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C O M P T E S   R E N D U S 

A. V. Simonenko, Rimskij import u sarmatov Severnogo Prichernomor’ya [Roman Import for the Sarmatians 
of North Pontic Region], St. Petersburg State University, Faculty of Philology ‒ Nestor-Historia,  
St. Petersburg, 2011, 271 p.,117 fig. 

This book tackling Roman imports in the north-Pontic 
Sarmatian environment, authored by the best expert in the 
Sarmatian world of the north of the Black Sea, went out 
three years after the monograph Römische Importe in 
sarmatischen und maiotischen Gräbern zwischen 
Unterer Donau und Kuban, in fact two monographs, 
was published. The first, titled Römische Importe in 
sarmatischen Denkmälern des nördlichen 
Schwarzmeergebietes, (p. 1-224 and 168 pl.) belongs to 
A. V. Simonenko1, while the second, Römische Importe 
in sarmatischen und maiotischen Denkmälern des 
Kubangebietes (p. 265-624 şi 222 pl.) is co-authored by 
Ivan I. Marčenko and Natal’ja. Ju. Limberis2. 

Compared to the German version issued by A. V. 
Simonenko, the book Rimskij import u sarmatov 
Severnogo Prichernomor’ya (Roman Import for the 
Sarmatians of North Pontic Region) is a modified, 
completed and much more ample and complex version 
from the analysed artefacts viewpoint. The issue of the 
monograph mainly discussing the Roman imports in the 
Sarmatian environment of the current territory of Ukraine 
is a major contribution to the advance of knowledge 
regarding the dynamics of the Roman-Barbarian relations 
in this part of Europe. 

Alike the above mentioned German version, that in 
Russian is the product of a research carried out over many 
years by A. V. Simonenko within the joint project of the 
German Archaeological Institute (Deutsches 
Archäologisches Institut) and the Institute of Archaeology 
of the Ukrainian National Academy (p. 7). 

From the very start, we wish to mention that we took 
great pleasure in reading another complex monograph 
written by the reputable Kiev scholar. Beyond out stand 
of collaborator of Mr. A. V. Simonenko, firstly a good 
friend and teacher, we believe that many young 
specialists wished to have the opportunity to work and 
learn the mysteries of the Sarmatian world from him. 
Moreover, we convinced that several other scholars in 
the field of the archaeology of Roman artefacts aspired 
to write such a work or to be among those writing it. We 
believe this a complex monograph that would be 
definitely read and used for a long time to come, like 
many other monographs drafted by A. V. Simonenko. 

                                                 
1 Simonenko 2008. 
2 Marčenko, Limberis 2008. 
 

Dacia N.S., tome LVIII, Bucarest, 2014, p. 349-362 

Concurrently, we hope it would impulse future research, 
which would bring new data and information 
concerning the relations between the Roman empire and 
the Sarmatians. 

In the introductory pages (p. 5-8), the author 
mentions the importance of Roman imports for the 
relative and absolute chronology of the Sarmatian 
period from the north-Pontic area as well as for the 
research of the important commercial routes, their 
entrance and distribution ways. Furthermore, the 
importance of the approach for clarifying various 
historical issues is underlined, the author presenting his 
efforts in drawing this monograph as well as a series of 
aspects related to the analysed artefact categories. When 
mentioning the scholars who published a series of 
Roman artefacts from the Sarmatian graves, the author 
specifies that the speciality literature has no clear image 
on the structure of the Roman imports in the Sarmatian 
environment, on the dissemination stages and the 
influence of the Roman culture on the Sarmatians. The 
author also specifies that the examined chronological 
interval is different from that mentioned in the book 
title, stating that artefacts dating to the 2nd – 1st 
centuries BC, imports from regions under the cultural 
and political influence of Rome are also examined. As 
regards the effective Roman imports, A. V. Simonenko 
mentions that only artefacts of certain Roman or Roman 
provincial origin were analysed. Thus, objects that 
might have been produced in the ancient cities from the 
north of the Black Sea were not scrutinised (beads, 
certain brooch types, mirrors or jewellery items, as well 
as pottery made in the workshops at Olbia or the 
Bosporan kingdom). The author incorporated in the 
catalogue the fine red fabric wares covered with red 
slip, including the Terra Sigillata, without yet assessing 
their historical significance, which, according to the 
author, was due to the large quantity and specificity of 
the material, requiring separate investigation. 

The first chapter (p. 9-148) deals with the classification 
and chronology of import objects (Klasificatsiya i 
khronologiya importnykh izdelii). Analysis in this chapter 
is based on a vast specialty bibliography (p. 245-263) and 
tackles each import artefact category from the north-Pontic 
Sarmatian environment: weaponry (p. 9-19), brooches  
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(p. 19-24), mirrors (p. 24-28), buckles (p. 28-30), metal 
vessels (p. 30-70), glass vessels (p. 70-93), jewellery (94-
109), pyxides (p. 109-111), bells (p. 111-113), faience 
objects (p. 114-116), gems (p. 116-126), varia (p. 126-
135), figurative pottery vessels (p. 135-142), amphorae (p. 
142-148). This analysis chapter also contains 89 good 
quality drawings and maps presenting the Roman artefacts 
and their distribution area in the north-Pontic Sarmatian 
environment. Alike the 2008 monograph, the Roman and 
Roman provincial origin artefacts within the Sarmatian 
archaeological features identified on the current territory of 
the Republic of Moldova were not considered by the 
author.  

The second chapter (p. 149-157), dealing with the 
chronology of the Sarmatian monuments (Nekotorye 
voprosy khronologii sarmatskikh pamyatnikov) is 
divided into two sub-chapters. The first (p. 149-151) 
presents the current state of the cultural-historical 
chronology of the Sarmatian community (Sovremennoe 
sostoyanie khronologii sarmatskoj kul’turno-
istoricheskoj obshchnosti), while the second (p. 151-
157), discusses the chronology of the Sarmatian 
monuments in the north of the Black Sea (Khronologiya 
sarmatskikh pamyatnikov Severnogo Prichernomor’ya). 

The first sub-chapter (p. 149-151) makes a review of 
the state of research on the chronology and periodisation 
of the Sarmatian antiquities from the entire space they 
inhabited over time. A supporter of the migrationism 
among other scholars, A. V. Simonenko deems changes 
in the archaeological cultures the result of ethnical 
regrouping in the Sarmatian world3. This theory, as well 
mentioned also by the author, is confirmed by 
archaeological finds. 

Following the short presentation of all periodisations 
and contributions by a series of scholars in the 
establishment of the chronology of the Sarmatian 
culture, A. V. Simonenko mentions (p. 151) that the 
cultural-historical periodisation of the Sarmatian 
community is as follows: the early Sarmatian culture 
(the 2nd – 1st centuries BC), mid culture (1st c. – mid 
2nd. C. AD) and late culture (the second half of the  
2nd c. – 4th c. AD).  

