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Introduction

In this thesis | will investigate the portraituretbe Tetrarchs. What caught my
attention while looking at imperial portraituretbfs period was the style: it
seemed very unnatural and stylized, completely sppto what my vision of
Roman art was. However, not all imperial portraitshe time have this
characteristic style, therefore | wanted to know wis is.

The Tetrarchy was a period in the Roman Empird, l#sdéed from 293 to 311. In
this period the imperial power was divided betwtrnm emperors. Each emperor
ruled over roughly one quarter of the empire butensdnsidered a four-unity. In
this period all sorts of statuary were erectedleremperors: statues, busts,
portraits and reliefs. One relatively unique aspeste group monuments as a
result of the changed political power system. Thggs@p monuments are often
executed in a stone called porphyry, a red grdikestone from Egypt. Also
several individual statues and busts are execatpdrphyry, both the individual-
and group statues seem to have a very distina efylepresentation: unnatural
and stylized. Porphyry was known to the Romansesiheir conquest of Egypt,
but very little imperial portraits in porphyry akeown from pre-Tetrarchic times,
and also from the period after the Tetrarchy theywary rare compared to the
period of the Tetrarchs.

Still, most individual representations are execuegharble, and here the style is
again quite distinctive in most cases, howevenigantly more naturalistic. It is
also quite certain that there was a large amountesél (bronze, silver and gold)
statues, however only a few bronze examples reragiin in a quite distinctive

style.

Roman sculpture has been one of the main studsesttein both archaeology and
art history since the beginnings of these discgdirThe late antique aspect of it
has, however, always been a less studied asp#usoT his could be ascribed to
the aesthetically less pleasing style of representéhat arose around the time of
the Tetrarchy. The first two main works publishbdttrelate to my research are



two books in German from the early 1930s: Delbrisegktieke Porphyrwerke
(1932) which covers porphyry in the entire antigu&nd more specifically
L’Orange’sStudien zur Geschichte des spatantiken Po(83). From then
onward it seems that the work of L'Orange is theergiandard work for late
antique portraiture well into the 1960s when a g@reration of studies
commences; most notably Calz&snografia Romana Imperiale da Carausio a
Giuliano (1972), Bergmann’'Studien zum Romischen Portrat des 3.
Jahrhunderts n.Ch¢1977) and a new study by L'Orang&t Forms and Civic
Life in the Late Roman Empi(&965). Since then there has been a continuous
flow of studies focused on Tetrarchic portraitu®hat | notice in many of these
works is that they see the Roman Empire as onergpbigal entity. Of course it
was one nation, however regional differences withis entity are not thoroughly
considered. Even more, it seems that all formezareh has little to no focus on
the choice of material (marble or porphyry), andnesearch focuses on this
particularly.

Thus my research question i¥Vhat is the reason behind the differences in style
between porphyry and marble imperial portraitdloé period of the
Tetrarchs?. To do this | will look at as many imperial sctippes from this era as
| can find and look at their material, geographloahtion and archaeological
context (where this is known). | will also looktae physical and cultural
characteristics of both marble and porphyry. Aviongsly noted, unlike other
periods of roman imperial history, these two malserare the vast majority of
surviving images, it is quite possible that thage materials already formed the
majority of the imperial statues in the time. Ihailso try to put this change in
representation into a broader context of tradiiad innovation into the earlier
and later way of imperial representation.



Summary in Dutch/Samenvatting in het Nederlands

In deze bachelor scriptie onderzoek ik de portneteen Romeinse keizers uit de periode
van de Tetrarchie (293 tot c. 311 N.C.) . Ik kijlerbij naar waarom er een verschil is in
stijl tussen marmeren en porfieren beelden. IkHietbij naar een aantal aspecten
gekeken: politieke situatie en de keizerlijke idedé die hier bij hoort. Vervolgens heb
ik de materialen porfier en marmer onderzocht éeeken hoe deze werden beschouwd
in de oudheid. Vervolgens heb ik gekeken naariflersen proberen te verklaren hoe
deze zich hebben gevormd, als mede de verspreideryan . Wat ik heb ontdekt is dat
hier niet één specifieke reden voor te geven @agrit verschil ook niet volledig aan
materiaalkeuze te wijten is. Naar mijn mening isyzdernaamste reden van het
stijlverschil het doel dat de opdrachtgever (deé&t)) voor ogen hadden: vanwege het
regeringssysteem is er een manier nodig waaropide#m personificatie kunnen
worden weergegeven. Hiervoor werd voornamelijkipodebruikt. De individuele
portretten in porfier hebben dit ook, ondanks @atvél een specifieke tetrarch weergeven
is er ook een nauw verband met het systeem indinete. Marmeren portretten zien er
over het algemeen iets persoonlijker uit en berdan meer het individu, ondanks dat
ook zij in een heel erg tijdsgebonden stijl zijnengegeven. Wat verder ook nog invloed
heeft in het verschil in stijl, ook tussen bepaatdemerkoppen, is de herkomst van het
portret binnen het rijk: de oostelijke portrettegbhen een significant meer gestileerd
voorkomen dan die uit het westen. Wat hierbij peatritisch is, is dat de meest
westelijke (en noordelijkste) porfieren vondsteinRome komen. Hierdoor is deze
hypothese moeilijk te toetsen, mogelijk dat toekibgesvondsten mijn conclusie hierover

kunnen versterken (of juist ontkrachten).



Chapter 1- History of the Tetrarchs.

To understand why and how the Tetrarchy was formedirst have to look at the period
that preceded it. This period is called the cradithe third century; it starts in 235 with
the death of Severus Alexander and claim to thenhby Maximinus | Thrax. With this
emperor several major changes occurred in suceeghire are no more long-lasting
‘dynasties’ of several rulers related to- or cholsgitheir predecessor, like it was
common in the first two centuries of the empireisias, of course, no voluntary
change but a trend created by the instability dr@bs the empire was in. This period is
characterized by: quick succession of emperorsgeonp from a lower social
background serving in the military, inflation duwegayments to the military and both
internal and external military threats . These &véed to a very unstable political,
economical and military situation throughout thep@e Diocletian was yet another
military general who was pronounced emperor bytioigps in 284 after the death of
emperor Numerian (L'Orange 1965: 38). Like manyeotisoldier-Emperors’ Diocletian
was of humble birth, some sources even suggeshéhats the son of a freed slave, and
born outside of the Imperial Core-region but raihehe provinces, in his case modern-
day Serbia. He, however, changed this instalibjtynaking huge reforms to the way the
empire was governed. The most important reforrssusised in this thesis are two of his
reforms in the concept of ‘being’ emperor. He dedithat the empire was too large for a
single person to rule it, as was shown by the asdiebellions and external invasions of
the past 50 years. He thought that if the empeear eloser to these areas swifter actions
could be taken to repel the threat; of course thpegor couldn’t be everywhere all the
time so if he split up the imperial title into fopersons, the emperor could be anywhere
quite fast. This wasn't directly done by appointfogr emperors; first he appointed one
co-emperor, Maximian, in 386 who already appoir@egsar in 385 (Fens 2010: 358).
Maximian ruled the western part of the Empire whilecletian ruled the eastern part.
Maximian was Diocletian’s equal except for the tighveto all rules; Diocletian was the
senior Augustus. In 393 they both appointed a Gdesaheir half of the empire.
Diocletian appointed Galerius, Maximian appointexh§&antius | Chlorus. Also among
the Caesars one became the senior: Constantiygpditing Caesars was something that
had been done for a long time, it was the titl¢ ithdicated the person was next in line to
rule over empire as Augustus, what was new wasxtent of power they had. Besides

this normally the Caesars were the sons of the Eon{s, either natural or adopted,



Diocletian and Maximian chose non-related pers®ee¢ 2004: 72). Interesting to note
is that all four came from what we nowadays call Balkan and were all of low- or
middle class descent and rose to power throughmtli@ary. So from 393 onward we can
speak of a true Tetrarchy. All four of them haeitlown military base from which they
ruled their quarter of the empire, which could besidered the capital of their part of the
empire (Fens 2010, 350-354).

