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Dress Items found in Fortifications from Banat1

Silviu Oţa

Abstract: Up until now, a relatively high number of fortifications were totally or partially investigated 
on the territory of Banat (Caraşova, Duplijaja, Vršac, Divici, Ciacova, Mehadia, Sf. Ladislau, Căpâlnaş, Făget, 
Ilidia, Şoşdea, Satchinez, Socolari, Sviniţa, Kovin, Vladimirescu, Cladova, Turnu Ruieni, Bulci, Bocşa, Jdioara, 
and Berzovia). Unfortunately, the items found during archaeological excavations were only published for few 
fortifications (Caraşova, Duplijaja, Cladova, Vladimirescu, Vršac, Sf. Ladislau, Sviniţa, Jdioara, and Făget). 

Only a small number of dress items was discovered, consisting of buckles, appliqués and clouts. Without 
exception, the dress items, dated to the 13th–17th centuries, were found in fortifications, not in graves. 

Keywords: buckle, fortification, medieval, appliqué, Banat. 

A relatively large number of fortifications2 have been researched so far, partially or 
almost completely, on the territory of Banat (Caraşova3, Duplijaja4, Vršac5, Divici6, Ciacova7, 
Mehadia8, Sf. Ladislau9, Căpâlnaş10, Făget11, Ilidia12, Şoşdea13, Satchinez14, Socolari15, Sviniţa16, 
Kovin17, Vladimirescu18, Cladova19, Turnu Ruieni20, Bulci21, Bocşa22, Jdioara23, and Berzovia24). 
Unfortunately, exact archaeological data are only available for a limited number among them 
(Caraşova, Duplijaja, Cladova, Vladimirescu, Vršac, Sf. Ladislau, Sviniţa, Jdioara, Făget), i.e. the 
artifacts discovered there have also been published, even if partially. Usually, one rather knows 
of documents that attest them and, maybe, a more or less correct ground plan25. One can also 

1 English translation: Ana M. Gruia. A Romanian variant of this article has been submitted for publication in Revista de 
Studii Banatice from Timişoara.

2 I did not take into consideration fortified cities such as Caransebeş or Timişoara, but only the small fortifications.
3 Oţa et al. 1999, 22–23; Ţeicu et al. 2001, 57–59; Ţeicu et al. 2002, 85–87; El Susi 2002–2003 (2004), 285–297; Rusu 2005, 

507–508; Oţa et al. 2011, 83–113; Oţa, Oţa 2008, 183–221; Oţa, Oţa 2009, 193–201; Oţa, Oţa 2006, 3–13; Oţa, Oţa 
2011a, 159–181; Oţa, Oţa 2011b, 109–115; Oţa, Oţa 2012, 47–59; Ţeicu 2009, 66–68.

4 Janković, Radičević 2005, 275–285; Radičević 2012, 85–88, 218.
5 Petrović 1976, 53–62; Brmbolić 2009; Ţeicu 2009, 51–53, 102–104; Manojlović Nikolić, Brmbolić 2012, 95–104.
6 Rusu 2005, 549.
7 Secară 1971, 157–172; Rădulescu, Pinca 2002, 325–326; Ţeicu 2009, 42–44.
8 Secară 1975, 167–184; Rusu 2005, 511; Rusu 2005, 525; Ţeicu 2009, 46–48, 93–94.
9 Matei, Uzum 1973, 141–155; Rusu 2005, 513–514; Ţeicu 2009, 104–105.
10 Crişan 1979, 197–198; Rusu 2005, 547.
11 Popa et al. 1991, 23–38; Ţeicu 2009, 72–73. 
12 Ţeicu 1987, 327, 330; Uzum 1989, 42, 43; Ţeicu 1996b, 77–82; Rusu 2005, 521–522; Ţeicu 2009, 44–46.
13 Ţeicu 2003, 351–352, 373, Fig. 16; Rusu 2005, 558–559.
14 Rusu 2005, 557.
15 Ţeicu 1987, 335; Rusu 2005, 522, 534; Ţeicu 2009, 75–76.
16 Corvătescu, Rădulescu 1979, 169–182; Rusu 2005, 535; Ţeicu 2009, 48–50, 99–100.
17 Ţeicu 2009, 91.
18 Zdroba, Barbu 1976, 47–56; Barbu 1979, 165–178.
19 Boroneanţ, Hurezan 1987a, 67–74; Boroneanţ, Hurezan 1987b, 75–84; Rusu 2005, 548.
20 Secară 1975, 303–308; Rusu 2005, 540; Ţeicu 2009, 50–51.
21 Rusu 2005, 54.
22 Ţeicu 1990, 355–369; Ţeicu 1996a, 21–36; Ţeicu 1998, 209–210; Ţeicu 2009, 69–71.
23 Bejan 1979, 199–206; Bejan 2006, 33–40, 222, Pl. X, 223, Pl. XI; Rusu 2005, 522; Ţeicu 2009, 76–77. I thank Mr. A. Bejan 