In the second sub-chapter (p. 151-157), the author 
appraises the proposed periodisations for the Sarmatian 
antiquities in the north and north-west Pontic area, used by a 
series of specialists (M. I. Vyaz’mitina, V. I. Kostenko,  
A. N. Dzigovskij, V. I. Grosu). 

Based on the analysis of the typological groups and 
the chronology of the Sarmatian antiquities in the north 
of the Black Sea, the author proposes a novel 
periodisation of the Sarmatian culture in this region4. It 
                                                 

3 This view was expressed and supported with 
arguments for the first time by M. I. Rostovtsev, whose 
works granted a great role to the migrationist processes 
in the Sarmatians history.  

4 This periodisation was drafted in 2004 (Simonenko 
2004, p. 134-173). 

is based on the fact that during the 2nd c. BC to mid 2nd 
c. AD, in the north of the Black Sea there existed a 
unitary Sarmatian culture. Thus, the Sarmatian culture 
in the north-Pontic area in the 2nd c. BC – mid 2nd c. 
AD, which includes the early and mid Sarmatian 
periods in the traditional chronological divisions, is 
defined as period I, while the late Sarmatian period 
(second half of the 2nd c. – 4th c. AD) as period II. Both 
periods were divided into phases. 

Period I: phase A1 – 2nd c. BC; phase A2 – end of 
the 2nd c. – 1st c. BC; phase A3 – first half of the 1st c. 
AD; phase B (with the horizon of the remains with 
features specific to the novel wave of Sarmatians 
arriving from the east) – the second half of the 1st c. - 
mid 2nd c. AD.  

Period II: phase C1 (early) – the second half of the 
2nd c. – first half of the 3rd c. AD; phase C2 (late): sub-
phase C2a – the second half of the 3rd c. – mid 4th c. 
AD; sub-phase C2b – the second half of the 4th c. AD. 

The proposed periodisation for the Sarmatian remains 
in the north-Pontic area drawn based on the artefacts, 
historical realities, cultural influences and funerary 
traditions is reminiscent of the chronological systems used 
for the antiquities in Central and Northern Europe. This 
chronology of the Sarmatian period in the north of the 
Black Sea is also illustrated by fig. 90 at p. 156. 

The conclusions chapter (p. 158-160) dedicated to 
the entrance waves of imports with the Sarmatians in 
the north of the Black Sea (Volny importa k sarmatam 
Severnogo Prichernomor’ya), which we shall discuss 
later, is accompanied by 27 colour figures of a series of 
import artefacts coming from several Sarmatian graves, 
mainly from the north-Pontic area. They are followed 
by the English summary (p. 161-165), whose title (Pre-
Rroman and Roman imports in the sarmatian graves of 
Ukraine) is, yet, different from the book title! It 
summarizes all aspects analysed and mentioned within 
the book. The ample catalogue of finds follows (p. 166-
244), titled Late Hellenistic and Roman imports in the 
Sarmatian monuments from the north of the Black Sea 
(Pozdneellinisticheskie i rimskie izdeliya v sarmatskikh 
pamyatnikakh Severnogo Prichernomor’ya). 

The catalogue of finds (p. 166-244) is rather 
detailed, drafted with much accuracy, attention and 
rigour. Import artefacts, accompanied by drawings and 
good quality photos, are illustrated by 89 black-white 
and 27 colour figures. Compared to the 2008 
monograph, where Roman artefacts were illustrated 
together with the other discovered objects, this 
monograph renders only import items. All analysed 
Roman artefacts also benefit by a very good quality 
description, while the other items discovered beside 
them are only mentioned. The catalogue and illustration 
of import artefacts furthermore highlights the author’s 
effort, evidencing moreover the difficulty in 
differentiating Roman and Roman provincial objects 
from those produced in territories or centres under 
Rome’s influence or control, like the Greek cities from 
the Black Sea region. 
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In connection to the catalogue organisation, we wish 
to mention it would have been useful if it had contained 
information of the find’s year. Moreover, the find 
context might have been more critically analysed in 
order to ease chronological appreciations. In our view, it 
would have been worthwhile if the bibliography had 
included, where applicable, all works where the 
archaeological feature or item/items and also their 
proposed dating were published. Also, of great help for 
each find would have been a column with their dating 
proposed by the author. This might have furthermore 
underlined the considerable effort undertaken by the 
author of this monograph, even though the more 
accurate dating of certain archaeological features and 
objects is given within the first chapter, when the proper 
artefacts are discussed. It would have been beneficial if 
the catalogue had indicated the weight of the precious 
metal objects (especially in the case of certain jewellery 
items) so that the interested might have been able to 
make assessments and comparisons based on them. 

Upon the analysis of the catalogue and the first 
chapter, one may note that three quarters of the 
examined Roman and Roman provincial artefacts frame 
in the mid Sarmatian period (1st c. – mid 2nd c. AD), in 
the traditional periodisation, or period I phases A3 and 
B in A. V. Simonenko’s periodisation. Within the 
chronological central-European system, they frame in 
phases B1 and B2 of the Roman imperial period. 

Of much help, especially for those less familiar, 
would have been the presence of a map exhibiting all 
points where import artefacts analysed in this book were 
identified. Such map would have been extremely useful 
for a better geographical orientation, especially if the 
number beside each point on the map corresponded with 
the numbering in the catalogue.  

A first category of objects analysed in the first 
chapter are the helmets (p. 9-19) belonging to type 
Montefortino B, whose detailed analysis was carried 
once more in the more recent years by A. V. 
Simonenko5. Based on the closest analogies in Western 
Europe but also the fact that many of the north-Pontic 
specimens were discovered beside items dated to the 
end of the 2nd c. – 1st c. BC, A. V. Simonenko 
concludes that the north-Pontic specimens date no 
earlier than the 2nd c. BC and that their presence in 
Eastern Europe should be related to the Mithridatic 
wars6. The author does not exclude (p. 18-19), based on 
their typological unity, on one side, and their resemblance 
with those in the Iberian Peninsula on the other hand, that 
these helmets reached originally Mithridates’s soldiers, 
following the rearmament of his army by Quintus 
Sertorius, and from them to the Sarmatians.  
                                                 

5 Simonenko 2010, p. 137-147, fig. 104, 110-119. 
See also Bârcă, Symonenko 2009, p. 288, 290-293,  
fig. 117-117a. 

6 For all views expressed in relation to the 
emergence of the Montefortino helmets in the north-
Pontic steppes see Bârcă 2006, p. 210-211; Bârcă, 
Symonenko 2009, p. 292-293; Simonenko 2010, p. 146-
147 with complete bibliography. 

The same sub-chapter dealing with weaponry, also 
analyses the tip of a gladius scabbard of Mainz type 
coming from a damaged grave (T 3 G 2) at Lenkovtsy 
(cat. no. 156.1, fig. 5/4). Interestingly, among the recovered 
items counts a mirror with round flat disk and golden 
seven-petalled rosette-shaped appliqués, provided with 
attachment orifices and a projecting belled circle7 in the 
central part. In our view, this is indicative of the fact that 
the grave should date sometime in the second half of the 
1st c. AD8, even though the scabbard belongs to the 
gladius type which dates to the end of the 1st c. BC – mid 
1st c. AD.   

