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 ROMAN JEWELLERY FROM CĂLUGĂRENI / MIKHÁZA ON  
THE EASTERN LIMES OF DACIA1

Ildikó TALABÉR*

Roman military sites are amongst the best researched in the province of Dacia, most of the jewellery from 
the province we know so far is from a military context. This study is intended to present the jewellery from 
the auxiliary fort and vicus of Călugăreni / Mikháza (37 objects), and the watchtower from the Tompa Hill 
(1 object). Beside a typological and a chronological point of view their context of discovery is also taken into 
consideration.

Keywords: Roman Dacia, military context, jewellery, small finds, eastern limes
Cuvinte cheie: Dacia romană, context militar, bijuterii, piese minore, limes‑ul estic

1  The present study includes the Roman jewellery discovered up to 2018, so the results and conclusions should be read in 
this context. Hereby I would like to thank to Szilamér‑Péter Pánczél, head of the Gurghiu Castle and RLRC Department 
of Mureş County Museum, for allowing me to research and publish these finds.
*  University of Pécs, Hungary, talaberi11@gmail.com.
2  See: Isac 1999; Benea 2004; Isac–Gaiu 2006; Hamat–Dinulescu 2014; Hamat 2016a; Hamat 2016b, Hamat 2017; 
Hamat 2018.
3  Vass 2010, 129.
4  Pánczél 2018, 141.
5  Pánczél et al. 2018, 17.
6  Pánczél et al. 2018, 17.

Many studies presented Roman jewellery from 
the province of Dacia,2 but since mainly military 
structures are in the focus of most researches, 
publications provide information mostly from 
these sites.3 Accordingly, the present mate-
rial is also from the auxiliary fort and vicus of 
Călugăreni / Mikháza (Mureș / Maros County, 
Romania) and one object is from the watchtower 
on the Tompa Hill situated near by (Fig. 1), in 
the territory of Eremitu / Nyárádremete (Mureş 
/ Maros County, Romania). 

The auxiliary fort of Călugăreni was located 
on the eastern limes of Roman Dacia, control-
ling the Roman border section in the valleys 
of Niraj / Nyárád and Săcădat / Szakadát.4 The 

cohors I Augusta Ituraeorum was stationed  
here from the 2nd – middle of 3rd century AD. 

Since 2008, various archaeological investi-
gations have been carried out in the fort and its 
surroundings (Fig. 2), and since 2011, research 
excavations have started in the military head-
quarter (principia, A sector), the bathhouse 
(balneum, B sector) and the settlement (vicus, 
C sector) of the site.5 In the principia of the 
Roman fort two construction phases could be 
observed, an earlier phase with a timber build-
ing and a later one with stone building, but the 
absolute chronology of these phases cannot be 
established yet.6

The Eastern Carpathians played a decisive 
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role in the protection of the Roman border.7 The 
watchtowers located on its western slopes have 
been researched systematically since 2008 by 
the means of aerial survey.8 Since 2011 on the 
border section between Brâncoveneşti / Maros-
vécs and Călugăreni due to complex archaeo-
logical investigations six watchtowers have been 
identified so far.9 On the top of Tompa Hill two 
watchtowers have been located, which could 
chronologically belong to different sequences.10

Thanks to the archaeological excavations 
and field surveys 37 pieces of jewellery were 

7  Pánczél et al. 2014, 23.
8  Szabó 2009; Szabó 2016, 244–257.
9  Höpken et al. 2016, 242.
10  Höpken et al. 2016, 247.
11  Isac 1999, 759.
12  Ruprechtsberger 1979, 9.
13  Johns 1996, 139.
14  Gudea–Bajusz 1990–1991, 81–126 (160 hairpins are presented).
15  Facsády 2009, 87, Type VIII?; Cool 1990, 154, Group 3/A (1st−2nd century AD); Isac 1999, 759, 776, Type VIII, 
Taf. X, Abb. 68–70. (Samum, 2nd–3rd century AD); Alicu–Cociș 1989, 236–237, Pl. VI–VII, 60–63 (Ulpia Traiana 
Sarmizegetusa, bronze with multipart decoration, 2nd–3rd century AD); Riha 1990, 111, Typ 12.26 (2nd– first part of the 
3rd century AD).
16  Facsády 2009, 85, Type VI, Kat. 329; Cool 1990, 151, Group 1/E (Fig. 1.4, 1st−2nd century AD); Isac 1999, 759, Type 
IV, 775, Taf. IX, Abb. 61 (Samum, 2nd–3rd century AD); Riha 1990, 105–106, Typ 12.16.

discovered in Călugăreni and one ring was 
found on the Tompa hill up to 2018. From 
Călugăreni the jewellery (Fig. 3) was discovered 
mainly in the vicus area (17), but there were a 
considerable number in the principia (11) and 
in the balneum too (9). 

In our collection (Fig. 4) the predominance 
of beads was observed (22), followed by the 
rings (8), and the percentage of other jewellery 
types was less significant (2 pieces of gems, 2 
pieces of hairpins, 1 earring, 1 necklace fastener 
(?), 1 bracelet, 1 insert). In terms of raw material 
(Fig. 5.), the highest percentage is made of glass 
due to the high quantity of beads (23 pieces), the 
presence of bronze is less spectacular (8 pieces) 
and the remaining materials are represented at a 
smaller scale (iron 3, gold 2, carnelian 2). 

