
Dissertationes Archaeologicae 3.9 (2021) ×–× 10.17204/dissarch.2021.×××

Roman engraved gems from Southeast Asia

Krisztina Hoppál
MTA – ELTE – SZTE Silk Road Research Group, 
Eötvös Loránd Research Network

kinaicsereprogram@gmail.com

Received 11 November 2021 | Accepted 7 December 2021 | Published ××× 2022

Abstract: In recent years our understanding of ancient maritime networks has evolved signifi-
cantly. Extensive international joint excavations and a heightened interest in collecting ancient 
objects among local people has altogether yielded a significant number of Roman artefacts both 
from Mainland and Island Southeast Asia. Regarding the types of these Roman objects, a quantity 
of engraved gems bearing western characteristics emerges from the collected materials thereby 
suggesting recognition and possibly even some degree of appreciation by the local cultures. 

This paper examines the categories and distribution of Roman engraved gems discovered in 
Southeast Asia, and aims to show possible imprints on forming evaluation/acceptance of these 
non-local goods by the receiving cultures.
Keywords: Roman Empire, engraved gems, Southeast Asia, cross-cultural interactions, Maritime 
Silk Roads

Introduction

Archaeology of Southeast Asia had long been on the periphery of research on ancient maritime 
networks, which traditionally focused on Indian Ocean contacts, and rarely looked beyond the Indi-
an subcontinent. Along with the shift from the western centered paradigm in humanities, a number 
of regional studies have undergone exponential growth that have brought regions between the Bay 
of Bengal and the South China Sea to be recognized as significant factors of ancient intertwined 
networks connecting East and West. 

International joint cooperation, in conjunction with local field projects renewed the long-existed 
interest in collecting Roman finds among local people. Among these exotic objects, engraved gems 
emerge both by quantity and quality. These artefacts were typically made of various types of nat-
ural stones, and as such preservation has not been an issue. Concomitant to and judging from the 
concentration of Roman and western engraved gems particularly in southern Thailand (and partly 
southern Myanmar) alludes that the possession of such stones to having been wide-spread in those 
regions.

In the Roman Empire engraved gems belonged to private individuals and representations on them 
were dictated by private choice giving these objects both human and historic appeal.1 In Southeast 
Asia number of Roman and western engraved gems suggests a certain degree of recognition along 
with possible appreciation towards such materials which bring special significance to these arte-
facts and might also allow possible insights into the local cultural fabric of their receiving commu-
nities and as such stresses the need for their further analyzes.

1	 Richter 1968, 279.
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In this manner, the paper aims to offer a regional synthesis by examining the categories and dis-
tribution of Roman engraved gems discovered in Southeast Asia. To do so, it presents the relevant 
parts of a techno-stylistic analytical frame which has been invented by B. Bellina, L. Dussubieux 
and the author in order to interpret and discuss Asia-discovered materials in terms of levels of in-
teractions (Mediterranean objects or locally produced object with one or different Mediterranean 
elements). This methodology helps to identify western style in local contexts, and uncovers po-
tentially locally-regionally made ‘hybridized’ products. Engraved gems will be analyzed following 
these categories, which enables the differentiation between non-local materials from hybrid craft 
systems revealing local adoption and adaptations. It allows to get more insights into the social life 
of different engraved gems, through which it might also be possible to uncover aspects of percep-
tions regarding western-connected engraved gems in Southeast Asian communities. 

Analytical frame

Links between the Mediterranean world and Asia can be examined via different categories of arte-
facts based on the formalization focusing on style and technique. These categories are:

•	 Objects of Mediterranean origin representing items whose raw material, techniques and 
styles are Mediterranean,

•	 Locally made objects integrating western (which in context of the paper indicates Roman 
in a narrow sense) element(s) to varying degrees. 

Both categories can be divided into several subcategories, however regarding Southeast Asia found 
glyptics bearing western characteristics, examples of two subcategories can be seen in particular. 
One of these subcategories is the objects of Mediterranean origin arriving via indirect contacts, 2 
principally through the Indian subcontinent. In contrast of direct contacts, indirect contacts are 
more passive, a series of middlemen were involved in transferring the objects, and the final des-
tination was most likely only determined by (one of) these mediators. These indirect links do not 
imply interactions with the Roman Empire. The other subcategory which can be particularly seen 
in case of Southeast Asia discovered engraved gems with western characteristics is the category 
of western style artefacts made of local (in this case mostly regional or continental) raw material 
and techniques. This category indicates either direct or indirect links with the Mediterranean world 
(depending whether the examined objects were made in the Indian subcontinent or beyond), but 
the aforementioned does not imply necessarily sustained or close interactions, nor real transfer.3

Limits of identifications

Differentiation between the above subcategories requires a careful iconographical and technolog-
ical analysis as depending on the degree and quality (technological and artistic abilities) of inte-
gration of western elements, the resulting objects might have a great resemblance to the Roman 
originals. Therefore, it is not surprising that it had been very tempting to connect these engraved 
gems to the Roman Empire regardless of their origin. 

2	 At the same time, occasional direct visits – particularly by merchants – might have taken place, as both 
Chinese and western texts suggest. For these sources see: Hoppál 2015a; Hoppál 2015b.

3	 For these techno-stylistic categories applied to visualize different levels of interactions between the 
Mediterranean world, the Indian subcontinent, Southeast Asia and China see: Hoppál et al. forthcom-
ing.
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Studying these engraved gems is also complicated by the lack of secure archaeological context. Most 
of these intaglios and cameos are in private collections, or have been looted and kept in villagers’ 
collections. Although most objects presented below have been claimed to be discovered at ancient 
entrepôts in Thailand and Vietnam, the possibility that the looters’ connected these artefacts to well-
known archaeological sites in order to increase marketability of their merchandise cannot be ruled out. 
Even if the provenance from the claimed site is not doubted, the exact findspot, archaeological feature, 
and stratigraphy is still unknown. This complicates further interpretations, and makes details of their 
possible receptions by local communities unclear. Because of lacking solid archaeological context, the 
arrival and burial times of these items are also dubious. Engraved gems were popular type of portable 
antiquities; thus, it is possible that some of them might have been post-ancient, or even modern time 
arrivals – as it might be the case for some Roman coins discovered in Southeast Asia.4 Hence, the ten-
tative production dates do not necessarily informative regarding their burial time.

