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Abstract: This study examines eight bronze figurines depicting luppiter found in Brigetio. The
examples presented in this paper clearly demonstrate the pivotal role Brigetio played as a centre
of Roman bronze sculpture in the region. Although luppiter appears most frequently in Panno-
nian epigraphic record, his representation in bronze sculpture is relatively rare. This contrast
reflects the distinction between the public and private aspects of his cult. Both standing and
seated figurines are represented among the finds from Brigetio, several of which display local
adaptations of iconographic types attested elsewhere in the Roman Empire. Particularly note-
worthy is one composition mounted on a U-shaped base, which includes a candelabrum and a
child figure as additional elements. The seated figurine of luppiter, now kept in the British Mu-
seum, is likewise especially remarkable: owing to its iconographic and formal characteristics, it
stands as one of the most significant examples of the early Imperial period. This study compares
the types and styles of the figurines from Brigetio with earlier Greek models, evaluates the
contributions of local workshops, and seeks to interpret the cultic context of luppiter represen-
tations, with particular emphasis on the finds recovered from the Dolichenus sanctuary.

Keywords: Brigetio, luppiter, Roman bronze figurines, iconography

Introduction

With regard to Roman-period bronze figurines, Brigetio held a prominent position within Panno-
nia, owing to the large number of the objects uncovered there." One of the most significant groups
of Roman bronze figurines is the representations of various deities. This includes the over 120 ex-
amples recovered from Brigetio, accounting for more than half of all deity figurines known from
Pannonia Inferior to date. The frequency patterns of each deity’s representation in Brigetio closely
mirror those observed in other regions of Pannonia and in many areas across the Roman Empire.
Mercurius is the most frequently depicted deity, followed by Amor, Venus, Minerva, Mars, Bacchus
and Victoria. Although Iuppiter ranks relatively low on this particular list of popularity—a fact that
may at first seem surprising—this distribution is entirely typical within the context of bronze fig-
urines. The differences between the frameworks of the official state religion and the private belief
systems of the Romans are clearly illustrated by the distribution of individual deities, which differs
notably between inscriptions created for public purposes and the small bronze figurines primarily
intended for votive use or for private household shrines.?

1 The present article is a revised version of the relevant chapters of a study previously published in Hun-
garian (BARTUS 2015a). On the bronze figurines from Brigetio see BARTUS 2011; BARTUS 2015a; BARTUS
2015b; BARTUS 2016; BARTUS 2019; BARTUS 2021.

2 A similar situation is observed with lead votive figurines, where Iuppiter appears very rarely. Among
lead votives from Carnuntum, Iuppiter is represented on only a single figurine (KREMER — HOLZNER
2012, Kat. 22); in Aquincum he is completely absent (Zsipr 2000).
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In the epigraphic records from Hungary, Iuppiter is mentioned in 395 inscriptions, whereas Mer-
curius appears in only 12,* highlighting a substantial difference. By contrast, Mercurius is far more
prevalent among bronze figurines, represented in thirty-eight instances, more than twice as many
as Iuppiter, who appears in only fifteen.

The distribution among the figurines from Brigetio is similar: most depict Mercurius (nineteen),
while Iuppiter appears only eight times, less than half as frequently, and is surpassed in frequency
of depiction by Amor, Victoria and Fortuna. Nevertheless, the Iuppiter figurines from Brigetio, are
particularly fascinating from an iconographical perspective; therefore, a separate study of these
representations is essential. Of the eight figurines, three have unfortunately been lost and can only
be identified and studied through descriptions in early publications. The remaining five are held in
the collections of various museums; unfortunately, in none of these cases is there a stratigraphic
context, so they can be examined solely from an iconographic perspective.

Figurine group featuring the standing figure of luppiter

The so-called ‘Lararium’, a figurine group composed of a candelabrum and two figures mounted
on a U-shaped base, was acquired for Vienna in 1887 through Otto Voetter (Cat. 1, Figs 1-2). The
assembly of its individual parts is modern; therefore, the original association of the pieces remains
uncertain, as previously established by K. Gschwantler. Before discussing the issue of the compo-
sition’s association, its individual elements must first be examined.

The U-shaped base appears in sculpture during the Archaic Greek period and is present throughout
subsequent centuries of Greek art until the end of the Hellenistic period, persisting into the Roman
era.’ The base from Brigetio belongs to a distinctive category of Roman bronze figurine bases, charac-
terized by a semi-circular or U-shape, often standing on three or four lion legs. The shape is divided in
half by a set of stairs leading to the top of the base. According to L. Beschi, most of these exedra-like
bases originated in Syria,® a theory later supported by R. Fleischer in his comprehensive study of
this particular category of objects.” R. Fleischer compiled twenty-five bronze bases and one made of
stone, many of which likely have Syrian origins, although the majority come from collections. He
theorises that the central staircases reflect the adyton of Syrian temples, while the overall shape of
the base is related to the Greek exedra, with the origin of this type rooted in Ptolemaic and Seleucid
art of the Hellenistic period.* However, the non-Eastern style of the figurines actually mounted on
these bases calls into question whether all of these objects can truly be considered of Syrian or Near
eastern origin. Regarding the Iuppiter sculpture of Montorio, S. Boucher rejects L. Beschi’s theory
of eastern origin,” arguing that the type of sculpture to which the Montorio example is attributed
is widespread throughout the western half of the Empire, while it is completely absent in the east.

3  Based on the data of the Epigraphische Datenbank Heidelberg (https://edh.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/, ac-
cessed: 16 October 2025).

4 GSCHWANTLER 1986, 139. In the case of figurines standing on similar bases, we frequently encounter
pieces that were not originally intended to go together but were later assembled: FLEISCHER 1983, no. 1,
6, 8,9, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22.

5 Jacos-FELscH 1969, 32-33, 54-55, 66—67, 8081, 96.
BEScHI 1962, 67.

FLEISCHER 1983. Additional pieces belonging to this type were purchased at Sotheby’s (Egyptian, Clas-
sical and Western Asiatic Antiquities. Auction Catalogue, June 5, 2013. New York 2013, Lot 45) and at
Christies (The Morven Collection of Ancient Art: Auction Morven-1466. 8 June 2004. New York 2004, Lot
486) auctions.

FLEISCHER 1983, 41.

BescHI 1962, 65-70.
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Fig. 1. Figurine group of luppiter with seated child (Cat. 1). Kunsthistorisches Museum, Wien (Photo:
D. Bartus).
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In her view, it is plausible that the base and the
figurine types have separate origins, or that
the originally eastern base was later copied in
Italia and in Gaul.” A. Kaufmann-Heinimann
also argued against a Syrian origin, based on
the depiction of children Lares on the Mon-
torio base.' It is most likely that the figurines
mounted on exedra- and adyton-shaped bases
cannot be attributed to Syria. Although some
Syrian elements can be identified in the origin
of these bases, the objects found outside Syria
and characteristic of the western half of the
Empire, were not of eastern manufacture, but
were produced in the western provinces.”? The
bases show great diversity in form: their shapes
vary (rectangular, semi-circular or U-shaped);
the number of legs differs (ranging from none
to three or four); the legs themselves take var-
ious forms (from simple rectangular supports
to lion paws); and the number of steps in the
staircases ranges from zero to six. Both size and
ornamentation of the bases appear to vary free-
ly. The base from Brigetio distinguishes itself by
its curved staircase, which follows the contour
of the U-shaped base, unlike the straight rectan-
gular examples found elsewhere.

Fig. 2. The seated child from the figurine group (Cat. 1).
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Wien (Photo: D. Bartus).

The twisted tree trunk, adorned with leaves, originally served the purpose of a candelabrum.” Can-

delabra fashioned in the form of tree trunks are not uncommon among Roman bronzes." Comparable
examples to the one found at Brigetio—candelabra in the form of a tree trunk, mounted on bases and
accompanied by a deity—are attested to elsewhere within the Roman world. A figurine of a young

satyr standing on a rectangular base is housed in the Basel Museum;® a kneeling Attis was discovered

in Pompeii;* and a Silenus figurine from Herculaneum, mounted on a rectangular base supported

by lion-paw-shaped legs, features a candelabrum closely resembling the one from Brigetio."” A tree-

shaped candelabrum also appears on the base of the figurine group depicting Dea Artio from Muri.*

10 BOUCHER 1976, 76.
11 KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1994, 35, Anm. 10.

12 A U-shaped bronze base similar to the one from Montorio—featuring a staircase and depicting four
columns—has been uncovered at Iza (KoLNik 1984, 191, Kat. 65).

13 For further discussion of Roman bronze candelabra, see BAILEY 1996, 91-106.

14  Seee.g., Schwirzheim: MENZEL 1966, 80, no. 192, Taf. 62; Zugmantel: BUTTNER 1962, 74, Taf. 7.11; Ephesos:
FICHLER 1929, 205-207, no. 3, Abb. 141-142, Taf. II; Volubilis: BouBe-PiccoT 1975, 239, nos 405-407, PI.
173; Seltz: SCHAEFFER 1927, 38, no. 21, Taf. 8; SCHNTTZLER 1995, 105, no. 120; Bavay: BoucHER — OGGIANO-
BITAR 1993, 83-84, no. 124, 126, 128; Meloria: BescHr 1984, Fig. 14; London: BAILEY 1996, 99-100, Q3909,

Pls 124-125.
15  SIMONETT 1939, 503-507, no. 19, Abb. 20.
16  VERMASEREN 1977, 26, nos 64—65.

17 P1rzio BIROLI STEFANELLI 1990, 276, no. 80, Fig. 186.

18  LEIBUNDGUT 1980, 66—70, no. 60, Taf. 88-94.

614



Roman Bronze Figurines Depicting luppiter from Brigetio

In the case of the Brigetio candelabrum, the lamp is positioned at the top of the structure—owing to its
small size—rather than suspended from it, as in the 75 cm-tall example from Meloria.