Jewellery can only be dated to a wide time 
frame, because their long period of use. So 
referring to the existence of Roman Dacia and 
according to the stratigraphy of the site (from 
the early 2nd to the middle of the 3rd century AD), 
we can date the jewels roughly also to the  
2nd – middle of the 3rd century AD. 

The hairpins (Cat. 1–2) can occur not only 
in civilian but also in military context,11 and 
they can be positioned between jewellery and 
the tools used in everyday life.12 Fine crafted 
hairpins had a more decorative function, 
while the cheaper, simpler ones served practi-
cal purposes.13 The hairpins can be made of a 
wide variety of materials, of which the bone was 
the most popular.14 However, only two pieces of 
bronze hairpins were found in the excavations, 
one with a multipart head15 in the vicus and one 
with an oval‑head16 in the balneum. The latter 

Fig. 1. The eastern limes of Roman Dacia between 
Brâncoveneşti and Călugăreni (M. Szabó)
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was common in the Roman provinces through-
out the Imperial age.17

Earrings (Cat. 3) were typical women’s jewel-
lery in Roman times, and their use differed from 
other jewellery types, because it required exter-
nal intervention, the piercing of the earlobes. 
In our collection a gold, hook‑and‑eye fastened 
type earring is known from the principia. The 
wire was twisted behind the loop and hook. 
The type corresponds to the Ruseva‑Slokoska 

17  Riha 1990, 106.
18  Ruseva‑Slokoska 1991, 26, Type I, var. 3A (gold, 2nd century AD).
19  Popović 1996, 18, Type I, var. 4 (Viminacium, 2nd–3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 73, Type I/b (2nd−4th century AD); 
Milovanović 2004, 14, Type IIa (3rd−4th century AD); Perok 2012, 19, Tip 1.3 (2nd−4th century AD); Hamat 2016, 155, 
Pl. II, 7, Tip. I, var. 1 (Apulum, 2nd–3rd century AD). Analogies: Alicu–Cociș 1989, 235, Pl. V, 44 (gold, Ulpia Traiana 
Sarmizegetusa, 2nd–3rd century AD); Buza–Keszi 2009, 9, Kat. 23, 25; 10, Kat. 30; 16, Kat. 64 (Intercisa); Popović 2001, 
122–123, Kat. 31–33 (Viminacium, 2nd–3rd century AD).
20  Facsády 2009, 74, Type II/a (gold, 2nd–3rd century AD); Popović 1996, 18, Type I, var. 4, cat. 27–29 (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Ruseva‑Slokoska 1991, 26, Type I, var. 3C (gold, 2nd century AD); Hamat 2016, 155, Pl. II, 1, 5, Tip. I, var. 2. 
(Apulum, 2nd–3rd century AD).
21  Isac 1999, 758.

I/3A type,18 which goes back to the Hellenistic 
age, and Roman analogies are known from the  
2nd century AD.19 

A spiral embellishment, found in the vicus 
and made out of a bronze wire was popular 
on earrings,20 but based on its size, it could 
have been part of a bead (?) necklace fastener  
(Cat. 4) and it is quite rare in military context.21

Beads (Cat. 5–26) seem to be overrepre-
sented in the collection. They can be parts of a 

Fig. 2. The research excavation at the Roman auxiliary fort and vicus from Călugăreni  
(N. Laczkó and Sz. P. Pánczél)
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bead necklace and can also be used as decora-
tive elements for footwear, belts, and purses,22 
but before the 2nd half of the 3rd century AD  

22  Boruzs 2016, 388.
23  Riha 1990, 55, Nr. 528–534, Taf. 18; Swift 2000, 127, Fig. 153.
24  Facsády 2009, 47, Type VI/a (3rd–4th century AD)
25  Riha 1990, 56.
26  Isac 1999, 756.
27  Deppert‑Lippitz 1984, 24.
28  Tóth 1985, 14.

they mostly adorned necklaces.
In the Roman period, the beads could have 

a variety of colours, materials and shapes, which 
were combined even within a bead necklace. All 
of the examined pieces (22) are made of glass. 
Their forms are varied, we can find spherical, 
hexagonal, cylindrical, spindle shaped, pris-
matic, conical, conical and, lentil shaped, with 
colours dominated by blue, green, orange/
red and black (Fig. 6–7.) Based on their shape 
and colour, they could be classified into eight 
groups. According to their place of discovery, 
the manner of their use is unclear (4 are from 
the principia, 8 from the baths and 10 from  
the vicus).

An opened bronze bracelet with tapering 
ends (Cat. 27) came to light in the principia, 
which was popular throughout the Roman 
Imperial period23 and corresponds to the type 
of Facsády VI/a24 and type of Riha 1225.

Bronze and iron rings are frequent in mili-
tary context.26 In our collection, one gold, four 
bronze and two iron rings (Cat. 28–35) are 
known from the fort and its surroundings, and 
one iron ring with gem from the watchtower on 
the Tompa Hill. 