for the information. No buckles have been found yet here.
24 Ţeicu 2003, 349.
25 Partial or full ground plans have been published so far for the fortifications in Caraşova, Duplijaja, Vršac, Ceacova, 

Mehadia, Sf. Ladislau, or Bolasabon (Sfântu Lazăr), Căpâlnaş, Ilidia‑Obliţa, Socolari, Sviniţa, Bocşa, Sapaja, Novo 
Miloševo, Jdioara, the keep in Turnu Ruieni and a sketch of the keep in Reşiţa‑Ogăşele. See also Trâpcea 1969, Matei 
1982, Rusu 2005, Ţeicu 2009.
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add other fortifications known rather from the research of the written records, but they fall 
beyond the scope of the present study26. 
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Fig. 1. Clothing accessories discovered in Medieval Fortresses from Banat region.

Artifacts found in archaeologically researched fortifications have only been published sporadi‑
cally. At the present stage of research one knows extremely little about them. The lack of publica‑
tions is unfortunately a drawback in the understanding of the daily activities that took place inside 
the fortifications, the time when their different structures have been built (as one must understand 
that very few fortifications have been fully constructed in a single stage), the destructions they have 
suffered, and, when such is the case, their causes. I have only mentioned some minimal requirements 
that should be met in the publication of a fortification and archaeologists should not limit their work 
to finding historical data (anyway brief on the fortifications from Banat), localizing the fortification, 
and maybe publishing some surveys and a set of photographs that are, in many cases, not very rich 
in detail27. Maybe, as it has been suggested lately, one should also analyze the daily life of people 

26 See Trâpcea 1969, Rusu 2005, Rusu 1980 or Matei 1979.
27 One can note, at a first glance, that almost nothing is known on the location spots of the fortifications, the structure of 

the relief forms on which they were built, their access ways, the material from which the fortifications have been built, 
where it was brought from, how the walls were placed on the rock (see a fragment in the third precinct in Caraşova 
or the tower no. 2; Oța, Oța 2008, 212, Pl. 5/D and 214, Pl. 7/A), or in other cases the foundations. There is also a 
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who lived inside the fortifications and “the life” of the artifacts found there28. From this perspec‑
tive, new data, many of it extremely important, can be certainly brought forwards on the items, from 
their manufacture, use, and final discarding29. Obviously, such things must not be taken to extremes, 
as there is the risk of knowing everything about nothing. Unfortunately, the lack of publications of 
discovered items has left an important void in the knowledge of the “life” of these items and, implic‑
itly, on a wider scale, of the material culture of life inside the fortifications or even of those who have 
attacked one fortification or the other in the course of time.

The archaeological research of the fortifications from Banat has led to the discovery of several 
dress accessories (Fig. 1). The present study aims at starting with the mapping of the spots where dress 
accessories have been found outside of funerary complexes30. I also aim at including in the academic 
circuit several items that have remained unknown so far, such as for example those discovered in 
Cladova “Dealul Carierei” or Bocşa. In the other cases, the items have already been published before. 

In the case of available dress accessories, one can say that they probably belonged to those who 
lived inside the fortifications. Only in Cladova, where the items were found in a workshop, one has a 
more difficult job in deciding if they were finished products of the master working in that workshop, 
if he wore them himself or if they ended up there in order to be reprocessed or maybe repaired. Some 
examples suggest that these latter two options were likely, as the buckle was broken.

Catalogue of discoveries
1. Berzovia (commune of Berzovia, Caraş‑Severin County)
Observations: A medieval dwelling was researched inside the fortification on the spot of Pătruieni 

(rather a noble court or a wood‑and‑earth fortification)31; the dwelling can be dated to the fourteenth 
century. Several iron buckles have been recovered but their description is missing. 