The most common type of Roman-period Iuppiter figurine depicts the god nude, standing upright
with his weight on the right leg. The left arm is raised, holding a sceptre, while the lowered right
arm grasps a thunderbolt.” The type finds its prototype in Leochares’ sculpture of Zeus Brontaios,
erected in 22 BC in the Capitoline Temple of Iuppiter Tonans.*® Representations of said sculpture
are preserved on Augustan coinage®' and on the reliefs of Tomba degli Haterii.** According to the
most widely accepted view in scholarship, the Ince Blundell Hall-Cyrene type is the closest among
Roman-period marble sculptures to the original by Leochares.”

This type of representation occurs very frequently in Roman bronze sculpture; S. Boucher identifies
examples from 39 sites distributed across the Roman Empire.* These works range from finely craft-
ed pieces that closely follow large-scale sculptural prototypes to highly schematic renditions that
verge on the limits of recognizability,”® with the bronze figurines listed varying considerably in both
quality and size. In addition to the nude depiction of Iuppiter, a variant featuring a cloak draped
over the left arm also occurs.* The Iuppiter figurine mounted on a base from Brigetio belongs to the
group of lower-quality works.

On the right side of the base sits a child figure leaning on the ground (Fig. 2). Due to the absence of
attributes and wings, it cannot be identified as Amor. Depictions of children seated on the ground in
similar poses are relatively common in bronze sculpture, appearing either with or without a bird.”
The figurine’s large, roughly modelled almond-shaped eyes suggest that it was made locally.

The key issue regarding the figurine group concerns the relationship between the candelabrum, the
Iuppiter figurine, and the seated figure, as well as their association with the base. While a definitive
answer to this question cannot be provided, several observations and the analogies discussed above
may help clarify the problem. The association between the candelabrum and the base appears most

19 For further discussion of bronze statues representing the standing Iuppiter, see THOMAS 1995 and MEN-
ZEL 1984.

20  Plin., Nat. Hist. 34,79.
21 LIMC 1997: s.v. Iuppiter 4a (F. Canciani).

22 LIMC 1997: s.v. Iuppiter 4b (F. Canciani). The relief from the Tomba degli Haterii shows the replaced
sculpture, following the Flavian-age fire, with a cloak draped over its left shoulder.

23 LIMC 1997: s.v. Zeus 195. (M. Tiverios). On this issue see DONNAY 1984.

24  BOUCHER 1976, 68-70, 352, Carte IV. Further bronze sculptures of this type: Arles: OGGIANO-BITAR 1984,
87, no. 160; Alexandria?/Baltimore: KENT HILL 1949, 8, no. 11, P1. 6; Chalon-sur-Saéne: BOUCHER 1983, 68,
no. 44; Givry/Brussels: FAIDER-FEYTMANS 1979, 50, no. 2, Pl. 4; Herculaneum: BUDETTA — PAGANO 1988,
40, Cat. no. 11; 66, Cat. no. 24; Unknown findspot/Basel: KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1977, 18, no. 1, Taf. 1;
Unknown findspot/Kassel: BIEBER 1915, 55, no. 129, Taf. 39; Itzig/Luxembourg: WILHELM 1971, 9, no. 1;
Unknown findspot/Padova: ZAMPIERI 1986, 249, no. 147; Maiano/Trento: WALDE-PSENNER 1983, 29, no.
2; Paris, Musée Carnavalet: VELAY 1989, 63—64, no. 15-16; Potaissa/Cluj: TEPOSU-MARINESCU — Pop 2000,
24-25, no. 3, PL. 2; Potaissa/Turda: TEPOSU-MARINESCU — PoP 2000, 25-26, no. 4, P1. 3; Trier: FAUST 1994,
284, no. 1; Trier: FAUST 2000, 265, no. 1; Cioroiu Nou: Bonpoc — FILIp 2019; Korga: VESELI 2017, 168, Fig.
20.3—4; Ovilava: MIGLBAUER 2025.

25  For a further discussion of lesser quality pieces see e.g., Arles: OGGIANO-BITAR 1984, 87, no. 160; Enns:
FLEISCHER 1967, no. 13, Taf. 7; Trier: FAUST 1994, 284, no. 1.

26  BOUCHER 1976, 70-72.

27  For a general discussion of Greek-Roman depictions of children see VORSTER 1983; RUHFE 1984; DIDDLE
Uzzr 2005; BACKE-DAHMEN 2006. For comparable representations of seated children see e.g. Avignon:
ROLLAND 1965, 112, no. 215; Bavai: FAIDER-FEYTMANS 1957, 73, no. 117; Berlin: FRIEDRICHS 1871, 465, no.
2136; Lyon: BOUCHER 1973, 125, no. 192; etc.
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evident, given that comparable pieces are mounted on similar bases,” and the Brigetio example
corresponds with its base in terms of size. By contrast, the question of the Iuppiter figurine’s asso-
ciation with the remainder of the composition is less straightforward. Among the U-shaped bases
catalogued by R. Fleischer, the figurine placed atop is most often a depiction of Venus; however,
the sculpture from Montorio demonstrates that this is not always the case. In all instances, the fig-
ures placed atop—whether Venus or Iuppiter—are considerably larger than their bases, frequently
reaching five to six times the height of base, whereas the Brigetio figurine exhibits substantially
smaller proportions. The height of the candelabrum, however, corresponds to that of the Iuppiter
figure, while the satyr figurine from the Basel Museum and the base recovered at Herculaneum
display similar proportions. The affiliation of the seated child figure is even more uncertain. The
most striking distinction from the rest of the group concerns the patina: while the other elements
of the group display a generally uniform reddish-brown surface with occasional greenish spots, the
child figure bears a considerably lighter, yellowish patina. This difference in colour suggests that
the figure was recovered separately from the rest of the group and subsequently received a different
surface treatment. Consequently, the association of these elements appear most uncertain.

M. Bolla, however, draws a parallel between the Brigetio and the Montorio bases, focusing on
the association between the seated child and Tuppiter:* According to M. Bolla, of the two chil-
dren depicted on the Montorio base, only the standing figure—contrary to the opinion of A. Kau-
fmann-Heinimann*—is intended to represent a Lar. The seated figure, based on its posture, likely
depicts a child requesting alms, while Iuppiter functions as the guardian of fertility. In further
support of the parallel between the two bases, M. Bolla suggests that the fragment on the Montorio
base—previously interpreted as the tail of an animal—together with a depiction of an oak leaf,*
may have belonged to a candelabrum, as in the Brigetio example. Nevertheless, the validity of the
parallels outlined above depends on the association of the seated child with the Brigetio base, a con-
nection that, in my view, remains doubtful. It is not inconceivable that additional figures were origi-
nally attached to the base. According to R. Fleischer’s observations, figures mounted on a U-shaped
base were arranged symmetrically.* This would mean that, if the seated child did in fact belong to
the base, another child would have been placed on the left, as previously hypothesized by R. von
Schneider.” It was also von Schneider who suggested that the figurine holding a torch*—now kept
in the Kunsthistorisches Museum—originally formed part of the same group mounted atop the base.
In their view, this figure would have stood at the front left, while the representation of Sol—also
bearing a torch—occupied the right side of the base. However, this reconstruction—including the
seated child—would be highly unlikely, as the two figures in the front would completely obstruct
the view of those behind them. What contradicts this theory even further is the size of the Luna
figurine: at 9 cm in height, it towers over the figure of Tuppiter. Based on other parallels, the central
figure is consistently much taller than the ones surrounding it. Of course, there is a possibility that
a taller figure originally occupied the place of Iuppiter, so in theory the Luna figurine could have
belonged to this base, albeit without the accompanying child or children figures.

28  Basel: SIMONETT 1939, 503-507, no. 19, Abb. 20; Herculaneum: P1rz1io BiroL1 STEFANELLI 1990, 90, Fig.
43, 276, no. 80, Fig. 186; Muri: LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 66—70, no. 60, Taf. 88-94. Nevertheless, a candelabrum
is absent from all of the U-shaped bases discussed above.

29  BoLLa 1999, 198.

30 KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1994, 35, Anm. 10.
31 Borra 1999, Fig. 84.

32  FLEISCHER 1983, 38—39.

33  SCHNEIDER 1892, 53—54, no. 91.

34  SCHNEIDER 1892, 53—54, no. 91; REINACH 1897-1927, I11.97.4 (published as Hekate); WENINGER 1973, 340,
no. 1015; BARTUS 2015a, 121-122, Kat. 105.
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Standing luppiter-figurines

The Iuppiter figurine from the group discussed above belongs to the most common type of represen-
tation; a figurine of similar posture (Cat. 2, Fig. 3) was recovered from the Dolichenum of Brigetio.* It
belongs to the category of works of poor quality, which is especially apparent in the execution of the
limbs and the rendering of the head.* Compared to the other figurines recovered from the Dolichenum,
this piece is of the lowest quality, whereas the opposite end of the spectrum is represented by a Luna
bust of exceptional craftsmanship.” Although the figurine was unearthed in the Dolichenus-sanctuary,
the typical attributes of Iuppiter Dolichenus—armour, Phrygian cap, and double-headed axe—are ab-
sent; thus, in terms of typology, it may be classified as a representation of Tuppiter Tonans (see Cat. 1).
Nevertheless, the site of recovery, raises the question of whether the figurine is simply a representation
of Tuppiter, or whether it could have been connected in some way to the cult of Tuppiter Dolichenus?

Fig. 3. Bronze figurine of a standing luppiter (Cat. 2). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest (Photo:
D. Bartus).

35  On the bronze figurines recovered from the Dolichenum at Brigetio see BARTUS 2011, 21-26.

36 The depiction of the large eyes is similar to that on a Hercules figurine recovered from Mechel: WALDE-
PSENNER 1983, 76—78, no. 50.