Rings were the most popular jewellery in the 
Roman Empire, which could be worn by women, 
men and children alike. It is a kind of jewellery 
with many meanings and the best expression of 
the social status. It is problematic, which gender 
we can link with them unless they come from 
graves, because their size doesn’t indicate neces-
sary who was the owner. Wealthy women could 
wear several rings at the same time, but their 
middle finger was usually free,27 while wearing 
rings on the middle and the last fingertips was 
a men’s habit, because the ring worn otherwise 
was feminine.28 The shape, design and decora-
tion of the rings show great variety, but they 
have the best‑developed typology within the 
jewellery.

Fig. 3. The distribution of the finds based on their 
place of discovery

Fig. 4. The distribution of the finds based on their 
functionality

Fig. 5. The distribution of the finds based on their 
raw materials
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The gold ring decorated with an orange 
carnelian29 (Cat. 28), and an iron ring with the 
gem featuring a Satyr30 (Cat. 29) corresponds to 
the type of Guiraud 2a. This type was character-
istic from the 1th century to the middle of the 3rd 
century AD.

A bronze ring with agate gem31 (Cat. 30) 
featuring a winged Amor32 (Cat. 31) and an 
iron ring with an engraved winged Amor  
image33 (Cat. 32) correspond to Guiraud’s 2d 
type,34 which was present in the Empire from the 
end of the 1st to the end of the 3rd century AD.

Our bronze ring with an enamel inlay35 can 
be categorized as Guiraud’s 3d type (Cat. 33), 
which was characteristic during the 2nd−3rd 
centuries AD. In Rhineland and in the western 
provinces of the Empire rings with enamel inlay 
became popular in the second half of the 2nd 
century AD, but their use was no longer typical 
in the second half of the 3rd century AD.36

The iron ring with an open end with strongly 
stylised snakeheads corresponds to Guiraud 
7a type (Cat. 34), which was popular from the 
1st to the 4th century AD.37 Because the snake 
had a symbolic and protective role,38 rings and 

29  Guiraud 1989, 182, Bague 2a (1st century–first part of 2nd century AD / middle of the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 30, 
Type I/b (2nd–3rd century AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Type II, var. 1; Henkel 1913, Taf. IX/174 (early Imperial period).
30  Höpken et al. 2016, 245, Abb. 5,4. Analogies: Guiraud 1989, 182. Bague 2a (1st/early 2nd century AD–the middle of 
the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Type II, var. 1; Henkel 
1913, Taf. LVI/1468–69, Taf. LVII/1475 (early Imperial Period); Ruseva‑Slokoska 1991, 77, Type I, var. 4. (iron, 2nd 
century AD, cat. no. 275). Gem: Dembski 2005, 102–105, Kat. 508–536 (Representing a Satyr in profile, stepping / 
dancing movement, right hand holding grapes, in another a pedum); Gesztelyi 2000, 42, Kat. 32 (1st century AD); 
Guiraud 1988, 116, PLVIII/271 (2nd century AD); Henig 1974, 29, cat. 172–177 (2nd century AD); Platz‑Horster 
1994, 205, Taf 64/ 330 (carnelian, 1st century AD); Hamat 2017, 421, Fig. 3 (Tibiscum).
31  Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end of the 1st century–end of the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd 
century AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Typ II, var. 4; Henkel 1913, Taf. XLVII/1213 (3rd century AD).
32  Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end of the 1st century–end of the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd 
century AD); Riha 1990, 30, Typ 2.1.2, Taf. 2/20 (second part of the 2nd centuryfirst part of the 3rd century AD); Popović 
1992, 12, Fig. 2, Typ II, var. 4; Henkel 1913, Taf. XLVIII/1244 (3rd century AD). Gem: Gesztelyi 2000, 57, Kat. 116 
(winged Amor in profile, his legs are crossed, one hand holds a helmet and in another a palm branch, 2nd century AD); 
Alicu–Cociș 1989, 232, Pl. II, 23. (Ulpia Traiana Sarmizegetusa, 2nd–3rd century AD).
33  Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end of the 1th century–end of the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b  
(2nd–3rd century AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Typ II, var. 4; Henkel 1913, Taf. LVIII/1534. (early Imperial Period); 
gem: Dembski 2005, 77–81, Kat. 245–248; Platz‑Horster 1994, 224, Taf. 70/366.
34  Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end of the 1st century–end of the 3rd century AD).
35  Guiraud 1989, 186, Bague 3d (2nd–3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 32–33, Type V/b (end of the 2nd century– 
3rd century AD); Riha 1990, 33, Typ 2.2, Taf. 7/108 (end of the 1st century–first half of the 3rd century AD); henkel 1913, 
Taf. L/1319 (3rd century AD); Talabér 2018, 96, Kat. 12 (3rd century AD).
36  Riha 1990, 33; Bónis–Sellye 1988, 35.
37  Guiraud 1989, 195, Bague 7a (1st century−beginning of the 4th century AD); Facsády 2009, 33, Type VIII  
(3rd−4th century AD); Popović 1992, 13, Fig. 7, Typ VII, var. 1; Henkel 1913, Taf. XXX/752–757 (bronze).
38  Johns 1996, 44.

