and of puvely indigenous origin. Lven in the latest days
of the Chow dynasty the primitive arts werc still rigidly localised,
and inaccessible by foreign influences of the kimd which, emanating
some centuries later from the Roman Osient, left their mark
on the recortls and monuments of the Lan, Tang and Sung
dynasties.  This rhinoceros statuetie should, Aherefure, possess
peculiar interest for zoulogists.

In his crudite work on '* Chinese Clay Vigures ™ and the
history of defensive armour (Chicago Yicld Museum of Natural
History, Vol. X111, No. 2, 191q) Mr. Berthold  Lanfer  deals
exhanstively with the question of the geogriphical distribution
of the Asial.c rhinoceros in ancient times ; aml he proves by
valid evidence that at least one of the three species survived
in China proper, south of the Yangtsze, until comparatively
recent days. Yor example, the writings of one 1.i Shi-chen,
who compiled a treatise on Materia Medica in 1578 from sources
dating back to the fifth century, cstablish the fact that the
two - hworned - Thinoceros (the
Sumatra variely) was comon —
in south-western China during {
armour. Later, with the rapid
development of agriculture, it .
disappeared  from Kweichow
and Hlunan, It continued Lo
exist farther sonth, in Yimnan i
and Szechau, until the thir- ‘
teenth cenlory, anel p\'nlmlrly
later. 3L may, there fore,
nably be concluded  that
maker of this puttery
figure had @ working  know-
ledge of  Lhe animal, either -
fram  having scen it in ithe
flesh or got a clear idea of

which 1he scholars and

widely uged jn the making of

the. conjecture is permissible that.
be a discreet pseudonym, and that

world beyond’

in ANCIENT CHINA

in Honan and Shensi -

*. How comes it that a craftsman working
Oriental experts, whose judgment in sucl matters is usually

rhinoceros hivd
end of the Chow
it has never heep
ar temple decaration, and
fannorfopountos is the unly
The single case of s we

rerplexing question,  how  comes it, if the
its habitat in Ching proper il Jeast undil the
period (250 1.C), that, so far as we know,
portrayed inany Chinese  seroll
that Lhe statvelte acynirel by Mr.
one of its kind so far overed ?
in ancient Chine:e art cited Ly Mr. Lanler s that of o Shang
périml wine-keitle, deseribed in the °* Catalogue of Drovues "
{a.n. 1107), the handle of which is decorated with two rhina-
ceroses, identiliable chiclly by the eyt of ith.  Mr. Laufer's
solution of this perplexing question, i, “ihat the animel
lacks the esthetic qualities of form which tempt the brush of
the painter,” iy far from convincing. frurthermore, how are
we to account for the fact that, in the illustrated reproductions
of ancient dictionaries (such as the ** Lrh Ya " and *T'u Shu ")
-published during the Tang amnd Sung periods the rhinoceros
always appears as a nondescript monster, evolved by the imagi-
nation of the artist either from the 0X, the pig or the deer?
1,500 OF 2,000 years
earlier could produce, as in this potterv figure, a much more
accurate representation of the beast 2 ‘The illustrators of these
reprints of ancient works werce, of course, scholars and artists,
more concerned with the words of the classical commentators
of their texts than with the form and habits of wild beasts.  1ut,
making due allowance for this fact, it is still difficult to account
for the absence of the rhinoceros from the annals and monuments
of ancient Chinese art, especially as the animal must have been
seen aund discussed by scholars el officials from time o time
long after it had ceasttl Lo exist in ils wild state in Central Uhiw.
1n Lhe annals of the post-Chow Uynastics several cages are recorded
of living specimens having been sent with other tribute Lo the
Court of China by vissal oF friendly Stites, such as Malayiy,
Tonking and Assimn.
The most mturad explivnittion of the ntatler wanld seem
o be that duringg the thonsipi] years or se which clapsed between
the end of The Chow dynasty el the Tang peviod all memory
of the beast which had formerly pravided the mattion's tphtng
men with armour passed, like so iy other tungs, into obhyion
and  that, having bLeen forgotten, it was  pathered, with the
dragon, the unicorn and the Hlying lorse, into the poodly fellow-
ship of fabulous monsters. 11 rennuns, nevertheless, o mystery
that, unlike its fellow-monsters, it should have been completely
ignored by cnccessive  penertions of artists and craltsmen,
For myself, who make no clim to be a scientific znologist,
‘this noteworthy apparition {rom Honan revives certain memories,
antd  suggests, solfo voce, certain  fantasuc spc_culatmns. it
reminds me of something which 1 saw, without giving it much
attention at the time, onc cvening in the year 1997, when dining
with the Governor of Fengtien at his residence in‘l\louk(lcn——
to wit, the pad of recently killed amphibious animal of con-
siderable size. This, 1 gathered, Ll been brought bLack with
some bones as a trophy ol the chase, and to conviuce the
incredulous, by a native hunter (rom somewhere in the neigh-
bourhood of Lake Hinka. 1t is not the sort of country whicl ene
would advise even the hardiest of sportsmen 10 visit—witness the
tragic tale of the journcyings in that region by Pére de la Bruniére,
) as told by James in* The Lang
White Mountain.” ¥ remember
Lhinking at the time that,n the
remote fastnesses of the vast,
trackless wilderness of swamps
amnd great lakes w hich lies
between the Sungari amd the
Amur and further south, the
rhinoceros and the Lapiv (and,
for that matter, the Dragon of
the Prime) might Junve fonnd
Jong ago st impregnable strong-
hold, Iy mind’s eye 1 saw
shem  there disporling them-
selves as comfortably undis-
turbed  as  if  there were o
Luman  beings on this planct
An  absurd idea ? Poerhuges,
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jits appearance from mtive
Lunters. LThen arises the TIHE

EUMORFOPOULOS RH INOCEROS,

but one which, in any case, o
une can possibly isprosve.
J. O. I Iiraxw.