37  BaRrtuUs 2011, 23, Fig. 6.4.
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Earlier scholarship held differing views: A. H. Kan identified it as “probably Dolichenus”,*® whereas
P. Merlat considered it a representation of the latin Iuppiter, “..adopté pour des raisons indéterminées
comme Dolichenus...”” N. Lang interpreted the figurine as Iuppiter Dolichenus despite the absence of
characteristic attributes, citing its place of discovery and drawing parallels with three silver votive
plaques from Heddernheim,* which depict scenes similar to the figurine from Brigetio. The plaques
show the supreme deity as Tonans, in a characteristic pose accompanied by his usual attributes: the
weight resting on the right leg, the left hand raised holding a sceptre, and left arm bent at the elbow
grasping a thunderbolt. Two of the plaques bear dedications honouring Iuppiter Optimus Maximus
Dolichenus; therefore, these objects can be attributed to the cult of Dolichenus, regardless of the scenes
depicted. However, it is not certain that the silver votives were originally intended for Dolichenus;
they were most likely pre-manufactured without inscriptions,” depicting the Roman Iuppiter, and
only through the act of dedication did they become associated with the cult of Dolichenus. The same
situation may be assumed for the Brigetio figurine, which was most likely produced as a simple repre-
sentation of Tuppiter and only subsequently became associated with the cult of Dolichenus and placed
into the sanctuary as a votive object. The figurine was most likely a product of a local manufacture,
although it cannot be attributed with certainty to the workshop of Romulianus artifex.*® The destruc-
tion of Dolichenus sanctuaries by Maximinus Thrax, which took place in the Rhine-Danube region
between 235-238, provides a terminus ante quem for the time of manufacture.*

The piece that once belonged to the Trau Collection (Cat. 3.) may also be assigned to the same
iconographic type as the figurines listed under Cat. 1-2. Unfortunately, the piece is now lost, and
only a brief description of it has been preserved.” Based on this description, it can be confidently
assumed that the figurine represents the most common depiction of the Iuppiter Tonans: a nude
figure, weight resting on the right leg, holding a thunderbolt in the lowered, outstretched right
hand and a sceptre in the raised left hand. This is supported by the citation added to the object’s
description by W. Gurlitt.*

Among nude, standing depictions of Tuppiter with weight on the right leg, the more common type (see
above) presents the left arm raised and the right arm lowered. A less common variant, however, fea-
tures the sceptre in the raised right hand and the thunderbolt in the lowered left hand. The Brigetio fig-
urine in the Hungarian National Museum (Cat. 4, Fig. 4), belongs to the category of smaller, less detailed
pieces, one characteristic feature being the disproportionately large wreath in the hair. Similar wreaths
can be observed on two figurines from Austria,” one from Zagreb* and one from the Netherlands,”

38 KaN 1943, 68, no. 77e.
39  MERLAT 1951, 90. Similarly, I. Paulovics opposed the Dolichenus interpretation (PAuLovics 1935, 22).

40 LANG 1941, 174. This definition was also adopted by P. Ratimorska and J. Minaroviech (RATIMORSKA —
MINAROVIECH 2010, 131.)

41 HORIG — SCHWERTHEIM 1987, 322-325, no. 514-515, 517, Taf. 109-112, with further detailed literature.
For recent studies on Roman-period silver votive plaques, see BIRKLE 2013.

42 Silver votive plaques with empty frames and no inscriptions are also known From Mauer an der Url
(HORIG — SCHWERTHEIM 1987, 206—207, no. 319b—d; BIRKLE 2013, 294, M.U.09, Taf. 55a, 295, M.U. 11, Taf.
55b, 297-298, M.U. 19, Taf. 59b).

43 BAarTUS 2011, 21-22.

44 ToTH 1973, 109.

45  GGURLITT 1878, 148.

46  OVERBECK 1871, 151.

47  Carnuntum: FLEISCHER 1967, 29-30, no. 10, Taf. 6.30; Enns/Wien: FLEISCHER 1967, Nr. 11, Taf. 6.31.

48  Vince/Zagrab: BRUNSMID 1914, 209, no. 1. R. According to Fleischer, the figurines from Austria and
Zagreb may have been produced in the same workshop (FLEISCHER 1967, 30).

49  Zuidarlen/Assen: ZADOKS-JOSEPHUS JITTA et al. 1967, 32, no. 14.
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Fig. 4. Bronze figurine of a standing luppiter (Cat. 4). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest (Photo:
D. Bartus).

as well as on the Apollo(?) figurine in the Musée Carnavalet in Paris.”® In this type of figurine, the
weight-bearing leg that supports the body does not change; it is not a true mirror-image. The basic
posture of the body remains the same, with only the positioning of the arms altered.”” In these in-
stances, the matter becomes fairly complex in terms of prototypes and typology, since versions of the
two aforementioned arm positions with the left leg as the weight-bearing limb also occur.” There-
fore, the nude standing Tuppiter technically has four variants: 1) right weight-bearing leg—raised left

50
51

52

VELAY 1989, 52, no. 6.

Aosta: VERGNANT 1964, 311, no. 441, Taf. 114.231; Augsburg: MENZEL 1969, 19, no. 3; HUBENER 1958, 178,
Taf. 27.3; Avenches: LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 17, no. 1, Taf. 1; Unknown findspot/Avignon: ROLLAND 1965, 29,
no. 6; Unknown findspot/Trier: MENZEL 1966, 3, no. 5, Taf. 2; Unknown findspot/Verona: FRANZONT 1973,
27-28, no. 9.

For the list of bronze figurines with the left arm raised, the right arm lowered, and the left leg as the sup-
porting limb see DORIG 1964, 260; THOMAS 1995, 592. Additional pieces include Unknown findspot/Verona:
FRANZONT 1973, 19, no. 1; Timacum minus/Ni§: DRCA 1991, 20, no. 2; Vieil-Evreux/Evreux: BOUCHER —
BOUCHER 1988, 44, no. 13 Figurines with the left leg as the supporting limb and reversed arm positions:
Coll. de Janzé/Paris: BABELON — BLANCHET 1895, no. 1; Unknown findspot/Paris, Petit Palais: PETIT 1980,
65-66, no. 17; Muri/Bern: LEIBUNDGUT 1980, no. 6, Taf. 11-13; Vieil-Evreux/Evreux: BOUCHER — BOUCHER
1988, 32-34, no. 7.
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arm, 2) right weight-bearing leg—raised right arm, 3) left weight-bearing leg—raised left arm, 4) left
weight-bearing leg—raised right arm. Scholarly opinion remains divided concerning the interpretation
of these various types. The only universally accepted point is the connection between figurines with
the weight resting on the right leg and the left arm raised, and Leochares’ Zeus Brontaios sculpture,
erected in the Capitoline Temple of Iuppiter Tonans (see Cat. 1). The colossal Zeus sculpture by Ly-
sippos, discovered in Tarentum, may have provided the prototype for the figurine type characterized
by a left supporting leg. According to J. Dérig, the original bore its weight on the left leg, with the left
arm raised and the right arm lowered.” The most straightforward solution would be to establish two
Roman-era sculpture types, both derived from large-scale Greek prototypes. Among figurines depicted
with the raised arm holding a sceptre and the lowered right arm grasping a thunderbolt, those with
the right leg acting as the weight-bearing supporting limb can be traced back to Leochares’ Zeus Bron-
taios, whereas those with the left leg supporting the weight of the body can be linked to Lysippos’ Zeus
sculpture from Tarentum. Figurines with inverted arm positions would then be classified as variants
of these two main types.* This hypothesis may be valid for the early period of Roman bronze sculp-
ture in Italia, when works were still based on large-scale Greek prototypes. However, it is in no way
applicable to the later periods of the Imperial era, nor the widely circulated, often highly schematic
representation throughout the empire. Another issue in the study of Roman bronzes is the relatively
common occurrence of mirror-image representation; therefore, the sculptures of Leochares and Lysip-
pos can only be reconstructed in terms of posture. In the case of a sculpture with the weight on the left
leg, the right arm raised, and the left arm lowered, it would be difficult to determine whether the piece
represents a reversed-arm variant of the Lysippan type defined by J. Dérig or a complete mirror image
of the Zeus Brontaios type. Naturally, the prototypes for these provincial representations of Iuppiter
are the same Greek models. In such cases, however, distinction between the Leochares and Lysippos
prototypes beyond body posture had already vanished. The positioning of the arms and hands, as well
as the weight-bearing leg, was most likely not a conscious reflection of specific Greek precedents, but
rather the result of local variation and the characteristic eclecticism of Roman bronze sculpture.

The figurine fragment, originally part of the Milch Collection and later transferred to the Hungari-
an National Museum (Cat. 5, Fig. 5), depicts a himation draped over the left arm, nearly reaching the
ground, and can be identified—despite its fragmentary state—as belonging to a standing representa-
tion of Iuppiter.” It is quite common for figurines of this type to break in such a way that only the
left arm and the cloak remain. The reason for this is that this section was cast separately from the
rest of the figurine and attached later, which made it structurally weaker.® This separate casting
method is evident from the marks visible on the inner surface of the cloak and is also documented
in other figurines of the same type.” Thus, the figurine originally depicted a standing Iuppiter who,
apart from the himation draped over the left shoulder, was nude, bore his weight on the right leg,

53  DORIG 1964, 260-261.
54 KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1977, 17; THOMAS 1995, 601.

55  P.Ratimorska és J. Minaroviech mistakenly interpreted the figurine as representing a priest: “..probably
a priest celebrating a religious ritual.” (RATIMORSKA — MINAROVIECH 2010, 130, Cat. no. 5). The fragment
is also erroneously listed among the finds from the Dolichenum at Brigetio, as the passage cited by the
authors from N. Lang does not refer to this object, but to a limestone fragment of a statue, which indeed
does originate from the Dolichenum (LANG 1941, 172, Fig. 32.7).

56  See e.g., Augst: KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1977, 96, no. 120, Taf. 99; Garovaglio-collection/Como: BorrLa
1996, 220, B6; Grofler St. Bernhard: LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 80—81, no. 78, Taf. 107; Gurina/Wien: FLEISCHER
1967, 191, no. 277, Taf. 130; Thrace/Sofia: KATINTCHAROV 1984, no. 224; etc. Often, the other half of the
figurine is recovered, without the cloak and left arm: Jucker-collection/Bern: BERGER 1969, Taf. 26.1-
4; Unknown findspot/Boston: BERGER 1969, Taf. 26.5-6; Bloch-collection/Basel: BERGER 1969, Taf. 27;
Unknown findspot/Private collection: BERGER 1969, Taf. 28.1-4; Freienwalde/Berlin: BERGER 1969, Taf.
28.5-6; Unknown findspot/Borowski-collection: Kunze 2007, 192-193, R2.

