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ABOUT THE SINUOUS FIBULAE (GESCHWEIFTE FIBELN) IN ROMANIA

Daniel SPÂNU
͞sĂsile WąƌǀĂn͟ /nsƟƚƵƚe ŽĨ �ƌchĂeŽlŽŐǇ͕ �ƵchĂƌesƚ͕ ZŽŵĂniĂ͖ �ͲŵĂil͗ hĂǌĚƌiŬΛǇĂhŽŽ͘cŽŵ

Keywords: <ŽsƚƌǌewsŬi D ĂnĚ E fibƵlĂe͕ �lŵŐƌen Ϯ ĂnĚ ϭϴ fibƵlĂe͕ ZŽŵĂniĂ͕ >Ăƚe >Ă dğne͕ �ĂƌlǇ ZŽŵĂn ƉeƌiŽĚ
Abstract: dhe GeƌŵĂn nĂŵe ͞Őeschweifte &ibeln͟ ƌeĨeƌs ƚŽ Ă ceƌƚĂin ͞ƚǇƉŽlŽŐicĂl ĨĂŵilǇ͟ ŽĨ fibƵlĂe ŽĨ ƚhe >Ăƚe >Ă dğne scheŵe͕ wiĚesƉƌeĂĚ in �enƚƌĂl͕ 
EŽƌƚhͲ�enƚƌĂl ĂnĚ �Ăsƚeƌn �ƵƌŽƉe͘ ^inƵŽƵs fibƵlĂe becĂŵe ƚhe ŐƵiĚinŐ ĨŽssil ŽĨ ƚhe ƉŽsƚͲDĂnchinŐ ƉhĂse͕ ƌesƉecƟǀelǇ ƚhe >d �Ϯ ƉhĂse͕ inƚeƌƉŽseĚ 
beƚween ƚhe finĂl ŽccƵƉĂƟŽn sƚĂŐe ŽĨ ƚhe DĂnchinŐ ŽƉƉiĚƵŵ ;>d �ϭͿ ĂnĚ ƚhe ZŽŵĂn cŽnƋƵesƚ ŽĨ ƚhe nŽƌƚhͲĂlƉine ƌeŐiŽns͘ �esƉiƚe ƚheiƌ ƌelĂƟǀe ƌĂƌiƚǇ͕ 
ƚhe sinƵŽƵs fibƵlĂe ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ in ZŽŵĂniĂ Ăƌe ŽĨ ƉĂƌƟcƵlĂƌ iŵƉŽƌƚĂnce ĨŽƌ ƚhe ƉeƌiŽĚiǌĂƟŽn ŽĨ ƚhe >Ăƚe >Ă dğne ƉeƌiŽĚ Ăƚ ƚhe >Žweƌ �ĂnƵbe ĂnĚ in 
dƌĂnsǇlǀĂniĂ͘

Cuvinte-cheie: fibƵle <ŽsƚƌǌewsŬi D ƕi E͕ fibƵle �lŵŐƌen Ϯ ƕi ϭϴ͕ ZŽŵąniĂ͕ >Ă dğne ƚąƌǌiƵ͕ eƉŽcĉ ƌŽŵĂnĉ ƟŵƉƵƌie
Rezumat: �enƵŵiƌeĂ ŐeƌŵĂnĉ ͣŐeschweifte &ibeln͟ se ƌeĨeƌĉ lĂ Ž ĂnƵŵiƚĉ ͣĨĂŵilie ƟƉŽlŽŐicĉ͟ Ěe fibƵle Ěe scheŵĉ >Ă dğne ƚąƌǌiƵ͕ ƌĉsƉąnĚiƚĉ Šn �ƵƌŽƉĂ 
�enƚƌĂlĉ͕ EŽƌĚͲ�enƚƌĂlĉ ƕi Ěe �sƚ͘ &ibƵlele sinƵŽĂse ĂƵ Ěeǀeniƚ ĨŽsilĂ ĚiƌecƚŽĂƌe Ă ĨĂǌei ƉŽsƚͲDĂnchinŐ͕ ƌesƉecƟǀ Ă ĨĂǌei >d �Ϯ͕ inƚeƌƉƵsĉ Šnƚƌe eƚĂƉĂ finĂlĉ 
Ă lŽcƵiƌii ŽƉƉiĚƵŵƵlƵi Ěe lĂ DĂnchinŐ ;>d �ϭͿ ƕi cƵceƌiƌeĂ ƌŽŵĂnĉ Ă ƌeŐiƵnilŽƌ nŽƌĚͲĂlƉine͘ 2n ciƵĚĂ ƌĂƌiƚĉƜii lŽƌ ƌelĂƟǀe͕ fibƵlele sinƵŽĂse ĚescŽƉeƌiƚe 
Šn ZŽŵąniĂ ĂƵ Ž iŵƉŽƌƚĂnƜĉ ĚeŽsebiƚĉ ƉenƚƌƵ ƉeƌiŽĚiǌĂƌeĂ >Ă dğneͲƵlƵi ƚąƌǌiƵ lĂ �ƵnĉƌeĂ Ěe :Žs ƕi Šn dƌĂnsilǀĂniĂ͘

SINUOUS FIBULAE IN CENTRAL AND 
NORTHͳCENTRAL EUROPE

The German name Őeschweifte &ibeln1 refers to a 
certain ͞typological family” of fibulae of the Late La Tğne 
construction, widespread in Central, North-Central and 
Eastern Europe. The bow is strongly curved outwards 
while the foot is slightly curved inwards. Thus, the body s͛ 
trajectory is sinuous2. The transition from the foot to the 
bow may be smooth or broŬen and may or may not be 
marŬed by a protrusion. This family includes the KostrzewsŬi 
M and N, Almgren 2 and 18 types3. Most of the specimens 
were made of bronze, but there are also examples of 
iron or, rarely, of silver and gold. The high freƋuency of 
bronze specimens should be seen in connection with the 
improvement and intensification of the techniƋues of 
manufacture by casting fibulae in the Late La Tğne period. 

LiŬe the chronological and cultural framing of 
the Nauheim fibulae, that of the sinuous fibulae was 

1 Expressions such as ͞&Žƌŵ (...) ŵiƚ leichƚeƌ ^chweiĨƵnŐ” (form with a 
slight sinuosity) or ͞&ibeln ŵiƚ (...) Őeschweifteŵ �ƺŐel” (sinuous body 
fibula) were used by Beltz 1911, p. 688–689 to describe the fibulae 
in figs. 56 (type L) and 61 (a specimen from Gurina) respectively. The 
term ͞Őeschweifte &ibeln” was consecrated by Krämer 1962, p. 308 by 
distinguishing the La Tğne D2 horizon in Bavaria, explicitly referred to as 
͞,ŽƌiǌŽnƚ Ěeƌ Őeschweiften &ibeln ;�ϮͿ”. KoƓēeviđ 1980, p. 12 translates 
͞fibƵlĂe wiƚh Ă sŵŽŽƚh bŽw”; Boǎiē 2008, p. 49 and 96 uses a less 
suggestive English term: ͞ƚhe ĂƌcheĚ fibƵlĂ” (SlovaŬ: ͞ƵslŽēenih fibƵl”)͘

2 Suggestive formulations at Hachmann 1960, p. 238 („^ƉćƚlĂƚğnefibel 
;͙Ϳ ŵiƚ hĂƌĨenĨƂƌŵiŐeƌ ^chweiĨƵnŐ͞) or DƂhlert-Albani 2014, p. 226 
(„^ͲĨƂƌŵiŐ Őeschweifte &ibeln͞).