The second sub-chapter (1.2) analysis the brooches 
(p. 19-24). Without discussing it lengthily, we wish to 
mention their accurate assignments and framings but 
also the existence of a map (fig. 11) with their 
distribution area in the analysed Sarmatian environment. 
The author expresses the conviction that for the 
Sarmatian environment (at least for that in the north-
Pontic area) the dating of Aucissa brooches should not 
be limited to mid 1st c. AD. In A. V. Simonenko’s view, 
these brooches reached the ancient cities by the north of 
the Black Sea and the Barbarian environment (including 
that Sarmatian) only after the emergence of the military 
contingents in the region. The author accurately notes 
that Aucissa brooches in the north-Pontic environment 
come from eastern features graves, which belonged to 
the novel wave of Sarmatians arriving from the east 
starting with mid 1st c. AD. Past the fact the brooches 
of the type were in use during the period between the 
last decade of the 1st c. BC and the third quarter of the 
1st c. AD9, we wish to mention they were occasionally 
worn, even though out fashioned, also in the Roman 
provincial environment of the end of the 2nd c. AD10. 
The use of these brooches in the second half of the 1st c. – 
early 2nd c. AD is also recorded in other cultural 
environments11.  

Concerning the tube-shaped hinged brooches (cat. 
no. 46.1, 62.3, 98.1, fig. 10/3-5), we wish to mention 
there are certain similar specimens in the Roman 
military environment of the second half of the 1st c. 
AD, being catalogued as variants of Aucissa brooches12, 
which furthermore evidences the popularity of the tube-
                                                 

7 In I. I. Marchenko’s classification such appliques are 
assigned to type 2.1 in group E and dated to the 1st c. AD 
(Marchenko 1996, p. 142, fig. 9/52, 11/52). 

8 The specimens at Lenkovtsy have identical analogies 
in many Sarmatian graves dating mainly to the second half 
of the 1st c. – early 2nd c. AD. 

9 Cf. Feugère 1985, p. 333; Riha 1979, p. 114-115. 
10 Cf. Cociş 2004, p. 78. 
11Litvinskij 1967, p. 31, 32; Oboldueva 1988, p. 166, 

fig. 4/11; Rustoiu 1997, p. 60; Puzdrovskij 2007, p. 174. 
12 Ulbert 1959, p. 68, pl. 15/10, 50/11; Riha 1979,  

p. 118, type 5.2., variant 5.2.2, pl. 25/663-665; Riha 
1994, p. 100, 102, 105, 107-108 type 5.2, variant 5.2.2, 
pl. 20/2289, type 5.3, pl. 22/2330-2331, 2336. 
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shaped hinged brooches „Hülsenscharnierfibeln”13. The 
“wolf teeth” incised decoration on the flattened bow of 
the three brooches is similar to that on some types of 
tube-shaped hinged brooches at Augst14. The author notes 
that also in the case of these brooches, they come from 
the inventory of graves belonging to the novel wave of 
Sarmatians arriving from the east by mid 1st c. AD. 

The brooch with strongly curved bow and inner 
chord in M 2 at Ostrivec-Verteba (cat. no. 157.1, fig. 
10/17) (type Glüsing A 2a; Völling A 2aI15) is rather an 
import from the Przeworsk environment16, should we 
keep in mind the distribution area and the cultural 
environments where they were frequently used17. 
Concerning the golden “spoon” brooch in the Sokolova 
Mogila barrow (cat. no. 110.7a, fig. 10/6, fig. colour 1/1) 
we wish to complete A. V. Simonenko by mentioning 
that their period of maximum use is comprised between 
the last quarter/end of the 1st c. BC to the half/third 
quarter of the 1st c. AD18. The brooch in the Sokolova 
Mogila barrow, beside the other two bronze specimens 
in the settlement at Kozyrka, close to Olbia19 are in our 
view, most likely, imports from the Geto-Dacian 
environment, where such brooches were found in large 
numbers20. The grave in the Sokolova Mogila barrow 
dates sometime to the second half of the 1st c. AD (likely 
the third quarter of even its last third), and is part of the 
group of graves belonging to the early Alani aristocracy 
from the north-west Pontic area. 

Concerning the rhomb-shaped silver brooch (un-
enamelled) from Ruzhichevka (cat. no. 91.2, fig. 10/7) 
we wish to add that items of the type are well recorded 
mainly in Britannia, Gallia, the Rhine region and the 
current territory of Switzerland21. E. Riha dated these 
brooches to the chronological interval comprised 
between the second quarter of the 1st c. AD and the end 
of this century22, while A. K. Ambroz dated the 
                                                 

13 Cf. for this brooch group Riha 1994, p. 100 sqq. 
14 Riha 1994, pl. 30/2545, 2549, 31/2565-2569. 
15 Völling 1994, p. 222-226. 
16 See for the origin and distribution area of these 

brooches Bârcă 2006, p. 124; Bârcă 2011, p. 8-9 with 
complete bibliography. 

17 The items of this type come from archaeological 
features dating to the chronological interval comprised 
between the end of the 1st c. BC – first quarter of the 1st 
c. AD, however some of the specimens might have 
remained fashionable even after this period. 

18 Cf. Rustoiu 1997, p. 49-50. 
19 Kovpanenko 1986, p. 37-38, fig. 35, 36/7-9. 
20 Rustoiu 1997, p. 48-50, with complete bibliography 

and finds. 
21 Riha 1979, p. 181-182, type 7.4, pl. 58/1527-1536, pl. 

78, type 7.4; Riha 1994, p. 154-155, type 7.4, pl. 39/2777, 
40/2778-2782, pl. 51, type 7.4; Feugère 1985, p. 335 sqq., 
fig. 49, pl. 147/1836-1840, type 24b1. 

22 Riha 1979, p. 182, type 7.4.1.; Riha 1994, p. 154, 
type 7.4.1. 

specimens in this type from the north of the Black Sea 
to the second half of the 1st c. – first half of the 2nd c. 
AD23. The item at Ruzhichevka was accurately dated by 
A. V. Simonenko to the second half of the 1st c. AD.  

The strongly profiled iron brooch from T 2 G 1 at 
Chuguno-Krepinka (cat. no. 5, 8b), not mentioned 
within the pages analysing the brooches, belongs, in our 
view, to the type well spread especially in Moesia 
Superior. Theses brooches are of south Danube origin 
and emerged in the second half of the 1st c. AD, being 
extensively used in the first half of the 2nd c. AD too24. 
In Dacia, they were fashionable only until early 2nd c. 
AD25. The item at Chuguno-Krepinka may be assigned 
to type 6b2 in S. Cociş’s typological classification26 and 
it is likely a product of a workshop in the Barbaricum. 