57  VASSILEV 2000, 548, Abb. 4a—b; GSCHWANTLER 1986, 87, no. 101, Abb. 168.
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Fig. 5. Bronze figurine of a standing luppiter (Cat. 5). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest (Photo:
D. Bartus).

held a thunderbolt (or occasionally a patera)®® in the lowered left hand, and grasped a sceptre in the
raised right hand. This figurine type is commonly referred to as the “Florence Zeus,” a name derived
from one of its finest and best-known examples.” Several theories have been proposed during the
research on Greek prototypes,” of which E. Berger’s hypothesis®' generated the most significant
discussion. In his study on a series of Roman bronzes, E. Berger identified the influence of Myron’s
colossal bronze Zeus sculpture, which originally stood in the Heraion alongside the sculptures of
Athena and Herakles but was later transferred to Rome by Antonius, where Augustus placed it in a
sanctuary on the Capitoline Hill.** Examining the large number of Roman-era bronzes of this type,
a classicizing image emerges: differing elements of Greek origin, were eclectically combined to
create a Roman work of art. It is therefore not possible to trace all examples back to a single Greek
prototype, whether Myron’s Zeus sculpture from Samos, a work by Pheidias, or even one by Lysip-
pos.®® A. Leibundgut divided the figurines of this type into two categories based on size and quality:
one larger (12-16 cm) and of higher quality craftsmanship, and one smaller (approximately 8 cm)
and of lesser quality.® The fragment from Brigetio can be placed in the former category, owing to
its size and fine craftsmanship. In addition to the work of Leibundgut, several summary lists have

58  Unknown findspot/Sofia: OGNENOVA-MARINOVA 1975, 73, no. 66; Kostol/Belgrade: VELICKOVIC 1972,
115-116, no. 4.

59  BERGER 1969, 66—67, Taf. 25.2-3, Taf. 34.2. For more recent information on the figurine from Florence see
lozzo 2015, 63-65.

60  For research history see LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 9-10; THOMAS 1995, 590-591.
61 BERGER 1969, 66-92.

62  Strab., Geogr., 14.637. For the identification of Myron’s sculpture, see also LIMC 1997: s.v. Zeus 330-331,
no. 127 (M. Tiverios).

63  For similar conclusions see LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 13; MENZEL 1984, 195; THOMAS 1995, 591; GSCHWANTLER
2003, 115-116.

64  LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 11-12 (23 and 32 pieces, respectively).
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been compiled,*” to which further examples may be added.® Concerning the dating of the Brigetio
figurine, little information is available due to the lack of archaeological context and its fragmentary
condition. According to A. Leibundgut this figurine type first appears in the second century.*

Two further bronze figurines from Brigetio, both now lost, are known to depict a standing Iuppiter.
The piece listed under Cat. 6 (formerly in the Podunajské Museum, Komarno) can be identified as a
standing Iuppiter based on the photograph published by O. Pelikan. In the image, Iuppiter appears
holding a thunderbolt in his raised right hand, which seems to have been attached to the figurine
later.®® The thunderbolt is absent in the drawing published by S. Reinach, where, however, the left
hand is shown grasping a sceptre, a detail missing from the photograph. Therefore, the attributes
originally held by the figurine cannot be determined. Based on its body posture, and similarly to the
Cat. 4 figurine, it can be assumed that a raised right arm accompanied the right weight-bearing leg.

The figurine from the Hollitzer Collection, originally found in Brigetio and now lost (Cat. 7), cannot
be definitively identified, as no illustrations have survived. Based on the description, provided by K.
Masner,® it may have depicted Iuppiter holding a patera in his right hand and a thunderbolt in his left.

Seated luppiter figurine

Among all the Roman-era bronze figurines discovered in Hungary, the most widely known,” dis-
cussed, and debated piece is undoubtedly the seated Iuppiter figurine, now in the British Museum
(Cat. 8, Fig. 6). Information concerning its place and time of discovery is uncertain, and in some cases,
even the authenticity of the piece has been called into question.” One of the most significant issues
pertains to its findspot. In the British Museum’s inventory records, as well as in most publications
on the subject, the provenance is simply listed as Hungary or Pannonia. However, Istvan Paulovics,
in his 1940 study, identifies Brigetio as the site of discovery. According to his account of excavations
conducted in Sz6ény between 1926 and 1927, the older workers and citizens of Szény were able to
give an accurate description of this fine little bronze figurine (“copper doll”), which was unearthed
in the vicinity of the camp.” The workers employed by Paulovics further claimed” that the figurine
eventually came into the possession of the British Museum with the involvement of Otto Voetter
(1841-1926). Nevertheless, the first mention of the figurine comes from Clarac (1850),” stating that
the object had previously belonged to the collection of Baron Dominique Vivant Denon, who died
in 1825. Based on this timeline the figurine must have left Hungary before the Baron’s death, which

65 BOUCHER 1976, 366, Carte XI (10 from Gaul and 17 from outside Gaul); THOMAS 1995, 588 (30 pieces).

66  Aix-en-Provence/Granet: OGGIANO-BITAR 1984, 87, no. 161; Garovaglio-collection/Como: BorLra 1996,
220, B6; Hannover: MENZEL 1964, 13, no. 1, Taf. 1; Unknown findspot /Borowski-collection: KunzE
2007, 192-193, R2; 193-194, R3; Unknown findspot/Sofia: OGNENOVA-MARINOVA 1975, 73, no. 66; Kosto-
lac/Belgrade: VELICKOVIC 1972, 115-116, no. 4; Sofia: KATINTCHAROV 1984, no. 224; Vechten/Utrecht:
ZADOKS-JOSEPHUS JITTA et al. 1969, 78, no. 32.

67 LEIBUNDGUT 1976, 13.

68  'The thunderbolt held in the raised hand is mainly characteristic of Italic figurines, see BENTZ 1994,
159-183.

69  MASNER 1893, 10.

70  British Museum, M9252. In 1896, Jules-Clément Chaplain based the image of Zeus on the medals award-
ed to the winners of the first modern Olympic Games on this figurine; since then, the statue has re-
mained one of the favoured examples of the beauty of classical depictions of the human body.

71  V0Izos 1999, 99, Anm. 703.

72 PauLovics 1940, 24, note 13.

73  Paurovics 1942, 216.

74  CLARAC 1850, Cat. no. 668, P1. 398.
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Fig. 6. Bronze figurine of luppiter seated on a throne (Cat. 8). British Museum, London (Photo: Trustees of
the British Museum).
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implies that the workers at Paulovics’s excavation would have had to remember an artifact from a
century earlier, which of course is not possible. This, however, does not entirely exclude Brigetio
as the possible site of discovery, even though no concrete evidence supports the claim. It is also
conceivable that the workers were recalling a similar Iuppiter figurine, likewise, seated on a throne,
which had in fact been unearthed in the vicinity of the camp.

The subsequent fate of the figurine in the British Museum can also be easily traced. After the Bar-
on’s death, his collection first passed to his nephew, Vivant-Jean Brunet-Denon, and later, in 1846,
to Baron James Alexandre de Pourtalés-Gorgier. Between 1833 and 1841, plaster cast of the figurine
was made and placed in the Akademisches Kunstmuseum in Bonn.” Following the death of Baron
Pourtalés in 1865, the figurine was sold at an auction held by Rollin & Feuardent and acquired by
the British Museum.” At that time, it was mounted atop a base of yellow Siena marble, bearing the
inscription “Found in Hungary”.”” The findspot of the figurine from Brigetio was not mentioned in
any subsequent publication until the article published by I. Paulovics.

The depiction of Iuppiter seated on a throne is common in both Greek and Roman art, appearing
in small- and large-scale sculpture alike. Although the chryselephantine sculpture by Pheidias or
the cult statue of Tuppiter Capitolinus by Apollonios™ may seem to serve as straightforward proto-
types, not all Roman-era representations of the seated Iuppiter derive from a single iconographic
precedent; the possibility of eclectic solutions and local variants should be kept in mind.” The most
notable feature distinguishing the British Museum figurine from other bronze examples of the same
type® is its mirror-image representation: the sceptre is held in the left hand rather than the right,
while the thunderbolt is in the right hand instead of the left; the positioning of the legs deviates
from what is typical for this type of figurine. Mirror-image representation is rare among seated
Iuppiter figurines, but not unheard of. For instance, the marble statue of Iuppiter in the Ashmolean
Museum exhibits a similar mirror-image posture.®* Similar depictions can also be observed on the
silver figurine, originally part of the Castellani Collection and now in the British Museum.** Mir-
ror-image representations also occur on coinage,* gemmae,* and wall-paintings.® E. Poulsen once

75  HIMMELMANN — SINN 1981, 38, no. 152.

76  POURTALES-GORGIER 1865, 109, no. 536.

77  CoOOK 1965, Pl. 34.

78  Regarding the cult statue of Iuppiter Optimus Maximus Capitolinus see MARTIN 1987, 131-144.

79  MENZEL 1963, 196; BOUCHER 1976, 136. The iconography, types, and prototypes of the figurines were
most recently summarized by S. Vlizos in his dissertation (Viizos 1999). For more recently on the sub-
ject see VL1zos 2015; VL1zos 2018. He organized the typological development of the period from the
classical to the Hellenistic era into so-called ‘schemes’, each based on a particularly significant figurine.
For the contradictions and issues related to Vlizos’ schemes, see S. Ritter’s review (RITTER 2003). In ad-
dition to the 27 bronze figurines listed in Vlizos’ catalogue, other seated Iuppiter bronzes include: Basel:
KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN 1977, 19, no. 4, Taf. 4; Carnuntum: FLEISCHER 1967, 31-32, no. 14, Taf. 8; Un-
known findspot/Avignon: ROLLAND 1965, 30, no. 7; Unknown findspot/Borowski collection: KUNZE 2007,
191, R1; Unknown findspot/Verona: FRANZONTI 1973, 32, no. 13; Myshkako: TREISTER 1995, 339, Fig. 1;
Rome?/New York, Metropolitan Museum: RICHTER 1915, 37; Siscia/Zagreb: KoSCEVIC 1995, 16, Pl. 12.67;
TADIN 1979, 59, no. 1, Fig. 1.