3 KostrzewsŬi 1919, p. 37–39, figs. 23–25; Almgren 1923, p. 4. On the 
insight, but also the limitations of Oscar Algren s͛ vision: VƂlling 1998, 
p. 39.

closely related to the concerns for the periodization of 
the Central European Late La Tğne. The first typological 
and chronological clarifications were formulated at 
the beginning of the twentieth century4. The particular 
expressiveness of sinuous fibulae for the periodization of 
North-Central Europe and Scandinavia (especially of the 
:astorf Culture), as well as some regional-chronological 
differences, have been insightfully revealed by Rolf 
Hachmann5. They were perceived as forms specific to 
the later stage of the recent phase of the pre-Roman Iron 
Age in Central and Northern Germany6. The absence of 
sinuous arch fibulae from the Manching seƩlement and 
their freƋuency in cremation tombs in southwestern 
Bavaria allowed Werner Krämer to propose a bipartite 
periodization of the Late La Tğne7. The sinuous fibulae 
became the guiding fossil of the post-Manching phase, 
respectively the LT D2 phase, interposed between the 

4 Schwantes 1909, p. 156; cĨ͘  Hachmann 1960, p. 14.
5 Hachmann 1960, p. 81–82: „tesenƚlich ũƺnŐeƌ Ăls Ěie ^ƉćƚlĂƚenefibel 

sĂƌ͘ < ƵnĚ Ěie DiƚƚellĂƚğneĨibeln sĂƌ͘ �ͬ�͕ & ƵnĚ Gͬ, sinĚ Ěie 
^ƉćƚlĂƚğnefibel sĂƌ͘  :͕ Ěie EĂƵheiŵeƌ &ibel ƵnĚ Ěeƌen ĚƌĂhƞƂƌŵiŐe 
sĂƌiĂnƚe͘ �ƵŐleich sinĚ Ěiese &ibeln iŵ Ƃsƚlichen DiƩeleƵƌŽƉĂ ǌweiĨellŽs 
ćlƚeƌ Ăls Ěie ǀeƌschieĚenen sĂƌiĂnƚen Ěeƌ Őeschweiften ^ƉćƚlĂƚğnefibel͘ 
(͙) ^ƉćƚlĂƚğneĨibeln Ěeƌ sĂƌiĂnƚen DͲK beǌeichnen Ěen ũƺnŐsƚen 
�bschniƩ Ěeƌ ũƺnŐeƌen ǀŽƌƌƂŵischen �isenǌeiƚ iŵ Ksƚen DiƩeleƵƌŽƉĂs͕ 
Ěen �bschniƩ �͘ .͞

6 Hachmann 1960, p. 102. The late phase of the necropolis at 
GroƘromstedt was to be eƋuated in later research with the 
͞GroƘromstedt B Horizon” (Peschel 1999, p. 91–92; Peschel 2005, 
p. 214; cĨ͘ VƂlling 1995, p. 78–80; Hƺssen 2001, p. 280–281; DƂhlert 
2009, p. 422–423); cĨ͘  DƂhlert-Albani 2014, p. 239–240.

7 Krämer 1962. More recently, Hƺssen 2001 plenary debates the linŬs 
between the LT D2 phase in Bavaria and the GroƘromstedt horizon in 
central Germany; cĨ͘  RiecŬhoī 2008, p. 5.
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final stage of the occupation of this oppidum (LT D1) and 
the Roman conƋuest of the north-alpine regions. Even if 
the absolute chronological landmarŬs were revised later, 
Werner Krämer s͛ relative chronological distinction was fully 
validated in the subseƋuent research in Central Europe and 
other more or less neighboring regions8. However, as Rolf 
Hachmann observed and as was to be reiterated in later 
research (see below), some forms of the sinuous fibulae 
were also perpetuated in the Early Roman Period9. It should 
be noted that, according to recent research, the dissolution 
of the economic and power center of Manching tooŬ place 
in the first decades of the first century BC and is indicated 
especially by the end of the import of Mediterranean 
amphorae (ca. 80/70 BC)10. The emergence of the sinuous 
fibulae is subseƋuent to this moment. Their spread 
was correlated with the spread of ͚Germanic͛ groups in 
Central Europe11.

The classification of the sinuous fibulae has been 
gradually refined from the general typologies of Robert 
Beltz, :ſzef KostrzewsŬi and Oscar Almgren at the 
beginning of the twentieth century12, to the more recent 
studies by Sabine RiecŬhoī and Thomas VƂlling13. Despite 
some criticism14, the consistency of Thomas VƂlling͛s 
interpretations stems from his supra-regional vision. 
The morphology and variables of the mechanism of the 
various types of sinuous fibulae illustrate in an exemplary 
way the transition from the characteristics of the Late La 
Tğne fibulae to those specific to the Early Roman Period. 
More precisely, on a morphology innovated in bĂƌbĂƌicƵŵ
are superimposed various innovations made in Roman 
worŬshops, such as the spring protection plate and the cord 
hooŬ. These elements are decisive in the classification of 
the sinuous fibulae.

Except for a few specimens from the Poienești-
Lucașeuca type necropolis from Dolineani15, KostrzewsŬi 
types M and N have not been recognized and debated in 

8 RiecŬhoff 2008, p. 5–9; cĨ͘ Boǎiē 2008, p. 49, 144–148, tab. 5; 
SchƂnfelder 2021, p. 123.

9 Hachmann 1960, p. 109: „�ie ŐeschweiĨƚe &ibel isƚ Ěie ŐćnŐiŐe 
&ibel Ěeƌ ĂƵsŐehenĚen ǀŽƌƌƂŵischen �isenǌeiƚ͖ ĂllenƚhĂlben in 
DiƚƚeleƵƌŽƉĂ ŬŽŵŵƚ sie ũeĚŽch ĂƵch nŽch in ĨƌƺhŬĂiseƌǌeiƚlichen 
�ƵsĂŵŵenhćnŐen ǀŽƌ͘ ͞

10 Winger 2015, p. 113–114.
11 GodųowsŬi 1994, p. 480: „�Ăs sŽƌŬŽŵŵen Őeschweifteƌ &ibeln sƚehƚ 

Őebieƚsweise ƵnŵiƚƚelbĂƌ in �ƵsĂŵŵenhĂnŐ ŵiƚ ŐeƌŵĂnischeƌ 
�esieĚlƵnŐ.͞

12 Beltz 1911, p. 688–689; KostrzewsŬi 1919, p. 37–39. 
13 RiecŬhoff 1995, p. 56–62; VƂlling 2005, p. 114–128, 137–143 

(with consistent references to the Central European debates). The 
classification of Leifeld 2007, p. 96–106 is relevant only for the 
Trier region.

14 RiecŬhoī 2007, p. 422–423, notes 81–82; DƂhlert 2009, p. 419–420; 
DƂhlert-Albani 2014, p. 235, note 56 and p. 239, note 80.

15 Babeş 1993, p. 96–97, types III.2 (с KostrzewsŬi M) and III.3 
(с KostrzewsŬi N); cĨ͘  Iarmulschi 2016, p. 484; �irra 2017, p. 79–80. The 
study by Iarmulschi, Munteanu 2022 highlights that in the last three 
decades, no new KostrzewsŬi M and N fibulae have been discovered in 
Poieneşti-Lucaşeuca contexts. Other sinuous fibulae in the Prut-Dniester 
area come from Sarmatian burials (cĨ͘  HellstrƂm 2018, p. 62). 

Romanian literature16. The confusion between the Late La 
Tğne ͞filiform” fibulae (sƉćƚlĂƚğneǌeiƚlichen �ƌĂƚhfibeln) 
and the ͞military” fibulae made a long career17, but it was 
not observed that the body trajectory of many of them 
shows the sinuosity specific to the KostrzewsŬi M and N 
types18. Reporting the specimens in Romania (͞the space 
that interests us”)19 the problem of the (not only sinuous) 
fibulae in the cultures with cremation necropolises of 
the recent phase of the pre-Roman Iron Age (:astorf, 
PrzeworsŬ, �arubincy, Poienești-Lucașuca) was overlooŬed. 
These trans-continental linŬs had been pointed out earlier 
by Rolf Hachmann20.

The situation is Ƌuite diīerent with certain sub-types 
of the forms Almgren 2 and 18 – more precisely, 2a and 18a 
in Thomas VƂlling s͛ classification21: these were recognized 
in Brad, Răcătău, Sighișoara and cimleu Silvaniei by Aurel 
Rustoiu who renamed them ͞the fibulae with the ͚broŬen 
bow͛ and included them in subtypes 22a and 22b of his 
classification22. However, the identification criteria were 
not specified, and their absence generated inconsistencies. 
Vasile Iarmulschi and Octavian Munteanu rightly drew 
attention to the fact that some of the fibulae of the 
͞Rustoiu 22 type” can be aƩributed to the KostrzewsŬi 
O type23. 