Gems of Mediterranean origin from Southeast Asia

Although vast majority of the Southeast Asia found engraved gems integrating western elements 
to varying degrees are in private collections, thus without secure archaeological context and solid 
information on their findspot, most can be linked to exact sites with some degree of certainty. Thai-
land has yielded a number of such artefacts, among which the most significant amount has been 
claimed to be discovered in Khlong Thom (Krabi, Thailand).5 At least four of these Khlong Thom 
connected items are presumably objects of Mediterranean origin.6 

One of the most recognized engraved gems in the literature is the carnelian intaglio depicting 
Fortuna, formerly held at the Wat Khlong Thom museum (Fig. 1,3).7 The standing female figure 
is wearing a chiton (a long tunic) and himation (long cloak), and holding a cornucopia (horn of 
plenty) and a rudder, a corn-ear and a poppy-head, and is presumably dated to the late 1st to 2nd 
century AD. A somewhat similar figure – but might be another deity – was reportedly discovered 
in southern Myanmar (inv. no MYM 026; Fig. 6,6),8 although further analyses would be needed to 
confirm its place of production. Another often cited item is an oval carnelian intaglio bearing the 
representation of two fighting cocks, held in the collection of the Wat Khlong Thom museum (Fig. 
1,1),9 again presumably dated to the late 1st to 2nd century AD. The motif of fighting cocks was very 
popular in the classical world,10 and individual cocks (the animal often associated with gods, such 
as Mercurius or Sol/Helios) were also often depicted in a standing position.11 It is interesting to 
note that other gems featuring individual standing birds, possibly cocks, can be found in the collec-
tion of the Suthi Ratana Foundation, reportedly discovered in Bang Kluai Nok and Khlong Thom.12  

4	 For examples see: Hoppál et al. 2018.
5	 See e.g., Pongpanich 2013, 137–151.
6	 Borell et al. 2014, 101–102, Figs 2–4. The following dentifications and dates are all based on B. Borell’s 

re-examinations.
7	 E.g., Bronson 1990, 217; Glover 1990, 8; Veraprassert 1992, 156; Glover 1996a, 374, Fig. 5; Glover 

1996b, 65; Bellina 1998, 97; Bouzek – Ondřejová 2010, 8, Fig. 1; Noonsuk 2012, 50, 52; Borell et al. 
2014, 101, Fig. 3.

8	 Pongpanich 2019, 266. Also: http://www.bunchar.com/version1/index.php/beyondbeads/1682-20170418- 
6-time-to-reconsider-the-beads-of-myanmar (Lat accessed: 05. 07. 2021)

9	 E.g., Bronson 1990, 217; Glover 1996a, 374, Fig. 5; Bellina 1998, 97; Bouzek – Ondřejová 2010, 9, Fig. 
2; Noonsuk 2012, 50–51; Borell et al. 2014, 101, Fig. 2; Liuchaichān 2019, 37.

10	 See e.g., Gesztelyi 2001, 48, Cat. 54.
11	 See e.g., Gesztelyi 2005, 17; Bouzek – Ondřejová 2010, 9; Cravinho 2017, 214–215.
12	 Pongpanich 2013,145, 171. See also: Wright 2009, 55, Figs 3–5.
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However, their origin is yet to be identified. A third carnelian intaglio now in the collection of the 
Suthi Ratana Foundation (inv. no. KLP 345) is depicting a young nude male figure, supposedly a satyr 
(Fig. 1,2),13 with two-pointed goat horns on his head, and a nebris (fawn skin) hanging over his arm. 
In his raised hand he is holding a bunch of grapes, in the other hand a lagobolon or pedum (hunt-
er’s stick). The artefact is presumably dated to the mid-2nd – early 3rd century AD. V. M. Di Crocco 

13	 E.g., Bronson 1990, 217; Glover 1996b, 65; Wright 2009, 47; Chaisuwan 2011, 85; Pongpanich 2013, 
145; Bouzek – Ondřejová 2010, 10, Fig. 3; Noonsuk 2012, 50–51; Krairiksh 2012, 43, Fig. 1,10; Borell 
et al. 2014, 101–102, Fig. 4a–b; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 307, Fig. 13. (In Lapteff’s publication all gems 
regardless their type have been referred to as cameos.) In the literature interpretation of the young 
Perseus holding the head of Medusa has also been suggested.

Fig. 1. Roman engraved gems from Southeast Asia (already re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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mentions an ‘almost identical object’ made of glass from Hmawza (Srikshetra), Myanmar, although 
the interpretation of the scene is different, i.e., Perseus holding the head of Medusa (Fig. 6,7).14 The 
fourth, presumably Roman object is an oval glass intaglio portraying a bucolic scene of a bearded 
herdsman and his dog (Fig. 1,4a–b). On the left a rock with an eagle and its prey on it, and a tree 
with horizontally bended branches are depicted.15 However other interpretation i.e., representing 
the abduction of Ganymede is also existing.16 The stone original can probably be dated to the early 
1st century onwards, which serves as a terminus post quem for the glass intaglio. The same private 
collection is holding another engraved gem with the motif of a rural scene reportedly found in Phu 
Khao Thong. This case the herdsman is represented with four horses (Fig. 5,5).17 However its possi-
ble place of production is yet to be identified.

Other engraved gems from Phu Khao Thong and the neighboring Bang Kluai Nok (Ranong, Thai-
land) can be connected to the Roman Empire with more certainty. Such as the agate intaglio rep-
resenting a satyr with a nebris who is playing a double flute (Fig. 2,2).18 These figures from the Di-
onysiac circle often reflect on a life of bucolic abundance, and often appear on gems while making 
music or dancing.19 The Phu Khao Thong piece can presumably, be dated between the late 1st centu-
ry BC and the 1st century AD. Another, this time carnelian piece with similar dating was reportedly 
found in Bang Kluai Nok.20 The gem portrays a bust of a young satyr in profile with a nebris on his 
shoulders (Fig. 2,3). The figure is looking ahead with a wide-open eye, his nose is short and straight, 
his mouth is slightly open, his rounded head is enwreathed by rich, curly hair. The modelling is viv-
id and delicate. Such satyr busts in a similarly vivid style were discovered from different locations 
in Hungary, however those were presumably produced between the late 2nd and early 3rd century 
AD.21 The collection of the Suthi Ratana Foundation also contains another engraved gem with a pro-
file bust of a young figure from the same location (Fig. 5,3a–b),22 although further analyses would 
be needed to confirm its identification and origin.

One of the most exquisite examples of Southeast Asia found engraved gems is the cameo fragment 
from Bang Kluai Nok (Fig. 2,4),23 presumably dated to the late 1st century BC – early 1st century AD. 

Only the lower edge of the layered sardonyx object remained, representing the lower body of two 
male figures on an uneven ground. The one on the left is portrayed in a moving position, his curly 
tails suggest the identification of a satyr. While the standing figure on the right might be another 
satyr or perhaps Dionysos/Bacchus himself.