The other major reform he made in the concept mfigoemperor was changing the
emperors’ status: Diocletian equalled himself ®ofavoured god, Jupiter, and considered
himself as his replacer on earth. He and the dtbarchs were considered living gods
and were seldom in public (Fens 2010, 351). Thasgk is called the dominate and
would continue until the Christianization of thepne. The more private, excluded from
the public position of the emperor would contimwven longer, until the very end of the

empire (more on this in chapter 2).

Other reforms which we won't go further into aregh in the military, the economy,
bureaucratic system and the redesign of the pec@litayout. He also started a mayor
persecution of Christians, which turned out to Imeedhe bloodiest in the entire history

of the Roman Empire.

Diocletian abdicated together with Maximian in 3fif to old age and in Diocletian’s
case illness. The two form@aesaredecameiugustj with Constantius | becoming the
new senior Augustus; this is the Second Tetrarthg. newly appointe@aesaresvere
Severus in the West and Maximinus Il Daia in thetE&he Second Tetrarchy did not
last very long due to the death of Constantiu0®. After the death of Constantius chaos
broke out in the western part of the Empire; offigi Severus was the new Augustus but
both Maxentius and Constantine were also pronouangzkror by respectively the rebels
in Rome and the British legions. Constantine wasseh as the new Caesar of the West
by Galerius, therefore accepting his claim, buairghg Severus’ position as the new
Augustus. Maxentius was however seen as an ussodgeverus moved his army in
Mediolanum (Milan) toward Maxentius in Rome. Becao$ the threat Maxentius
appointed his father, the former Augustus Maximashis co-emperor (they both
received the (unofficial-)title Augustus). Severtrsiops largely deserted him because
they were still loyal to their old emperor and sv&us had to flee and was eventually

killed in captivity in 307. Maxentius controlledalia and North-Africa but was still seen
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as an usurper, his father then turned against hdnaned sides with Constantine, but
with no ruling title. On November 11308 a conference was organized in Carnuntum (in
what is today Bad Deutsch-Altenburg in Austria) vehthe new division of rule was
determined: Licinius would become the Western Atigwgh Constantine as his Caesar
(Licinius ruled from a part of Galerius’ part oetEEmpire). The situation in the East
remained unchanged with Galerius and Maximinus. évitixs was denounced as an
enemy of the Empire. This situation continued uitid when Maximinian pronounced
himself Augustus a third time in Gaul, he was thesieged and executed by Constantine
the same year. Also in this year the t@@esaresvere promoted tAugustj thus creating
four Augustj after they had received the tithlds augustoruri{son of the augustus) the
year before. In 311 Galerius died of leprosy, tmaking Maximinus the sole ruler in the
East (although a substantial part was under tleeafulLicinius, the western co-Augustus
(Fens 2010: 348-380).

It is difficult to define the definitive end of thietrarchy: the death of Galerius in 311 is
in my opinion the best, because up until that paileast in the East the traditional
Tetrarchic system was maintained. Although thenesvgéll four emperors in 312 these
did not cooperate with each other, but were paiged two factions (Maximinus and
Maxentius versus Constantine and Licinius). AftexXdntius was defeated in 312 and
Maximinus in 313 Constantine ruled over the West biginius in the East, this lasted
with increasing tension until 324 when Constantlegeated Licinius and from then on
ruled as sole Emperor. For a complete chronolbgierview of all the Tetrachs see the

table inserted in the appendix.

Even though the Tetrarchy was only a brief periothe history of the Roman Empire,
the reforms made by Diocletian saved the Empirefecollapsing and laid the base for
the future Byzantine Empire. This totally new foofrgovernment changed the Imperial

Iconography drastically, we will see how and whyhe following chapters.
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Chapter 2: Imperial Ideology

As mentioned in chapter 1, the new shape of theiiaprule in the form of four
emperors instead of one brought forth a new wayhich this entity was represented.
Along with this the status of the emperor also geahfrom first among equals to a more
distant living god, that wasn’t seen in public #iewas former emperors were. The way
the ruler(s) was represented was how he wanted seén by his subjects, this reflected
his beliefs and what he stood for. Images of thpezor were visible in every public
space all over the empire, as to be a replaceroetitd emperor in his physical absence.
It was recognizable for the viewer that all thesages represented the same individual,
even though the medium (statues, coins, frescosagtd aesthetic quality fluctuated
(Elsner 1998, 54). Until the Christianization bétemperor, all living and deified
emperors were seen as (demi-)gods and at thairestascrifices and rituals were
performed. First we look at the ‘traditional’ mitial way that the emperors were
represented, this can be considered as all empaetwse Diocletian, so from August to
Carus.

As mentioned before the emperors prior to Dioctesdll held to the old republican idea
that they were ‘first among equals’ although tHis@urse wasn't the reality: the emperor
had far more rights and privileges than any otlitezen of the empire. We call this period
the Principate. With Diocletian comes, as mentioindthe introduction, an end to this
and from then on we speak of the Dominate. The Dataibrought this deification to a
new level in which the emperor was the most impurggd of all. He took the title
Jovius, to show he was the representative of Jumit&arth. His Co-Augustus
Maximianus received the title of Heraclius, thi®as they were both living gods,
although Jupiter is of course a more importantydéiin Hercules thus showing the
hierarchy between the emperors.

One can quite clearly see three mayor styles imgheesentation before the Tetrarchy.
The first one is the ‘Republican’ Style which lagtsm August to Trajan. This style is
characterized by the short hair and clean shaven ffter this came the ‘Philosopher’
style which lasts from Hadrian to Septimius Sevecharacterized by (relatively) long
beards and hair. This was followed by the ‘Sold#tyle which lasted from Caracalla
onwards to Diocletian. The Tetrarchy shows in a waypntinuation of the ‘Soldier’ style
as it shows the very militarized character of timpiee at the time. This soldier style is

characterized by a stubbly, short beard and alspskert hair; this is to reflect how
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soldiers looked after a military campaign as altesno possibility to shave; and this is
how these emperors wanted to be seen: as emperatntly fighting for the safety of
the empire. Although these imperial portraits cambite clearly divided into these three
styles the individual can still be clearly idereii Still, it becomes more stylized during
the Tetrarchy as will be discussed further ors Htithis point that, from a ‘neutral’,
viewpoint this individuality becomes blurred. Ahet important point is that of the eyes:
these in general become very direct and focusedf¢seexample catalogue number 11 &
22) yet quite distant to the viewer. The distaneated between the statue and the viewer
in my opinion due to the introduction of the Dontimas the literal and figurative
distance between the emperor and his subjects giesvstyle becomes quite radically
different, as can be observed in the following eglas1 This change in style indicates a
harsh change in Imperial Ideology: the classicabeais rejected because the social
group that indentified with them lost a significamhount of power. The Tetrarchs were
soldiers from the Balkan, not members of ancierdsthy Italian) patrician families. It
thus is both to show their own identity and to Braway from- or reject the past
(Kitzinger 1977: 12). The newly emerging style wsa$ a new type of art: it existed in
the social class where these emperors came fropefauries. The style was more direct
in its intended message, rather than the morelee@tandirect way in the classical canon.
Kitzinger (1977:14) further notes that this newlestyas thus a more successful way to
communicate to their intended audience than thesal canon and that is why it rose to

such ‘popularity’.