With regards to the strongly profiled brooches at 
Gordeevka T 29 G 2 (cat. no. 151, 2, fig. 10/13) and 
Porogi T 2 G 2 (cat. no. 155, 2, fig. 10/14) it is 
noteworthy they formed in the area south and east the 
Alps, from where they distributed mainly in the Roman 
provinces of Noricum, Pannonia and Moesia27, however 
also outside the borders of the Roman empire28. The 
items belonging to this type are frequently found on the 
territory of pre-Roman Dacia, especially in the 
settlements in the Siret river basin29. Their extremely 
large numbers in this part of the territory inhabited by 
the Geto-Dacians is explained by the existence of the 
workshop manufacturing them, during the second half 
of the 1st c. AD, in the settlement at Poiana30. The 
dissemination of these brooches on vast territories 
allows them to be considered, beside other categories of 
items, as well mentioned by M. Babeş31, as 
“supranational” artefacts. Chronologically, the brooches 
of the type date to the 1st c. AD, being used extensively 
in its second part32. Rarely, certain specimens are found 
by early 2nd c. AD as well. Such brooch finds in the 
Trajanic archaeological levels from Roman Dacia stand 
proof33. The workshop at Poiana and the extremely large 
number of the brooches of the type in the eastern Geto-
Dacian environment make us believe that the brooches 
                                                 

23 Ambroz 1966, p. 33. 
24 Böhme 1972, p. 13; Bojović 1983, p. 42. 
25 Cf. Cociş 2004, p. 42-44. 
26 Cf. Cocis 2004, p. 43. 
27 Cf. Almgren 1923, p. 37, 108; Patek 1942, p. 93-94; 

Koščević 1980, p. 20-24, type 11; Bojović 1983, p. 34. 
28 Cf. Almgren 1923, p. 37, 108; Ambroz 1966, p. 36; 

Peškař 1972, p. 79; Rustoiu 1997, p. 52-53, type 19c. 
29 Cf. Rustoiu 1997, p. 52-53, fig. 58, 59/1-5; 

Teodor, Ţau 1996, fig. 16/1, 3-15, 17/1-9, 11-15, 17, 
18/1-5, 8, 16-19, 19/1, 5-7, 10-20. 

30 Rustoiu 1997, p. 20-21, 52-53. 
31 Babeş 1999, p. 230. 
32 Peškař 1972, p. 79-80; Bojović 1983, p. 34; Gugl 

1995, p. 13-15. 
33 Cf. Cociş 2004, p. 49, types 8a1c1 and 8a1c2.  
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at Gordeevka and Porogi, beside those in the Sarmatian 
graves west the Dniester, are very likely imports from 
the respective environment. Concerning the small-sized 
strongly profiled brooches at Porogi T 2 G 1 (cat. no. 
154/2, fig. 10/11), Chuguno-Krepinka T 2 G 1 (cat. no. 
5, 8a, fig. 10/9), Semenovka T 11 G 1 (cat. no. 123, 1, 
fig. 10/10), Turlaki T 7 G 1 (cat. no. 127, 5), Pisarevka 
T 1 G 8 (cat. no. 153, 1, fig. 10/12), similar to those in 
the Sarmatian graves west the Dniester34, they most 
likely belong to the group of strongly profiled brooches 
named by A. Rustoiu of eastern type35 and may be, in our 
view, largely imports from the Siret river basin Geto-
Dacian environment. In fact, in the settlements at Brad 
and Poiana workshops also functioned, producing such 
brooches36. Brooches of the type emerged by 
mid/second half of the 1st c. AD and were fashionable 
until early 2nd c. AD. Evidence to the effect is their lack 
in the Sarmatian graves after this chronological interval. 

The brooch in T 361 at Konstantinovo (cat. no. 85, 
1, fig. 10/16) seems, according to the drawing, to belong 
to the brooch type specific to the provinces of Noricum 
and Pannonia from where the name of Norico-
Pannonian brooches with two knobs on the bow37. From 
these two Roman provinces, respective brooches, which 
have several variants38, disseminated both in other 
provinces of Roman Empire39 as well as the Barbarian 
environment40. The brooch at Konstantinovo may be 
framed in the type dating by the end of the 1st c. BC – 
first half of the 1st c. AD41. However, taking into 
account there are many cases when Norico-Pannonian 
brooches belonging to early types were used, inclusively 
in the Roman provincial environment42, also in the 
second half of the 1st c. – early 2nd c. AD, it is very 
likely that the brooch in the female grave at 
Konstantinovo also dates to this chronological interval. 

Within Roman and Roman provincial mirrors (p. 24-
28) are analysed the circular specimens decorated with 
concentric circles (cat. no. 29.3, 35.1, 91.3, fig. 12/1-3) 
and the rectangular specimens (cat. no. 67.3, 68.1, 82.5, 
135.2, 151.1, 158.1, fig. 12/4-6). Although their analysis 
is brief, the author accurately notes that circular mirrors 
are part of graves dating to the second half of the 1st c. 
– early 2nd c. AD. The author is right when arguing that 
most specimens in the Sarmatian environment are 
                                                 

34 Cf. Bârcă 2006, p. 128-130; Bârcă 2011, p. 17. 
35 Cf. Rustoiu 1997, 53 sqq., types 20a and 20b,  

Fig. 61, 62, 63/1-7. 
36 Rustoiu 1997, p. 20-21. 
37 The one systemizing the brooches of the type was 

J. Garbsch (Garbsch 1965, p. 27 sqq.). 
38 Cf. Garbsch 1965, p. 27 sqq. 
39 Cf. Cociş 2004, p. 72-73, type 11a, 11b1. 
40 Cf. Rustoiu 1997, p. 57-58, type 24a; Pachkova 

2006, fig. 31/12. 
41 Garbsch 1965, p. 27 sqq. 
42 For the province of Dacia see Cociş 2004, p. 73. 

artefacts produced in the Roman empire, however, 
misses, when mentioning other such mirror finds in the 
Sarmatian world, the items in the graves at Brăviceni (T 
22 G 1) and Giurcani (G 3)43. A. V. Simonenko 
underlines that one should not disregard the possibility 
that some of the mirrors reached the Sarmatian via the 
Greek cities like Olbia and Tyras. In connection to the 
rectangular mirrors, one should also mention that most 
come from graves dating to the second half of the  
1st c. – early 2nd c. AD. 

Within the sub-chapter examining the metal pots (p. 
30-70), a first analysed category consists of silver 
vessels represented by cups (p. 31-40, cat. no. 118.1, 
fig. 15/1-3; cat. no. 33.1-3, fig. 16/1-3, colour fig. 2; cat. 
no. 109.2, fig. 16/4; cat. no. 106.8; cat. 90.3, fig. 18), 
jugs (p. 40-43, cat. no. 110. 1, fig. 19; cat. no. 109.1, fig. 
20), kantharoi (p. 43-45, cat. no. 110.2, fig. 21/1; cat. 
72.5, fig. 21/2-3) and beakers (p. 45-46, cat. no. 5.7, fig. 
22/1-5; cat. no. 113.1, fig. 22/6) whose distribution is 
illustrated by figure no. 46. 