The same private collection is holding another delicate gem, an oval amethyst intaglio, reportedly 
from Tha Chana (Surat Thani, Thailand; Fig. 2,1).24 The object represents a nude figure of Dionysos/
Bacchus draped in a long cloak, in one hand he is holding a thyrsus (a long wand or staff covered 

14	 Di Crocco 1996, 165, Fig. 7.
15	 Borell et al. 2014, 104, Fig. 8a–b.
16	 Pongpanich 2013, 148; Wright 2009, 48, Figs 5–6; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 308. 
17	 Wright 2009, 52, Figs 1–2; Pongpanich 2013, 158; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 309, Fig. 17.
18	 Borell 2015, 51, Fig. 10; Borell 2017a, 25–26, Fig. 5; Borell 2019, 63, Fig. 7; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
19	 Gesztelyi 2001, 15.
20	 Borell 2015, 51, Fig. 10; Borell 2017a, 25–26, Fig. 5; Borell 2019, 63, Fig. 7; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
21	 Gesztelyi 1978; Gesztelyi 2001, 45, Cat. 39.
22	 Wright 2009, 53, Figs 3–4; Pongpanich 2013, 171; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 310, Fig. 18. 
23	 E.g., Wright 2009, 57, Figs 1–2; Pongpanich 2013, 171; Borell et al. 2014, 103–104, Fig. 1; Borell 2015, 

52, Fig. 11; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 310, Fig. 18; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
24	 E.g., Noonsuk 2012, 53; Pongpanich 2013, 105; Borell et al. 2014, 102, Fig. 6a–b; Borell 2015, 51, Fig. 

10; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 307, Fig. 12; Borell 2017a, 25–26, Fig. 5; Borell 2019, 63, Fig. 7; Pongpanich 
2019, 267.
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with ivy vines and leaves), in the other a kantharos (drinking cup). His animal, a panther, accompa-
nies him, turning his head towards the god. Bacchus images were often represented on amethyst in 
order to protect their wearers from methe (drunkenness), as in Greek the name of the stone means 
“not drunken”.25 The Tha Chana piece can presumably be dated to the 1st century AD.

Khao Sam Kaeo (Chumphon Thailand) also yielded a Roman intaglio presumably dated to the mid-
2nd–early 3rd century AD (Fig. 2,5).26 Although this object is again lacking secure archaeological 
context, as B. Borell emphasizes, its provenance from the site is not doubted.27 The gem is depicting 
a standing figure, probably Mars, dressed in a military costume with a crested helmet and spear. 
One arm is bent on his hip, a sword hangs down behind, the upper part carries a shield, and a 
paludamentum (short military cloak) is draped over the arm. The other hand is probably holding a 
patera (libation bowl).

25	 See e.g., Pedroni 2018. 
26	 Wright 2009, 57; Pongpanich 2013, 98; Borell et al. 2014, 102, Fig. 5a–b; Borell 2017c, 611–612.
27	 Borell 2017c, 591. The same is true for the other Khao Sam Kaeo seals published in the same paper. 

Fig. 2. Roman engraved gems from Southeast Asia (already re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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Among the Southeast Asian sites yielding Roman (or Roman-believed) artefacts unquestionably  
Óc Eo (An Giang Province, Vietnam) is the most recognized. L. Malleret in his iconic work pub-
lished several intaglios featuring western elements28, however a detailed re-examination of these 

28	 Regarding glyptics: Malleret 1951, Pl. 47, Pl. 49; Malleret 1962, 385, Pls 66–68; See also: Lapteff 2016, 
300, Fig. 2.

Fig. 3. Non-Roman engraved gems from Southeast Asia (already re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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items is needed in order to recognize the objects of Mediterranean origin.29 In this manner, the 
red jasper intaglio depicting a chariot drawn by two mice, and with a cock as a charioteer30 can be 
connected to the Roman Empire with relative certainty (Fig. 1,5). Gems with such humorous animal 
representations – which are often referred to as the ‘reversed world’31 – had amuletic character, and 
this particular object can be dated to the 2nd century AD. Another example of Roman glyptics is a 
translucent green glass intaglio with the motif of a wreath discovered in Đá Nổi (Kiên Giang prov-
ince; Fig. 1,6).32 As S. Middleton noted, Aquileia has also yielded an identical glass intaglio, which 
may even be from the same mold.33

Unfortunately, none of the intaglios published by Malleret came from properly documented exca-
vation, and many were surface finds, thus share uncertain archaeological background.34

Some non-Roman examples

Among the regionally/continentally-made engraved gems, some of the artifacts feature high quan-
tity and/or quality of western elements which makes their identification somewhat complicated. 
These had typically been connected to the Mediterranean world. Recent re-examination however, 
have shown that despite their great resemblance to Roman glyptics, they were in fact made outside 
of the Imperium.

In some cases, it is even possible to detect objects indicating adoption of (a set of) artistic elements, 
imaginary or visual solutions etc., derived from the classical world which were applied to make 
western-inspired objects through using local material and utilizing local techniques. Depending 
on the degree and quality (local technological and artistic abilities) of adoption, resulting objects 
might be very close to their western counterparts, thus differentiation might only be possible via 
careful iconographical and technological analysis. In this manner, adoption differs from adaptation, 
as acceptance characterizes the former, while translation and transformation play a greater role in 
the latter.35

Such example of adoption of western (in this case Roman) characteristics is the layered sardonyx 
intaglio depicting a walking horse and a rider, a notable stray find from Bang Kluai Nok (Fig. 3,3).36 
The “fine and sensuous modelling of the horse’s head and legs and the wavy movement in the ren-
dering of the horse’s tail are very much in the tradition of Roman gem-cutting and would suggest 
a date in the late first century BCE to the early first century CE.”, however some peculiar features 
(“like the spiky mane and, most notably, the absence of a ground line”) seem to point towards a 
more eastern place of origin,37 and presumably to a later date. Furthermore, it is interesting to note, 

29	 See e.g., Borell 2016. For re-examination of other Óc Eo discovered objects see: Borell 2008.
30	 E.g., Cœdès 1947, 197, Pl. D1; Malleret 1951, 195–196, Pl. 49,8; Malleret 1962, no. 1293, 299, Pl. 68; 

Borell 2016, 109, 110, Fig. 8.
31	 Gesztelyi 2005, 143; Gesztelyi 2005, 160, Cat. 33.1484.
32	 E.g., Malleret 1951, 199, Pl. 47,3; Malleret 1962, No. 1314, 304, Pl. 72; 110, Fig 13,111; Middleton 2005, 

17.
33	 Middleton 2005, 17; Sena Chiesa 1966, 401, No. 1415, Pl. 71.
34	 Middleton 2005, 18; Problems of establishing stratigraphical context also mentioned by Cœdès 1947, 