2.1 Communal representations

What we see in the period of the tetrarchs istthaindividuality is lost, at least in
monuments. The persons represented looked so simiidecause of their close physical
appearance, but because of their similar charaatbwvision, callegimilitudo
(“similarity”)(Rees 2004: 75). In group monuments see a hegemony shared by all four
emperors, who are of often depicted together, évengh they rarely saw each other in
real life. This hegemony in the monuments showad ttieir victories (wherefore these
monuments were in general erected) ,although aetliby only one member, were
dedicated to the unity of the four emperors. Tlygsap portraits often have a highly
stylized form of depiction (see catalogue numbefl4 & 25). Although it appears that
the shared hegemony is based on total equalig/nibt and the representations follow a

clear hierarchical system. In the porphyry groupsnfVenice and the Vatican Libraries
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this is isn’'t very clear although noticeable, therah painting from the Luxor Temple is a
clearer example (Rees 1993, 185-186).

First, in the porphyry group from Venice (Cat. #% Augustiand theCaesaresare

equal, and to the untrained eye barely identifialble the hierarchy between the August
and Caesar is noticeable by who wears a beard hadchas an arm in front of each duo,
which both indicate who is the senior of the twotHis group the difference in
importance between the twgustiis not noticeable, although in its original corttthe
placing might have done this. This group was prgbabginally quite similar to the
group from the Vatican library, meaning that the ©uos were part of two (huge)
porphyry columns (Delbrueck 1932: 84), it is malsely that theSenior Augustus
(Diocletian) was positioned on the viewer’s extrdefe In the group in the Vatican
Libraries the duos are different: the two Caesez®mbracing each other and the two
Augustiare embracing each other while all four are hgjdirglobe. Here again the senior
Caesar is the one that is embracing from the fi©anstantius ), to show the hierarchy.
With the twoAugustiwe see the same: the one embracing from the Bd@ibcletian,

the head of the Tetrarchy. The simplistic, dirégkesin which both porphyry groups are
executed is meant to emphasise the political systegnelaborate details or subtitle
rhythms from the classical art canon would only kezathe message that was meant to
be perceived by the statues (Kitzinger 1977: 12).

As mentioned, the clearest example is the shrinledruxor Temple (see figure 1). This
is a mural painting depicting a scene where the tewmarchs are together in some kind of
ceremony or meeting (the painting is badly damagBdy are all standing with a full-
frontal view. The two persons on the side are Higgtmaller than the central pair, which
is further emphasized by the columns they are signmaext to. The two central figures
are equally tall, they both carry orbs and aretedimore elaborated. The distinction
between them is made by the staff the centraplafon is carrying thus identifying him
as Diocletian (Rees 2003, 186). It is, howeversids that this image does not show the
AugustiandCaesaredecause , as Bardill (2012: 73) notes, the cepamland the two
persons flanking them to do wear the same clothgng common in all the other
monuments. We see the same difference in clothinige relief from Romulania further
down this paragraph where the different clothingvatd the difference between the
retired and currerhugusti So this would mean that that the central pdolisied by
Diocletian and Maximinian (as retirédugust) with Galerius and either Constantius | or

Licinius | (as (currentpugust) flanking them. Personally | think the then abseatthe
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Caesaresnakes this unlikely because this would mean tmaunity was gone from the
Tetrarchy. Therefore | believe that indeed the mndepicts theAugustiandCaesares
together, although the question of which ones daar, as it might be from the period
after Diocletian’s abdication (Bardill 2012: 73).

Figure 1: Detail of the reconstruction of the muralpainting at the Luxor temple. The emperors are

depicted in the central niche. From: Rees 1993, pad. 85.

A scene similar to the mural painting in Luxoseen on the Arch of Galerius in
Thessaloniki. The arch was built in honour of @eesarGalerius’ victory over the
Sassanid Empire in his capital, Salonika (modesgnTdeessaloniki)On one of the many
reliefs we see the four emperors combined (sedogaim number 17). The twugusti
are seated while being flanked by the two stan@iagsaresTheAugustiare seated on
spheres. Diocletian has the central-left posit(es,usual) on the honorary position. His
active gesture further emphasises his superiotiposvithin the system. Diocletian’s
feet are on the personification of the Heav@orénos-Caelus Those of Maximian rest
upon the personification of the Inhabited Wor@lkKoumeng this distribution shows
both the combined universal rule as well as tharixad of power: Diocletian is the divine
ruler while Maximinian has the more practical andtcolling rule over the world. Both

Augustiare being crowned by Victories in recognition ofl@ms’ victory over the
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Sassanids. Galerius is portrayed standing nextdol®ian and Galerius in next to
Maximinian. They are shown raising their feet t@ti@males next to them who probably
personify their parts of the empire. The groupraperors is further surrounded by
several gods, indicating their divinity (Bardill 22: 69-72). On the arch of Galerius we
also see a scene that depicts only Diocletian aldri@s in a sacrificial scene (see cat.
16). Itis strange that only these two emperoesre@presented in an official monument
but this might be because this is a representafiam actual event of the two eastern
emperors meeting (possibly in Diocletian’s capifaitioch) (Pond Rothman 1977: 440-
442).

These four or five collective representations atiedrom the First Tetrarchy which lasted
from 293 to 305. When Diocletian and Maximian abékd the Second Tetrarchy was
formed. This second formation lasted only abou¢ar yfrom 305 to 306, when
Constantius | Chlorus died.

From this period we have two more collective repngstions, both found at Romuliana,
the palace of emperor Galerius.

The first consists of two more or less identictdgtiers (see for the intact one catalogue
number 8), of which one is badly damaged whiledtteer one is nearly intact. The
pilasters bear a relief that represent a militdaaypdard, consisting of 5 discs of which the
top, middle and lowest one each have a pair of esnpén them. The bottom disc
(medallion) is occupied by the deifi@digusti Senioredfiocletian and Maximianus. As
with the other group representations the positiothe left side is the honorary position,
as well as the left figure being slightly talleo, this figure represents Diocletian. They are
wearing togas. The central and top medallionsessmt the current emperors. Again, the
hierarchy is determined by the positioning whictlicates that the Augustus and Caesar
from one half of the empire are represented togeth& medallion. The August is placed
on the left and is taller. Both the August and@aesar wear paludamentunwhich was

a cloak originally worn by high-ranking Roman o#fis (Smith 1875: 853). The clasps of
the Augustiare however decorated by a circular gem, whetexSdesaresclasps are
plain. It is impossible to say which ‘part of thegre’ is in which medallion: they are,
again, representations of the institution, nothef éactual persons, although the creators
and original viewers would have known who represéntho. The second, more
damaged, pilaster seems to have a different seopgerdthough only the bottom

medallion is fairly well preserved, the middle hest any detail and the top one is
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completely gone. In the bottom medallion we see démperors that are shown at the
same height wearingaludamentumwith the same clasp. The persons in the middle
medallion are also shown at the same height, vdnitger than the persons in the bottom
medallion; any further details have been lost (4i€j1994: 145). Srejovi(1994: 145)
therefore (in my opinion) rightfully assumes thatiere we see th@aesaregaired in

the bottom medallion and tiiaigustiare depicted in the central medallion. It seems as
though the hierarchy between the two (‘activiigustihas faded, no clear sign of
(absolute) power is shown unlike the porphyry moantirom the Vatican or the
painting at Luxor, where this is done. If the dadhe top medallion was still visible this
would be able to show us exactly how the Tetrafahgtioned at this point: it
represented Diocletian and Maximianus, but werg tiepicted in equal height? If so this
would be rather odd so | think this was not theecaf Diocletian was represented taller
this might mean that he was still considered thedlad the Empire even though he was
retired.