80  VL1zos 1999, 140—-142.

81  CrAarac 1850, Cat. no. 692a, Pl. 404; OVERBECK 1871, No. 22 (Dritte Classe); Rayet mistakenly refers to
the statue in the Ashmolean Museum as the one kept in the British Museum (RAYET 1884, 4, note 2).

82  WALTERS 1921, 11, no. 36; Cooxk 1965, 11, 756, Fig. 699.

83  Cooxk 1965, II, 754, Fig. 696: Lucilla, from Dokimeion; Coox 1965, I, 752, Fig. 551: Antoninus Pius,
Nikaiabol; OVERBECK 1871, 160, no. 12: Tiberius, from Kotiaeon.

84 Coox 1965, I, 235, Fig. 172.

85 MADERNA 1988, Taf. 5.5 (Pompeii, Casa dei Vettii).
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published a bronze figurine in Compiégne as an exact parallel to the piece in the British Museum,
though produced at half its size.** However, A. Leibundgut later demonstrated that the Compiegne
figurine is a modern forgery, modelled after the piece in London.”

The closest parallel is a figurine unearthed in Pompeii, and kept in the Naples Museum.® The laurel
wreath, the hairstyle and the shaping of the beard, as well as the facial features and the eyes are
very similar; the ribbon flowing from the hair to the shoulders is also clearly visible on both.* The
example from Pompeii, like the one in London, does not hold the thunderbolt resting on the thigh,
but rather slightly forward at its side.” While the Pompeii piece is half the size of its London coun-
terpart and of lesser quality—with less finely modelled drapery folds—the design between the legs
is nearly identical. Both figurines display the reversed leg positioning typical for this type: the right
leg extends forward, and the left is drawn slightly back. The figurine of the seated Iuppiter from
the British Museum Collection was most likely produced in the 1st century or early 2nd century,
possibly in Italia. If it was indeed found in Brigetio or elsewhere in Pannonia, it would have been
imported into the province.”!

Catalogue

Cat. 1. luppiter with seated child (Figs 1-2). Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, inv. no. V1.2708. Findspot:
Sz6ny (Purchased from Otto Voetter, 1887). M: 149 x 122 x 26 mm (base); 154 mm (candelabrum); 84 mm
(Iuppiter); 38 x 44 mm (child). Base: U-shaped base, with semi-circular terminations at both ends, and three
vertical ribs attached on each side. The outer edge is decorated all around with fine incised lines. At the cen-
tre, a curved staircase of three steps leads up to the base, the outer edge of the steps also bears the same fine
incised lines. The lower left section of the stairs is damaged. A low rim is present on either side of the steps.
The base is supported by three lion paw-shaped legs: two at the front, one on each side, and one centred at
the back. The paws have four toes, and three circular drilled indentations can be observed in the spaces be-
tween them. In addition to the lion paw-shaped legs, a circular projection hangs down from the base on each
side. Reddish-brown patina, with green spots. Candelabrum: Hexagonal-based, twisted tree trunk shaped
candelabrum with five small leaves. At the top, three rectangular leaves with ribbed edges, and a cylindrical
projection in the centre. Reddish-brown patina, with green spots. Iuppiter: Nude, standing figure, weight on
his right leg, left leg drawn back and slightly bent at the knee. The left arm extended to the side at shoulder
level, then bent upward and forward at the elbow, originally holding a sceptre that rested on the ground. The
index finger on the left hand is a modern addition. The right upper arm hangs beside the body, bent upward

86  PouLsEN 1977, 22, Typus 1, Reihe b1, no. 1, Fig. 14; REINACH 1897-1924, V. 469.5. The article by M. Bieber,
erroneously cited by Poulsen on page 22, does not, however, refer to the figurine under discussion, but
rather to a figurine in the Metropolitan Museum: BIEBER 1961, 180, Fig. 768.

87  LEIBUNDGUT 1984, 153—154. The clearest indication of forgery is that the forgers also copied the modern
base of the London figurine and cast it together with the forged figure.

88  VLIzos 1999, 141, BK.2, Taf. 26.3.

89  Further parallels for the ribbon: Unknown findspot/Avignon: ROLLAND 1965, 29, no. 5; De meern/Utrecht:
ZADOKS-JOSEPHUS JITTA et al. 1969, 70, no. 30; Unknown findspot/Verona: FRANZONI 1973, 27-28, no. 9;
Split: Porovi¢ et al. 1969, 85, no. 73; 7ANIC-PROTIC 1988, 24, no. 1, T.L1; Tabanovié¢: Porovi¢ et al.
1969, 85, no. 72; VELICKOVIC 1972, 113, no. 1.

90  The hand posture is similar to that of a bronze statue from Athens belonging to the same type: Viizos
1999, 141, BK.3, Taf. 27.1.

91 L Paulovics regards the figurine, considered by him to be from Brigetio, as a product of the workshop
attributed to Romulianus, which also produced works for export (PAurLovics 1940, 25.) however, owing
to the lack of information concerning Romulianus, and given the London figurines considerably higher
quality compared to locally produced pieces, the figurine cannot be attributed to said workshop. On the
workshop of Romulianus see BARTUS 2011, 21-26. A. Zadoks dates the figurine to the Flavian period or
later, on the basis that it was found in Hungary (ZADOKs JiTTA 1938, 51). However, this argument cannot
be accepted in any case since the figurine—obviously an imported object in Pannonia—could have been
produced long before its arrival to the province.
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and forward at the elbow. In his right hand, he holds a thunderbolt with a twisted design. The fingers of the
right hand are poorly crafted. The muscles of the upper body are indicated only by a few lines, and the navel
is represented by a drilled hole. Based on the dome-shaped indentations, the nipples may originally have been
decorated with inlaid elements. The head faces slightly downward and to the left; the face is crudely mod-
elled, with a rectangular, roughly executed beard. The mouth is straight, the nose small, flat and wide, and the
eyes relatively large with pupils indicated by drilling. The hair around the face and at the back of the neck is
arranged in angular locks, divided on either side at the top of the head, and indicated with parallel wavy lines.
Reddish-brown patina, with green spots. Seated child: Nude, sitting on the ground. The body is plump, with
stout limbs. The figure leans on the ground with the outstretched right arm, while the left is raised in front
of the body. The left hand broke is off. Both legs bent at the knees and held to the side. The crudely modelled
head faces upward, the mouth appearing to shout. The nose is small and rectangular, and the almond-shaped
eyes disproportionately large. The short, curly hair begins high on top of the head. The surface of the figure
is shiny, copper-coloured.”

Cat. 2. Nude, standing Iuppiter (Fig. 3). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest (currently in the Klapka
Gyo6rgy Museum in Komarom), inv. no.: 4.1933.98. Findspot: Sz6ény, Dolichenum (previously Milch Collec-
tion), M: 81 mm. A nude Iuppiter stands on a small rectangular platform, which was originally attached to a
base or other object with a small pin. The figure’s weight is supported by its right leg, the left slightly bent.
The now-missing right arm originally hung down, while the left arm is raised and bent at the elbow; the left
hand is missing below the wrist. The body is crudely executed, the muscles barely visible and the toes not
indicated at all. The round head is large in comparison to the upper body; the nose is wide and flat; the eyes
are roughly worked. The locks of hair and the beard are schematically shaped. A modern hole has been drilled
at the back of the waist. The surface of the figurine is severely burned, the dark green patina has peeled off
in large continuous areas on the chest, back, right and left shoulders, and both lower legs; on these areas, the
surface of the figurine appears rust-red in colour.”

Cat. 3. Nude, standing Iuppiter. Lost. Inv. no.: not assigned. Findspot: Szény (previously Trau Collection). M:
85 mm. Description: “Abgebrochen beide Fiisse und der vordere Theil des Blitzes. — Aus O-Szonyi. Z., nackt — r.
Standbein, das l. etwas zuriickgesetzt — hdlt in der gesenkt vorgestreckten R. den Blitz, die L. ist stark erhoben. Der
bartige Kopf ist nach r. gewendet, in dem emporgestrdubten Haar liegt eine Binde.” (Gurlitt). “Jupiter bronzszo-
bra Brigetiobol meg van a Trau-féle gyiijteményben.” (Récsei).”

Cat. 4. Nude, standing Iuppiter (Fig. 4). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest, inv. no. 42.1925.1. Findspot:
Sz6ny (Purchased from Miklos Fay). M: 72 mm. Nude, standing figure, with the weight on the right leg, the
left leg drawn back and bent slightly, positioned slightly backward and outward. The body is well modelled,
with the muscles moderately defined, especially in the torso and legs, while the arms are more crudely
shaped. The nipples and the navel are not indicated. The right arm is raised and bent at the elbow; the hand
may originally have held a sceptre that rested on the ground. The left arm hangs down, slightly bent at the
elbow. In the left hand, he holds a two-pronged thunderbolt decorated with incised twisted ornamentation.
The face is roughly modelled, with barely indicated pupils; the nose is flat, and the hair and beard are sche-
matically shaped. Iuppiter wears a large laurel wreath in his hair. Dark green patina, with dark red spots.”

Cat. 5. Standing Iuppiter (Fig. 5). Hungarian National Museum, Budapest, inv. no. 4.1933.10. Findspot: Szény
(previously Milch Collection), M: 119 mm. The cloak draped over the left shoulder and the left arm remained.
The fragment of a standing bronze figurine, the cloak is thrown over the left shoulder and draped across the
left arm, which is at the shoulder and bent at the elbow. The hand originally held a sceptre. The folds in the
drapery are finely worked, showing good quality craftsmanship. The front of the drapery shows damage in

92  SCHNEIDER 1892, 53-54, no. 91; REINACH 1897-1924, II1.2.6 (Iuppiter), II1.132.7 (child); SIMONETT 1939,
504; BESCHI 1962, 68, note 31; MENZEL 1966, 80, no. 192, Anm. 1; FLEISCHER 1983, 34, no. 20, Taf. 9d;
GSCHWANTLER 1986, 139, no. 218, Abb. 280; KLUWE 1994, 241, Abb. 8; LIMC 1997: s.v. Iuppiter 431, no. 93
(F. Canciani); BoLLA 1999, 198; BARTUS 2015a, 25-29, Kat. 1, 1-6. tabla.