If in Central and Northern European research the 
typology of sinuous fibulae is well-Ŭnown, for scholars and 
readers in Romania, a synthetic presentation of the criteria 
for their classification, chronological and cultural framing 
remains even now as useful as it is necessary. The number 
of sinuous fibulae in Romania is small. However, the 
specification of their morphology and chronology is able to 
provide certain precious clues for the appropriate framing 
of some representative monuments of the archaeological 

16 Rustoiu 1997, p. 39, note 86 compares the specimens of its type 6 to a 
number of Central European forms, including ͞einseƌnen �ƌĂhƞibeln ŵiƚ 
͙ ͚Őeschweifteŵ͛ �ƺŐel” (RiecŬhoī 1975, p. 14–15). Teodor, Ԑau 1997, 
p. 62 evoŬe the ͞Geschweiftfibeln” (sic͊), without acŬnowledging their 
presence at Poiana. 

17 Mircea Babeş (accepted by Rustoiu 1997, p. 42) emphasize Ambroz͛s 
confusion (Ambroz 1966, p. 23–25) between the ͞military” fibulae and 
the types KostrzewsŬi fig. 15 (с Hachmann 1960, pl. 2/22) and Almgren 
15 (Babeş 1975, p. 134, note 39). The early dating of the laƩer, proposed 
on the basis of a Ƌuestionable context from Cârlomăneşti, had in fact 
been inspired by Hachmann 1960, p. 78–79: ͞tĂs Ĩƺƌ Ěie ^ƉćƚlĂƚğnefibel 
sĂƌ͘  : Őilƚ͕ Ěƺƌfte ĂƵch Ĩƺƌ Ěie in tilĂnŽw ǀeƌƚƌeƚene EĂƵheiŵeƌ &ibel͕ 
sŽwie Ĩƺƌ Ěie ŵiƚ Ěieseƌ nĂhe ǀeƌwĂnĚƚe ^ƉćƚlĂƚğnefibel <ŽsƚƌǌewsŬi 
�bb͘ ϭϱ ǌƵƚƌeĨĨen͘ �lle Ěiese &ibeln ŵƺssen eƚwĂs ćlƚeƌ Ăls Ěie 
Őeschweiften &ibeln sein͙͞ (cĨ͘  DƂhlert-Albani 2014, 239: KostrzewsŬi 
fig. 15 fibulae appear at the end of the LT D1 phase / :astorf B horizon). 
For the ͞military” fibulae and their dating from the reign of Claudius 
to the time of the Flavians: Riha 1969, p. 59–61, type 1.6 (cĨ͘  Rustoiu 
1997, p. 42, type 9). Confusion persists at Teodor, Ԑau 1997, p. 64 or 
Cociş eƚ Ălii 2022, p. 330–333. 

18 �͘Ő͘ Spânu 2023, p. 264, 251 fig. 3/4–5 (two fibulae from Snagov).
19 Rustoiu 1997, p. 39. 
20 Hachmann 1960, p. 120–124.
21 VƂlling 1994, p. 179–188, p. 222–226.
22 Rustoiu 1997, 56, p. 113, list 19, p. 222, fig. 66/4–8 (only some fibulae 

from Brad and Sighişoara are illustrated).
23 Iarmulschi, Munteanu 2022, p. 203. 
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culture of pre-Roman Dacia in the broader context of 
supra-regional periodizations.

<OSTRZEtS<I M AND N TzPES

The diīerence between the KostrzewsŬi M and N 
types is indicated by the position of the cord: over the bow 
in the case of type M and under the bow in the case of type 
N24. The KostrzewsŬi M type combines two variants. 

24 The German term ͞�ƌŵbƌƵsƚŬŽnsƚƌƵŬƟŽn” (crossbow construction) 
indicates the placement of the cord under the bow; see: Almgren 1923, 
p. 3; Babeş 1975, p. 134; VƂlling 2005, p. 124. Only for �irra 2017, p. 75, 
79, 82, the term ͞crossbow” would designate the spring with a large 
wingspan, regardless of the position of the cord.

The specimens of the M-a variant have a low, 
triangular catchplate, while the specimens of the M-b 
variant have a higher, Ƌuadrangular catchplate. The M-a 
variant is dated earlier and falls in the II horizon of Thomas 
VƂlling s͛ periodization, synchronous with the LT D2 phase.25

The M-b variant is dated later, appears at the end of horizon 
II (LT D2b) and continues in horizon III (eƋuivalent to the 
Augustan era)26. 

Within the KostrzewsŬi N type, three separate 
variants have been distinguished according to the shape 
and section of the body (bow and foot). The body of these 
fibulae can be filiform (N-a variant), narrow bandiform 

25 �Ĩ͘  Brandt 2001, p. 91; BocŬius, BuczŬiewicz 2004, p. 59.
26 VƂlling 2005, p. 121–124; cĨ͘  Leifeld 2007, p. 100.

Figure 1. ^Ǉnƚhesis ŽĨ ƚhe ŵŽƌƉhŽlŽŐicĂl cƌiƚeƌiĂ ĚefininŐ sinƵŽƵs fibƵlĂe ǀĂƌiĂnƚs ;Ăfteƌ sƂllinŐ ϮϬϬϱ͕ Ɖ͘ ϭϭϰʹϭϮϴ͕ ϭϯϳʹϭϰϯͿ͘

Figure 2. ^cheŵĂƟc ƌelĂƟŽn ŽĨ sinƵŽƵs fibƵlĂe ƚŽ ƚhe ƌelĂƟǀe chƌŽnŽlŽŐicĂl hŽƌiǌŽns ĚisƟnŐƵisheĚ bǇ sƂllinŐ ϮϬϬϱ͕ Ɖ͘ ϭϭϰʹϭϮϴ͕ ϭϯϳʹϭϰϯ͘
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(N-b variant) and wide faceted and bandiform (N-c 
variant). Type N is freƋuent in the LT D2 phase and in 
the Augustan era (horizons II–III/VƂlling, :astorf C-D/
Brand)27 and appeared even in contexts dated aŌer the 
middle of the first century AD. Thomas VƂlling proposes a 
convincing chronological framing of the variants of type N. 
If the filiform arc of the variant N-a is still a characteristic 
of the Late La Tğne, the widening and faceting of the arc 
of the variant N-c finds its analogies in the case of some 
provincial types. The KostrzewsŬi N-a fibulae were widely 
distributed in GeƌŵĂniĂ DĂŐnĂ, but the most important 
concentrations are found in northern Germany and Poland. 
Isolated specimens are found in Scandinavia, in the Alpine 
regions and in the north-Pontic area28.

ALMGREN ϭϴ TzPE

Compared to the KostrzewsŬi M and N types, the 
Almgren 18 fibulae are distinguished by a particular 
morphological novelty: the protection plate of the spring. 
This element was reproduced and amplified in the case of 
many types of provincial fibulae. Free-cord specimens form 
the sub-type Almgren 18a (with three regional variants: 
Altenburg, Dƺnsburg and Wederath)29. Most researchers 
believe that Almgren 18a fibulae were produced in the 
eastern Alpine (north-Adriatic) regions30. From there, the 
sub-type spread to central and western Germany. Sabine 
RiecŬhoī, however, advocates the location of production 
sites in areas of maximum concentration of Almgren 18a 
fibulae in central Germany31. The Almgren 18a fibulae have 
ornamental peculiarities in common with some provincial 
fibulae types (e.g. openworŬ zigzag ribs of the catchplate). 
Therefore, no maƩer where they were produced, north 
or east of the Alps, the Almgren 18a fibulae reŇect the 
inŇuence of provincial-Roman manufactures.

The specimens of sub-type 18b, widespread in 
southwestern Germany, are characterized by another 
innovation of Mediterranean origin: the cord hooŬ32. This 
element was to be fully perpetuated in the manufacture of 
the Roman fibulae with bilateral spring. The origin of the 
sub-type Almgren 18b must be sought in the Trevere or 
the Alpine region33. Both sub-types (Almgren 18a and 18b) 
were appropriately assigned to the LT D2 phase in Central 
Europe. Both sub-types remained in use in the Augustan 
era (horizons II and III of Thomas VƂlling s͛ periodization)34.

27 Brandt 2001, p. 62; cĨ͘  DƂhlert-Albani 2014, p. 239.
28 VƂlling 2005, p. 125, map 13.
29 VƂlling 1998, p. 42–43; VƂlling 2005, p. 115–116. 
30 VƂlling 1998, p. 42, note 10 with previous literature.
31 RiecŬhoī 1995, p. 60. 
32 The distinction between the variants Almgren 18a and 18b belongs to 

Glƺsing 1968, p. 6–7 (Ƌuoted by VƂlling 1998, p. 42). �Ĩ͘  Feugğre 1985, 
p. 18; VƂlling 2005, p. 118–119.