What is strange about these representations islhemnperors are bearded: apparently
the hierarchy was enough emphasised by the pasigioheight difference and difference
in clothing details. | think that a possible exg@ltian for the beards could be that the
Ceasareslso started wearing beards, possibly to furthgyrersise their unity and/or
authority.

The second example from Romuliana is another pitaatthough here only a fragment
remains. The terrible condition it is in is dudhe fact it was reused in a Early Byzantine
house. It's the middle part of a pilaster. Thisdipilaster was also a relief representation
of a military standard. This fragment shows thiigares: on top are two figures wearing
tunics standing on an inscribed bar, below itvgraged figure wearing armour. The two
persons in the upper part are emperors, the wifigeck is Victoria. It is likely that the
composition of the entire pilaster was comparablkidse on the other two pilasters
mentioned. This would mean that there were thres mf paired emperors were above
each other with a Victoria behind every pair, crowgthe two (so the Victoria of the
surviving fragment was part of the pair below thevs/ing emperors). Identifying which
emperors are represented is impossible as we kaveirs the difference in order between
the previous mentioned pilasters, but it is neatagethe same six persons are
represented (Srejavil994: 146).
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2.2 Individual Representations

What we see in the individual representations messhat more diverse. On the one hand
we see several portraits that are clearly madepeesent a specific individual, while
others are represented in a more ‘generalized’ Mighat should be kept in mind with
several of these individual representations is titey might have been part of a group,
which consisted of all four emperors as might eedhse with the porphyry head from
Romulania (Srejo¥i1994: 144-151). The possibility that severalhaf surviving
individual portraits are in fact part of a groupkea it difficult to make any certain
assumptions whether there is any distinction batwiee group- and individual
representations. Still, we will look at severalfividual’ portraits.

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the portraitof the Tetrarchs is somewhat of a
continuation of the portraiture of the “Soldier-Banurs”; the short, cropped hair and
beard are present in most portraits, although theresome exceptions. The identification
of individuals is possible in a relatively large @mt of portraits, the identification is
mainly based upon numismatic comparisons. The §dsim numismatic evidence has,
however, its drawbacks as there is a significaiférdince between mints. What also
should be kept in mind is that the previously désadsimilitudoprobably is also present
in (some of) the portraits.

First we will have a look at the Porphyry portraitkere are five portraits that have been
found individually, but as noted they may have bgari of a group. The strongest and in
my opinion most important example is a bust foundthribis, Egypt (See catalogue 11).
It is a bust from the later period of the Tetra¢hfger 305), with a much discussed
identification (Kiss 1984: 95). It's either Licirsy Galerius or Maximinus Daia, although
the current consensus favors Galerius as the mke$t Fepresented. The overall style of
the bust is reminiscent of the two porphyry grofipsn Venice and Rome. The stern,
distant look from his unnaturally large eyes aokear extension from these group
monuments: it shows the commitment of the individogerforming his duty, with
nothing being able to distract him in his causethau, his cloakgaludamentumis

again in a stylized way represented; it is to shmsvperson’s function (that of the

‘soldier-emperor’) and nothing more.

A portrait similar to the bust from Antioch shott® same style (see catalogue 22), and

probably the same individual (Galerius). It is dtyustylized, but in a more neutral
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expression and even less dynamic. It is diffiaulinterpret this statue but it might be that
this statue has a different political meaning ttle@none from Egypt. The difference
might be further dependant on the dating and/der@ihce in workshop (SrejaviL994:
150).

Another porphyry head, the only one of whom thaiifieation is undisputed, from
Galerius shows that the hierarchal system waspatssent in the individual (or at least
groups that consisted of individual statues), as sdown without a beard. What is
interesting to see in this specific portrait istthithough the portrait is extremely stylized
certain specific physical characteristics are Wsik very small mouth, double chin and
pronounced ears that are somewhat sticking ousd blearacteristics clearly show that a
specific person is indented to be represented, &t&n in this individualized portrait the
unity of rule is present; Galerius is wearingaona triumphalisvhich shows both gems
and small busts of all four emperors that are place laurel crown. Unfortunately there
is no further identification possible in the buassall heads have been cut off.

This head, together with another fragment (sesl@giie 35) from Romuliana has by far
the most stylized hair of all porphyry sculpturigss merely indicated by a difference in
height but nothing more, not the usual chippedsliag are present in the other porphyry
and marble sculptures.

There are also three known fragments (see catafigdB5), all three from modern-day
Serbia, of which two are also from Romuliana. THepfragment, from Transdierna, is
the forehead and eyes that look quite similar ¢oatther indivual porphyry
portraits(especially the one from Athribis). Thiagment doesn’t tell us much more apart
from further confirming the uniformal style of pdnyry sculpture at the time.

The same goes for the other two fragments; onénénd holding an orb, as can also be
seen in the Vatican group, this makes it likelyt tihé fragment was part of a group
monument with all emperors holding orbs. The sedoegiment is part of a head
consisting of the neck and lower part of the bafdke head; the small piece of hair
shows the same style of hair as the other poftait Romuliana (Srejo¢il994: 143-
145).

What the known porphyry portraits tell us is thagyt probably all intended to
send the same political message. They are in iadistyle with very little

stylistical fluctuation between the different seguThese statues were perhaps an
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extension from the porphyry groups we know andérepossible that most of
them were in fact part of groups.

When looking at the marble portraits the unifornatydsimilitudois less present. Most
portraits do have the typical beard and hair botgared to the porphyry sculptures the
style is often far less uniform. One thing thatidddoe noted is that marble was
significantly more used and also used over a laiger span, so although certain statues
represent a tetrarch it does not automatically nileainhe was at the time tetrarch (or did
not truly identify with it).

We will look at some examples to explain the déferes and their ideology. We see
several statues that look quite similar to the pgrp ones, although as said they are less
uniform. The look in the person’s eyes can be digith looking upward or direct at the
viewer. Looking upward in general indicates seekliwine guidance (Bardill 2012: 14-
15). The difference in style has something to dihwdeology namely whether or not one
identified with the constitution (see the next tparagraphs), but can also just be

difference in the workshops’ styles (see chapter 4)

2.3 Maxentius and Constantine

Maxentius was the son of Maximianus Heraclius. pensl his youth largely at the court
of Diocletian along with Constantine and other figmiembers of the Tetrarchs to make
sure they wouldn't rebel against Diocletian. Durihg forming of the Second Tetrarchy
Maxentius was not appointed a position within teesrcomposition, much to his dismay.
When Constantius died a year after his appointrasisenior emperor in 306 his son
Constantine was appointed as réaesar of the west after being pronounced emperor
by his troops. Due to the negative view Constartex on the Praetorian Guard they
pronounced Maxentius emperor. Maxentius wasn’'tgezed; theCaesarof the second
Tertarchy, Severus, was pronounéedjustusof the West. Maxentius defeated and killed
Severus after battle in 307 and continued to besanper until 312 while Constantine
became the official emperor in the west. Maxentias eventually defeated by
Constantine in the battle at the Milvian Bridge mBame, after which he became the

only ruler in the west.
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Both Constantine and Maxentius did not continu€eligiearchic art canon. They both
reached back to an earlier period but for differeasons. It was Maxentius’ ideal to
restore the power of the city of Rome itself, wi ttas RomanitasHe propagated the
traditional Roman idea of the city being the cemtfthe world. We see this mainly in
his building projects and the monuments he eresiteti as the Basilica- and Circus of
Maxentius. We are not certain whether this was @égocted in his statuary, because
there are few sculptures that are certainly hidl@ad 1994: 61) . If the two statues as
Pontifex Maximugcatalogue 4 & 30) indeed represent him (whiamassure) this could
give us an indication that indeed his style represthe imperial style of thé®century
A.D. Also several of his images have been rescdlfegepresent Constantine, one
example is a statue originally placed at the Batidaxentius and Constantine (see

catalogue 29).