93 REINACH 1897-1924, V1.1.2; MiLcH 1901, 27-35; PAuLOVICS 1932, 183—185; PAULOVICS 1935, 22-23, 5. kép;
HILLEBRAND et al. 1938, 83; LANG 1941, 174, Taf. 35.4, 4a; KAN 1943, 68, no. 77e¢; MERLAT 1951, 90-91, no.
92, Taf. 7.2; KADAR 1962, 50, Taf. 5.10; HORIG — SCHWERTHEIM 1987, 161-162, Taf. 48; FREL 1992, 101, no. 5;
RATIMORSKA — MINAROVIECH 2010, 131, Cat. no. 11, Fig. 15; BARTUS 2011, 23-25, Fig. 6. no. 2; BARTUS
2015a, 31-32, Kat. 3, 8. tabla.

94  GURLITT 1878, 148, no. 3; RECSEI 1894, 58; BARTUS 2015a, 32—33, Kat. 4.

95  BARTUS 2015a, 29-31, Kat. 2, 7. tabla.
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several places. It was cast separately as a part of a figurine. Greenish-brown patina, with red spots at the
shoulder. Hollow cast.”

Cat. 6. Standing Iuppiter. Lost (previously Podunajské Museum, Koméarno). Inv. no.: not assigned. Findspot:
Sz6ény? M: no data. Description: “Bronz-szobrocskak a komaromi muzeumban. 1. Hercules...” (Récsei). “Hérak-
lés ou Zeus?” (Reinach).”

Cat. 7. Iuppiter? Lost. Inv. no.: not assigned. Findspot: Szény (previously Hollitzer Collection). M: 113 mm.
Description: “Mdnnliche Figur; ein Gewandstiick um die Hiiften und den linken Unterarm geschlagen, die halb
erhobene Rechte hdlt eine tiefe Patera; auf dem Kopfe eine Stephane, dahinter ein undeutlicher konischer Aufsatz;
das bartige, schmale Antlitz hat individuelles Geprdge; ober dem linken Ellbogen ein breiter Armring. Die Linke
halt einen ldnglichen dreikantigen Gegenstand, oben und unten in Spitzen endigend, unter welchen drei Spitzen
senkrecht abstehen; man wird daher dies fiir die absichtlich unbestimmte Andeutung eines Blitzes fassen und die
Statue als die eines romischen Imperators im Habitus eines Jupiters betrachten diirfen. H. 0.113. Der Rundsockel
gehort vielleicht nicht dazu.” (Masner).”®

Cat. 8. Iuppiter seated on a throne (Fig. 6). British Museum, London, inv. no. 1865,0103.36. Findspot: Sz6ny,
in the vicinity of the legionary camp? M: 236 x 110 x 108 mm. Seated Iuppiter, the right leg slightly extended
forward, the left bent at a right angle. The himation, thrown over the left shoulder, is wrapped around the
lower half of the body from the right, with the other half hanging down between the legs. The folds of the
drapery are rendered in life-like and detailed manner, while the lower back portion is less carefully modelled
and appears more rectangular in form. The slightly raised left hand grasps a two-pronged twisted thunder-
bolt that emerging from petals, the raised right hand holds a sceptre with a lotus-bud finial, resting on the
ground. The modelling of the hand and fingers is of high quality, the fingernails clearly depicted. The muscles
of the body are modelled with natural, anatomically correct proportions, the upper part of the pubic hair is
visible above the edge of the himation. The naval and the right nipple are visibly illustrated. The pupils were
originally inlaid, the eyelids and eyebrows are well defined. The nose is small, the mouth closed and narrow.
The hair, parted above the forehead falls to the shoulders in curly locks, the curly beard finely detailed. A
laurel wreath adorns the head, with the ribbon tying it at the back falling over both shoulders. The ends of
the thunderbolt, the sceptre and the legs have been restored, the base is a modern addition. Both original eyes
are missing. Dark-brown patina, with occasional reddish spots.”

Sources

LIMC 1997: Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae, Vol. VIIL. Zurich-Dusseldorf.
Plinius Secundus, Caius: Naturalis Historia.

Strabon: Gedgraphika hiipomnémata (Tewypo@iké Yropvipata).

References

BABELON, E. - BLANCHET, J. A. 1895: Catalogue des bronzes antiques de la Bibliothéeque Nationale. Paris.

Backe-DAHMEN, A. 2006: Innocentissima Aetas. Romische Kindheit im Spiegel literarischer, rechtlicher und ar-
chaologischer Quellen des 1. bis 4. Jahrhunderts n. Chr. Mainz.

BAILEY, D. M. 1996: A catalogue of the lamps in the British Museum IV. Lamps of metal and stone, and lamp-
stands. London.

96  RATIMORSKA — MINAROVIECH 2010, 130, Cat. no. 5, Fig. 12; BARTUS 2015a, 33-34, Kat. 5, 9. tabla.

97  RECSEI 1894, 32. t. 1; REINACH 1897-1924, I11.70.4; PELIKAN 1960, 192, Anm. 203, Abb. 59; BARTUS 20154,
34, Kat. 6.

98  MASNER 1893, 10, no. 106; BARTUS 2015a, 35, Kat. 7.

99  CLARAC 1850, Cat. no. 668, Pl. 398; POURTALES-GORGIER 1865, 109, no. 536; OVERBECK 1871, 126, no. 23;
VON SACKEN 1871, 4; RAYET 1884, 4-7, Pl. 43; RECSEI 1894, 77; MURRAY 1899, 63, Fig. 25; REINACH 1897-
1924, 1.186.668; WALTERS 1899, 170, no. 909; WALTERS 1915, P1. 39; PAuLovICS 1940, 24-25, 8. t. 11; MENZEL
1963, 195-196, Taf. 34; Coox 1965, II, 756—757, P1. 34; POULSEN 1977, 22, Fig. 15; LEIBUNDGUT 1984, 153,
Abb. 15; KRAUSE 1989, 64, Taf. 60; VLIizos 1999, 99, Anm. 703; JENKINS — TURNER 2009, 68—69; JENKINS
2009, 210; BArRTUS 2011, 19, Fig. 1; BARTUS 20154, 35-38, Kat. 8, 10-14. tabla.

627



David BARTUS

BarTus, D. 2011: Roman figural bronzes from Brigetio: preliminary notes. In: Novotna, M. et al. (eds): The
phenomena of cultural borders and border cultures across the passage of time (From the Bronze Age to Late
Antiquity). Anodos. Studies of the Ancient World 10. Trnava, 17-28.

BarTus, D. 2015a: Bronzistenek. Romai kori figuralis bronzplasztika Brigetioban. Acta Archaeologica Brige-
tionensia 1/8. Komarom.

BarTus, D. 2015b: Mars holding a patera: An unusual type of Roman bronze figurines. In: Della Casa, Ph. -
Deschler-Erb, E. (eds): New Research on Ancient Bronzes, Acta of the XVIIIth International Congress on
Ancient Bronzes, Ziirich 2013. Zurich Studies in Archaeology 10. Ziirich, 131-135.

Bartus, D. 2016: Two Roman bronze heads with cirrus from Brigetio. In: Giumlia-Mair, A. - Mattusch, C. C.
(eds): Proceedings of the XVIIth International Congress on Ancient Bronzes, Izmir. Monographies Instru-
mentum 52. Autun, 163—168.

BarTuUs, D. 2019: Roman bronze gladiators: A new figurine of a murmillo from Brigetio. Dissertationes Archae-
ologicae 3.7, 177-186. https://doi.org/10.17204/dissarch.2019.177

BarTus, D. 2021: From Orestes to Zenodoros: The iconography of five Roman bronze figurines of Minerva
from Brigetio. Anodos. Studies of the Ancient World 15, 49-59.

BENTZ, M. 1994: Juppiter, Tinia oder Veiovis? Archdologischer Anzeiger, 159—-183.

BERGER, E. 1969: Zum samischen Zeus des Myron in Rom. Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archdologischen Insti-
tuts. Romische Abteilung 76, 66—-92.

BescH1, L. 1962: I bronzetti romani di Montorio Veronese. Memorie. Classe di scienze morali e lettere 33/2.
Venezia.

Bescar, L. 1984: Bronzi antichi da un naufragio alla Meloria di Livorno. In: Gehrig, U. (ed.): Toreutik und figiir-
liche Bronzen romischer Zeit. Akten der 6. Tagung iiber antike Bronzen 13.-17. Mai 1980 in Berlin. Berlin,
50-58.

BIEBER, M. 1915: Die antiken Skulpturen und Bronzen des Koniglichen Museum Fridericianum in Cassel. Mar-
burg.

BIEBER, M. 1961: The Sculpture of the Hellenistic Age. New York. https://doi.org/10.7312/bieb94154

BIRKLE, N. 2013: Untersuchungen zur Form, Funktion und Bedeutung gefiederter romischer Votivbleche. Univer-
sitatsforschungen zur prahistorischen Archiologie 234. Bonn.

Borra, M. 1996: I bronzetti romani. In: Bolla, M. — Tabone, G. P. (eds): Bronzistica figurata preromana e romana
del Civico Museo Archeologico “Giovio” di Como. Como, 205-318.

Borra, M. 1999: Bronzetti figurati romani del territorio Veronese. Rassegna di studi del Civico museo archeo-
logico e del Civico gabinetto numismatico di Milano 63-64, 193—-259.

Bonbpoc, D. - FiLip, G. 2019: Jupiter fulminans de la Cioroiu Nou. Oltenia 26, 110-116.
Bousg-Piccort, Ch. 1975: Les bronzes antiques du Maroc. II. Le mobilier. Rabat.

BOUCHER, S. — BOUCHER, J.-P. 1988: Musée d’Evreux. Collections archéologiques. Bronzes antiques 1. Statuaire et
inscription. Evreux.

BOUCHER, S. — OGGIANO-BITAR, H. 1995: Les Lares des Provinces romaines: Essai de datation. In: Mols, S. T.
A. M. et al. (eds): Acta of the 12th International Congress on Ancient Bronzes, Nijmegen 1992. Nijmegen,
231-240.