33 VƂlling 1998, p. 43; VƂlling 2005, p. 120. 
34 VƂlling 2005, p. 117; cĨ͘  RiecŬhoī 1995, p. 186.

ALMGREN Ϯ TzPE

The Almgren 2 fibulae were perceived as the later 
descendants of the typological ͞family” of sinuous fibulae 
and were assigned to the early imperial era (especially 
to phase B1a and less oŌen to phase B1b, respectively 
to VƂlling͛s III and IV horizons)35. The foot is broŬen 
immediately aŌer the protrusion. The bending of the bow 
is extreme and dominates the aesthetic expression of 
the general shape, so that the sinuosity of the bow-foot 
transition no longer seems representative. These features 
can be perceived as an ͞evolution” from the moderate 
sinuosity of the earlier KostrzewsŬi M fibulae, to the 
pronounced sinuosity of the KostrzewsŬi N and Almgren 
fibulae 1836. The overall appearance of the body of the 
Almgren 2 fibulae bears significant similarities to the early 
variants of the Aucissa fibulae. The late (post-La Tğne) 
dating and the significantly different morphology led 
Thomas VƂlling to remove the Almgren 2 type from the 
sinuous fibulae37. Other authors such Rolf Hachmann and 
Kazimierz GodųowsŬi, maintain the Almgren 2 type in the 
category of sinuous fibulae38. 

As early as 1968, Paul Glƺsing distinguished two 
variants of the Almgren 2 type39. The Almgren 2a variant 
features a cord set under the bow (liŬe the KostrzewsŬi 
N type) and brings together two sub-variants distinguished 
by Thomas VƂlling in 199440: Almgren 2aI – with a circular 
section body (sub-variant acŬnowledged for the KostrzewsŬi 
O type) and Almgren 2aII – with a solid bow, triangular 
section or in the shape of the leƩer D, decorated on the 
median axis with a row of pseudo-granulated pearls41. 
Examples of the Almgren 2a variant were manufactured in 
Noricum and Pannonia; from there they spread to central 
Germany (where they were probably produced locally), as 
well as to Bohemia and Poland42.

Almgren 2b variant is characterized by the presence 
of a hooŬ and plate, as in the case of the Almgren 18b type. 
However, the trajectory of the foot and that of the bow are 
diīerent (the sinuosity has been amplified) and, in general, 
the body of the fibulae is Ňat. The fibulae of the Almgren 2b 
variant were produced in provincial worŬshops (Noricum, 
Pannonia), but probably also in Bohemia43.

SINUOUS FIBULAE IN LOCAL SETTLEMENTS

As shown above, the sinuous fibulae discovered in 
Romania were classified as Rustoiu 22 type. From the 

35 VƂlling 1994, p. 229; VƂlling 1998, p. 40–42.
36 DƂhlert-Albani 2014, p. 239.
37 VƂlling 2005, p. 138. 
38 Hachmann 1960, p. 81–82; GodųowsŬi 1994, p. 480.
39 Glƺsing 1968 Ƌuoted by VƂlling 1998, p. 39.
40 VƂlling 1994, p. 222.
41 The ornament also appears on examples of the Titelberg variant of the 

Almgren 18b sub-type; VƂlling 2005, p. 119, fig. 32.
42 VƂlling 1998, p. 40–42; cĨ͘  VƂlling 1995, p. 38, map 4. 
43 VƂlling 2005, p. 140–143.
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perspective of the revisions mentioned above, a number 
of fibulae must be typologically reclassified. For example, 
one of the fibulae from Brad44 has a circular section bow 
and a broŬen foot under the protrusion, but lacŬs both the 
protective plate and hooŬ. These features correspond to the 
Almgren 2aI variant, respectively to the KostrzewsŬi O type. 
Another fibula from Brad and a specimen from Sighișoara45

have a sinuous foot, the cord is passed under the bow, but 
they have neither the protective plate nor the hooŬ. These 
characteristics are specific to the KostrzewsŬi N type. The 
documentary deficiencies (absence of illustrated sections), 
as well as the incomplete preservation of the catch-plates 
do not allow the certain identification of the variant (N-a, 
N-b or N-c). Also, to the KostrzewsŬi N type can be assigned 
certain fibulae from Răcătău46. Two fibulae from Brad47

have a broŬen foot, a spring protection plate and hooŬ; 
these characteristics correspond to the Almgren 2b variant. 
One may wonder if the specimen from Ocnița, identified 
as a ͞fibula with a broŬen body” (͞<nicŬfibel ŵiƚ weicheŵ 
�ƺŐelƵŵbƌƵch” / Almgren 20 type / Riha 2.7 type)48 may 
be reinterpreted as an example of the Almgren 2b variant, 
because the leg is not wide, but has a Ňat band appearance.

These examples highlight the modest viability of the 
Rustoiu 22 type, which, in fact, brings together various 
late forms of sinuous fibulae. The use of terminology that 
has become traditional in Central and Western European 
research (the nomenclature of Oscar Almgren or :ſsef 
KostrzewsŬi) is preferable, because the diīerent types of 
sinuous fibulae originate in distant regions, and the ͞space 
we are interested in” must transcend modern borders. 

In the repertoire of fibulae from Poiana several 
specimens corresponding to some of the types of the 
group of sinuous fibulae can be identified. The specimens 
in figure 3/1–2 are typical for the KostrzewsŬi N-a 
variant49. Most liŬely, these two fibulae are the product 
of worŬshops in the areas of the :astorf or PrzeworsŬ 
cultures. The same assignation could be accepted for the 
specimens in figures 3/3 and 5. In these cases, however, 
the more precarious appearance of the manufacture 
could also indicate a local imitation. Other fibulae with 

44 Rustoiu 1997, p. 222, fig. 66/4 (this specimen is assigned to the 
KostrzewsŬi O type by Iarmulschi, Munteanu 2022, p. 203).

45 Rustoiu 1997, p. 222, fig. 66/5–6.
46 Căpitanu 1984, p. 78, fig. 5/1, 3, 7, 10–11.
47 Rustoiu 1997, p. 222, fig. 66/7–8.
48 Cociş eƚ Ălii 2022, p. 337–338, p. 335 with pl. II/12a–b. About the same 

fibula, SŠrbu, Măndescu 2022, p. 220 states that it is ͞close to Almgren 
20 and Rustoiu 22a”. In fact, Rustoiu 1997, p. 56 eƋuates its sub-type 
22a with the Almgren type 18a which, by definition (VƂlling 2005, 
p. 114–116), lacŬs the hooŬ. The fibula from Ocniԑa (Cociş eƚ Ălii 2022, 
p. 335, pl. II/12a–b с SŠrbu, Măndescu 2022, p. 253, fig. 2/6) has a hooŬ 
and a spring protection plate, but the body does not have the rod-liŬe 
appearance (as in the case of Almgren 18b fibula), but is bandiform 
and, thus, is closer to the specimens of the Almgren 2b type (e͘Ő͘ 
VƂlling 2005, p. 140–143, fig. 53). Such dilemmas will always preoccupy 
researchers of prehistoric and Roman fibulae.

49 Cf. VƂlling 2005, p. 124, fig. 38.

a filiform constitution and sinuous body from Poiana50

could be interpreted, in turn, as local imitations of the 
model oīered by the KostrzewsŬi N fibulae. The path of 
penetration of the model oīered by the sinuous fibulae 
was precisely the one opened more than two centuries 
earlier by the bearers of the Poienești – Lucașeuca culture. 
This connection between Poiana and the south-Baltic 
regions is all the more significant, since during the period 
of use of the KostrzewsŬi N-a fibulae, the tradition of the 
Poienești – Lucașeuca funerary ritual manifested its last 
reverberations51. This relationship between the center 
of Poiana and the world of the groups of Ňat cremation 
necropolises from the late phase of the pre-Roman Iron 
Age was not a novelty. Also, at Poiana was discovered a 
�arubincy fibula whose classification in the early phase of 
the Late La Tğne (LT D1) is both plausible and possible52. 