Fig. 6. The distribution of beads based on their shape

Fig. 7. The distribution of beads based on their 
colour
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bracelets with snakeheads endings represented 
an important place in the Hellenistic and early 
Roman fashion. The beautifully elaborated spec-
imens made of precious metals can be found in 
Pompeii and Herculaneum as well,39 but become 
more schematic in later times.

The last piece in the collection is a simple, 
closed bronze ring (Cat. 35), which can be 
classified into the Guiraud 8b group and was 
commonly used in the1st−5th century AD,40 but 
its function as a jewel is uncertain.41 

Two carnelian gems (Cat. 36–37) were 
found in the vicus area, one with a figure of a 
Satyr,42 and the other with an engraved image of 
a standing figure with a twisted rod. 

Although the depictions of the war‑related 
deities, Mars, Minerva and Venus victrix were 
popular themes on gems in Dacia Superior,43 
engraved images of Amor and Satyrs, depict-
ing idyllic carefree life and reflecting to the 
late Hellenistic era,44 are more prominent in 
our material. The helmet and the palm branch 
somewhat could relate to military and victory 
in the representation of Amor, but these depic-
tions could still have been an expression of the 
desire for peaceful life for the soldiers and their 
families.45 

Finally, a square, green glass inlay (Cat. 38) 
came to light from the vicus, which could be 
placed mainly in the setting of gold earrings and 
rings.46 During this period, the popular emerald 

39  d’Ambrosio et al. 2004, II/48, IV/56, IV/75, IV/262.
40  Guiraud 1989, 197, Bague 8b (1st century−beginning of the 5th century AD); Facsády 2009, 33–34, Type X (Dacia,  
2nd century AD); Henkel 1913, Taf. XXIV/477, 480; Isac 1999, 768. Taf. II, Abb. 14, Typ VI, (second part of the  
2nd century AD); Alicu–Cociș 1989, 231, Pl. I, 4–8 (Ulpia Traiana Sarmizegetusa, 2nd–3rd century AD)
41  Johns 1996, 71.
42  Dembski 2005, 102–105, Kat. 508–518 (representing a Satyr in profile, stepping / dancing movement, right hand 
holding grapes, in another a pedum); Gesztelyi 2000, 42, Kat. 32 (1st century AD); Guiraud 1988, 116, PLVIII/271 
(2nd century AD); Henig 1974, 29, cat, 172–177 (2nd century AD); Platz‑Horster 1994, 205, Taf 64/330 (carnelian,  
1st century AD); Hamat 2017, 421, Fig. 3 (Tibiscum).
43  Isac 1999, 755.
44  Gesztelyi 1998, 56.
45  Gesztelyi 1998, 57.
46  Popović 1996, cat. 76, 79 (it could have been inlay of earrings, 2nd–3rd century AD); Perok 2012, 29, Tip. 2.5; 52–53, 
cat. 41–43 (2nd–3rd century AD); Milovanović 2004, 7, Type Vc (2nd–3rd century AD); Ruseva‑Slokoska 1991, 30, 
Type II, var. 2, cat. no. 47, 49 (2nd–3rd century AD); Group II, cat. no. 61–62 (end of the 2nd century−3rd century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 75, Type VI/a (S‑shaped hook, the head part is a square stone or glass paste in a closed box setting,  
3rd century AD); 76, Type IX (S‑shaped hook, combined, end of the 2nd century−3rd century AD). Ring: Deppert‑Lippitz 
1984, Farbtaf VI.
47  Boruzs 2016, 388.

was imitated with green glass.
One third of the presented artefacts was 

discovered in clear military context (four beads, 
five rings, one gold earring, and one brace-
let), and come from the military headquarters’ 
building of Călugăreni (Fig. 8) and one from 
the watchtower on the Tompa Hill. Rings could 
worn by both sexes in the Roman period, but 
while men were rather practical (signet ring), 
women preferred to wear them as adornments. 
Among the rings, there are two pieces with gems, 
one closed ring, one enamelled and one ring 
with snake heads ends. It should be noted that, 
among the beads some may have been decorative 
elements for footwear, belts and purses.47 Beads 
are scattered in the fort, so they couldn’t be part 
of only one necklace. The examined bracelet is 
one of the simplest types. The gold earring of 
the collection was found in the principia and 
typically classified as women’s jewellery. Hair-
pins are still unknown from the headquarters’ 
building of Călugăreni. The earring, the brace-
let, the enamelled ring, and the beads, if they 
are identified as part of a necklace, as women’s 
jewellery, while the iron gemmed ring from the 
Tompa Hill and the bronze ring with winged 
Amor could have been worn rateher by men. In 
the other cases, the jewellery’s gender‑relation 
cannot be clearly defined. 