BOUCHER, S. 1973: Bronzes romains figurés du Musée des Beaux-Arts de Lyon. Collections des musées de Lyon
9. Lyon.

BOUCHER, S. 1976: Recherches sur les bronzes figurés de Gaule pré-romaine et romaine. Roma.
BOUCHER, S. 1983: Musée Denon. Chalon-sur-Sadne. Les bronzes figurés antiques. Lyon.

BrUNSMID, J. 1914: Antikni figuralni bronsani predmeti u hrvatskom narodnom muzeju u Zagrebu. Vjesnik
Hrvatskoga Arheoloskoga Drustva 13, 207-268.

BUDETTA, T. — PAGANO, M. 1988: Ercolano: Legni e piccoli bronzi. Testimonianze dell’arredo e delle suppellettili
della casa romana. Roma.

BUTTNER, A. 1962: Figirlich verzierte Bronzen vom Kastell Zugmantel. Saalburg Jahrbuch 20, 62-75.

628


https://doi.org/10.17204/dissarch.2019.177
https://doi.org/10.7312/bieb94154

Roman Bronze Figurines Depicting luppiter from Brigetio

Crarac, C. O. F. J. B. Comte de 1850: Musée de sculpture antique et moderne III. Paris.
Cook, A. B. 1965: Zeus. A Study in Ancient Religion. Vols I-I. New York.
DippLE Uzzi, J. 2005: Children in the Visual Arts of Imperial Rome. Cambridge.

DonNAY, G. 1984: Le “Tuppiter Tonans” du Capitole romain et ses imitations dans les bronzes figurés. In:
Gehrig, U. (ed.): Toreutik und figiirliche Bronzen romischer Zeit. Akten der 6. Tagung iiber antike Bronzen
13.—17. Mai 1980 in Berlin. Berlin, 107—110.

DORIG, ]. 1964: Lysipps Zeuskoloss von Tarent. Jahrbuch des Deutschen Archdologischen Instituts 79, 257-278.

DRr¢a, S. 1991: Sitna rimska bronzana plastika u narodnom muzeju u Nisu. Zbornik Narodni Muzej Ni$ 6-7,
19-42.

EICHLER, F. 1929: Zu Bronzen aus Ephesos. Jahreshefle des Osterreichischen Archdologischen Institutes in Wien
24, 198-219.

FAIDER-FEYTMANS, G. 1957: Recueil des bronzes de Bavai. Gallia — Supplément 8. Paris. https://doi.org/10.3406/
galia.1958.2231

FAIDER-FEYTMANS, G. 1979: Les bronzes romains de Belgique. Mainz.

Faust, S. 1994: Figiirliche Bronzen und Gegenstidnde aus anderen Metallen aus Stadt und Regierungsbezirk
Trier in Privatbesitz L. Trierer Zeitschrift 57, 283-313.

Faust, S. 2000: Figiirliche Bronzen und Gegenstidnde aus anderen Metallen aus Stadt und Regierungsbezirk
Trier in Privatbesitz II. Trierer Zeitschrift 63, 263-306.

FLEISCHER, R. 1967: Die romischen Bronzen aus Osterreich. Mainz.

FLEISCHER, R. 1983: Eine Gruppe syrisch-phonikischer Bronzestatuetten-Basen. Damaszener Mitteilungen 1,
31-42.

FraNzoNT, L. 1973: Bronzetti romani del Museo Archeologico di Verona. Venezia.
FREL, J. 1992: Dolicene a Brigetio. Acta Classica Universitatis Scientiarum Debreceniensis 28, 101-106.

FriepricHs, C. 1871: Berlins antike Bildwerke. II. Gerdthe und Broncen im Alten Museum. Diisseldorf. https://
doi.Org/lO.IS15/9783112607022

GSCHWANTLER, K. (ed.) 1986: Gufs+Form. Bronzen aus der Antikensammlung. Wien.
GSCHWANTLER, K. 2003: Eine Jupiterstatuette aus Eferding. Rémisches Osterreich 26, 109-116.

GurLITT, W. 1878: Antike Denkméler im Wiener Privatbesitze. Bronzen der Sammlung Trau. Archaeologisch-
epigraphische Mittheilungen aus Oesterreich 2, 146—160.

HILLEBRAND, J. — TompA, F. — Paurovics, I. — FETTICH, N. 1938: Vezet§ a régészeti gyijteményben. Budapest.

HIMMELMANN, N. — SINN, U. (eds) 1981: Verzeichnis der Abgufisammlung des Akademischen Kunstmuseums der
Universitdt Bonn. Berlin.

HORIG, M. — SCHWERTHEIM, E. 1987: Corpus Cultus Iovis Dolicheni. Etudes préliminaires aux religions orienta-
les dans 'Empire Romain 106. Leiden. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004295742

HUBENER, W. 1958: Zum romischen und frihmittelalterlichen Augsburg. Jahrbuch des Romisch-Germanischen
Zentralmuseums 5, 154—238.

Iozzo, M. 2015: Giove in maesta. In: Arbeid, B. — Iozzo, M. (eds): Piccoli Grandi Bronzi. Capolavori greci, etru-
schi e romani delle collezioni mediceo-lorenesi nel Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Firenze. Firenze, 63—65.

JacoB-FeLscH, M. 1969: Die Entwicklung griechischer Statuenbasen und die Aufstellung der Statuen. Waldsas-
sen.

JENKINS, I. — TURNER, V. 2009: The Greek Body. London.
JENKINS, L (ed.) 2009: La Belleza del Cuerpo: arte y pensamiento en la Grecia Antigua. Alicante.
KaN, A. H. 1943: Jupiter Dolichenus. Sammlung der Inschriften und Bildwerke. Leiden.

KaTiNnTcAHROV, R. 1984: Le bronze sculpté de I’époque romaine au musée archéologique national auprés de
IAcadémie bulgare des sciences. Sofia.

KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN, A. 1977: Die romischen Bronzen der Schweiz. I. Augst. Mainz.

629


https://doi.org/10.3406/galia.1958.2231
https://doi.org/10.3406/galia.1958.2231
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783112607022
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783112607022
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004295742

David BARTUS

KAUFMANN-HEINIMANN, A. 1994: Die romischen Bronzen der Schweiz. V. Neufunde und Nachtrdge. Mainz.

KADAR, Z. 1962: Die kleinasiatisch—syrischen Kulte in Ungarn. Etudes préliminaires aux religions orientales
dans I'Empire Romain 2. Leiden. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004296091

KeNT HiLL, D. 1949: Catalogue of Classical Bronze Sculpture in the Walters Art Gallery. Baltimore.

KLUWE, E. 1994: Zwei romisch-kaiserzeitliche Bronzen im Besitz der Friedrich-Schiller-Universitit Jena. In:
Ronke, J. (ed.): Akten der 10. Internationalen Tagung iiber antike Bronzen. Freiburg, 18.-22. Juli 1988. For-
schungen und Berichte zur Vor- und Frithgeschichte in Baden-Wiirttemberg 45. Stuttgart, 237-244.

Kowinik, T. 1984: Romische und germanische Kunst in der Slowakei. Bratislava.

KoSCEvIC, R. 1995: Siscia. Pannonia Superior. Finds and Metalwork Production. British Archaeological Reports
— International Series 621. Oxford. https://doi.org/10.30861/9780860548027

KRAUSE, B. H. 1989: Trias Capitolina: ein Beitrag zur Rekonstruktion der hauptstddtischen Kultbilder und deren
statuentypologischer Ausstrahlung im Romischen Weltreich. Trier.

KREMER, G. — HOLZNER, M. 2012: Bleivotive aus Carnuntum. Carnuntum Jahrbuch, 31-69.

KuNzg, M. 2007: Griechische und romische Bronze. Meisterwerke antiker Bronzen und Metallarbeiten aus der
Sammlung Borowski I. Mainz.

LANG, F. 1941: Das Dolichenum von Brigetio. In: Laureae Aquincenses memoriae Valentini Kuzsinszky dicate 2.
Dissertationes Pannonicae II/11. Budapest, 165-181.

LEIBUNDGUT, A. 1976: Die romischen Bronzen der Schweiz. II. Avenches. Mainz.
LEIBUNDGUT, A. 1980: Die romischen Bronzen der Schweiz. IIl. Westschweiz, Bern und Wallis. Mainz.

LEIBUNDGUT, A. 1984: Kritische Uberlegungen zum Problem der postulierten Serienproduktion. In: Gehrig, U.
(ed.): Toreutik und figiirliche Bronzen romischer Zeit. Akten der 6. Tagung iiber antike Bronzen 13.—17. Mai
1980 in Berlin. Berlin, 149-159.

MADERNA, C. 1988: [uppiter, Diomedes und Merkur als Vorbilder fiir romische Bildnisstatuen. Untersuchungen
zum romischen statuarischen Idealportrdt. Heidelberg.

MARTIN, H. G. 1987: Rémische Tempelkultbilder. Eine archdologische Untersuchung zur spiten Republik. Roma.

MASNER, K. 1893: Katalog der Archdologischen Ausstellung im k. k. Osterreichischen Museum fiir Kunst und
Industrie 22. Mai bis 31. August 1893. Wien.

MENZEL, H. 1963: Zwei Bronzestatuetten eines sitzenden Jupiters. Jahrbuch des Romisch-Germanischen Zent-
ralmuseums 10, 192—196.

MENZEL, H. 1964: Romische Bronzen. Bildkataloge des Kestner-Museums, Hannover V1. Hannover.
MENZEL, H. 1966: Die romischen Bronzen aus Deutschland. II. Trier. Mainz.
MENZEL, H. 1969: Rémische Bronzen aus Bayern. Augsburg.

MENZEL, H. 1984: Die Jupiterstatuetten von Bree, Evreux und Dalheim und verwandte Bronzen. In: Gehrig, U.
(ed.): Toreutik und figiirliche Bronzen romischer Zeit. Akten der 6. Tagung iiber antike Bronzen 13.-17. Mai
1980 in Berlin. Berlin, 186—196.

MERLAT, P. 1951: Répertoire des inscriptions et monuments figurés du culte de Iupiter Dolichenus. Paris.