The catch-plate of the specimen in figure 3/4 has a 
rectangular cutout, but also a circular perforation. Such a 
combination is specific to many examples of the Almgren 
2aI and 2aII variants53, but it also appears on fibulae of 
some synchronous types54 or of an earlier date, such as the 
KostrzewsŬi K fibula at Kobyly in Bohemia55. However, the 
bow of the specimen in figure 3/4 is circular in section: a 
characteristic of the Almgren 2aI sub-variant. 

The specimen in figure 3/6 has a strongly curved bow, 
with a section in the shape of the leƩer ͞D”, decorated with 
two rows of punched dots; the catch-plate has openings 
interspersed with zigzag ribs (now missing); the cord is 
bent under the bow. These characteristics correspond to 
the Almgren 2aII variant. Thus determined, the Almgren 2a 
specimens from Poiana (fig. 3/4 and 6) can be interpreted 
as imports from the Norico-Pannonian region. In fact, in 
Poiana there are other types originating from this region, 
such as the Almgren 236 fibulae or the fibulae with canid 
protoma56. The possibility that the Almgren 2a fibulae were 
imitated locally should not be excluded. In this sense, a few 
small specimens, worŬed carelessly (possible scraps͍) from 
Poiana are suggestive57.

The spread of the ͞early” sinuous fibulae (KostrzewsŬi 
N) reŇects the trans-regional connections of a world still 
devoid of Rome͛s interference58. On the other hand, the 
͞late” sinuous fibulae (Almgren 2a) indicate a significant 
reorientation of the supra-regional contacts of the Poiana 
center. Regardless of where they originated (the eastern 
Alpine region or western Germany), the Almgren 2a fibulae 
were manufactured in worŬshops located in the Roman 
cultural sphere. 

50 Teodor, Ԑau 1997, p. 76–77, 87, fig. 10/1 and 13–15, fig. 11/5, 13, 16, 
fig. 21/11.

51 Babeş 1993, p. 142 and p. 153–154.
52 Munteanu eƚ Ălii 2024, p. 231, fig. 7/22.
53 VƂlling 1998, p. 40; VƂlling 2005, p. 138, fig. 51. 
54 �͘Ő͘ one Idrija-type fibula from SisaŬ/Siscia: Tonc 2018, p. 257, fig. 4.
55 Hachmann 1960, p. 114, fig. 37/10.
56 Spânu 2019a; Spânu 2022.
57 Teodor, Ԑau 1997, p. 78, 91, fig. 11/2 and 14, fig. 25/6.
58 BuczŬiewicz, SchƂnfelder 2008, p. 199.
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In the repertoire of the fibulae from Poiana, the 
Almgren 18 type is not aƩested. One may wonder whether 
the absence of this type, dated in the period of transition 
from Late La Tğne to the Early Imperial period, corresponds 
precisely to the moment of the restructuring of the 
networŬs of supra-regional relations of the center of Poiana. 
This reorientation coincides with the early acculturation 
process of local communities to the Mediterranean models 
managed by the Early Roman Empire. 

The Almgren 2a specimens from Poiana can be 
included among the earliest types of ͞Roman” fibulae 
imported not only to the site on the Siret River, but also in 
pre-Roman Dacia, as are the Alesia and :ezerine fibulae59, 

59 Rustoiu 1995; Rustoiu 1997, p. 51 (type 17) and p. 59–60 (type 28).

or the leontomorphic fibulae (Feugğre 18b1 type)60. These 
fibulae, innovated and manufactured in western and 
central European provincial worŬshops, reŇect the cultural 
and technological character of the Roman expansion. These 
types were imported to Poiana almost a century before 
the detachment of a Hispanic cohort to Piroboridava, as 
aƩested by the Hunt s͛ ƉƌiĚiĂnƵŵ61. Beyond the apparently 
abstract character of the classifications and periodizations 
of the archaeological material, the study of allogeneic 
fibulae has a special potential for understanding particular 
cultural-anthropological conjunctures. Along with the 

60 Spânu 2020; Cociş eƚ Ălii 2022, p. 334–335, pl. II/9; SŠrbu, Măndescu 
2022, p. 217, fig. 1/6.

61 FinŬ 1958, p. 113–114; Syme 1959, p. 32–33.

Figure 3. ^inƵŽƵs fibƵlĂe ĨƌŽŵ WŽiĂnĂ͗ ϭʹϯ ĂnĚ ϱ͗ <ŽsƚƌǌewsŬi EͲĂ ǀĂƌiĂnƚ͖ ϰ͗ �lŵŐƌen ϮĂ/ ǀĂƌiĂnƚ͖ ϲ͗ �lŵŐƌen ϮĂ// ǀĂƌiĂnƚ͘ �ƌĂwinŐs Ăfteƌ ŽƌiŐinĂl͘ &Žƌ 
ƚhe ƚechnicĂl ĚescƌiƉƟŽn see deŽĚŽƌ͕  ԔĂƵ ϭϵϵϳ͕ Ɖ͘ ϵϵ͕ nƌ͘  ϭϲϭ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϱͬϮ͖ Ɖ͘ ϵϳ͕ nƌ͘  ϭϭϰ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϭͬϭ͖ Ɖ͘ ϵϲ͕ nƌ͘  ϲϬ͕ fiŐ͘ ϲͬϮ͖ Ɖ͘ ϭϬϯ͕ nƌ͘  ϯϯϬ͕ fiŐ͘ Ϯϱͬϭ͖ Ɖ͘ ϭϬϰ͕ 
nƌ͘  ϯϳϲ͕ fiŐ͘ ϮϮͬϴ͖ Ɖ͘ ϭϬϮ͕ nƌ͘  Ϯϴϴ͕ fiŐ͘ ϮϮͬϲ͘ 
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other numerous imports of ceramics, glass and coins62, 
the fibulae discovered at Poiana consistently plead for the 
interpretation of the seƩlement here as an eŵƉŽƌiƵŵ of 
the Roman trade in bĂƌbĂƌicƵŵ during the early Roman 
period. However, this eŵƉŽƌiƵŵ was not built on virgin 
land. Complex cultural connections can be perceived even 
before the Augustan era. The sinuous fibulae only partially 
reveal the spectacular cultural connections that linŬed 
the center of Poiana to distant regions of Europe, at the 
crossroads of the ages.

SINUOUS FIBULAE IN LOCAL BURIALS AND HOARDS

Despite their relative rarity, the sinuous fibulae are of 
particular importance for the periodization of the Late La 
Tğne period in the Lower Danube area and Transylvania. 
Two discoveries reveal a special importance: grave 3 from 
Rotbav and the hoard from Bistrita. 

In the Padea – PanagyursŬi Kolonii inventories south 
of the Danube, there are no fibulae of the Late La Tğne 
scheme so far63. In fact, even north of the Danube, such 
associations are rare. Among the exceptions, it is worth 
mentioning the KostrzewsŬi K fibula from a burial from 
Bălănești64 and the Nauheim fibula from the hut from 
Căciulătești / Dobrești65. In the Central European regions, 
such forms are specific to the LT D1 phase, and, only 

62 Popescu 2013, p. 26, diagramm 2; Boԑan 2015, p. 142; Mitrea 2011.
63 None of the Late La Tğne construction fibulae listed by Miglena 

Stamberova (Stamberova 2023, p. 335–347) come from burials.
64 Spânu 2018, p. 241–242, p. 251, pl. II/6.
65 Gherghe 1999, p. 80, fig. 1/1–3.

eventually, may also indicate a later date66. A definite dating 
in the LT D2 phase is indicated only by a fibula from Rotbav. 

Feature 3 in Rotbav (͞Platou” site) is part of a small 
group of cremation graves that can be assigned to the 
Padea – PanagyursŬi Kolonii group. The absence of weapons 
or harness does not hinder this cultural assignation. Based 
on the inventory and in the absence of anthropological 
identifications, grave 3 could be interpreted as the burial 
of a possible female. The tomb contained a fibula of the 
Late La Tğne construction, a Laminci-type belt-plate and 
an axe-shaped pendant67. The typological chronology of 
the fibula, as proposed so far in the literature („soldier͛s 
fibula”)68 is erroneous. In fact, the lower cord, the 
perforated catch-plate, the faceted and grooved bow, wider 
towards the spring and round towards the catch-plate 
(Fig. 4) correspond to the KostrzewsŬi N type fibulae of 
north-central Europe69. The presence of a KostrzewsŬi N 
fibula among the grave goods of the Padea – PanagyursŬi 
Kolonii group is so far uniƋue. This discovery certifies the 

66 The most important contributions to the classification and chronological 
framing of the Nauheim fibulae are due to Karina Striewe (Striewe 1996) 
and Steīan Demetz (Demetz 1999); cĨ͘  Boǎiē 2008, p. 50–59.