195.
35	 See in detail: Hoppál et al. forthcoming.
36	 E.g., Kangked 2009, 65, 88–89; Chaisuwan – Naiyawat 2009, 100; Wright 2009, 53; Chaisuwan 2011, 

89, 92; Noonsuk 2012, 38–38; Bellina et al. 2014, 83; Borell et al. 2014, 103, Fig. 7a–b; Lapteff 2016, 301, 
304, 310, Fig. 18;

37	 From which Bactria was excluded by the authors see Borell et al. 2014, 103.
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that the same private collection is holding other engraved gems with the same motif and in a simi-
lar style. Such as a small, rounded intaglio with a horse and its male rider which was claimed to be 
discovered in Southern Thailand (Fig. 6,1).38 There is another example from Southern Thailand, an 
oval stone on which the horse is rather galloping than walking, but the overall posture of its rider 
is similar to what is depicted on the above two stones (Fig. 6,2).39 A third piece was also discovered 
in Southern Thailand, although it represents a slightly different scene, as the rider of the walking 

38	 Pongpanich 2019, 250. Also: http://www.bunchar.com/version1/index.php/beyondbeads/979-20161106-
3-some-of-thai-in-the-asian-beads-show (Last accessed: 05. 07. 2021).

39	 Pongpanich 2019, 267.

Fig. 4. Engraved gems integrating western elements to varying degrees from Southeast Asia (yet to be 
re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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horse wears a winged helmet, and the style also differs from the above examples (Fig. 6,5).40 Stones 
depicting individual horses – mostly in a standing position – can also be found. Such as an oval gem 
reportedly from Bang Kluai Nok on which the horse is standing next to a column (Fig. 6,4a–b).41 A 
cruder and a more ill-proportioned version of the same motif can be seen on a carnelian(?) stone 
from Southern Myanmar (Fig. 6,3).42 At the same time, all the above cited items require further anal-
yses in order have a better understanding on their possible production places. However, the general 
absence of a ground line supports a regional-continental (South Asian?) origin.

Another recently (re-)considered example of possible adoptions is an agate intaglio with a male 
figure acquired from its local owner in 2007, and reported to be found in Phu Khao Thong (Fig. 
3,1a–b).43 The finely worked gemstone is depicting the standing youth Herakles, in one hand he 
is holding a club which rests on the ground, while his other arm is bent on the hip. A lion skin is 

40	 Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 306, Fig. 10; Pongpanich 2019, 267.
41	 Wright 2009, 54, Figs 1–2; Pongpanich 2013, 171; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 310, Fig. 18; Pongpanich 2019, 

250.
42	 Pongpanich 2019, 266.
43	 E.g., Chaisuwan – Naiyawat 2009, 100; Kangked 2009, 52, 88–89; Wright 2009, 51; Noonsuk 2012, 

37–38; Pongpanich 2013, 158; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 309, Fig. 17. 

Fig. 5. Engraved gems integrating western elements to varying degrees from Southeast Asia (yet to be 
re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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draped over his forearm. Although the object has often be seen as a Roman product, in fact its ori-
gin lays in the Northern or Northwestern region of South Asia, possibly in Gandhāra. Such locally 
produced objects with Herakles representations were derived from classical motifs, and from Hel-
lenistic Herakles types that existed on coinage of Bactria and northern India.44

The possible production area of two, previously West-connected gems from Óc Eo might also be found 
in Gandhāra. One is a carnelian intaglio depicting a bust of a man with his hand raised in redegestus 
(a gesture of speech; Fig. 3,5).45 The fine modelling and the execution of the hair and the beard resem-
bles to the 3rd century AD Roman military portrays on engraved gems and coins, while some details, 
typically his facial features, are comparable to the Gandhāran gems. Similarly, in case of the other 
carnelian intaglio depicting a bust of a bearded man (Fig. 3,4)46 an origin outside of the Roman Empire 
might be theorized.47

The problem of accessing engraved gems held in Southeast Asian collections might also lead to erro-
neous identifications. Such as in case of the circular carnelian stone with engraved script in a round-
ed frame. Based on the photo of the object which was only available at the time, the script was seen 
as of Greek letters, thus the object was identified being an Early Christian/Byzantine item. However, 
the intaglio in fact features Pallava script, which suggests local (regional-continental) origin.48

Concurrently and despite the detailed analyses, the origin of some of the West-connected objects 
cannot be sufficiently revealed. This problem of identifying engraved gems depicting classical scenes 
and/or featuring classical characteristics can be illustrated by the small carnelian intaglio bearing a 
representation of a galloping animal from Phu Khao Thong (Fig. 3,2). The artefact is one of the few 
with secure context since it was excavated in 2006,49 although its small size and schematic character 
does not allow a closer dating nor a specific identification regarding its origin.50 Another example 
of problematic identifications is the carnelian intaglio with the combination of two human figures 
and an elephant head from Óc Eo (Fig. 3,6).51 The modelling is delicate and vivid; the human figures 
are depicted in profile, one is bearded, the other is shaved, and the animal is an Asian elephant. 
Although the motif can be found among the 1st–2nd century AD Roman glyptics, some peculiar 
details, as well as the representation of the elephant reflect to an Indian style, and have analogies 
in Begram and Gandhāra. L. Malleret also published one more intaglio depicting a combination of 
human faces,52 in this case its non-Roman origin is now more apparent (Fig. 3,7).53

Objects yet to be (re-)examined

There are a number of engraved gems integrating (a set of) western elements to varying degrees 
which require (re-)evaluation. Several of these objects have been connected to the Roman Empire 
in former literature, however further analytical studies would be essential to recognize the objects 
of Mediterranean origin. So much the more as in many cases rather a regional-continental (South 
Asian) production place might be hypothesized. 