Within the cups’ analysis, special attention was 
given to the specimen at Velikoploskoe (cat. no. 118.1, 
fig. 15/1-3). Although the archaeological feature at 
Velikoploskoe was dated and interpreted differently 
over the recent decades, the author appropriately 
believes that alike other similar archaeological features, 
which he calls “curious archaeological features”, it 
belongs to the Sarmatians no earlier than the end of the 
2nd c. – 1st c. BC44. 

Based on the decoration on the jug body at Sokolova 
Mogla (cat. no. 110.1, fig. 19, colour fig. 4-5) the author 
considers it an artefact produced by a workshop from 
the Near East or Egypt. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy, 
considering all aspects, that it may also be a Roman 
provincial product copying rather a jug type made by a 
workshop in Asia Minor than in Italy. In the case of the 
jug at Vesnyanoe (cat. no. 109.1, fig. 20, colour fig. 3/1) 
we wish to mention that similar vessels are known 
neither on the territory of Italy, nor in the Roman 
provinces, which makes us believe it is not a product of  
the workshops in the Roman empire. The author does 
not exclude though that this unique jug might have been 
manufactured by a provincial Roman artisan using 
                                                 

43 Cf. Bârcă 2000, fig. 3/1-2; Bârcă 2006, p. 154-
157, 296, fig. 35/6, 187/6, Bârcă, Symonenko 2009, 
174-176, fig. 62/9.  

44 See a more detailed analysis in Simonenko 2001, 
p. 92-106; Simonenko 2005, p. 255-260; Redina, 
Simonenko 2002, p. 86. A very close view related to the 
territory from where the Sarmatians to whom these 
north-Pontic area archaeological features were assigned 
as well as to the period to which they belong, see our 
view in various papers (Bârcă 2002, p. 104-105; Bârcă 
2002a, p. 215-230; Bârcă 2004, p. 35-63; Bârcă 2006, p. 
61-64; Bârcă 2006a, p. 47-49; Bârcă, Symonenko 2009, 
p. 95-98). 
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details from several metal vessels from different 
chronological intervals45. 

Bronze vessels (p. 46-70) are represented by situlae 
(p. 46), casseroles (p. 49-57), strainers (p. 57), terrines 
(p. 57-60), paterae (p. 60-61), jugs (p. 62-66), bowls  
(p. 65-66), cauldrons (p. 66-67, 70) whose distribution 
is illustrated in figure no. 47.  

Among them, the most numerous are the terrines  
(8 ex.) followed by casseroles (6 ex.). The first are 
represented, in the author’s view, by terrines of type 
Eggers 99-100, 102 (cat. no. 1.2, fig. 33; cat. no. 107.1, 
fig. 34-35/1, cat. no. 5.4, fig. 36, colour fig. 6; cat. no. 
32.1, fig. 37) and Eggers 70 (cat. no. 10.1, 58.1, fig. 
38/2; cat. no. 59.4, fig. 38/1) and 72 (cat. no. 47.1, fig. 
38/3). Unfortunately, the terrines in the graves at 
Novofilippovka (cat. no. 10.1) and Ust’-Kamenka (cat. 
no. 58.1, 59.4), do not belong to type Eggers 70 and 
have no analogies among the Roman provincial 
products from the imperial period. Still, it is not 
excluded they were manufactured by a Roman 
provincial workshop in the eastern part of the empire. 
Concerning the terrine in T 12 G 1 at Novo-Podcreazh, 
assigned to type Eggers 72, we believe it rather belongs to 
type 70. Such terrines also come from the Sarmatian 
graves in the north-west Pontic area at Cazaclia (T 10 G 
1)46 and Mocra (T 2 G 2)47, dating sometime in the 
interval comprised between the end of the 1st c. AD and 
early 2nd c. AD. 

Casseroles are represented according to the book author 
by specimens belonging to types Eggers 140 (Troyany, cat. 
no. 94.1, fig. 27; Tsvetna, cat. no. 90.2, fig. 28; 
Krasnopolka, cat. no. 68.2; Shchuchinka, cat. no. 67.1,  
fig. 29), 142 (Novo-Petrovka, cat. no. 111.1, fig. 30) and 
144 (Chuguno-Krepinka, cat. no. 5.5, fig. 31). Without 
further details, in our view, the casserole at Tsvetna 
belongs to type Eggers 137 (type Petrovszky IV,148) and 
                                                 

45 A. V. Simonenko originally considered that the 
jug at Vesnyanoe belonged to the group of metal vessels 
from eastern Mediterranean (Simonenko 1997, p. 403), 
while later, he did not exclude the possibility it 
represented a unique item made in the Near East 
(Simonenko 2002, p. 95). V. Mordvintseva and  
M. Trejster deem the jug a product of a Roman 
provincial workshop, including from the north-Pontic 
area and date it by mid/third quarter of the 1st c. AD 
(Mordvintseva, Trejster 2007, I, p. 43-44). 

46 Cf. Grosu 1990, p. 48, fig. 15A/5; Grosu 1995, 
fig. 8A/4; Agul’nikov, Bubulici 1999, p. 12, fig. 2/1-5; 
Agulnicov, Bubulici 1999, p. 288, fig. 5/1/5; Bârcă 
2001, p. 342-343, 351, fig. 4/1; Bârcă 2006, p. 174, 302, 
fig. 43/1, 189/2; Bârcă 2009, p. 106-107, fig. 7/1; Bârcă, 
Symonenko 2009, p. 190-191, fig. 70/1. 

47 Kashuba, Kurchatov, Shcherbakova 2001-2002, p. 
210, 230, fig. 15/3; Bârcă 2006, p. 174, 333, fig. 81/3; 
Bârcă 2009, p. 106-107, fig. 7/2; Bârcă, Symonenko 
2009, p. 190-191, fig. 70/2. 

48 Petrovszky 1993, p. 49-51, pl. 1/IV,1. 

that at Shchuchinka to type 138 (type Petrovszky IV,249). 
The outer part of the casserole handle at Shchuchinka still 
preserves a rectangular stamp with letters 
[C?]NGRANIPLOCA, whose likely restoration is in our 
view [C?]n(aei) Grani(i) Ploca[mi?], while the casserole 
handle at Novo-Petrovka (Eggers 142) preserves the stamp 
of artisan P. Cipius Polybius (PCIPIPOLYBI), active in 
Campania in AD 45/50-80/8550. 

Regarding the specimen at Chuguno-Krepinka (Eggers 
144, type “Gödåker”) we wish to mention it belongs to 
group c in R. Petrovszky’s classification51, being produced 
in AD 60/70 - 100/12052. The author correctly notices that 
most of the Sarmatian archaeological features in the north 
of the Black Sea where casseroles were identified belong to 
the second half of the 1st c. – first third of the 2nd c. AD. 