1. Double buckle (?). (Pl. 1/1).
2. Oval buckle (Pl. 1/2).
3. Circular buckle (Pl. 1/3). The bar is circular in section. The pin is rectangular in section.
4. Half‑circular buckle (Pl. 1/4). The pin is missing. The bar is circular in section.
5. Rectangular buckle, with rounded corners (Pl. 1/5). It is rectangular in section.
6. Rectangular buckle (Pl. 1/6). The bar that supports the pin is circular in section. The opposite 

bar is half‑circular. 
7. Trapeze‑shaped buckle (Pl. 2/1).
8. Trapeze‑shaped buckle (Pl. 2/2).
9. Buckle pin (Pl. 2/3).
10. Trapeze‑shaped buckle (Pl. 2/4). It has three parallel bars. The pin was attached to the central 

bar.
11. Rectangular buckle (Pl. 2/5). It probably had three parallel bars, but the middle one and the 

pin are missing.
Bibliography: Ţeicu 1998, 122–123, 263, Fig. 101/1–11, 267; Ţeicu 2003, 349–350; Rusu 2005, 

545.

lack of analysis of the mortars employed (such an analysis was only performed for Caraşova, even if not all possible 
data could be extracted) and of the architectural characteristics. The building differences among the fortifications or the 
possible similarities are also missing. Profiles and stratigraphy are abandoned in favor of the emptying of the presumed 
rooms (sometimes illusory, caused by topographic surveys without a previous archaeological research). The stratigraphic 
relations among the building elements are almost completely missing from the existing publications (with the exception 
of the fortifications in Vršac, Caraşova, Sviniţa, Sf. Ladislau). One notes, on the other hand, an irreversible destruction of 
the stratigraphic relations that could have led to the understating of the succession of the habitation and building phases.

28 Dragoman 2012, 207–213.
29 Unfortunely, these studies of objects remain, in the current conditions, rather on the level of ideals, as archaeologists 

often find destroyed sites and find it impossible to perform chemical analyses on the items and to compare them with 
others in the close proximity or with sources of metal in those respective areas, if such existed and have been exploited. 
One can add the fact that many items can be recovered from sites very far apart, possible from different historical eras, 
that had been brought together in order to be reused and reprocessed (see the case of the workshop from Cladova).

30 One must state that funerary complexes have been found in or near several fortifications. Item from such contexts are not 
taken into consideration here, as they are the topic of funerary archaeology. Examples of the sort are the fortifications in 
Ilidia “Cetate” and Vladimirescu, the tombs from the fortification in Cladova “Dealul Carieirei”, Vršac or Duplijaja “Grad”.

31 D. Ţeicu does not include it among the fortification from Banat in his volume published in 2009.
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2. Bocşa (city, Caraş‑Severin County)
Observations: 1. The buckle was found by chance in 201232, behind the keep, on an agglomera‑

tion of rocks (Pl. 3/1). It is made of forged iron. It is rectangular, with rounded corners. The tip of the 
tongue is broken. Dimensions: 65.3 mm × 64.6 mm thickness = 5.3 mm L tongue = 56 mm, l = 8.2 mm 
(maximum).

Bibliography: previously unpublished.

3. Caraşova (commune of Caraşova, Caraş‑Severin County)33

Observations: The items were discovered during the researches performed in 1998–2001. 
1. Buckle (Pl. 3/3), made of iron, manufactured through forging. It is rectangular in section. The long 

sides are parallel and the short ones are half‑circular. L = 75 mm, l = 30.2 mm, thickness = 4–5.6 mm, 
L pin = 37 mm, pin thickness = 3 mm, l pin = 5.6 mm. 

2. Buckle (Pl. 3/2), made of iron, manufactured through hammering. It is rectangular in section, 
with two inwards projections, on the bar that once supported the pin (currently lost). The front size is 
arched. The item is partially broken and bent and the pin is missing. L = 73.4 mm, l = 57 mm. 

3. Ring fragment (Pl. 3/4), made of forged iron (60% of the item has been preserved). It is irreg‑
ular in section, round but also rectangular. One cannot exclude the possibility that it was once part 
of a small buckle, as the thickening of one end could suggest the tongue of a buckle. D = 23.3 mm, 
D ring = 3.3 mm. 