44	 Borell 2017b.
45	 Malleret 1951, 197, Pl. 49,5; Malleret 1962, 295–296, Pl. 67, No. 1279.
46	 Malleret 1951, 197, Pl. 49,6; Malleret 1962, 298, Pl. 67, No. 1278.
47	 Re-examination of these Óc Eo found intaglios: Borell 2016, 109–111, Fig. 11, Fig. 12.
48	 Comp.: Bouzek – Ondřejová 2009, 149–150, 154, Fig. 2,5, vs. Liuchaichān 2019, 37.
49	 Kangked 2009, 88–89.
50	 Borell et al. 2014, 103.
51	 Cœdès 1947, 197, Pl. D2; Malleret 1951, 196, Pl. 49,7; Malleret 1962, 296, Pl. 68, No. 1280.
52	 Malleret 1951, 196, Pl. 49,9; Malleret 1962, 297, No. 1281, Pl. 68.
53	 Borell 2016, 109, 110, Fig. 9, Fig. 10.
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The vast majority of these stones are again in private collections, out of which a remarkable amount 
was claimed to be discovered in Khlong Thom. A remarkable piece is a fragment depicting a satyr in a 
delicate style (Fig. 4,3). One-third of the original stone is missing. The male figure is standing one the 
tip of one leg, the other leg is raised and bent in the knee. In one hand a long object, possibly a thyrsos is 
held, and a skin of animal (panther?) is thrown over the other arm, which is also visible behind the back 
of the figure, as well as above the raised leg. A two handled vessel is placed on the ground line next to 
the leg. The analogies of the artefact can be found among 1st century BC – 1st century AD century Ro-
man glyptics, thus its Roman origin has been suggested, however only photographs of the object were 
available at that time.54 Another object representing a classical scene is a fragment of a carnelian stone 
now held in the collection of the Suthi Ratana Foundation. The finely carved artefact shows a half-nude 
male figure, possibly Diomedes, who is seated on a decorated throne (Fig. 4,1).55 One of his legs is bent, 
the other is outstretched. In one hand he is holding the Palladium of Troy, and in front of him there is a 

54	 Bouzek – Ondřejová 2009, 148, Fig. 1,1, Fig. 2,1.
55	 Wright 2009, 48; Noonsuk 2012, 50, 52; Pongpanich 2013, 146; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 308, Fig. 14.

Fig. 6. Engraved gems integrating western elements to varying degrees from Southeast Asia (yet to be 
re-examined). (All images are in individual size).
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column with a statue (possibly Athena/Minerva). The lower section of the stone is missing, but a dead 
guard may also be represented near his feet. The motif was popular in Roman glyptics, particularly in 
Augustean times when the image was filled with political meaning.56 On another Khlong Thom-found 
carnelian cameo in the same private collection two human figures referred to as ‘Aphrodite and Ares’ 
are depicted (Fig. 4,2).57 The non-Roman origin of a third carnelian intaglio of woman or elsewhere 
Hellenistic king is more plausible (Fig. 4,4). Bust of the figure is delicately engraved, the hairstyle is 
finely rendered, and decorated by a diadem, while the face is more plastically depicted. Although its 
style is comparable with the 1st century AD Roman glyptics,58 but the overall appearance suggests a 
more eastern production place, 59 and can be compared to another Khlong Thom-found carnelian intag-
lio bearing an image of a male bust (Fig. 4,6).60 Khlong Thom also yielded a number of other engraved 
gems featuring western characteristics, although most of them certainly have non-Roman origin, 
such as the intaglio representing the standing Herakles holding a club (Fig. 4,5).61 Additional profile 
busts can also be found in the collection of the Suthi Ratana Foundation, out of which two remarkable 
pieces have been discovered in Tha Chana. One is a high-quality cameo fragment bearing a profile 
head with a diadem in a decorated frame (Fig. 5,1).62 The style of the headpiece might be comparable 
with Antonia minor’s representations, while the delicate carving seems to suggest production of an 
imperial workshop, however further analyzes would be needed to confirm these assumptions.63 The 
other piece from Tha Chana is intact, but characterized by less ornamented features (Fig. 5,2).64 Bang 
Kluai Nok has also yielded one more gem bearing classical characteristics, namely an oval stone with 
a winged figure in profile (Fig. 5,4).65

Roman-interpreted items requiring further re-examination can also be found in Cambodian private 
collections. Such as the oval intaglio from Phum Snay (Banteay Meanchey Province) depicting a 
running(?) male figure who is holding a sword in one hand, and a branch in the other (Fig. 6,8).66 
However, neither its carving nor its overall style can be considered as typical for Roman glyptics. 
Several other examples of engraved gems integrating western elements to varying degrees have 
been reported from Southeast Asia,67 although most are apparently not Roman.

Examples of possible adaptations

Regarding western style artefacts made of local material and techniques besides examples of adop-
tion, artefacts indicating adaptations of western technical or artistic elements might also be ex-
pected among Southeast Asia found engraved gems. Such adaptations are characterized by trans-
lation and transformation in which the selective appropriation and re-contextualization of western 

56	 E.g., Forbes 1995, 26, Figs 16–17, with more examples.
57	 Wright 2009, 47; Pongpanich 2013, 150; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 309, Fig. 16.
58	 Bouzek – Ondřejová 2009, 149, Fig. 1,2, Fig. 2,2. Other references: Glover 1996, 65; Chaisuwan – Nai-

yawat 2009, 95; Wright 2009, 49, Fig. 3; Noonsuk 2012, 50–51; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
59	 B. Borell personal communication (12. 01. 2022).
60	 Liuchaichan 2019, 62.
61	 B. Borell personal communication (12. 01. 2022). Also: Noonsuk 2012, 50, 53, Fig. 1,16.
62	 Pongpanich 2013, 108; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 307, Fig. 11; Pongpanich 2019, 267.
63	 Professor T. Gesztelyi personal communication (15. 07. 2021).
64	 Wright 2009, 56, Fig. 4; Pongpanich 2013, 108; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 307, Fig. 12; Pongpanich 2019, 

267.
65	 Pongpanich 2008, 35–36; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 310, Fig. 18; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
66	 Lapteff 2016, 315, 316, Fig. 27.
67	 E.g., Wright 2009, 47–57; Noonsuk 2012, 37–38, 50, 53; Pongpanich 2013, 171; Lapteff 2016, 301, 304, 

310, Fig. 18; Pongpanich 2019, 250.
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visual/technical solutions might also play a significant role. In these cases, western elements enrich 
the local visual culture, and some of these artefacts could even be understood in context of cultural 
globalization, thus indicating yet another level of interactions.68 

At the same time, in case of the Southeast Asia discovered engraved gems featuring western char-
acteristics, further technological comparative studies would be needed to identify such items. A 
possible example which might be worth of further examination is a carnelian intaglio from Lop 
Buri Province, bearing an image of a female figure holding a cornucopia, thus referred to as Fortuna 
in the literature (Fig. 6,9).69 The style clearly differs from the visual repertoire of the classical world; 
however, some elements might be interpreted as a kind of translation of certain western artistic 
solutions.

‘Social life’ of gems

As has already been stipulated, vast majority of the aforementioned examples of engraved gems are 
lacking secure archaeological context which makes further analysis regarding how these objects 
might have been received in local community(ies) somewhat difficult, however there is need to add 
a few thoughts and assumptions on the ‘social life’ of these items.