Only a single specimen (Chuguno-Krepinka, cat. no. 
45,1, cat. no. 5.6 fig. 32) represents the strainers, pertaining 
to type Eggers 160, but also the paterae (Petriki, cat. no. 
82.1, fig. 39, colour fig. 7/3) of type Eggers 155 or E 
(Millingen) in H. U. Nuber’s typology. 

In connection to the situlae at Mar’evka (cat. no. 
108.1, fig. 23/2, 24/2) and Veseloja Dolina (cat. no. 
134.1, fig. 23/1, 24/1) we wish to mention that their 
shape definitely differentiates from that of the situlae of 
type Eggers 18–20 or 21–23. Situlae with similar 
shapes, features and proportions, which have neither 
bronze or iron attachments nor orifices or other prints 
suggesting their existence, are known beside those 
mentioned by A. V. Simonenko, also in the Sarmatian 
grave at Severnyj (T 1 G 9)53, the cremation grave no. 1 
at Zubowice (Poland)54 as well as the finds in Italy, 
Spain, France and former Yugoslavia55. These situlae, 
alike those at  Mar’evka and Veseloja Dolina, preserved 
the attachment system of the iron handles, consisting of 
an iron circle formed of two semi-circles fastened 
between the ends with rivets and serving as handle 
attachments. Furthermore, one must specify that, 
although these situlae are somewhat similar in shape 
with those of type Eggers 18-20, they are firstly 
different by the complicated handle attachment system, 
but also by certain aspects of the form56. In fact, such 
view was expressed in connection to this situla type by 
                                                 

49 Petrovszky 1993, p. 66-68, pl. 1/IV,2. 
50 Petrovszky 1993, p. 150. 
51 Petrovszky 1993, p. 80-83. 
52 Petrovszky 1993, p. 82. 
53 Skripkin 1984, p. 223, fig. 3/III; Marchenko 1996, 

p. 38. 
54 Wielowiejski 1985, p. 159, fig. 2; Dąbrowska 

1988, p. 71, fig. 12/1. 
55 Wielowiejski 1985, p. 157; Bolla, Boube, 

Guillaument 1991, p. 12-13. 
56 See for the analysis of the situlae of the type in the 

Sarmatian environment between Don and Prut rivers in 
Bârcă 2006, p. 167-170; Bârcă 2006a, p. 103-106; Bârcă 
2007, p. 92-94. 
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J. Wielowiejski57, and later, by other authors as well58. 
Concerning the dating of the situlae in the north of the 
Black Sea, the author accurately noted that they cannot 
be dated earlier than the second half of the 2nd c. – 1st 
c. BC Given the dating of the other items by which they 
were discovered, we believe that the find at Veseloja 
Dolina dates to the first half of the 1st c. BC, and that at 
Mar’evka, most likely, sometime in the second half of 
the 2nd c. BC – early/first half of the 1st c. BC. 

A short, yet good analysis is performed by the 
author for the six jugs (p. 62-65, fig. 41-43), which are 
of three types (Blechkanne (group ”Straldzha”), 
“gegliederete Henkelkrüge” and Eggers 124 - D 
(Hagenow) in the typology established by H. U. Nuber) 
and come from the graves at Tsvetna (cat. no. 90.1, fig. 
40, colour fig. 7/1-2), Chuguno-Krepinka (cat. no. 5.2, 
fig. 41, colour fig. 8, cat. no. 5.3, fig. 42/1, colour fig. 9), 
Pavlovka (cat. no. 1.2, fig. 43/1), Konstantinovka (cat. no. 
107.1, fig. 35/2, 42/2) and Kotlovina (cat. no.145.2,  
fig. 43/2). 

Special attention is granted to the glass recipients  
(p. 70-93, fig. 48-55), which is explainable given that  
A. V. Simonenko is the author of an ample study 
dedicated to the glass wares in the Sarmatian graves on 
the current territory of Ukraine59. These are represented 
by kantharoi, jugs, bowls, terrines, plates, beakers, 
balsamaria etc., and their distribution in the analysed 
north-Pontic Sarmatian environment is illustrated on the 
map in figure 56. 

In sub-chapter 1.7 the author analyses in detail the 
jewellery (p. 94-109, fig. 57-66, colour fig. 13-23). 
Special attention is granted to certain earring types  
(p. 94-96), necklaces (p. 96-102), collars (p. 102-104), 
bracelets (p. 104-107) and rings (p. 107-108). In this 
sub-chapter, the author mentions the differences in 
style, shape etc. existent between the jewellery in the 
Black Sea area and those in Central and Western Europe 
from the Roman period, yet also specifies the lack of 
evidence on the existence in the ancient centres from the 
north of the Black Sea of workshops making them. The 
author pinpoints correctly that the style of the Pontic 
jewellery in the Roman period continues the 
polychrome tradition of the late Hellenistic period, 
disappearing from Western Europe by the eve between 
the 1st c. BC – 1st c. AD. 

Among the analysed toiletries count the pyxides  
(p. 109-111, fig. 67), noting that beside the Roman 
products also count the copies made by local workshops 
(north-Pontic). In connection to the bone pyxides, the 
author notices they mainly come from the graves of the 
novel wave of Sarmatians arriving to this area starting 
with mid 1st c. AD from the region east of Don, but also 
                                                 

57 Wielowiejski 1985, p. 157 defines them as situlae 
“profilierte Eimer mit eisemem Reifen”. 

58 Bolla, Boube, Guillaument 1991, p. 12-13 defines 
them as “Situle con cerchiatura in ferro”.  

59 Simonenko 2003. 

that during the second half of the 1st c. – early 2nd c. 
AD, these graves form a local cultural-chronological 
horizon. Beside the above mentioned, we wish though 
to state that similar bone pyxides also come from 
several Sarmatian graves in the north-west Pontic area 
(T 20 G 1 and T 27 G 1 at Bădragii Vechi, T 9 G 13 at 
Dumeni, T 4 G 4 at Olăneşti60) dating to the second half 
of the 1st c. – first quarter of the 2nd c. AD. 

The pyxides analysis is followed by that of the bells 
(p. 111-113, cat. no. 50.1, 69.2, 94.2, 151.3, fig. 68), 
faience objects (p. 114-116, fig. 69, colour fig. 24), 
gems (p. 116-126) to which adds the sub-chapter for 
varia (p. 126-135, fig. 76-81, colour fig. 25-26) 
examining the fans, vessel legs, spoons, scales, toiletry 
boxes, bone objects but also the three human bronze 
masks (cat. no. 5.9a-v, fig. 79/1-3). Within the pages 
dedicated to these artefacts one may note that beside 
Roman products there also count the copies made by the 
Pontic workshops but also the lack of the fans’ analysis 
from a series of Sarmatian graves from the first phase of 
the last Sarmatian period61. 