Identifying portraits of Constantine from the Tedfaic period is difficult because the
coins indicate that Constantine (too) broke fromn‘traditional’ way of representations in
the Tetrarchich period. Here we see that he alreadyrepresenting himself in a more
juvenile way with little to no beard and more mdda®w contrary to the coins we have
from the other Tetrarchs (Bardill 2012: 11).

2.4 |deology after the Tetrarchs

The end of the Tetrarchs in terms of Ideology @& $e art is even more difficult to

define as the end of the institution is. The probie that while the Tetrarchy was still the
official system of rule, there were several uswsganost notably Maxentius) who didn’t
identify with the institution. Also after the seabmetrarchy ended in 306 the members
were often in open war with each other so theremweamore unified glory or victory. We
don’'t see any more combined monuments after thense€etrarchy. The first monument
we see that includes again several emperors ritfeof Constantine dating from 315.
Here find mainly Constantine the Great but alseegpntations of his (deceased) father
Constantius | and of his co-emperor Licinius | ptedl in a very classic style (see
catalogue 31, 32 and 33).

One thing that is directly noticeable is the wayegresentation: Constantine is no longer
portrayed as wearing a (‘military’) beard but et was clean-shaven. Also the position
of their eyes changed as can be seen in the cblbssal of Licinius from Ephesus (see

catalogue number 27) and the colossal statue adt@otme from Rome (see catalogue
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number 35): the look upward instead of directlyhatviewer. So it is quite clear that the
two emperors that ‘survived’ the Tetrarchy didndnt to be associated with this past
anymore. The reason for this is that they both @b establish dynasties rather than
continuing the ‘election’ of future rulers (BarddD12: 14). Of Licinius there aren’t that
many other portraits known (at least from aftergesiod as a Tetrarch). Constantine
however left us with a huge amount of statues anedrononuments. It is good to look at
some of them to get a better image of his percepfioguably the strongest example is
that of his triumphal arch in Rome: both the stfiehe monument as well as the (re-
Jused sculpture send a message that he identiftadive great emperors of th&'?2
century (Bardill 2012: 94-95). What is interesthognote is that the competition between
these two emperors can be seen in the way thegpresented. The head of Licinius
from Ephesus seems rather odd in the way an emeargpresented: clearly aging and,
more interestingly, he is smiling; these two eletaene contrary to what we see in
Constantine’s representations: that of a youngd$é@ame man with a stern expression
(Ellingsen 2003: 31). After Licinius was defeatacBR4 Constantine further distanced
himself from the recent past by starting to idgntifimself with Alexander the Great. On
coins he started to wear a diadem and a bronzestedan his new capital Constantinople
showed him as a Hellenistic ruler (Bardill 2012:3%. He did however continue the use
of porphyry and the reliefs from his reign and they had a rather unnaturalistic style.
One porphyry sculpture seems to be however a coenpbmtinuation of the Tetrarchich
style, it a fragment from a porphyry head (seelogtee 7) that has a very strong
resemblance to the heads in the Venice group. @tweglis disputed (Bergmann
1977:166)(Vasi 2001: 245-251), however it is most likely from @& decade of the%
century, with a likely date being 315 (tlecennaligten year of rule) of
Constantine). It is probably not intended to repneé®ither Licinius or
Constantine but their *hybrid’: again it is mainhtended to celebrate the imperial
institution (at this point a ‘Diarchy’). It is posde that relatively shortly after the
dissolution of the Tetrarchy the idea of the imakunity was again implied, as
there were now two emperors with a common causkthat in their public

image they indented not to show any rivalry. Ofrseuthe rivalry grew stronger
which eventually resulted in the propaganda ag&ash other as can be seen in
the other examples.

22



Chapter 3- Materials

In this chapter | will look at the materials used the sculptures. | will look at both their
cultural and physical characteristics and will @lsoto give some information about their

provenance.
3.1 Porphyry
Material characteristics

First of all I must note that porphyry in (Romanmi @nd porphyry in geology aren’t
exactly the same materials. Porphyry in geology sggnificantly larger group of stones.

In Roman art porphyry refers to Egyptian red porghy

Porphyry means purple in Greek (Malgouyeres 2063:dll types of porphyry are thus
called after the ancient red Egyptian type, altlopgrphyry isn’t explicitly red. What
makes a stone a porphyry is its formation. It salavolcanic rock, so it is formed in
subterranean conditions. Porphyry is formed in $tages, the relatively large crystals (in
the case of red porphyry feldspar and sometimegzjuamre formed separately deep in the
earth and are subsequently surrounded by a mainsisting of finer crystals that formed
closer to the surface (Van Der Lijn 1958: 55), threating the rather unique texture. The

crystals most often are feldspar or quartz.

The red porphyry from Egypt is meta-andesite phgripdthat contains a large amount of
very small white feldspar crystals, the red colisucreated by tiny iron oxide crystals in

the matrix.

Two other types of porphyry used in antiquity wgreen and black porphyry, although |
think it is unlikely they were considered to be saene material by the ancient Romans,
mainly because it was not purple as will be ex@difurther on. The source of green
porphyry was however rather close to the red paspbgurce, about 3 kilometers south
of Mons Porphyrites. It was also found in Gree@arrSparta (Malgouyres 2003: 13).
Black porphyry was also found at Mons Porphyritesas actually the first type to be
discovered as an inscription at the site indicaBé&sck porphyry was however apparently
not as popular and seems to have been abandotteslfirst decades of quarrying
(Malgouyres 2003: 16).
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Source

As explained in the previous paragraph the onlgh)(porphyry used came from Egypt,
from the mountain Mons Porphyrites, although otlipes of porphyry were thus present
within the Roman Empire. Mons Porphyrites is 0v@0a m high and today is known as
Djebel Duchan (‘the smoking mountain’). It's locdteorth of Wadi Hammat, a dry
riverbed (wadi) that was used as a trading routstmect the Nile (at the city of Koptos)
with the Red Sea (at the harbour city of Myos Has)nét is located about 50 kilometres
to the northwest of Myos Hormos and 150 kilometoethe northeast of Koptos (see map
in figure 2)(Delbrueck 1932: )it was first discovered by Burton and Wilkinson in
1822 when they were conducting a geological suofdsgypt. A large survey

and excavation of the site was conducted durind 889s (Maxfeld & Peacock
2001). The complex consisted of six quarries (esith a slightly different kind

of stone) that had a permanent habitation congistirseveral villages with
temples, the complex also possessed a wateringms\ssi crops were also grown.

In antiquity the source was discovered by a rontdgiey in ca. 18 A.D., the area
was used as quarry from then on by the Romanspditghyry was cut into

blocks and then transported over land to Koptoskadepolis where it was
transported to Alexandria by boats over the Nild sitam there shipped to other
destinations across the Mediterranean. Anotherildes®ute via the Red Sea
does not seem to have been used (Delbrueck 1932al@youyeres 2003:17).
During the age of Diocletian the completion of sést and other objects was
already done at Mons Porphyrites by Christians mbsiwith the exception of
imperial statues. These were probably made in apatgliers, although
Delbrueck (1932: 2) does not note where these Wweeted (I think Alexandria is
most probable). The permanent usage of the quaem®s to have halted around
350 A.D. with occasional working expeditions coatirg for another hundred
years. After this period we only find evidence thatmits visited the site from the
inscriptions they left (Delbrueck 1932: 11). Thid dot mean that porphyry
wasn't used anymore: we find many examples of psephyry from the latter
antique and medieval period, all (red) porphyryecty we have in Europe from
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the 4" to the 18' century have its source provenance in Mons Pottelsyr
(Malgouyeres 2003: 11).