Among the re-examined gems, in the case of 11 items can Roman origin be theorized, while Indi-
an-inspired and particularly Gandhāra-originated items are also present, such as the carnelian stones 
with male bust from Óc Eo, or the agate intaglio depicting Herakles from Phu Khao Thong. In case 
of other, yet to be analyzed engraved gems featuring highly skilled techniques and delicate style, 
theorizing South Asian origin might be probable, although other production places could also be 
reasonable. Moreover, even the local production through highly skilled Indian technologies cannot 
be entirely ruled out, since, as an illustration, production of Indian-inspired high-quality stone orna-
ments possibly by South Asian artisans or local artisans trained by South Asians has been demon-
strated at Khao Sam Kaeo,70 which hypothesizes that technological and artistic abilities for making 
high-quality engraved gems featuring western elements might have also been available locally. 

Taking into account the general dating problems regarding engraved gems, in case of the re-ex-
amined objects only tentative production dates could be suggested, which might differ from their 
actual date of arrival to Southeast Asia. According to the re-evaluations, seven of the Roman and 
four of the non-Roman engraved gems presented above can be dated to the 1st century BC–1st/2nd 
century AD, while three of the Roman and two of the non-Roman artefacts to the 2nd–3rd century 
AD. There are a few cases – typically from China – when the secure context of objects of Mediter-
ranean origin suggests relatively short time spans between the production and burial of the item.71 
This might have been the situation in case of the 1st century BC–1st/2nd century AD dated Roman 
glyptics discovered in Thailand as those fit into the most active period of the sites where they were 
claimed to be found (See Appendix). Moreover, these early dates correlate with the intensification 
of interactions via the Indian Ocean connecting larger parts of the Indian subcontinent to the Medi-
terranean, but also with the end of the first phase of Indian-Southeast Asian contacts, during which 
a great variety of items testify already regular exchange. While the 2nd–3rd century dated engraved 

68	 For examples see: Hoppál et al. forthcoming.
69	 Bhumadhon 2019, 184.
70	 Bellina 2014, 366–367.
71	 Such as in case of the often-cited marbled ribbed bowl excavated from a 67 AD dated tomb in Ganquan. 

See: Nanjing Bowuyuan 1981. For more examples of short and longer time spans see: Hoppál et al. 
forthcoming.
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gems refer to the period of the mass production of Roman engraved gems, and also correlate with 
the period when Roman engagement in Indian Ocean exchange appeared on a lesser scale. These 
dates can also be related to the second phase of interactions between India and Southeast Asia, 
when inter- and intra-regional exchange intensified and objects of a lesser diversity but greater 
quantity can be found.72

Regarding raw materials, carnelian, a variety of the silica mineral chalcedony, was used the most 
often for the presented engraved gems – both in case of the Roman and the non-identified pieces. 
Carnelian was among the most popular stones used for gem carving in the Roman Empire (which 
is particularly visible in Roman provincial collections, such as in Portugal or Hungary73), but beads 
and pendants made of carnelian can also be often found in Southeast Asia, particularly in the cen-
tral and southern parts of Thailand and Vietnam.74 The isotropic physical character makes carnelian 
easy for engraving,75 and its red color also made the stone popular in the Roman Empire for amu-
letic gems.76 However, origin of carnelian used in Roman glyptics – i.e., whether local or imported 
– is still uncertain.77 Besides agate, carnelian was also frequent among Southeast Asia-discovered 
ornaments with a style that includes religious or auspicious symbols.78 Moreover, in Southeast Asia 
carnelian and agate can be considered as ideal status marker as not only the style of ornaments is a 
social signal, but their manufacturing technologies as well, therefore provide clues on the exchang-
es in which they were involved.79 The mineral originates in the Indian subcontinent, and despite the 
fact that other sources such as Indonesia and central Thailand also existed,80 a recent geochemical 
research regarding Thailand and Cambodia discovered beads suggests that South Asia secured its 
significant role in providing the raw material for carnelian and agate artefacts as half of the analyz-
ed 79 samples originated from the Deccan Traps in India.81 

The fact that the largest published collection of engraved gems featuring western elements had 
been reportedly collected from one single area i.e., southern Thailand (and partly southern Myan-
mar) justifies to add some further observations regarding the possible perceptions of these objects 
in local communities. 

Taking into account the difficulties of differentiation between Roman engraved gems and non-Ro-
man stones featuring western elements, it seems to be rightful to assume that local communities 
were not able to recognize the various production places, thus for Southeast Asian consumers in-
taglios and cameos of Mediterranean origin were possibly not appreciated because of their ‘Roman-
ness’ i.e., coming from a distant and exotic land, but rather because of their technical and artistic 
values, and excellent quality.

72	 For periodization of Roman-Indian Ocean exchange see e.g., Cobb 2018, 287. For phases of Indian-South-
east Asian contacts: Bellina – Glover 2004, 72–80.

73	 See Cravinho 2017; Gesztelyi 2005, 9. 
74	 See e.g., Hung – Bellwood 2010, 238–239; Bellina – Glover 2004, 73; Borell 2017a, 26. All with fur-

ther bibliography. At Khao Sam Kaeo, among siliceous type of raw materials traditional South Asian 
good-quality carnelian used in order to make stone ornaments displaying different technological and 
stylistic characteristics appears the most often. Bellina 2014, 352–355, 358.

75	 For a general overview regarding the popularity of deep red gemstones in the Roman Empire see e.g., 
Adams 2011, 12.

76	 Mastrocinque 2011, 62.
77	 The stone might have arrived from Epirus, Egypt, Arabia, or India. See along with the ancient nomen-

clature: Thoresen 2017, 178.
78	 E.g., in Khao Sam Kaeo, see Bellina 2014, 358.
79	 Bellina 2003, 286–287.
80	 Theunissen et al. 2000, 92; Bellina 2003, 289.
81	 Carter – Dussubieux 2013.



Krisztina Hoppál

16

Studying the motifs carved into the gems, the most glaring observation is that items with human 
representations are the most frequent, more than 80% of the entire assemblage of western-like 
items discovered in southern Thailand (and Myanmar), out of which (Roman) religious beliefs and 
sacro-idyllic scenes appear to be the most common subjects. Among human depictions, bust por-
traits are present in a remarkable number (27%), while animals are represented on only 15% of the 
artefacts. At the same time, it would be important to examine all objects from the area, including 
Indian and Indian-inspired locally made items for the sake of comparison. It can also be safely 
argued that individual choices of the founders (looters) and specific demand from the buyers’ side 
will also have manipulated the proportion of gems selected for these private collections. Although 
each Roman province had its own peculiar characteristics – particularly Alexandria,82 the potential 
production place of many Roman objects found in the East83 –, it is interesting to note, that in gen-
eral, similar distribution of representations can be seen in case of Roman glyptics.84 This might sug-
gest that these Southeast Asia-found intaglios and cameos were not preselected specifically for the 
East by the Roman side. The fact that among the non-Roman gems proportion of popular motifs is 
very similar to what can be seen on the Imperium-arrived artefacts seems to suggest that the local/
regional (South Asian) producers followed the same trend, probably because at least partly based 
their works on the available Roman originals, particularly in case of the examples of adoptions. In 
the meantime, a detailed comparison between South Asia and Southeast Asia discovered Roman 
engraved gems might disprove the above hypotheses. 