67 SŠrbu, Savu 2015, p. 101–102, p. 106–107, figs. 7–8; SŠrbu eƚ Ălii 2020, 
p. 308, p. 328–329, figs. 7 and 9.

68 SŠrbu eƚ Ălii 2020, p. 308, p. 328–329, fig. 8/1, 4, 9/1, 4; cĨ͘  Rustoiu 1997, 
p. 42, type 9.

69 VƂlling 1994, p. 198–207. The supra-regional connections of the Rotbav 
discoveries are multiple. The fibula from feature 9 (SŠrbu eƚ Ălii 2020, 
p. 312–313, figs. 23/9, 24/4) belongs to the VinŬovci type (Dizdar 2003, 
p. 338, map 1; Dizdar, Potrebica 2005, p. 61, map 2; Dizdar 2016, p. 37–
38, fig. 8/1–3), and the chariot elements in feature 8 (SŠrbu eƚ Ălii 2020, 
p. 310–312, fig. 22) have analogies as far south as France and DenmarŬ 
(cĨ͘ SchƂnfelder 2002, p. 230–247; GuƓtin, StanŬoviđ-PesteraŬ 2020, 
p. 67, fig. 10). The cultural expressiveness of the Rotbav discoveries 
has not yet been sufficiently understood.

Figure 4. ZŽƚbĂǀ ;͞WlĂƚŽƵ͟ siƚeͿ͕ ŐƌĂǀe ϯ ;ϭʹϮ͗ silǀeƌ͖ ϯ͗ silǀeƌ Žƌ bƌŽnǌe͍ ϰ͗ iƌŽn ĂnĚ bƌŽnǌeͿ͖ Ăfteƌ ^ŠƌbƵ eƚ Ălii ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ɖ͘ ϯϮϵ͕ fiŐ͘ ϵ͘
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possibility of dating one of the latest graves of this group to 
the post-Manching phase of Late La Tğne (LT D2). 

The Bistrița silver hoard70 brings together two ŬnoƩed 
fibulae (Germ. <nŽƚenfibeln, Rom. fibƵle cƵ nŽĚƵƌi), a fibula 
of Late La Tğne construction, a chain and two bracelets 
(Fig. 5). The Late La Tğne fibula (Fig. 5/4) has a particular 
morphology, without close analogies in the local repertoire 
of silver jewellery. Until now, the typological classification 
of this fibula is artificial, if not erroneous71. It should 
have been noted that the variable section of the body 
(ŇaƩened section of the bow, rhombic section of the foot), 
the biconical protrusion and the upper cord are specific 
elements of the KostrzewsŬi M type fibulae72. Only the 
rectangular shape of the catch-plate is specific to the local 

70 Spânu 2012, p. 216, no. 14, pls. 7–8 with literature.
71 Horedt 1973, p. 131; Rustoiu 1997, p. 40, type 7; Spânu 2012, p. 45, 

type 2.1.1.; �irra 2017, p. 67–68 (type 40a).
72 VƂlling 1994, p. 193–198, fig. 22–23.

silver fibulae. This interpretation implies the recognition of 
the relative synchronicity between the Bistrița hoard and 
the KostrzewsŬi M fibulae. In other words, the ŬnoƩed 
-fibulae were used concomitantly with the imitation of the 
guiding fossil of the post-Manching phase of the Late La 
Tğne in Central Europe (LT D2). 

Some useful clues can be drawn for the research of 
the Late La Tğne period in pre-Roman Dacia. The latest 
Padea – PanagyursŬi Kolonii burials are found north of 
the Danube and can certainly be synchronized with the 
post-Manching phase of the Central European Late La 
Tğne periodization. The decisive argument in this regard is 
provided by the KostrzewsŬi N fibula in grave 3 at Rotbav. 
Also, the reinterpretation of the Late La Tğne fibula from 
Bistrița as a local imitation of the KostrzewsŬi M type 
oīers an additional argument to the synchronization of 
the early phase of the Dacian hoards (ƉĂƌ eǆcellence the 
phase of the ŬnoƩed-fibulae) with the LT D2 phase of the 

Figure 5. �isƚƌiԕĂ͕ silǀeƌ hŽĂƌĚ͖ Ăfteƌ ŽƌiŐinĂl͘
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Central-European periodization73. Thus, the debate on the 
sinuous fibulae is able to provide significant arguments for 
refining the local chronological system. 
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Manching 20, Wiesbaden, 2015.

�irra 2017 – V. V. �irra, &ibƵlele Ěe scheŵĉ >Ă dğne Ěin ZŽŵąniĂ, Târgu 
:iu, 2017.
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ABREVIERI / ABRÉVIATIONS / ABBREVIATIONS 

AAC – Acta Archaeologica Carpatica, KraŬſw
ACMI – Anuarul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice, București
ACMIT – Anuarul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice, Secțiunea pentru Transilvania, Cluj
ActaArchHung – Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, Budapest
ActaMM – Acta Moldaviae Meridionalis, Vaslui
ActaMN – Acta Musei Napocensis, Cluj
ActaMP – Acta Musei Porolissensis, �alău
ActaMT – Acta Musei Tutovensis, Bârlad 
AIGR – Anuarul Institutului Geologic al României, București
A:PA – American :ournal of Physical Anthropology
Alt-Thƺringen – Alt-Thƺringen : :ahresschriŌ des Museums fƺr Ur- und Frƺhgeschichte Thƺringens
Aluta – Aluta. Revista Muzeului Național Secuiesc Sfântu Gheorghe
Anatolia AntiƋua – Anatolia AntiƋua. Revue internationale d͛archéologie anatolienne. Institut Franĕais d͛Etudes 

anatoliennes d͛Istanbul
Anatolica – Anatolica. The Netherlands Institute for the Near East in Leiden
AnB – Analele Banatului, Muzeul Banatului, Timișoara
AncNearEastSt – Ancient Near Eastern Studies, Leuven, Belgia
Angustia – Angustia. Arheologie, Etnografie, Sfântu Gheorghe
Anmed – Anmed. Anadolu AŬdenizi ArŬeoloji Haberleri, Antalya, Turcia 
AntiƋuity – AntiƋuity. A Quarterly Review of Archaeology, University of zorŬ
AnUCraiova – Analele Universității din Craiova, Craiova (seria Istorie)
AO – Arhivele Olteniei
Apulum – Acta Musei Apulensis. Muzeul Naԑional al Unirii, Alba Iulia 
Archaeol Anthropol Sci – Archaeological and Anthropological Sciences
ArchBulg – Archaeologia Bulgarica, Sofia
Arch�rt – Archaeolſgiai �rtesştƅ, Budapest
ArchHung – Archaeologia Hungarica, Acta Archaeologica Musei Nationalis Hungarici, Budapest
Area – Area. Royal Geographical Society, London
Argesis – Argesis. Muzeul :udețean Argeș. Pitești
ArhDIUŬrajn – Arheologija i Danija Istorija UŬrajni, Institut Arheologij NAN UŬrainj, Kijv
ArheologijaKiiv – Arheologija. Nacional͛na aŬademija nauŬ UŬraini. Institut archeologii, Kiev
ArheologijaSSSR – Arheologija SSSR. Svod ArcheologiēesŬih IstoēniŬov, Moscova
ArhMold – Arheologia Moldovei, Iași
ArhPrevMoldova – Arheologia Preventivă Šn Republica Moldova
BA – Biblioteca de Arheologie, București
BARIntSer – British Archaeological Reports. International Series, Oxford
BCH – Bulletin de Correspondance HelléniƋue, Athğnes-Paris
BCMI – Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice
BerRGK – Bericht der RƂmisch-Germanischen Kommission des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, FranŬfurt am Main
BiblIstroPontica-A – Biblioteca Istro-Pontica. Seria Arheologie, Tulcea
BiblMemAnt – Bibliotheca Memoriae AntiƋuitatis, Piatra-Neamț
BiblThrac – Bibliotheca Thracologica, București
BMC – �Žins ŽĨ ƚhe ZŽŵĂn �ŵƉiƌe in ƚhe �ƌiƟsh DƵseƵŵ, Londra; II, sesƉĂsiĂn ƚŽ �ŽŵiƟĂn, 1930; IV, �nƚŽninƵs WiƵs ƚŽ 