MEDITERRANEE

Alexandrie

_ -~ Route romaine

Terrain au-dessus de 500m

0 300km

Figure 2: Map of Egypt (in French) indicating the location of Mons Porphyrites. From Malgouyres
2003, page 10.
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Cultural Value

Porphyry was a material reserved for imperial ugend the Tetrarchy (Kitzinger
1977: 9). This was not directly because of theestaut because of the cultural
value attached to the colour purple. The signifigaof purple developed over the
course of almost two millennia; initially it wasriited’ to clothing as the purple
dye used was one of the most expensive materigfeiancient world. The
expensiveness came from the extremely time conguwty of production: the
glands of 20.000 molluscs were needed for onlyvageams of dye. It was
however very much in demand because of the vateady attached to the colour
purple: it was seen a divine colour. Because gfrice it was reserved for the
more elite already in the bronze- and iron age. athkation with royalty
developed with the (Achaemenidian-) Persians whyp alftowed it to be worn by
the king and a select few who received it as gifrf him. When Alexander the
Great Conquered Persia he adopted the colour moyéd garments (although he
allowed it to be worn by anybody). His heirs addptes tradition and expanded
it by making almost their entire outfit purple. lemial Rome seems to have
adopted this fashion: the colour of one’s clothsihgwed his status better than the
actual clothing itself. Several emperors, mostlolgtAugustus and Nero, tried to
attach the colour purple to the imperial househbddvs concerning who could
wear purple fluctuated until (our) Emperor Diocdetideemed the Tyrian purple-
making workshops imperial property. He truly madepte a sign of the imperial
household, only he-, his co-emperors- and theisbbalds were allowed to dress
in purple, others wearing it were to be severelyigied (Elliott 2008: 178-184).
It was under him that the colour purple itself beeaa symbol of imperial rule;
this is where porphyry comes into place. Emperasevirom now on buried in
Porphyry coffins (although the oldest surviving exdes come from the
Constantinian period) and imperial births were girerooms richly decorated
with porphyry (Elliott 2008:184). Although thereeaa few imperial statues
executed in porphyry before Diocletian it standadancomparison to the amount
of statues in porphyry from the Tetrarchs. Thisénugrease in imperial porphyry
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statues is thus the result of the full claim uplea ¢olour. The only sure example
we have that the head of an Pre-Tetrarchic impstéue was made out of
porphyry is that of two columns that have the lmistlerva and Trajan on them

(see fig. 3).

Figure 3: Porphyry busts of

Nerva (left) and Trajan. H.: c.
0,50 m. Originally from Rome,
currently at Musée du Louvre,

Paris. Source: combined image
of http://www.lessing-photo.com/search.asp?a=1&kc£20202072A7&kw=PORPHYRY &p=2 and
http://www.lessing-photo.com/search.asp?a=1&kc=2020203C45&kw=CAESAR&p=21&ipp=6

It was used in other imperial statues too

but always in combination with another
material, with the porphyry making up the
clothing and marble representing the
flesh; a good example is a bust of
Caracalla (see fig. 4). This combined use
too continued as can be seen in several
torsos we have from this period, althoug
none are complete. What becomes clear
from these three statues is that a
significant higher amount of detail could
be achieved in porphyry as the porphyry

sculptures from the Tetrarchic era show Figure 4: Bust of Caralla with the head made of

Marble and the bust made of Porphyry. Life size,
us. . o

found and displayed at the Capitoline Museum,

Rome. Modern restorations on the right breast

and nose. Source:

http://www.ancientpeddler.com/roman%20imp/se

veran/caracalla/caracalla.htm
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It is near-certain that the porphyry sculpturesensot painted, for two reasons.
First of all the stone was chosen for its coloupamting over this would be
unnecessary. Secondly, the surface of the stama i@bsorbing/porous, unlike
marble, so paint will not attach to the stone.

3.2 Marble
Material characteristics

Marble is a crystalline limestone consisting ofcaaihcarbonate that is formed under
very high pressures and temperatures. Differeneegden different sources can be
observed through variations in colour, size ofititvidual crystals or type of mineral
inclusions (Walker 1984: 205). The grain-size l&ygdfected how the stone was worked

and therefore affected the amount of detail thatadcbe achieved.

Compared to porphyry it was much more reused forreasons. The first was that
because of the easier workability the statue cbaldesculpted easier into the likes of
another (later) emperor or other person. Secomglyecially in the early medieval period,

it was burned in huge amounts to make quicklimetierconstruction of buildings.
Provenance

Marble was a far less rare stone, the amount atseus great. Several of the more

important mines were Carrara in Italy and sever&ieece and Turkey.

As with porphyry, it was cut into blocks and theansported to workshops all over the
empire and worked there into sculptures and oteeowdtive objects. It was also used as

a building material because of it bright white aolo

It is possible to determine the provenance of abiaastatue through either colour and
inclusion identification, which works with specifigpes of marble, and isotope analysis,
which can differentiate nearly every source. Thabfgm is that this is costly and has (to

my current knowledge) not been done on any statme the Tetrarchic period.
Cultural Value

For sculptures, especially those of the elite agthe emperors, marble was a material of

preference due to the high level of detail thatldde easily achieved.
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Marble was, as in the entire antiquity, paintede &mount of detail that was present in
the painted layer in this period of time is harddibas none is still preserved with the
paint still on it, nor has there been any atteropetonstruct this. It was allowed to be

used by anybody; there was no imperial claim to it.
3.3 Other Materials

In my research | have found a few statues that wetenade of marble nor porphyry.
Although there are only three known statues madeaize from this period (see
catalogue number 23, 37 and 38), this materiabcayewill probably have made up a
significant percentage of the statues of the tiergog. Bronze is a valuable material and
so when a statue was no longer deemed ‘necessarguld be melted down and used for
another purpose, for example a new statue, caofs étc. This saw its most extreme
phase during the fall of the roman empire and #rg/eniddle ages, although it is very
possible that most bronze statues were alreadyogiest during the aftermath of the
Tetrarchy on command of Constantine and/or LicinBr®nze was considered a valuable
material with which one could achieve a high amafrdetail and was more resistant to
weathering and damage. Because of this in, atteastarlier periods of the empire, the
most prestigious were cast from bronze. Theseegatere besides this often gilded,

further increasing their appeal and value.

Another type of stone used for one (known) staduzasalt (see catalogue number 10).
Black basalt can also be found in Egypt and is m&soent of porphyry although it is
black instead of red. Because of the differenamlour in probably had less cultural

value than porphyry.

We have at least one limestone portrait from teisqal, found in Egypt (see catalogue
36). As with marble this material was easily woilkadnd used often in construction, the

amount of detail that could be achieved was howkwstied due to its coarseness.

Is it possible that there were even more mateusési for the statues? | personally think
so, but they probably were rare and not the matefriareference. We have two examples
from Egypt, one small wooden statue and one smali¢otta relief, which are not further
discussed, because they are not as much part bhezial Ideology; they were for
domestic use. Terracotta should be preserved iyrega(soil-) conditions so it is quite

possible that this indeed was a medium rarely usdje have no other (current)
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examples. Wood on the other hand only survivestremely dry- or anaerobic

(waterlogged) conditions, so it's hard to tell, baty likely that more have existed.