Considering the number of western and western-like engraved gems found in southern Thailand (and 
Myanmar), it seems plausible that these objects might have had a meaning for the consumer beyond 
their aesthetic recognition. Theorizing an amuletic character of good fortune, prosperity and longevity 
attached to these intaglios and cameos might be one of the reasonable possibilities. Within and central 
to this aspect, Southeast Asia discovered ornaments copying Roman coin designs might be comparable 
to the appreciation of engraved gems – particularly to the profile head representations. The practice 
of wearing such coin adaptations was well-known in India and might have been imported from the 
southern regions of the Subcontinent to Southeast Asia. Important part of the decoration was the 
obverse with profile head – as both the one-sided pendants and the location of the suspension loop 
fitting into the decoration design suggest. Both in India and Southeast Asia, wearing genuine Roman 
coins and copies of Roman coin designs had apotropaic and auspicious aspects, and were symbols of 
wealth and status, particularly in case of gold ornaments, and the amuletic and protective character 
might also explain the existence of crudeness of the representations.85

Moreover, adaptations of the iconography, symbolism and function of certain Roman artefacts into 
the local cultural conceptions might also be suggested as another aspect of local acceptance of 
these gems. In South Asia, example of such cultural adaptation of Roman objects has already been 
demonstrated, namely the alabaster object presumably representing Eros in a half egg from Junnar, 
which could have been appreciated for its symbolism within an Indian context.86 This might indi-
cate cultural/religious syncretism and transculturalism, however finding more of such evidences 
among objects of Mediterranean origin discovered in Asia would be needed in order to fathom the 
presence of these West-arrived objects beyond the terms of direct/indirect exchange. Incorporation 

82	 For these very characteristic Egypto-classical subjects and types of engraved gems see e.g., El-Khachab 
1963.

83	 For examples see: Hoppál et al. forthcoming
84	 See e.g., Gesztelyi 2005, 143; Cravinho 2017, 3.
85	 Brancaccio 2005, 401–402; Borell 2014, 29–30. For a summary see: Hoppál et al. forthcoming
86	 Cobb – Mitchell 2019.
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of specific images into the local symbolism would explain the repetition of certain western-style 
motifs in different style and quality, such as the cock, the horse and its rider, or the standing and 
galloping horses. The latter might be comparable with the few stone horse amulets of South Asian 
imagery found in the Indian subcontinent and in southern Thailand (namely at Khao Sam Kaeo).87

In order to produce a more solid evidence-base, more comparative studies would be needed to un-
cover other aspects of possible perceptions regarding western-connected engraved gems. It would 
also be crucial to study whether those were simply trade-connected items or a special interest 
among local communities existed towards these intaglios and cameos as is the case for the Chi-
na-discovered glass vessels of Roman origin, where a certain degree of appreciation refilled with 
specific cultural features can be visualized towards transparent (and translucent) glass vessels.88 
However, the very first step should be to conduct further technological studies, such as investigat-
ing engraving techniques and treatments of gemstones, as well as comparing eastern and western 
glyptic manufacturing methods,89 in order to build a comparative corpus of materials.

Conclusion

In case of engraved gems presented in the paper two subcategories focusing on style and technique 
can be seen in particular. These are the objects of Mediterranean origin arriving via indirect con-
tacts, and western style artefacts made of mostly but not exclusively South Asian raw material and 
techniques. It is important to note however that none of the above categories imply sustained or 
close interactions between the Roman Empire and Southeast Asia. While artefacts of Mediterranean 
origin are well-recognized in the literature, their implications regarding the nature of interactions 
are often overestimated, typically in case of objects discovered beyond the Indian subcontinent, as 
the mere presence of them per se is not sufficient to indicate strong cultural connectedness or close 
transfer. In case of western style artefacts made of local material and techniques, recognition and 
even comprehension of certain western visual solutions (by the manufacturing community) can 
be seen, which therefore suggest some degree of integration into the local cultural conceptions. In 
this regard, this subcategory would indicate a closer cultural connectedness. However, most of the 
non-Roman engraved gems examined in the paper can in all likelihood be connected to a region-
al-continental (Indian subcontinent) not a Southeast Asian production place, which makes these 
objects similarly ‘foreign’ for the local cultural conceptions as the Roman originals are. Notwith-
standing the abovementioned and as has been suggested, some of these South Asia and Imperium 
made engraved gems might have been appreciated for their symbolism within a local Southeast 
Asian context indicating some degree of cultural/religious syncretism and transculturalism.

The fact that Southeast Asian private collections are holding several dozen potentially Roman en-
graved gems not only illustrates the problems of looting, but also the scale of interest in engraved 
gems. Further research is therefore required to systematically analyze all these objects while bal-
ancing between academia and encouragement for further looting. At the same time, the several on-
going scientific fieldworks such as the projects carried out by the French–Thai and French–Malay 
collaborations are providing further possibilities to find objects in secure context90 thus allowing 
possibilities for more complex and solid interpretations. 

87	 For examples see: Bellina 2014, 376.
88	 For this see: Hoppál 2016.
89	 As Rosenfeld et al. (2003, 238) suggested in case of Roman glyptics.
90	 Such as glass finds of Mediterranean origin excavated in Peninsular Myanmar: Dussubieux – Bellina 

2017a; Dussubieux et al. 2020.
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Appendix

Sites Mentioned in the text

Phu Khao Thong (Peninsular Thailand, Ranong province)
A port-entrepôt and specialized industrial site with ceremonial/political feature, part of cluster sites 
(including the neighbouring settlement Bang Kluai Nok) representing large trading communities on the 
Western coast of the Kra Isthmus. Extensive looting limits precise dating, but the settlement sequence 
possibly started as early as the early 3rd/2nd century BC, giving a remarkable number of materials dated 
to the late 1st century BC, and may have been extended until the 2nd or 3rd century AD.91

Bang Kluai Nok (Peninsular Thailand, Ranong province)
A significant coastal trading station and main settlement of the closely related Phu Khao Thong. Again, 
extensive looting limits precise dating, but the settlement sequence seems to correlate with Phu Khao 
Thong.92