�ŽŵŵŽĚƵs, 1968; V, WeƌƟnĂǆ ƚŽ �lĂŐĂbĂlƵs, 1950 (H. Maƫngly)
BMI – Buletinul Monumentelor Istorice
BM:T – Buletinul Muzeului :udețean Teleorman, Alexandria
BOR – Biserica Ortodoxă Română
BSA – British School at Athens, Athens
BSNR – Buletinul Societății Numismatice Române, București
BSPF – Bulletin de la Societé PréhistoriƋue Franĕaise, Paris
BSSC – Buletinul Societății de ctiințe din Cluj
CA – Cercetări Arheologice. Muzeul Național de Istorie a României, București
Carpica – Carpica. Complexul Muzeal „Iulian Antonescu” Bacău, Bacău
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CCA – Cronica Cercetărilor Arheologice din România, București
CCD: – Cultură şi Civilizaԑie la Dunărea de :os, Călăraşi
CercIst – Cercetări Istorice, Muzeul de Istorie a Moldovei, Iași
Cumidava – Cumidava. Culegere de studii și cercetări. Muzeul de Istorie Brașov
Current Anthropology – Current Anthropology. University of California, Merced
Dacia – Dacia (Nouvelle Série). Revue d a͛rchéologie et d͛histoire ancienne. Académie Roumaine. Institut d a͛rchéologie 

ͨ V. Pârvan ͩ, Bucarest
Danubius – Danubius, Revista Muzeului de Istorie Galați
DHA – Dialogues d͛histoire ancienne, Institut des Sciences et TechniƋues de l A͛ntiƋuité
DissArch – Dissertationes Archaeologicae. EƂtvƂs LorĄnd University, Budapest
Documenta Praehistorica – Documenta Praehistorica, University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Arts, Department of Archaeology, 

Ljubljana
EphemNap – Ephemeris Napocensis. Academia Română, Institutul de Arheologie și Istoria Artei, Cluj-Napoca
FolArchPoznan – Folia Praehistorica Posnaniensia, Instytut Archeologii, Poznaŷ 
Germania – Germania. Anzeiger der RƂmisch-Germanischen Kommission des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, 

FranŬfurt
Hill1 – P.V. Hill, dhe ĚĂƟnŐ ĂnĚ ƚhe ĂƌƌĂnŐeŵenƚ ŽĨ ƚhe ƵnĚĂƚeĚ cŽins ŽĨ ZŽŵe͕ �͘�͘ ϵϴʹϭϰϴ, Londra, 1970
Hill2 – P.V. Hill, dhe cŽinĂŐe ŽĨ ^eƉƟŵiƵs ^eǀeƌƵs ĂnĚ his ĨĂŵilǇ ŽĨ ƚhe ŵinƚ ŽĨ ZŽŵe͕ �͘�͘ ϭϵϯʹϮϭϳ, Londra, 1964
HOMO – HOMO. :ournal of Comparative Human Biology, StuƩgart
Howgego – C. :. Howgego, GƌeeŬ /ŵƉeƌiĂl �ŽƵnƚeƌŵĂƌŬs͘ ^ƚƵĚies in ƚhe ƉƌŽǀinciĂl cŽinĂŐe ŽĨ ƚhe ZŽŵĂn eŵƉiƌe, Londra, 

1985
Human Evolution – Human Evolution, International Institute for HumanŬind Studies and University of Florence
I:O – International :ournal of Osteoarchaeology 
Istros – Istros, Muzeul Brăilei, Brăila
:AM� – A nyşregyhĄzi :ſsa AndrĄs MƷzeum �vŬƂnyve
:Anat – :ournal of Anatomy
:AS – :ournal of Archaeological Science
:DAI – :ahrbuch des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Berlin
:FS – :ournal of Forensic Sciences
:HE – :ournal of Human Evolution
:RA – :ournal of Roman Archaeology
:RG�M – :ahrbuch des RƂmisch-Germanischen �entralmuseums Mainz, Mainz
:RS – The :ournal of Roman Studies
Klio – Klio. Beiträge zur Alten Geschichte, Berlin
KST – T. C. Kƺltƺr BaŬanlŦŒŦ, EsŬi Eserler ve Mƺzeler Genel MƺdƺrlƺŒƺ, I. KazŦ SonuĕlarŦ ToplanƨsŦ, AnŬara, MayŦs 1979 

΀Republic of TurŬey, General Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Museums, first TurŬish annual meeting for the 
results of excavations, AnŬara, May 1979΁ (1979–2020).

LRBC, I – >Ăƚe ZŽŵĂn �ƌŽnǌe �ŽinĂŐe �͘�͘ ϯϵϰͲϰϵϴ, Londra, 1965; I, dhe �ƌŽnǌe �ŽinĂŐe ŽĨ ƚhe ,ŽƵse ŽĨ �ŽnsƚĂnƟne 
�͘�͘ ϯϮϰʹ346 (P.V. Hill, :.P.C. Kent)

LRCW – Late Roman Coarse Wares, CooŬing Wares and Amphorae in the Mediterranean. Archaeology and Archaeometry
MAIASP – Materialy po Arheologii i Istorii Antiēnogo i SredneveŬovogo Priēernomor͛ja (ʺ̛̯̖̬̣̼̌̌ ̨̪ ʤ̵̨̨̛̛̬̖̣̐ ̛ 

ʰ̨̛̛̭̯̬ ʤ̸̨̨̛̦̯̦̐ ̛ ˁ̡̨̨̨̬̖̦̖̖̔̏̏̐ ʿ̸̨̨̛̬̖̬̦̥̬̽́), NiǎnevarovsŬ. 
Marisia – Marisia. Studii și materiale. Arheologie – Istorie – Etnografie, Târgu Mureș
MCA – Materiale și Cercetări Arheologice, București
MemAnt – Memoria AntiƋuitatis, Piatra Neamԑ
MH�S – MagyarorszĄg honfoglalĄs Ŭori és Ŭora �rpĄd-Ŭori sşrleletei, MisŬolc–Budapest–Szeged–Szombathely
Mousaios – Mousaios. Buletinul ctiințific al Muzeului :udețean Buzău
MPR – I. Barnea, Les monuments paléochrétiens de Roumanie, Sussidi allo studio delle antichită cristiane pubblicati per 

cura del Pontificio Istituto di archeologia Cristiana 6, CiƩă del Vaticano, 1977  
Musaica – Musaica Archaeologica, Univerzita KomensŬého v Bratislave, Bratislava
Olba – Mersin University Publications of the Research Center of Cilician Archaeology, Mersin, TurŬey
Oltenia – Oltenia. Studii și Comunicări, Craiova
Pallas – Pallas. Revue d͛Etudes AntiƋues, Toulouse  
PATABS – WƌŽĚƵcƟŽn ĂnĚ dƌĂĚe ŽĨ �ŵƉhŽƌĂe in ƚhe �lĂcŬ ^eĂ
PBF – Prähistorische Bronzefunde, Mƺnster
Peuce – Peuce. Studii şi cercetări de istorie şi arheologie, Institutul de Cercetări Eco-Muzeale, Tulcea
Pontica – Pontica. Studii și materiale de istorie, arheologie și muzeografie, Muzeul de Istorie Națională și Arheologie Constanța
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P� – Präehistorische �eitschriŌ, Berlin-Mainz
Quaternary International – Quaternary International. The :ournal of the International Union for Quaternary Research
RAASI – Revista de Arheologie, Antropologie și Studii Interdisciplinare, Institutul de Cercetări Bioarheologice și 

Etnoculturale, Republica Moldova
Radiocarbon – An International :ournal of Cosmogenic Isotope Research, Cambridge
RAN – Revue archéologiƋue de Narbonnaise, Montpellier
RCRF – Rei Cretariae Romanae Fautorum
Recueil – W.H. Waddington, E. Babelon, Th. Reinach, ZecƵeil ŐĠnĠƌĂl Ěes ŵŽnnĂies ŐƌecƋƵes Ě �͛sie DinĠƵƌe, I-IV, Paris, 