3.4 Conclusion

It is hard to reconstruct what the original freqcies of materials was, as some are more
likely to be preserved than others, in differentemstances. It is clear that porphyry
made a huge leap in imperial use due to Diocletial@im to the colour purple, while
marble and bronze (probably) also remained a stdrada much used material. Where |
did not go into much deeper in this thesis but whatle up quite a deal of the

representations were 2D images in form of mosamss and frescos.
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Chapter 4 — Styles

In the portraits that we have from this period w&édseveral different ‘styles’ as |1 like to
call them. In this chapter | will try to somewhattegorise- , explain- and put the

portraits in chronological order.
4.1 Diocletian before the Tetrarchy:

As we have seen in chapter one the Tetrarchy wsmited directly with the ascension
to the throne by Diocletian, but in this period togerial portraits were created. It is
difficult to certainly date specific portraits berse of the abstract method of
representation in most portraits. One portrait tharobable from the early years of his
ascension is one from Nicomedia (see catalogu2)nét is dated stylistically to the
period 280-285 (Calza 1972: 91), since Diocletimimt rise to power until 284 this
portrait should be from his first two years as€3@mperor. Another two (one of which

is reused(?)) portraits that look quite similar radggo be from this period (see catalogue
no. 1 & 24). In these three portraits we see adsehemperor with a laurel crown. Both
the hair, beard and laurel are realistically deguiciThere are also some portraits depicting
Diocletian without a beard most notably the Copegeaimahead (see cat. 12). The fact that
he is portrayed beardless might also indicatetthgts a portrait from a relatively early

date.

All these portraits have a quite strong resemblandke imperial portraits of the earlier
3 century. These portraits are still based uporckassical Hellenistic canon: they
emphasize the individual and their character. Qyitire 3 century there was however
somewhat of a simplification of the hair and be&r@range (1965: 106-110) considers
this the Impressionism of the antique as the rgabsyle (Hellenism/Realism) laid the

basis for these new styles.
4.2 - During the Tetrarchy

The style that we in general associated with theafehy seems to indeed have been
truly introduced to the imperial portraiture withetcreation of the Tetrarchy. However,
this was not the only style that was used duritggbriod. Even if we ignore the

portraits of Maxentius and Constantine there stithains a large amount of portraits that
do (completely) fit in the style seen at the comaiunonuments. These portraits, such as

the two nearly identical ones of Constantius (2&t& 28), show us that they are clearly
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from the Tetrarchic era, further supported by numaisc evidence. These do have a
rather militaristic expression typical along wittetsuggestion of movement of the third
century but not the unnatural and ‘distant’ tragen in some of the other statues. Other
more realistic images have two almost standartbtrtie eyes are often not as focussed
and directed to the viewer but are look to one;satt® something what is really striking
are the very pronounced tearsacks. Further thesa sfill some kind of hint of motion;

all three characteristics can be very clearly seenhead from Maxmianus (see cat. 19).

Especially in marble portraits we see a clashyést the impressionistic and stern are
combined (see for example cat. 18 & Y). The reisudt a-symmetrical and ‘messy’ image
as a result, the hint of movement is still somevgrasent but only makes the image look
more ‘odd’. L'Orange (1965: 111-114) speaks diacklike simplification of the head.
He further notes that the facial features are plagmn the rather than evolving from
inside the face. This block-like style of represgioin originated in the east and then
further spread throughout the empire. Local Rom@hta some degree Greek local styles
remained more traditional and organic, it wasntiluhe latter part of Constantine’s rule
that the more eastern style became the standaind ientire empire (L’'Orange 1965: 114-
115).

As we will see in the next chapter style was alsatly affected by the location of
production. This is quite well documented and exygd in a study by Kiss (1984); this
study focusses on Egypt. With the rise in populasitporphyry we see that although it
was used throughout the empire, it seems to hase @meainly) sculpted in Egypt. This
explains the relatively ‘eastern’ look that all pbyry statues have from this period. It is
however not limited to porphyry; most statues havather eastern look. We can
consider this style ‘Romano-Egyptian’; the termteasis due to the fact that it highly
resembles the art we have from Palmyra (for exasggefigure 5). In Palmyra we see
already before the Tetrarchy a very stylized wageptesentation. This does however not
mean that all representations in the east aragrsthle; for instance, the Luxor fresco is
painted in a very ‘Roman’ style. An explanation fiois might be that as it was used as a
temporal base for Diocletian, and that his housghnotluding his artists were present;

further images could have been transported, bojis wa

This style was not only limited to portraiture lmain also be seen in reliefs, the most

important relief(s) we have are from the Arch ofi€ias in Thessaloniki. What we see
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here is that there is a strict order of represemtathe most important figures are placed
in the centre surrounded by a symmetrical masgofds, placed in hierarchical order;

important figures are further emphasized by diffieesin height. This structure can be

seen in nearly all reliefs of the time, and congsmwell into the middle ages (L'Orange
1965:).

Figure 5: Funerary stone from Palmyra, dated to thefirst quarter of the 3rd century C.E. Note the
woman'’s stare in her eyes and the very stylized wayer dress is represented. Currently at the
Rijksmuseum van Oudheden in Leiden. Source: httpivww.rmo.nl/collectie/-topstukken-

To continue in this ‘eastern’ style; It had a wmerency in official high-class art during
the Tetrarchy and may be found in a variety of mdxdiside sculpture (coins and
mosaics). The hallmark of the style wherever itegpp consists of an emphatic hardness,
heaviness and angularity- in short, an almost cetapkjection of the classical tradition.
Some people consider this phenomenon as a deldsweeffort to produce an
representation, their way of creating statuary gedrfrom modelling to engraving. There
was a loss of craftsmanship, traditional forms tmaye been abandoned not because they
were difficult to execute but because they weréonger relevant, (which would make
sense in both the group-unity and the introduatibthe dominate). The organisation

within sculptures was no longer based upon nasiti@fpositioning within but rather on a
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mechanical order of depiction, we see this espgasathin reliefs, most notably the

‘new’ elements from the Arch of Constantine as waslthe reliefs from Romulania.
Another reason or aspect might be that the empaegreatly influenced by outside
influences (Africa and Western Asia, with Palmyeinlg a good example)(Kittzinger
1977: 12-17)(L’Orange 1965: 88-89). Further theksaare often characterized by their
symmetry and the fact that the importance of thregreis depicted through difference in
height (L'Orange 1965: 92) It might also haveaitgyin in the very heartland of the
Empire: Italy. Here indigenous or plebeian art rer@d distinct and unclassical, with
unnatural proportions within depictions, which latlevive’ towards the elite during the
time of the Tetrarchy. This revive was probablyateel due to the fact that the elite was
changing in composition. Whereas in the first twataries the majority of emperors,
generals and senators was of Italian descent,githin3' century the military gained
importance. The makeup of the military during peénieas for a large amount from the
provinces. Especially the areas that we nowaddltheaBalkan yielded a large amount
of emperors during the Crisis of thd @entury, including the Tetrarchs. These did not
identify with the classical way of representatione could consider this propaganda for
this new social makeup. You can already see irgitstof Claudius Gothicus and Probus
(in both cases mainly with the way hair is représénand the stiffer representation of the
individual) that the style was somewhat changitipoaigh it seems to truly ‘escalate’

with the Tetrarchs (see figure 6 and 7).
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Figure 6: Gilded bronze portrait of Claudius
Gothicus from 268-269 C.E. Currently at Santa
Giulia Museum, Brescia, Italy. Image Source:

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Santa_Gi
a_4.jpg

uli
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Figure 7: Marble portrait of Probus from 278-
282 C.E. Currently at the Capitoline Museum,
Rome. Image Source:
http://thepaolas.com/Emperors/Emperors/S
cans/Probus.jpg



Chapter 5 — Spread of the Portraits
In this chapter | will look at the spread of thataes over the empire in several ways:

- Material dispersion
- Where is which emperor found?