Lóránt Vass dealt with items related to 
women’s clothing and activities, known from 
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forts of Roman Dacia, and despite their small 
number they confirm the presence of women in 
military areas.48 Their main occurrence can be 
observed in the quarters of officers and soldiers.49 
A large number of hairpins, rings and beads or 
even bracelets can be found there, while neck-
laces and earrings are represented in smaller 
numbers.50

Our collection represent a group of 
easier‑to‑do pieces of Roman jewellery and fit 
into the known finds of forts or other military 
contexts of Roman Dacia. Some piece of jewel-
lery (earring, bracelet, etc.) found in the area of 
the principia could belong to the officers’ wives 
or members of their households who lived 
inside the fort.51

48  Vass 2010, 128.
49  Vass 2010, 134.
50  Vass 2010, 131–132.
51  Vass 2010, 135.

CATALOGUE

1. Bronze hairpin
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), 
context 2039
Inv. no.: 14570
Description: Hairpin made from bronze, with a 
square head. The top of the head is rounded. The 
head and the body decorated with grooves. 	
Size: 10.8 cm (l.); 0.4 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Facsády 2009, 87, Type VIII (?); 
Cool 1990, 154, Group 3/A; Isac 1999, 759, 
Type VIII; Riha 1990, 111, Typ 12.26.

2. Bronze hairpin
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context Spoil
Inv. no.: 14571
Description: Bronze hairpin ending in oval head. 
Deformed. 	
Size: 10.6 cm (l.); 0.3 cm (th.), head: 1 × 0.8 cm 
(diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Facsády 2009, 85, Type VI; Cool 

1990, 151, Group 1/E; Isac 1999, 759, Type IV; 
Riha 1990, 105–106, Typ 12.16.

3. Gold earring
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 416
Inv. no.: 15599
Description: Gold hoop formed from circu-
lar‑sectioned wire, the ends fasten in hook and 
eye. The hook twisted to the loop. The loop is 
bent and twisted to the hoop.
Size: 1.2 × 1.8 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Popović 1996, 18, Type I, var. 4; 
Facsády 2009, 73, Type I/b; Milovanović 
2004, 14, type IIa; Perok 2012, 19, Tip 1.3; 
Ruseva‑Slokoska 1991, 26, Type I, var. 3A; 
Hamat 2016c, 155, Pl. II, 7, Tip. I, var. 1. 

4. Bronze spiral
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2094
Inv. no.: 14544
Description: Bronze spiral embellishment. 

Fig. 8. The distribution of the jewels from  
the principia based on their functionality
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Possible necklace fastener.
Size: 0.1 cm (th.), spiral: 0.8 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: −

5. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2089
Inv. no.: 15600
Description: Spherical white glass bead, 
opaque.	
Size: 0.9 × 0.7 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 6, Taf. I/1 (second part 
of the 2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 1; 
Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type I.1.B (Tibiscum, 
2nd century AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

6. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 32
Inv. no.: 15601
Description: Spherical black glass bead, opaque.
Size: 0.67 (diam.); 0.5 cm (th.); 0.5 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 11 (second part of the  
2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, Type 14; 
Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 2; 
Grumeza 2013, 155. Pl. I, Type I.1.B (Tibiscum,  
2nd century AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

7. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 109
Inv. no.: 15602
Description: Spherical black glass bead, 
opaque.	
Size: 0.67 cm (diam.), 0.49 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 11 (second part of the  

2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, Type 14; 
Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 2; 
Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type I.1.B (Tibiscum,  
2nd century AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

8. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2001
Inv. no.: 15603
Description: Spherical blue glass bead, opaque.	
Size: 0.4 × 0.35 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 23, Taf. I/23 (second part 
of the 2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, Type 15; Gudea–
Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 1; Grumeza 
2013, 155, Pl. I, Type I.1.A (Tibiscum,  
2nd century AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

9. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2086
Inv. no.: 15604
Description: Spherical blue glass bead, opaque.	
Size: 0.42 × 0.3 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 23, Taf. I/23 (second part 
of the 2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, Type 15; Gudea–
Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 1; Grumeza 
2013, 155, Pl. I, Type I.1.A (Tibiscum, 2nd 
century AD– late Empire/Hunnic period).

10. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 128
Inv. no.: 15605
Description: Spherical green glass bead, 
opaque.	
Size: 0.3 × 0.3 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
27–29, Gruppe I, Typ 24, Taf. I/23 (second part 
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of the 2nd century AD–late Imperial period); 
Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, Type 15; Gudea–
Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul I, var. 1; Grumeza 
2013, 155, Pl. I, Type I.1.A (Tibiscum, 2nd 
century AD– late Empire/Hunnic period).

11. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2088
Inv. no.: 15606
Description: Conical blue glass bead, opaque.	
Size: 0.68 cm (diam.), 0.42 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
31–32, Gruppe IV, Typ 57; Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 6; Alföldi 1957, 442, 
Abb. 94/41; Riha 1990, 86, Typ 11.12 (through-
out the Roman Imperial period).

12. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2049
Inv. no.: 15607
Description: Spindle‑shaped green glass bead, 
opaque.	
Size: 0.47 cm (diam.), 1 cm (l.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
32, Gruppe V; Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, 
Type 10; Riha 1990, 87, Typ 11.14 (through-
out the Roman Imperial period); Vass 2010, 
147, Pl. 1/14; Isac 1999, 758, 772, Taf. VI/36, 
Typ VII (Gilău / Gyalu, 2nd–3rd century AD); 
Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul II, var. 2; 
Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type II (Tibiscum, 
2nd–3rd century AD).

13. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3148
Inv. no.: 15608
Description: Lentil‑shaped, flat, light blue glass 
bead, opaque.	
Size: 0.82 cm (diam.), 0.36 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD

Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 33, 
Gruppe IX, Typ 89; Miklósity Szőke 1997, 
170, Type 12; Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul 
IV, var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type VII 
(Tibiscum, time of Marcus Aurelius).

14. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 114
Inv. no.: 15609
Description: Rectangular, green glass bead, with 
six faces, opaque.	
Size: 0.89 cm (l.), 0.59 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 117 (from the 2nd part of the 
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Alföldi 1957, 442, Abb. 94/24 (popu-
lar from the 2nd/3rd century AD); Isac 1999, 
772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, Typ V (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, 
var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type IV/2A 
(Tibiscum).

15. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3130
Inv. no.: 15610
Description: Rectangular, light green glass bead, 
with six faces, opaque.	
Size: 0.9 cm (l.), 0.4 cm (th.), 0.56 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 117 (from the 2nd part of the 
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Alföldi 1957, 442, Abb. 94/24, (popu-
lar from the 2nd/3rd century AD); Isac 1999, 
772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, Typ V (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, 
var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type IV/2A 
(Tibiscum).
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16. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2043
Inv. no.: 15611
Description: Rectangular, blue glass bead, with 
six faces, opaque. Fragmentary.	
Size: 0.68 cm (l.), 0.33 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 118 (from the 2nd part of the 
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Alföldi 1957, 442, Abb. 94/24. (popu-
lar from the 2nd/3rd century AD); Isac 1999, 
772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, Typ V (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, 
var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type IV/2A 
(Tibiscum).

17. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3050
Inv. no.: 15612
Description: Flat hexagonal, orange/red glass 
bead. 
Size: 1 cm (l.), 0.37 cm (th.), 0.83 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 121 (from the 2nd part of the  
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, 
Typ V (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, var. 2; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I, Type IV/2B (Tibiscum, imitation of 
carnelian types, 2nd–3rd century AD).

18. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3051
Inv. no.: 15613
Description: Flat hexagonal, orange/red glass 
bead. 
Size: 1.1 cm (l.), 0.38 cm (th.), 0.82 cm (w.)

Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 121 (from the 2nd part of the  
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, 
Typ V (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, var. 2; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I, Type IV/2B (Tibiscum, imitation of 
carnelian types, 2nd–3rd century AD).

19. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3152
Inv. no.: 15614
Description: Flat hexagonal, orange/red glass bead. 
Size: 1.1 cm (l.), 0.4 cm (th.), 0.89 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 35, 
Gruppe XII, Typ 121 (from the 2nd part of the  
2nd century–4th/5th century AD); Miklósity 
Szőke 1997, 170, Type 4; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 
11.23.2 (throughout the Roman Imperial 
period); Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 33–34, 
Typ V (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul IX, var. 2; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I, Type IV/2B (Tibiscum, imitation of 
carnelian types, 2nd–3rd century AD).

20. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3152
Inv. no.: 15615
Description: Prismatic blue glass bead with 
smoothed corners. 
Size: 0.84 cm (l.), 0.55 cm (th. and w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 37, 
Gruppe XIV, Typ 126 (from 2nd part of the 2nd 
century–4th/5th century AD); Dévai–Gelenc-
sér 2012, 73, ábra 17 (from the 3rd century AD 
in the Roman Empire); Grumeza 2013, 155, 
Pl. I, Type V/1 (Tibiscum, 2nd century–4th/5th 
century AD).
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21. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2051
Inv. no.: 15616
Description: Prismatic blue glass bead with 
smoothed corners. Fragmentary.
Size: 0.5 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
37, Gruppe XIV, Typ 126 (2nd part of the 2nd 
century–4th/5th century AD); Dévai–Gelenc-
sér 2012, 73, ábra 17 (from the 3rd century AD 
in the Roman Empire); Grumeza 2013, 155, 
Pl. I, Type V/1 (Tibiscum, 2nd century–4th/5th 
century AD,).

22. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3148
Inv. no.: 15617
Description: Short cylindrical light green glass bead.
Size: 0.59 cm (l.), 0.5 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 38, 
Gruppe XV (2nd part of the 2nd century AD– late 
Imperial period); Miklósity Szőke 1997, 170, 
Type 11.

23. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2082
Inv. no.: 15618
Description: Cylindrical green glass bead. 
Size: 0.63 cm (l.), 0.4 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
38, Gruppe XV, Typ 140 (from the 2nd part of 
the 3rd century AD); Miklósity Szőke 1997, 
170, Type 5; Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 35, 
Typ VI (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul XI, var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I, Type III/1A (Tibiscum, 2nd century  
AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

24. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2089

Inv. no.: 15619
Description: Cylindrical green glass bead. 
Size: 1 cm (l.), 0.43 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
38, Gruppe XV, Typ 140 (from the 2nd part of 
the 3rd century AD); Miklósity Szőke 1997, 
170, Type 5; Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 35, 
Typ VI (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul XI, var. 1; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I.  Type III/1A (Tibiscum, 2nd century  
AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

25. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, balneum (B sector), 
context 3148
Inv. no.: 15620
Description: Cylindrical black glass bead. 
Fragmentary.
Size: 0.58 cm (l.), 0.28 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 
38, Gruppe XV, Typ 141 (from the 2nd part of 
the 3rd century AD); Miklósity Szőke 1997, 
170, Type 12; Isac 1999, 772, Taf. VI, Abb. 35, 
Typ VI (2nd–3rd century AD); Gudea–Bajusz 
1982, Fig. 1, Tipul XI, var. 2; Grumeza 2013, 
155, Pl. I, Type III/1A (Tibiscum, 2nd century  
AD–late Empire/Hunnic period).