4. Clout (?) (Pl.  6/6), made of forged iron. It consists of a bar, rectangular in section, slightly 
bent, and another bar fixed to it, that forms a loop. At the opposite end, the two bars are broken. 
L = 57.3 mm, l through the center = 31.8 mm, bar thickness = 4.8 × 5.4 mm. Found in tower no. 1.

5. Clout (Pl. 6/1), made of iron, manufactured through hammering. The item has been broken. On 
the upper side one can still see a fragment from a nail that used to fix the boot’s heel. L = 69.3 mm, l 
max. = 10.3 mm. Found inside the first fortification.

6. Appliqué (?) (Pl. 5/7), made copper alloy foil, wavy, perforated at both ends. One end is half‑
circular and the opposite end is finial‑shaped. L = 51.7 mm, l = 7.5 mm, thickness = 0.3 mm. 

7. Object fragment (Pl. 5/5), made of copper alloy. L = 14.3 mm, l = 14.8 mm, thickness = 0.9–1.3 mm. 
S. 8/2000.

8. Appliqué fragment (Pl.  5/6), made of copper alloy. L  =  14.3  mm, l  =  14.8  mm, thick‑
ness = 0.9–1.3 mm. S. 8/2000.

Bibliography: Oţa, Oţa, Georgescu, Popa 2010, 94, 96, 107, Pl.  X/1–5, 110, Pl.  XIII/4, 111, 
Pl. XIV/1, 2.

4. Cladova (commune of Păuliş, Arad County)
Observations: Most of the items were found in a workshop (no. 3, researched in 1983) discovered 

inside the fortification of Cladova and located north of the church. The only data available on another 
item is that it was found in 1980 in square no. IV. 

1. Iron buckle, rectangular, partially preserved (Pl. 4/2), discovered in 1983, S. VII, squares 34–36, 
–0.70 m. Dimensions: 27.8 × 28.2 mm; thickness = 4.3 mm.

2. Iron buckle, lozenge‑shaped, partially preserved (Pl. 4/4), discovered in 1983, S. VII, squares 
35–36, case A, –1.00 m. Dimensions: 56.7 × 63.9 mm; thickness = 3.5 mm.

3. Iron buckle (Pl.  4/3) discovered in 1980, C. IV, –0.10  m. Dimensions: 47.3  ×  45.3  mm 
thickness = 4.4 mm. 

4. Circular iron buckle or hanger‑? (Pl. 4/5) discovered in 1983, S. VII, in the dwelling –workshop. 
Diameter = 34.9 mm; bar thickness = 6.7 mm

5. Iron buckle (Pl.  4/1) discovered in1983, S. VII, squares 34–36, –0.70  m. Dimensions: 
45.9 × 45 mm; thickness = 5.2 mm

6. Appliqué fragment (Pl. 4/8) discovered in 1983, in squares 34–36.
Bibliography: previously unpublished34.

32 The item was donated to the MNIR by Dr. Cătălin Firca.
33 These descriptions follow, partially or fully, the study published in 2011 in Materiale VII.
34 I thank Mr. Vasile Boroneanţ for the novel material that he has provided for publication. 
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5. Făget (city, Timiş County)
Observations: From the fortification archaeologists have also recovered three . iron clouts 

(Pl. 6/3–5) that can be dated to the sixteenth‑seventeenth century.
Bibliography: Popa, Căpăţînă, Rădulescu, Tomoni 1991, 35, Fig. 5/11, 17, 26, 36.

6. Vršac (city, opšt. Vršac)
Observations: The buckles and appliqués have been attributed chronologically to the fifteenth‑

sixteenth centuries, on the basis of their stratigraphy.
1. Belt buckle, rectangular, made of iron (Pl. 4/7). L = 5 cm, l = 4 cm. Belongs to the chronological 

interval prior to 1439 until around 1456.
2. Belt buckle, with the short sides oblique and the front part bracket‑shaped; made of iron 

(Pl. 4/6). L = 5.8 cm, l = 5 cm. Belongs to the chronological interval prior to 1439 until around 1456.
3. Belt buckle, ellipsoidal, made of iron. L = 5.3 cm (Pl. 5/2). Belongs to the chronological interval 

prior to 1439 until around 1456.
4. Rectangular buckle. Partially preserved. The item is curved, made of iron (Pl. 5/1). L = 5.9 cm, 

l = 4.4 cm. Belongs to the chronological interval prior to 1439 until around 1456.
5. Bronze appliqué (Pl. 5/3). D = 5.7 cm. Belongs to the chronological interval between 1456 and 

1552.
6. Bronze appliqué (Pl. 5/4). L = 4.4 cm, l = 3.5 cm. Belongs to the chronological interval between 

1456 and 1552.
7. Clout (Pl. 6/2). Belongs to the chronological interval between 1456 and 1552.
Bibliography: Brmbolić 2009, 82–83, Sl. 45/4–9, 88, Sl. 48/2, 89, 130–131, 135, 136.