- Where is which ‘style’ found?

The statues in the catalogue cover a slightly ldigezspan than the Tetrachy itself; it also
covers the period of Licinius | and Constanting kfze only remaining rulers (313-324),
the portraits that certainly or very likely belotagthis period are not included in this
analysis and are only included in the cataloguentderstand the post-tetrarchic

developments in representation.
5.1 - Material Dispersion

In figure 6 below we see the spread of porphyrypaces. | intentionally did not include
the other materials because these were either feverywhere (marble (although there is
a hiatus in Spain and Britain)) or too rare (broamd other stones). Of the porphyry
portraits a relatively high percentage has a knprawvenance so although the amount of
known porphyry sculptures is small it gives us seimat of a good idea how the original
dispersion may have been. As can be seen in thibgae also a number of torsos in
porphyry were found, the identification and datoighose is more difficult and their
heads might have been from another material (irt cases marble) as we have already
seen with the bust of Caracalla. These busts weredfin the same areas though.
Returning to the map: we can see that the spreRdrphyry is rather limited. The most
western find is located in Rome (the Vatican ligrgroup), the most northern are found

in or close to Galerius’ palace at Romulania in eraeday Serbia.
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Figure 8: Original spread of the porphyry sculptures of whom this is (near-) certain. Sculptures of
which it is certain that they are part of a group ae combined in one dot. The different colours showhe
borders of the areas divided between the four empers during the First Tetrarchy; light red:
Constantius, dark red: Maximianus, light purple: Galerius, dark purple: Diocletian. Source:
http://members.tripod.com/chanyut_1/oliverssite/id8.html edited using paint.

5.2 - Dispersion of Individual Portraits

| was also thinking about including a map wherealthindiviual emperor was found.
This proved to be both problematic and unneces$éogt of the identifications have
been based on a combination of comparing the imagbshose found on numismatic
portraits and the area in which they were foundisTin most cases the emperor found
was in their part or halve of the empire (in theecaf individual representations).
Diocletian is common also outside his half of thepge, mainly in Rome. This shows
that Diocletian was seen as the supreme emperaldmthat a region was indeed bound
to a certain emperor. The amount of portraits foartthe eastern part of the empire and
Rome is significantly higher than those furthethte west.
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5.3 - Spread of Style

As discussed in the previous chapter there isax clarrelation between the area where a
portrait is found and in what (general) style is iieeen made. Some portraits from the
east are in a more classical style though and segstern portraits have more eastern
traits although this is less expressed. The exaepin style may very well be imports or

the product of ‘non-native’ sculptors, working undedifferent canon.

5.4 - Contexts

Unfortunately a lot of statues were excavated withmwoper documentation,
fortunately we can get a pretty accurate guesshat wontexts most statues have
originally stood. What is interesting is that poyphsculpture indeed only were
placed in important cities and palaces. This naamidat marble was excluded
from such places, they are however found in morengon places also. in my
opinion it thus seems that porphyry was closehéemperors themselves, as it
was rarer and probably also more expensive. Therestatively a lot of finds
from Serbia. It could be that here have been ratimany excavations on Late-
Roman sites but this could also have to do withfalkethat this was the region of
origin for many of the Tetrarchs (Diocletian, Cargius, Galerius, Licinius and
Maximinus were probably all born in what is todagrida) further especially
large and important cities seems to have porphyuipsures in them. Also
interesting is that at least two porphyry sculpsuitee enthroned emperor from
Alexandria and the Vatican group) were originallgged in temples that were
(probably) dedicated to the Imperial Cult.
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Conclusion

As | have shown there is not one direct reasoth®difference in style between the
marble and porphyry portraits, even more theraialsolute distinction between the two
‘styles’. There are a number of reasons that inkipation created the distinction
between the two styles. The two most importantaessn my opinion are the production
location and the political message that was intéridde showed. It is nearly certain that
nearly every, if not all, porphyry statues from fretrarchic era were sculpted in Egypt.
Local differences in sculpture canons seem to baes maintained over time, and
possibly (then) ‘recent’ influences from the easg( Palmyra) defined the local style.
Finds we have found so far seem to indicate thgitpoy was mainly used in the core
regions of the empire. Unfortunately a lot of thigimal contexts of porphyry statues
have been lost and often the remains are fragmetitamselves. It seems that porphyry
was the material of preference in monuments; thessiments often included all four
Tetrarchs. Porphyry is more laborious than mauilii,this probably had (in my opinion)
little to do with the difference in style betweewshmarble sculptures and the porphyry
sculptures. Most sculptures in marble (althoughatiptseem to slightly more emphasize
the individual. Beside this they were made overugh larger part of the empire where a
different, local, more ‘realistic’ style was siitl place. In my opinion, the combination
porphyry together with this ‘new’ style of imperizdnon were completely used to
propagate the new imperial system. It shows usah@tmperor became four, it also
shows us a lot about the social structure of the.tiThe emperors who were part of the
Tetrarchy all were people who originated from ttedkians, this was no coincidence.
During the &' century the social structure of the empire greméigsformed. The old
Italians families lost their importance to soldiéiem the provinces; imperial portraiture
showed this transition: by rejecting the classtzaion they emphasised their own
identity. The identity is shown in a style that apgntly was already familiar to the lower

classes of (especially) the eastern parts of th@rem

What should always be doubted is whether the daimsepresentative for what once
existed, as with any category of material that omasted only a fraction is preserved
today. Besides this many contexts have been lakit@anhard to tell what happend to
certain statues after the Tetrarchy before theyew@posed. Should future (well

documented) excavations yield more portraits o éna, especially if they are in
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porphyry, my conclusions could be further confirmiedthe case that a very realistic,

‘individual’ portrait in porphyry were to be fourtdis would prove me wrong.

In terms of tradition and innovation, | would caesi this to be one of the most important
periods of the Roman Empire. What we see is ortheofargest changes in representation
of the emperors. However the fact that imperiatqadure continues shows that the elite
culture’s concept did not break away completelyrfiits past but gave a new
interpretation to it, also mainly due to the fdwitithe imperial entity changed so much.
The ‘innovations’ made by Diocletian were largebolished by his heirs after the
Tetrarchy ended, although during his reign or nsmecifically due to his reign the
‘primitive’ style that rose to popularity remainadd set the base for the later Byzantine

art.
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Table of the Tetrachic rulers

Western Western Eastern Eastern Notable
Augustus Caesar Augustus Caesar Usurpers
First Maximianus | Constantinug Diocletianus| Galerius
Tetrarchy Heraclius | (senior) Jovius
(293-305) (senior)
Second Constantius | Severus Il | Galerius Maximinus
Tetrarchy | (senior) (senior) Il Daia
(305-306)
Third Severus Il Constanting Galerius Maximinus | Maxentius
Tetrarchy | The Great | (senior) Il Daia Maximianus
(306-307) (senior)
Period of None Constantine| Galerius Maximinus | Maxentius
Discord | The Great | (senior) Il Daia
(307-308) (senior)
1* revised | Licinius | Constantine | Galerius Maximinus | Maxentius
Tetrarchy | The Great | (senior) Il Daia
(308-310) (senior)
2" revised | Licius | (as | Constantine | Galerius Maximinus | Maxentius
Tetrarchy co-augustus) | The Great | (senior and | Il Daia (as | (until 312)
(310-313) (as co- CO- augustug co-augustus) Maximianus
augustus) until 311) (in 310)

(after Fens 2010 : 348-349)
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