  
Concerning the pottery, the author discusses only the 

figurative pottery (p. 135-142, fig. 82-84, colour fig. 27) 
and the amphorae (p. 142-148, fig. 85-89), not many in 
the north-Pontic Sarmatian environment. Even though 
the ram-shaped vessels in the Sarmatian environment 
analysed by the author are represented only by the 
specimen at Balki (cat. no. 24.1, fig. 82), we wish to 
underline the rather ample analysis made for the vessels 
of the type in the north of the Black Sea, but also the 
author’s relevant conclusions related to a series of 
aspects. Completing those mentioned by A. V. Simonenko, 
we only wish to mention that the ram-shaped vessels, 
composed of two halves pressed in the mould, continue 
the tradition of the zoomorphic vessels from the 
Mediterranean basin, being produced in the workshops 
on the territory of the Roman empire from where they 
distributed also in the Barbarian environment. The 
presence of a rather significant number of such vessels 
in Sarmatian graves represents a certain evidence of the 
special interest that the Sarmatians had for the sheep 
motif62. 

In the conclusions chapter (p. 158-160), whose 
technical details we mentioned above, the author 
establishes, based on the analysed material, four 
distribution waves of the Roman imports into the 
                                                 

60 See Bârcă 2006, p. 161, fig. 7/3-5, 17/5, 51/1; 
Bârcă, Symonenko 2009, p. 178. 

61 The analysis of Roman fans in the European 
Barbaricum was recently made by Al. Popa (Popa 
2009). For finds in the north and north-Pontic Sarmatian 
environment see also Bârcă, Symonenko 2009, p. 248-
249, fig. 99/1-6. 

62 For the complex analysis of these vessels as well 
for the complete list of finds see Popa 2010, p. 60-69, 
pl. 6-11. 
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Sarmatian environment. For each wave, the author sets 
up a term related to a certain historical event. 

1. the Mithridatic wave – end of the 2nd c. BC – first 
third of the 1st c. BC.  

2. the Romano-Bosporan wave – the second half of 
the 1st c. AD – mid 2nd c. AD. 

3. the Marcomannic wave – the second half of the 
2nd c. AD – first half of the 3rd c. AD. 

4. the late Roman wave – phase C2 and C3 of the 
Central European chronology. 

Following the chronological and typological analysis 
of the Roman imports in the Sarmatian environment in 
the north-Pontic area, A. V. Simonenko reaches the 
conclusion they form rather compact chronological 
groups. Moreover, the author well notes that the 
massive dissemination of the Roman artefacts occurs 
during the second wave and is represented by the silver 
and bronze wares of type Eggers 70, 99-100, 102, 124, 
137, 140, 142, 144, 155, 160, 168, 169, silver jugs, fine 
red fabric pottery wares covered with red slips produced 
in Asia Minor workshops, glass wares of type Isings 6, 
14, 28b, 52c, brooches, mirrors, Egyptian faience 
objects, pyxides etc. According to the topography and 
composition of the inventories of the archaeological 
features, the author concludes that some categories of 
Roman artefacts (early hinged Roman brooches, bronze 
wares of type Eggers 70, silver jugs, glass wares made 
in the millefiori technique, pyxides, the Egyptian 
faience objects) emerged in the north of the Black Sea 
once with their holders – the Sarmatians arriving from 
Asian Sarmatia in the second half of the 1st c. AD. The 
author also notes the presence of earlier artefacts in 
certain graves with second wave imports. 

The analysis of the Roman imports performed by  
A. V. Simonenko is, in our view, a significant 
contribution to the study of contacts between the nomad 
and sedentary peoples in this part of the European 
continent, contacts which lead to the emergence of 
superior cultures, with no resemblance to those which 
they replace. Given the inventories of the analysed 
archaeological features, but also the diversity of the 
artefacts in the Sarmatian environment from the 
immense space the Sarmatians inhabited, we believe 
this work has fulfilled its goal. Furthermore, we believe 
it is a good example of how Roman artefacts in the 
barbarian environment may contribute in explaining 
certain aspects of the Roman-barbarian relations. It may 
also be a good example for the accomplishment of 
similarly promising studies for the inter-barbarian 
relations.  

Without taking into consideration our few comments 
as well as the not many errors, which are most often 
inevitable in the case of such works, we wish to mention 
that the material and analysis carried out by the author 
represent a substantial and remarkable contribution to 
the knowledge of the Roman material culture from the 
Sarmatian environment especially, and the Barbaricum 
in general. Furthermore, A. V. Simonenko’s effort to 

accomplish this monograph, much improved compared 
to that of 2008 and expected with much interest in the 
specialty scientific environment is admirable and 
commendable. Last but not least, we congratulate the 
authors for the very good illustration and the editors for 
the good text editorship. 

We wish to thank once more the author for 
introducing in the European scientific circuit the 
numerous archaeological materials as well as their 
pertinent analysis. Last but not least, we congratulate 
the author for succeeding to issue a high scientific 
standing work representing a significant impulse for the 
study of the Roman artefacts on the territory of Eastern 
and South-Eastern Europe.  

In the end, we wish to congratulate all those who 
supported, by various means, the preparation and issue 
of this good quality book and of high scientific standing. 
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Vitalie Bârcă 

Mihai Bărbulescu, Inscripţiile din castrul legionar de la Potaissa. The Inscriptions of the Legionary 
Fortress at Potaissa, Editura Academiei Române, Bucharest, 2012, 288 p. 

Between 1971 and 2010, Professor M. Bărbulescu 
led 40 seasons of archaeological excavations in the 
fortress of legio V Macedonicaat Potaissa, which 
produced a rich amount of discoveries. Some results 
were published in several books (Bărbulescu 1987, 
Bărbulescu 1994, Bărbulescu 1997, Bărbulescu 2004, 
Bărbulescu 2008, Pîslaru 2009) and numerous papers.  

In this bilingual English-Romanian volume, B. 
gathers all the epigraphic evidence originating in 
Potaissa fortress from its foundation c. AD 170 until c. AD 
270, when it was abandoned. Before coming to the proper 

contents of the book, i. e. the dealing with the inscriptions, 
B. discusses in an extensive introduction the epigraphic 
research carried out at Potaissa from the medieval times 
until 2003. Originating in his interest toward the history of 
archaeology, this chapter represents a debt of gratitude to 
the many researchers whose works constitute major 
advances in the study of the epigraphic evidence relating to 
the history of the legion and its fortress.  