26. Glass bead
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2001
Inv. no.: 15621
Description: Polychrome, spindle‑shaped blue 
glass bead with wavelike white and red coloured 
decoration.
Size: 1 cm (l.), 0.45 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd – 3rd century AD
Typology: decoration: 
Tempelmann‑Maczyńska 1985, 53, Gruppe 
XXII, Typ 262 / 323 (Typ 262: 2nd century 
AD–late Imperial period); Miklósity Szőke 
1997, 170, Type 10; Riha 1990, 89, Typ 11.21, 
Taf. 38/1278 (3rd–4th century AD); Lányi 1972, 
169, Abb. 63/57; Gudea–Bajusz 1982, Tipul II, 
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var. 2; Grumeza 2013, 155, Pl. I, Type II. (Tibis-
cum, 2nd–3rd century AD).

27. Bronze bracelet
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 540
Inv. no.: 15622
Description: Open, undecorated bronze bracelet 
formed from oval‑sectioned wire with tapering 
ends, one end is broken. Deformed. 
Size: 4.8 × 5.2 cm (diam.), 0.2 cm (w.), 0.18 cm 
(th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Facsády 2009, 47, Type VI/a  
(3rd–4th century AD); Riha 1990, 56, Typ 3.12.

28. Gold ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
104
Inv. no.: 15623
Description: Gold ring with a slightly widening 
head part. An oval carnelian gem in the head. 
The hoop is deformed. 
Size: 2 × 1.8  cm (diam.), 0.2 and 0.5  cm (w.), 
0.1 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 182, Bague 2a  
(1th century–first part of the 2nd century AD and 
the middle of the 3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 
30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century AD); Popović 
1992, 12, Fig. 2, Type II, var. 1; Henkel 1913, 
Taf. IX/174 (early Imperial period).

29. Iron ring
Provenance: Eremitu, Tompa Hill, watchtower
Inv. no.: 15624
Description: Iron ring with „D” cross‑sectioned 
hoop. On the slightly widened head is an oval 
white‑dark blue nicolo gem. The gem features 
a Satyr in dancing movement. In his left hand 
holds a bunch of grapes, in the other one a 
pedum/lagobolon. His little horsetail is clearly 
visible. The gem is oval with slanted side. 
Size: 2.4 × 2.3  cm (diam.), 0.5  cm (th.); gem:  
1.4 × 1 cm
Literature: Höpken et al. 2016, 245, Abb. 5.4.
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 182, Bague 2a (1st/early 

2nd century AD–the middle of the 3rd century 
AD); Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Type II, var. 1; 
Henkel 1913, Taf. LVI/1468–69, Taf. LVII/1475 
(early Imperial period); Ruseva‑Slokoska 
1991, 77, Type I, var. 4. (iron, 2nd century AD, 
cat. no. 275.); gem: Dembski 2005, 102–105, 
Kat. 508–536; Gesztelyi 2000, 42, Kat. 32. (1th 
century AD); Guiraud 1988, 116, Pl. VIII/271 
(2nd century AD); Henig 1974, 29, cat. 172–177 
(2nd century AD); Platz‑Horster 1994, 205. 
Taf. 64/330 (carnelian, 1st century AD); Hamat 
2017, 421, Fig. 3 (Tibiscum).

30. Bronze ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 116
Inv. no.: 8866
Description: Bronze ring with slightly widen-
ing shoulders. On its head is an oval setting, 
from which the gemstone fell out. Fragmen-
tary, deformed. The gem is oval, two layered, 
brown‑white agate. 
Size: 21.9 × 1.,2 cm (diam.), 0.086 cm (th.); 0.2 
and 0.5 cm (w.) head: 0.8 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end 
of the 1th century–end of the 3rd century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Typ II, var. 4; 
Henkel 1913, Taf. XLVII/1213 (3rd century AD).

31. Bronze ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 114
Inv. no.: 8837
Description: Ring made from bronze plate, with 
slightly widening shoulders. On its head is an 
oval setting, in which is a two layered, light 
blue‑dark blue nicolo gem. The gem features a 
winged Amor in profile, his legs are crossed, one 
hand holds a helmet (?) and in another a palm 
branch.
Size: 1.7  cm (diam.), 0.06  cm (th.); 0.1 and 
0.6 cm (w.) 
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end 
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of the 1st century–end of the 3rd century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century 
AD); Riha 1990, 30, Typ 2.1.2, Taf. 2/20. 
(second part of the 2nd centuryfirst part of the 
3rd century AD); Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2. 
Typ II, var. 4; Henkel 1913, Taf. XLVIII/1244  
(3rd century AD); gem: Gesztelyi 2000, 57, 
Kat. 116 (winged Amor in profile, his legs are 
crossed, one hand holds a helmet and in another 
a palm branch, 2nd century AD).