1904–1912
RevArh – Revista Arheologică, Academia de ctiințe a Moldovei, Chișinău
RevMuz – Revista Muzeelor, București
RG�M – RƂmisch-Germanisches �entralmuseums Mainz, Mainz
RIC – dhe ZŽŵĂn /ŵƉeƌiĂl �ŽinĂŐe, Londra. II, sesƉĂsiĂn ƚŽ ,ĂĚƌiĂn, 1926; III, �nƚŽninƵs WiƵs ƚŽ �ŽŵŵŽĚƵs, 1930; IV.1, 

WeƌƟnĂǆ ƚŽ GeƚĂ, 1968 (H. Maƫngly, E.A. Sydenham); IV.2, DĂcƌinƵs ƚŽ WƵƉienƵs, 1938; IV.3, GŽƌĚiĂn /// ʹ hƌĂniƵs 
�nƚŽninƵs, 1949 (H. Maƫngly, E.A. Sydenham, C.H.V. Sutherland); VII, �ŽnsƚĂnƟne ĂnĚ >iciniƵs �͘�͘ ϯϭϯͲϯϯϳ, 1966 
(P.M. Bruun)

RIC, II2.1 – I.A. Carradice, T.V. BuƩrey, dhe ZŽŵĂn /ŵƉeƌiĂl �ŽinĂŐe, II.1, sesƉĂsiĂn ƚŽ �ŽŵiƟĂn, Londra, 2007 (ediția 
a II-a, revizuită)

RossArch – RossijsŬaya Arheologiya. Institut arheologii RossijsŬoj aŬademii nauŬ, MosŬva
RPC III – M. Amandry, A. BurneƩ, :. Mairat, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, III, &ƌŽŵ EeƌǀĂ ƚŽ ,ĂĚƌiĂn ;�� ϵϲʹϭϯϴͿ, Londra / 

Paris, 2015; versiune online hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс3
RPC IV.1 – V. Heuchert, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, IV.1, &ƌŽŵ �nƚŽninƵs WiƵs ƚŽ �ŽŵŵŽĚƵs ;�� ϭϯϴʹϭϵϮͿ͗ �ǇƌenĂicĂ ƚŽ 

�iƚhǇniĂͲWŽnƚƵs, online (2005); hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс4
RPC V.3 – A. BurneƩ eƚ Ălii, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, V.3, &ƌŽŵ WeƌƟnĂǆ ƚŽ DĂcƌinƵs ;�� ϭϵϯʹϮϭϴͿ͗ >ǇciĂͲWĂŵƉhǇliĂ ƚŽ 

�ŐǇƉƚ, online (2024); hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс10
RPC VI – D. Calomino, A. BurneƩ, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, VI, &ƌŽŵ �lĂŐĂbĂlƵs ƚŽ DĂǆiŵinƵs dhƌĂǆ ;�� ϮϭϴʹϮϯϴͿ, 

online (2017, 2022); hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс11
RPC VII.2 – :. Mairat, M.S. Butcher eƚ Ălii, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, VII.2, &ƌŽŵ GŽƌĚiĂn / ƚŽ GŽƌĚiĂn /// ;�� ϮϯϴʹϮϰϰͿ͗ Ăll 

ƉƌŽǀinces eǆceƉƚ �siĂ, Londra / Paris, 2022; versiune online hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uŬ/search/browse͍volume_
idс14

RPC VIII – :. Mairat eƚ Ălii, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, VIII, WhiliƉ / ;�� ϮϰϰʹϮϰϵͿ, online (2020); hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.
uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс15

SA – SovetsŬaja Arheologija, AŬademija NauŬ SSSR, Institut Arheologii, MosŬva
SAA – Studia AntiƋua et Archaeologica, Iași
SCIV(A) – Studii și Cercetări de Istorie Veche (și Arheologie), București
SCN – Studii și Cercetări de Numismatică, București
SEAT – Studien zur Eisenzeitlichen Archäologie ThraŬiens, Rahden/Westphalia
Simpozion Chișinău 2004 ʹ ^iŵƉŽǌiŽn Ěe nƵŵisŵĂƟcĉ ŽƌŐĂniǌĂƚ cƵ ŽcĂǌiĂ cŽŵeŵŽƌĉƌii ^ĨąnƚƵlƵi cƚeĨĂn cel DĂƌe͕ �Žŵn 

Ăl DŽlĚŽǀei ;ϭϱϬϰʹϮϬϬϰͿ͕ �hiƕinĉƵ͕ Ϯϵ seƉƚeŵbƌie ʹ Ϯ ŽcƚŽŵbƌie ϮϬϬϰ. �ŽŵƵnicĉƌi͕ sƚƵĚii ƕi nŽƚe, București, 2007. 
_lČsŬieSprawArch ʹ _lČsŬie Sprawozdania Archeologiczne, Wroclaw, Polonia
SMMIM – Studii și Materiale de Muzeografie și Istorie Militară, București
SNG-ANS, DĂceĚŽniĂ / – ^ǇllŽŐe EƵŵŵŽƌƵŵ GƌĂecŽƌƵŵ͘ dhe �ŽllecƟŽn ŽĨ ƚhe �ŵeƌicĂn EƵŵisŵĂƟc ^ŽcieƚǇ͕ WĂƌƚ ϳ͕ 

DĂceĚŽniĂ /͗ �iƟes͕ dhƌĂcŽͲDĂceĚŽniĂn ƚƌibes͕ WĂeŽniĂn ŬinŐs, New zorŬ, 1987
SNGCop 5 – ^ǇllŽŐe EƵŵŵŽƌƵŵ GƌĂecŽƌƵŵ͘ dhe ZŽǇĂl �ŽllecƟŽn ŽĨ �Žins ĂnĚ DeĚĂls͕ �Ănish ZŽǇĂl EĂƟŽnĂl DƵseƵŵ, 

Copenhaga, 1942-1969 (serie reeditată); V, /ŽniĂ͕ �ĂƌiĂ ĂnĚ >ǇĚiĂ, West Milford, 1982 
SP – Studii de Preistorie, București
SprawArch – Sprawozdania Archeologiczne, Warsaw
StArchBrno – Studia Archaeologica Brunesia, MasaryŬ University, Brno
Starinar – Starinar. ArheoloƓŬi institut Beograd
StComPitești – Studii și Comunicări, Seria Istorie, Muzeul :udețean Argeș, Pitești
StMatTârguMureș – Studii și Materiale, Târgu Mureș
StratumPlus – Stratum Plus, ccoala Superioară de Antropologie, Chișinău, St Petersburg, București
Studia Hercynia – Studia Hercynia. :ournal of the Institut of Classical Archaeology, Univerzita Karlova, Cehia
Studia Praehistorica – National Archaeological Institute with Museum of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
Syria – Syria. Archéologie, art et histoire. Institut Franĕais du Proche-Orient
Terra Sebus – Terra Sebus. Acta Musei Sabesiensis, Anuarul Muzeului Municipal „Ioan Raica”, Sebeș
Th-D – Thraco-Dacica, București
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Transylvanian Review –Transylvanian Review. Centrul de Studii Transilvane, Cluj-Napoca
Tyragetia – Tyragetia. Anuarul Muzeului Național de Istorie a Moldovei, Chișinău
UPA – Universitätsforschungen zur Prähistorischen Archäologie, Bonn
VAH – Varia Archaeologica Hungarica V. Redigit CsanĄd BĄlint. Publicationes Instituti Archaeologici Academiae Scientiarum 

Hungaricae, Budapest
Valachica – Valachica. Studii și cercetări de istorie și istoria culturii, Complexul Muzeal Național Curtea Domnească 

Târgoviște
Varia Anatolica – Varia Anatolica. L͛ Institut Franĕais d͛�tudes Anatoliennes, Istanbul
Vărbanov I – I. Vărbanov, GƌeeŬ iŵƉeƌiĂl cŽins ĂnĚ ƚheiƌ ǀĂlƵes ;ƚhe lŽcĂl cŽinĂŐe ŽĨ ƚhe ZŽŵĂn �ŵƉiƌeͿ, I, �ĂciĂ͕ DŽesiĂ 

^ƵƉeƌiŽƌ͕  DŽesiĂ /nĨeƌiŽƌ, Burgas, 2005
Varbanov II – I. Vărbanov, GƌeeŬ iŵƉeƌiĂl cŽins, II, dhƌĂce (from Abdera to Pautalia), Burgas, 2005
WorldA – World Archaeology
�AM – �eitschriŌ fƺr Archäologie des MiƩelalters, Bonn
�iridava – �iridava. Studia Archaeologica, Arad