Among the 67 inscriptions included in the book 
some were already published in CIL, others by different 
researchers or by B. himself and the rest, many of which 
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GGM – C. Müller (ed.), Geographi Graeci minores,  Paris, 1882 
GRBS – Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, Duke. 
IDR – Inscripţiile Daciei romane, 1977–2001 
IDRE – C. C. Petolescu, Inscriptiones Daciae Romanae. Inscriptions externes concernant l’histoire de la 

Dacie, I-II, Bucureşti, 1996–2000 
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IGB – G. Mihailov, Inscriptiones Graecae in Bulgaria Repertae, 5 vol., Sofia, 1958–2001. 
IG VII – W. Dittenberger (éd.), Inscriptiones Graecae VII : Megaridis, Oropiae, Boeotiae, Berlin 1892. 
IGR – Inscriptiones Graecae ad Res Romanas Pertinentes, Paris 
IGUR – Inscriptiones Graecae Urbis Romae, Rom 
IK – Inschriften griechischer Städte aus Kleinasien, Bonn 
ILB – B. Gerov, Inscriptiones Latinae in Bulgaria Repertae, Sofia, 1989  
ILD – C. C. Petolescu, Inscripţii Latine din Dacia, Bucureşti, 2010 
ILS – H. Dessau, Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae, Berlin, I (1892), II (1902), III (1916) 
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ISM – Inscripţiile din Scythia Minor, Bucureşti, I (1983), II (1987), III (1999), V (1980) 
ISTA – Institut des Sciences et Techniques de l'Antiquité, Université de Franche-Comté, Besançon 
IzvestijaSofia – Izvestija na Arheologičeskija Institut, Sofia 
IzvestijaŠumen – Izvestija na Narodnija Muzej, Šumen 
JAMÉ – A nyíregyházi Jósa András Múseums von Nyíregyháza, Nyíregyháza 
JGZM – Jahrbuch des Römisch-Germanischen Zentralmuseums, Mainz 
JŐAI (ÖJh) – Jahreshefte des Österreichischen Archäologischen Institutes in Wien, Wien 
JHS – Journal of Hellenic Studies, London 
JRS – Journal of Roman Studies, London 
KSIIMK – Kraskie Soobščenija Instituta Istorii Material’noj Kul’tury Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moskva – 

St. Petersburg 
KSIAU – Kraskie Soobščenija Instituta Arheologii Ukrainy, Kyiv 
LEC – Les Études Classiques, Bruxelles 
LGPN – Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Oxford 
MAN – Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institut, London 
MCA – Materiale şi Cercetari Arheologice, Bucureşti 
MitrArd – Mitropolia Ardealului, Sibiu 
MRR – E. Babelon, Description historique et chronologique des monnaies de la république romaine 

vulgarement appelées monnaies consulaires, 2 vols., Paris, 1885–1886. 
Mühlhäuser Beiträge – Mühlhäuser Beiträge, Mühlhausen 
NK – Numizmatikai Közlöny, Budapest 
ODB – The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, 3 vols., New York–Oxford, 1991 
OPEL – Onomasticon Provinciarum Europae Latinarum, Wien 
OrChrPer – Orientalia Christiana Periodica, Roma 
QS – Quaderni di storia, Roma 
QTNAC – Quaderni Ticinesi di Numismatica e Antichità classiche, Lugano 
PamArch – Památky Archeologické, Prahşa 
Pest Megyei múzeumi füzetek, Szentendre 
Peuce – Peuce, Tulcea  
PME – H. Devijver, Prosopographia militiarum equestrium quae fuerunt ab Augusto ad Gallienum, 5 vol., 

Louvain, 1976–1993. 
PIR – Prosopographia Imperii Romani, saec. I-III, ed. II , Berlin-Leipzig. 
RB – Revista Bistriţei, Bistriţa Năsăud 
RA – Revue archéologique, Paris 
RE – Realencyclopädie der Classischen Altertumswissenschaft, Stutgart, 1893 sqq. 
REG – Revue des Études Grecques, Paris 
REL – Revue des Études Latines, Paris 
RevBistriţei – Revista Bistriţei, Bistriţa 
RIB – Roman Inscriptions of Britain, London 
RIR – Revista istorică română, Bucureşti 
RIU – Römische Inschriften Ungarns, Budapest 
RMD – M.M. Roxan, P. Holder, Roman Military Diplomas, 5 vol., London, 1978–2006. 
RN – Revue Numismatique, Paris 
RPAN – Revista de preistorie şi antichităţi naţionale, Bucureşti 
RRC (Crawford) – M. H. Crawford, The Roman Republican Coinage, 2 vol., Cambridge, 1974 
Amsterdam 1979–2005, Boston 2006– 

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://iabvp.ro



384 Abréviations 4  

SAI – Studii şi Articole de Istorie, Bucureşti 
Sargetia – Acta Musei Devensis, Deva 
SCIV(A) – Studii şi cercetări de istorie vecie (şi arheologie), Bucureşti 
SCN – Studii şi Cercetări de Numismatică, Bucureşti 
SCŞ Cluj – Studii şi cercetări ştiinţifice, Cluj 
SEG – Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum, Leiden 1923–1971, Alphen aan den Rijn 1979–1980, 

Amsterdam 1979–2005, Boston 2006–. 
SNR – Schweizerische Numismatische Rundschau, Lausanne 
SP – Studii de Preistorie Bucureşti 
Specimina Nova – Specimina Nova. Dissertationes ex Instituto Historico Universitatis Quinqueecclesiensis de 

Ianno Pannonio nominatae, Pécs 
SNGCop – Sylloge nummorum Graecorum, Copenhagen 1944–2000. 
SNR – Schweizerische Numismatische Rundschau, Lausanne 
Studia Antiqua et Archaeologica, Iaşi 
StCl – Studii Clasice, Bucureşti 
StComPiteşti – Studii şi Comunicǎri, Piteşti 
StComSibiu – Studii şi Comunicǎri, Sibiu 
StTeol – Studii Teologice, Bucureşti 
Studien und Forschungen – Studien und Forschungen, Offenbach am Main 
TAM – Tituli Asiae Minoris, Wien 
TD – Thraco-Dacica, Institutul de Tracologie, Bucureşti 
TGF – A. Nauck (ed.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, editio secunda, Teubner, Leipzig, 1926 
TIB – Tabula Imperii Byzantini; Wien, 1976; 1991, 2008 
TIR – Tabula Imperii Romani 
TLG – Thesaurus Linguae Graecae 
TRE – Theologische Realenzyklopädie, Berlin-New York, 1977-2002 
Tyragetia – Tyragetia. Anuarul Muzeului Naţional de Istorie a Moldovei, Chişinău 
VDI – Vestnik Drevnej Istorii, Moskva 
VigChr – Vigiliae Christianae, Leiden 
Xenia – Xenia. Konstanzer althistorische Vorträge und Forschungen, Konstanz am Bodensee 
Zeitschrift des Vereins für das Museum schlesischer Altertümer, Breslau 
Zamosius (Analecta) – Stephanus Zamosius, Analecta lapidum vetustorum et nonnularum in Dacia 

antiquitatum, Patavii, 1593 ( Istvan Szamosközy (Stephanus Zamosius), Analecta lapidum vetustorum 
et nonnularum in Dacia antiquitatum, Patavii, 1593. Inscriptiones Romanae in lapidibus antiquis Albae 
Iuliae et circa locorum 1598. Classé pour la publication par M. Balázs, I. Monok. Préface par M. 
Bărbulescu, A. Kovács, Szeged, 1992)  

ZPE – Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epigraphik, Bonn 
WiadArch – Wiadomości Archeologiczne, Warszawa 
WN – Wiadomości Numizmatyczne, Warszawa 
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