The buckles are extremely diverse. Starting from simple items, circular or rectangular, and ending 
with double buckles. Unfortunately, not in all cases can one differentiate between those that were used 
as dress items or those employed as harness elements. One can note though that most of the items 
are relatively large, proof of people wearing wide belts. There are also common items, such as those 
circular in shape (Pl. 1/3) that often feature in funerary complexes as well, such as those in Gornea 
“Ţârchevişte” (M.21, 23)35, Arača (M. 34 or 69)36 or as the inventory of a tomb from Cladova “Biserica 
din vale”37. They suggest the fact that the fortification in Berzovia, where the dwellings has been 
researched, might have had a civilian function, besides the military one. This aspect is also supported 
by the fact that enough agricultural implements and crafting tools have been discovered. The situation 
seems to have been similar in Cladova as well, in the earthen fortification, where workshops have been 
researched, a church, and a necropolis. In both cases though, the research is ongoing.

A special item, lozenge in shape, has been found in Cladova (Pl. 4/4). Buckles of this type were 
usually used for fastening cloaks. Similar items have been discovered in Drobeta‑Turnu Severin, but 
they are made of bronze38. The buckle from Cladova is partially destroyed. As it was found in a work‑
shop besides other item fragments, many of them very probably from other chronological intervals 
and others that had never been used but were intentionally deformed, one cannot state if it is a buckle 
recovered and brought there for reprocessing or one that was destroyed deliberately, probably when 
the complex burned39.

There are also small‑size items (Pl. 4/2, 3/4) that could have had various uses (either for shoes, 
bags, belts or tool hangers). 

One can note a striking difference between the belts discovered in fortifications or around them 
and those found in necropolises. This difference has two aspects. The first resides in the fact that the 
items from the necropolises are rather different to those from the fortifications, both in shape and 

35 Oţa 2008, 50, Pl. 76/6. See also the bibliography.
36 Stanojev 2004, 40, 45, 58, T. IV/37, 55.
37 Excavations by S. Oţa, G. Pascu Hurezan, and Hügel, previously unpublished.
38 Tudor 1976, 126, Pl. VII/4–5, 127. The items here were attributed to the Roman and Roman‑Byzantine period, but some 

of the dress and jewelry items are obviously medieval. For this, see Oţa 2013, 160, 168, Pl. 1–20.
39 Some of the artifacts from the complex have traces of secondary firing and this makes me believe that the workshop 

burned at some point.
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in size. Large buckles are extremely rarely discovered in necropolises. The latter contexts predom‑
inantly included either simple items, of various shapes (circular, square, rectangular, pentagonal 
etc.) or those rather complicated in decoration and production technique (star‑shaped buckles, plate 
buckles). In fortifications one notes especially the presence of simple, large buckles. This contrast 
might suggest the different use of the items in question. The second aspect is related to the lack 
of burials with belts and weapons (i.e. weapons hanged by the belt). During the Middle Ages, 
after the eleventh century, burials with belts are rather sporadic (in Banat such burials have been 
noted in Arača40, Cladova, Gornea “Ţârchevişte”41, Pecica42, Omolica43, and Deta44‑?). As an excep‑
tion, one notes the tombs of the nomadic populations (of the Cumans, as for example the tombs in 
Tomaševac45). The absence of weapons from funerary complexes is even one of the characteristics of 
the period. 