32. Iron ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2051
Inv. no.: 8867
Description: Part of iron ring made from bronze 
plate, widening at the shoulders. On its head is 
an oval setting, in which is a two layered, light 
blue‑dark blue nicolo gem. The gem features 
a winged Amor in profile, walking left. In his 
hands is a bow.
Size: 0.4 cm (th.); 0.1 and 0.4 cm (w.) 
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 183, Bague 2d (end 
of the 1st century–end of the 3rd century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 30, Type I/b (2nd–3rd century AD); 
Popović 1992, 12, Fig. 2, Typ II, var. 4; Henkel 
1913, Taf. LVIII/1534 (early Imperial period); 
gem: Dembski 2005, 77–81, Kat. 245–248; 
Platz‑Horster 1994, 224, Taf. 70/366.

33. Bronze ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 550
Inv. no.: 15625
Description: Circular bronze ring, formed from 
D‑sectioned bronze wire. The shoulders have 
decoration, the head‑part is circular, in which 
yellow‑enamel with white point is to be seen. 
Size: 1.9 × 1.6 cm (diam.), 0.09 cm (th.); head: 
0.6 × 0.7 cm (diam.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 186, Bague 3d  
(2nd–3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 32–33, 
Type V/b (end of the 2nd century–3rd century 
AD); Riha 1990, 33. Typ 2.2, Taf. 7/108. (end of 
the 1st century–first half of the 3rd century AD); 

Henkel 1913, Taf. L/1319 (3rd century AD).

34. Iron ring
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 118
Inv. no.: 14589
Description: Open ring, formed from square‑ 
sectioned iron wire. The ends are flattened and 
widened, which imitation snake head. 
Size: 1.9 × 2.1 cm (diam.), 0.3 cm (th.); 0.4 cm 
(w.), ends: 0.7 cm (w.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 195, Bague 7a  
(1st century−beginning of the 4th century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 33, Type VIII (3rd−4th century 
AD); Popović 1992, 13, Fig. 7, Typ VII, var. 1; 
Henkel 1913, Taf. XXX/752–757 (bronze).

35. Bronze ring (?)
Provenance: Călugăreni, principia (A sector), 
context 550
Inv. no.: 15626
Description: Smooth, closed hoop made from 
bronze wire, oval in cross‑section. 
Size: 1.7 (diam.), 0.3 cm (w.); 0.16 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Guiraud 1989, 197, Bague 8b  
(1st century−beginning of the 5th century AD); 
Facsády 2009, 33–34, Type X (Dacia: 2nd 
century AD); Henkel 1913, Taf. XXIV/477, 
480; Isac 1999, 768, Taf. II, Abb. 14, Typ VI 
(second part of the 2nd century AD).

36. Carnelian gem
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), 
context 39
Inv. no.: 15627
Description: Oval reddish brown gem with 
an engraved image of a Satyr. The Satyr walk-
ing left. He holds a bunch of grapes in his right 
hand and a pedum/lagobolon in his left. Traces 
of animal skin (nebris) is visible on his left foot.
Size: 1.2 × 0.9 cm (diam.), 0.2 cm (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Dembski 2005, 102–105, Kat. 
508–518. (Representing Satyr in profile, stepping 
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/ dancing movement, right hand holding 
grapes, in another a pedum); Gesztelyi 2000, 
42, kat. 32 (1st century AD); Guiraud 1988, 116, 
Pl. VIII/271. (2nd century AD); Henig 1974, 29, 
cat. 172–177 (2nd century AD); Platz‑Horster 
1994, 205, Taf. 64/330 (carnelian, 1st century 
AD); Hamat 2017, 421, Fig. 3 (Tibiscum).

37. Carnelian gem
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), 
context 2002
Inv. no.: 15628
Description: Oval orange red gem with an 
engraved image of a standing figu re with a 
twisted stick. 
Size: 0.9 cm (l.), 0.45 cm (w.), 0.39 (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: –

38. Glass inlay
Provenance: Călugăreni, vicus (C sector), context 
2003
Inv. no.: 15629
Description: Square shaped, green glass inlay, 
the backside is flat, the front is convex.
Size: 0.7 cm (w.), 0.19 (th.)
Literature: Unpublished
Dating: 2nd–3rd century AD
Typology: Popović 1996, cat. 76, 79 (2nd–3rd 
century AD, it could have been inlay of earrings); 
Perok 2012, 29, 52–53. cat. 41–43, Tip. 2.5 
(2nd–3rd century AD); Milovanović 2004, 7, 
Type Vc (2nd–3rd century AD); Ruseva‑Sloko-
ska 1991, 30, cat. 47, 49, Type II, var. 2 (2nd–3rd 
century AD), cat. 61, 62 Group II (end of the 
2nd century−3rd century AD); Facsády 2009, 
75, Type VI/a (3rd century AD), 76, Type IX 
(end of the 2nd century−3rd century AD); ring: 
Deppert‑Lippitz 1984, Farbtaf. VI.
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Pl. I. The jewellery from Călugăreni (Cat.1–27)
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