MIGLBAUER, R. 2025: Ein Jupiter fir Ovilava. In: Emmerig, H. (ed.): Pro Re. Festschrift fiir Bernhard Prokisch.
Wien, 311-317.

MircH, A. 1901: A bregetiumi Jupiter-dolycenus szentély. A Komdaromvarmegyei és varosi Muzeum-Egyesiilet
1900. évi értesitbje 14, 27-35.

MURRAY, A. S. 1899: Greek Bronzes. New York.
OGGIANO-BITAR, H. 1984: Bronzes figurés antiques des Bouches-du-Rhone. Gallia — Supplément 43. Paris.

OGNENOVA-MARINOVA, L. 1975: Statuettes en bronze du Musée national archéologique a Sofia (statuettes de
culte). Sofia.

OVERBECK, ]. 1871: Griechische Kunstmythologie. Leipzig.
Paurovics, I. 1932: Romai miivésznév Brigetiobol. Egyetemes Phililogiai Kozlony 56, 183—-185.

Paurovics, L. 1935: Roémai kisplasztikai miihely Pannonidban. Pannonia 1, 21-27.

630


https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004296091
https://doi.org/10.30861/9780860548027

Roman Bronze Figurines Depicting luppiter from Brigetio

Paurovics, L. 1940: Savaria Capitoliuma. Archaeologiai Ertesit6 3.1, 19-47.
Paurovics, I. 1942: Brigetioi kisbronzok magangytjteményekb6l. Archaeologiai Ertesit6 3.3, 216-245.
PELIKAN, O. 1960: Slovensko a Rimske Impérium. Bratislava.

PETIT, J. 1980: Musée de Petit Palais. Bronzes antiques de la collection Dutuit. Grecs, hellénistiques, romains et de
PAntiquité tardive. Paris.

P1rz10 BIROLI STEFANELLI, L. (ed.) 1990: Il bronzo dei Romani. Arrede e suppellettile. Roma.
Porovi¢, L. B. - MANO-Zis1, D. — VELICKOVIC, M. — JELICIC, B. 1969: Anticka bronza u Jugoslaviji. Beograd.

PoutskN, E. 1977: Probleme der Werkstattbestimmung gegossener romischer Figuralbronzen. Acta Archaeo-
logica 48, 1-60.

POURTALES-GORGIER, J. A. 1865: Vente de la galerie Pourtalés. Catalogue des ... collections de feu M. le comte de
Pourtalés-Gorgier et dont la vente aura lieu ... février et mars 1865. Paris.

RATIMORSKA, P. — MINAROVIECH, J. 2010: Roman Sanctuary of Jupiter Dolichenus in Brigetio and its Hypo-
thetical Reconstruction. In: Kuzmova, K. — Kvetanova, 1. (eds): In honour of Marie Dufkova. Anodos.
Studies of the Ancient World 9. Trnava, 119-132.

RAYET, O. 1884: Monuments de U'art antique I. Paris.

REcsEl, V. 1894: Pannonia 6-kori mythologiai emlékeinek vazlata. Esztergom.

REINACH, S. 1897-1924: Répertoire de la statuaire grecque et romaine I-VI. Paris.

RICHTER, G. M. A. 1915: The Metropolitan Museum of Art. Greek, Etruscan and Roman Bronzes. New York.

RITTER, S. 2003: Rezension zu: Vlizos, S. 1999, Der thronende Zeus. Eine Untersuchung zur statuarischen Iko-
nographie des Gottes in der spatklassischen und hellenistischen Kunst. Gnomon 75, 434-437.

RoLrLAND, H. 1965: Bronzes antiques de Haute-Provence. Gallia — Supplément 18. Paris.
RUHFEL, H. 1984: Das Kind in der griechischen Kunst. Kulturgeschichte der Antiken Welt 18. Mainz.

SCHAEFFER, F. A. 1927: Un dépot d’outils et un trésor de bronzes de I’époque Gallo-Romaine découverts a Seltz
(Bas-Rhin). Haguenau.

SCHNEIDER, R. 1892: Neuere Erwerbungen der Antikensammlung des 6sterreichischen Kaiserhauses in Wien,
1880-1891. II. Bronzen. Archdologischer Anzeiger, 48-56.

SCHNITZLER, B. 1995: Bronzes antiques d’Alsace. Inventaire des collections publiques francaises 37. Paris.

SIMONETT, Ch. 1939: Die romischen Bronzestatuetten der Schweiz. Jahrbuch des Deutschen Archdologischen
Instituts 54, 474—542.

TADIN, L. 1979: Sitna rimska bronzana plastika u Jugoistocnom delu provincije Panonije. Beograd.
TEPOSU-MARINESCU, L. — Pop, C. 2000: Statuete de bronz din Dacia Romand. Bucuresti.

TrOMAS, R. 1995: Die antiken Bronzen im Romisch-Germanischen Museum Koln. Die Jupiterstatuetten. Kol-
ner Jahrbuch 28, 575-614.

ToTH, 1. 1973: Destruction of the Sanctuaries of Tuppiter Dolichenus at the Rhine and in the Danube Region
(235-238). Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 25, 109-116.

TREISTER, M. 1995: A bronze statuette of Iupiter Capitolinus from Myshkako. In: Mols, S. T. A. M. et al. (eds):
Acta of the 12th International Congress on Ancient Bronzes, Nijmegen 1992. Nijmegen, 339-349.

VassILEV, V. P. 2000: Negativformen fiir figiirliche Bronzen aus Thrakien und Mdosien. In: Thomas, R. (ed.):
Antike Bronzen. Werkstattkreise: Figuren und Gerdte. Akten des 14. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Antike
Bronzen in Koln, 21.-24. September 1999. Kolner Jahrbuch 33. K6ln, 545-552.

VELAY, Ph. 1989: Les bronzes antiques de Paris. Musée Carnavalet. Paris.
VELICKOVIC, M. 1972: Petits bronzes figurés romains au Musée national. Beograd.

VERGNANI, M. (ed.) 1964: Arte e civilta romana nell’ltalia settentrionale dalla repubblica alla tetrarchia. 20
settembre — 22 novembre 1964, Bologna, Palazzo dell’Archiginnasio. Bologna.

VERMASEREN, M. J. 1977: Corpus Cultus Cybelae Attidisque IV. Italia — Aliae provinciae. Etudes préliminaires
aux religions orientales dans I'Empire Romain 50. Leiden. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004293809

631


https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004293809

David BARTUS

VESELL, S. 2017: Representations of Zeus/Jupiter in Bronze Statuettes from Albania. In: Daehner, J. - Lapatin, K.
— Spinelli, A. (eds): Artistry in Bronze: The Greeks and Their Legacy, XIXth International Congress on An-
cient Bronzes. Malibu, 166—172. https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.6142256.27

V11z0s, S. 1999: Der thronende Zeus. Eine Untersuchung zur statuarische Ikonographie des Gottes in der spdtklas-
sischen und hellenistischen Kunst. Internationale Archéologie 62. Rahden/Westf.

VL1zos, S. 2015: Das Vorbild des Zeus aus Olympia. In: Boschung, D. — Schéfer, A. (eds): Rémische Got-
terbilder der Mittleren und Spdten Kaiserzeit. Morphomata 22. Padernborn, 41-70. https://doi.
0rg/10.30965/9783846757277_004

VL1zos, S. 2018: The Seated Zeus in Imperial Asia Minor. Function and Significance. In: Aurenhammer, M.
(ed.): Sculpture in Asia Minor. Proceedings of the International Conference at Sel¢uk, 1st-3rd October
2013. Wien, 57-66.

VON SACKEN, E. 1871: Die antiken Bronzen des k.k. Miinz- und Antiken-Cabinetes in Wien. L. Die figuralischen
Bildwerke classischer Kunst. Wien.

VORSTER, Ch. 1983: Griechische Kinderstatuen. Koln.
WALDE-PSENNER, E. 1983: I bronzetti figurati antichi del Trentino. Trento.
WALTERs, H. B. 1899: Catalogue of the Bronzes in the British Museum. Greek, Roman & Etruscan. London.

WALTERS, H. B. 1915: British Museum. Select Bronzes. Greek, Roman and Etruscan in the Departments of Antigq-
uities. London.

WALTERs, H. B. 1921: Catalogue of the Silver Plate (Greek, Etruscan and Roman) in the British Museum. London.

WENINGER, P. 1973: Die Romer an der Donau. Noricum und Pannonien. Landesausstellung, Schloss Traun, Petro-
nell, 25. Mai bis 28. Oktober 1973. Petronell.

WILHELM, E. 1971: Bronzes figurés de I’époque romaine. Luxembourg.
ZADOKS JITTA, A. 1938: Juppiter Capitolinus. Journal of Roman Studies 28, 50-55. https://doi.org/10.2307/296903

ZADOKS-JOSEPHUS JITTA, A. N. — PETERS, W. J. T. - vAN Es, W. A. 1967: Roman Bronze Statuettes from the Neth-
erlands I. Groningen.

ZADOKS-JOSEPHUS JITTA, A. N. — PETERS, W. J. T. - VAN Es, W. A. 1969: Roman Bronze Statuettes from the Neth-
erlands II. Groningen.

ZAMPIERI, G. 1986: Bronzetti figurati etruschi, italici, paleoveneti e romani del Museo Civico di Padova. Roma.

ZANIC-PROTIC, J. 1988: Anticka broncana plastika iz Arheoloskog muzeja u Splitu I. Vjesnik za arheologiju i
historiju Dalmatinsku 81, 21-32.

Zsip1, P. 2000: Bleivotive aus Aquincum. In: Renate, Th. (ed.): Antike Bronzen. Werkstattkreise: Figuren und
Geridte. Akten des 14. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Antike Bronzen in Koln, 21.-24. September 1999. Kol-
ner Jahrbuch 33. Kéln, 313-328.

© 2025 The Author(s).
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
el Attribution-Non Commercial 4.0 International Licence (CC BY-NC 4.0).

632


https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.6142256.27
https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846757277_004
https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846757277_004
https://doi.org/10.2307/296903
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/deed.en
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/deed.en