Appliqués. One item has been found in Caraşova, near the cistern inside the fortification, and dated 
to the sixteenth century (Pl. 5/7)46. Two other fragments have been discovered in the same fortifica‑
tion (Pl. 5/5–6)47. All are items lost in different circumstances, some even fragments of larger objects48. 
From the fortification in Vršac (Pl. 5/3–4) archaeologists have recovered two fragments dated from 
the second half of the fifteenth century until the middle of the sixteenth century. Both items are 
destroyed. The causes (deliberate destruction during battle, deterioration in time, then loosing etc.) 
can be various and practically impossible to identify. Another appliqué fragment, probably made of 
bronze, has been found in the fortification of Cladova (Pl. 5/8). It remains uncertain to what degree 
this fragment was recovered, like many other objects, from the workshop. In fact, one cannot decide if 
it was about to be reused or it was a finished product that was about to be assembled on a belt. 

Unfortunately, as they have not been found inside tombs, in most situations one cannot estab‑
lished to what type of belts they were attached or if they also decorated other elements of costume.

Clouts. Such objects have been found in the fortifications of Caraşova, Făget and Vršac and are 
partially preserved. They are made of iron. In Banat, such accessories are mainly found in necropolises, 
such as those in Caransebeş “Centru”. The items differ through their typology. They were probably lost 
by their owners due to wearing. 

A first example from Caraşova was found in tower no. 1 and can be most probably dated during 
the 16th century, when the fortification was destroyed twice. The clout might have been lost during a 
violet event (as on the same spot archaeologists have found several objects recovered from under the 
debris of the inner face of the wall, on a burnt layer). Another fragment was recovered during 1998, in 
the area of section 1/199849. 

The items from Făget have been dated to 16th–17th centuries and the one from Vršac after the 
middle of the 15th century, until 1552.

The presence of these dress accessories also indicates the double role of the fortifications, espe‑
cially in the case of those built of earth, namely both defensive and a place for artisan production 
(Cladova, Berzovia or the former Remetea). In the case of the first fortification, rather more and better 
studied, it has been demonstrated that such activities took place inside, not in the surrounding area, as 
seems to have been the case in Caraşova. The relatively large size of the fortification in Berzovia does 
not exclude the possibility that workshops functioned inside the precinct walls as well. The analysis of 

40 Stanojev 2004, 35 sqq.
41 Oţa 2008, 250, Pl. 76/6.
42 Heitel 2010, 67–68, 228, Fig. 16. The item has been incorrectly dated to the 10th century or the beginning of the eleventh 

century. The belt belongs to the 13th–14th centuries. Presentation delivered by S. Oţa in 2012 in Ploieşti, Câteva observaţii 
în legătură cu inventarul funerar descoperit la Mănăstirea lui Ahtum (Pecica, jud. Arad). 

43 Djordjević et al. 2007, 192, 195, T. III/1. 
44 Oţa 2008, 237, pl. 63/2 and the bibliography.
45 Brmbolić 1996, 273–277; Relić 2009, 291–300.
46 Oţa et al. 2011, 89.
47 See Oţa et al. 2011.
48 See the previous footnote. The chronology, chemical analysis, and location inside the fortification can be seen in the study 

dedicated to the metal items found in Caraşova.
49 Oţa et al. 2011, 89.



Dress Items found in Fortifications from Banat    ◆    339

the comparative chemical structure of the iron objects with ore samples from the area might lead to 
clarifications on the place where the primary material has been extracted.

Silviu Oţa
The National History Museum of Romania Bucharest
București, ROU
silviuota@yahoo.com
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Plate 1. Buckles. 1–6. Berzovia‑Pătruieni (taken from Ţeicu 1998).
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Plate 2. Buckles. 1–5. Berzovia‑Pătruieni (taken from Ţeicu 1998).
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Plate 3. Buckles. 1. Bocşa (previously unpublished; drawing by G. Ducman, MNIR); 
2–4. Caraşova (taken from Oţa, Oţa, Georgescu, Popa 2011).
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Pl. 4. Buckles. 1‑–5. Cladova (previously unpublished; drawings by S. 
Movilă, MNIR); 6–7. Vršac (taken from Brmbolić 2009)
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Plate 5. Buckles. 1–2. Vršac; Appliqués. 3–4. Vršac (taken from Brmbolić 2009); 5–7. Caraşova (taken from 
Oţa, Oţa, Georgescu, Popa 2011); 8. Cladova (previously unpublished, drawing by G. Ducman, MNIR).
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Plate 6. Clouts. 1, 6. Caraşova (taken from Oţa, Oţa, Georgescu, Popa 2011); 2. Vršac (taken from 
Brmbolić 2009); 3–5. Făget (taken from Popa, Căpăţână, Rădulescu, Tomoni 1991).
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