Tha Chana (Peninsular Thailand, Surat Thani province)
A port-entrepôt site which – like Phu Khao Thong – also yielded large amounts of remains of craft 
industries whose products were distributed locally as well as regionally as far as the Philippines. It has 
been looted possibly as early as 1977. Its early phase possibly started during the 1st century BC – early 
centuries AD, but it had a later, Srīwijaya era-connected period (between 500 – 1000 AD) as well. There-
fore, it is assumed that Phu Khao Thong (and Bang Kluai Nok) had developed earlier than Tha Chana.93 

Khao Sam Kaeo (Chumphon province)
The site emerged as the earliest cosmopolitan incipient city-state acting as the “inter-regional” market 
place for a confederation that included Khao Sek and other feeding points and relay stations. The site 
has been severely looted but benefited from excavations carried out by the French–Thai collaborative 
archaeological mission. Research has demonstrated its cosmopolitan configuration hosting multiple res-
ident communities (South Asian, Southeast Asian and East Asian), and large amount of craft industries. 
The chronological sequence of the site is well-based by radiocarbon dates and chrono-typological meth-
ods. The main occupation time is agreed to span from the end-5th to the 2nd centuries BC, although the 
site may have been used during the early centuries AD, but less actively. 94

Khlong Thom (Peninsular Thailand, Krabi province) also known as Khuan Lukpad (“Bead Mound”). 
The site hosted several craft activities and local coinage probably associated to a trading polity but 
whose excavations were limited by the extensive looting of the place since the 70’s. It possibly had al-
ready been occupied as early as the 1st BC, but its main activity as an entrepôt can be dated to the first 
centuries AD, and it also flourished during later periods, as the presence of Middle Eastern ceramics of 
the 9th century also suggests.95

91	 Chaisuwan 2011, 86–87; Pongpanich 2013; Bellina et al. 2014, 84; Borell et al. 2014, 100; Bellina 
2017a, 634–635.

92	 Bellina 2017a, 636.
93	 E.g., Srisuchat et al. 1987; Noonsuk 2012; Pongpanich 2013; Borell et al. 2014. with further bibliog-

raphies.
94	 E.g., Bellina 2014; Bellina et al. 2014; Bellina 2017b. All with further bibliographies.
95	 Veraprasert 1987; Vallibhotama 1988; Bronson 1990; Veraprasert 1992; Glover 1996a, 374–375; ▷ 
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Srikshetra/Hmawza (Pyay District, Bago Region, Myanmar)
An iconic Pyu urban settlement, regional centre and port-entrepôt with concentration of monuments, 
statuaries and inscriptions. The site hosted a complexity of irrigation networks and brick fortifications, 
several craft industries, along with a large number of artefacts attesting a rich visual culture. The city 
was mentioned by Buddhist pilgrims Xuanzhang 玄奘 and Yijing 義淨 in the 7th century. Archaeologi-
cal surveys started as early as the 1900s and continued up to present. Its early phase spans from the 2nd 
century BC to the 4th century AD, and its Pyu-Buddhist period can be dated to the 4th to 6th centuries, the 
Buddhist Culture period to the 6th to 9th centuries.96

Óc Eo (An Giang Province, Vietnam) 
A settlement complex known to be a significant port-entrepôt and urban area hosting several craft 
industries. The site is one of the important regional centres in the Mekong Delta which is connected 
by canals and rivers to the South China Sea enabling regional interactions and trade. The first detailed 
research had been carried out by L. Malleret, and has been continued by local and international projects. 
The early phase span between the 2nd century BC and early 7th century AD, while the later phase can 
be dated between the mid-7th century and 12th century AD. The site is related to the Funan kingdom of 
Chinese records existed from the 1st to the 6th centuries AD.97

Đá Nổi (Kiên Giang province) 
Another significant site of the Óc Eo culture located in the Mekong Delta at the intersection of several 
ancient canals. It was explored by Malleret and investigated by Vietnamese scholars. Like Óc Eo, brick-
cum-stone monuments were found at the site with strong Indian influence as attested by their architec-
tural style and decoration, and the contents of the deposits in the temple foundations.98

Srisuchat 1998, 103, 104, 107–110; Bellina 1998; Glover – Bellina 2001, 199; Jacq-Hergoualc’h 2002; 
84–89; Manguin 2004, 285–286; Chaisuwan – Naiyawat 2009; 95–96, 103; Pongpanich 2013; 138–153; 
Chaisuwan 2011; 84–86; Borell 2019.

96	 E.g., Aung Thaw 1978; Stargardt 1990; Moore 2009; Thein Lwin et al. 2014; Miksic – Geok Yian 
Goh 2016; 

97	 E.g., Malleret 1959–63; Hà 1986; Bourdonneau 2003, 266–269, 270; Manguin 2009, 110; Bourdon-
neau 2010, 134–136, Pl. 7; Lê 2015; Đặng – Võ 2017, with further bibliographies.

98	 E.g., Malleret 1959, 126–131; Lê 2015; Lê 2018.

Fig. 7. General map of sites mentioned in the text with map of sites on the Kra Isthmus.

▷
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Phum Snay (Banteay Meanchey Province, Cambodia)
An ancient necropolis in Northwest Cambodia, appr. 80 km from the temple ruins of Angkor, which was 
discovered in 2000 during road constructions. Despite of the excavations carried out by international 
projects; illegal looting endangered the burials. The rich grave goods included potteries, bronze, gold, 
carnelian and glass beads, Óc Eo type earrings, etc., however prestigious objects were only present in a 
lesser scale. The use of the cemetery might have started as early as the 5th century BC, but vast majority 
of the finds can be dated to the early centuries AD.99
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sardonyx Fig 3,3 After Borell 
et al. 2014, 103, 
Fig. 7
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Hypothetical 
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tion

Photocredit
Lo

ca
lly

 m
ad

e 
ob

je
ct

s 
in

te
gr

at
in

g 
w

es
te

rn
 e

le
m

en
t(

s)
 to

 v
ar

yi
ng

 d
eg

re
es

 
(S

ub
ca

te
go

ry
 o

f l
oc

al
 r

aw
 m

at
er

ia
l+

lo
ca

l t
ec

hn
iq

ue
+w

es
te

rn
 s

ty
le

)
Herakles 
intaglio

R
e-

ex
am

in
ed

Phu Khao 
Thong 
(Ranong, 
Thailand)

Gand- 
hāra?

1st century AD agate Fig 
3,1a-b

After Borell 
2017b, 62, Fig. 3 

redeges-
tus bust 
intaglio

Óc Eo  
(An Giang 
Province, 
Vietnam) 

Gand- 
hāra?

post-3rd century 
AD

carnelian Fig 3,5 After Borell 
2016, 110, Fig. 11

bust of a 
bearded 
man  
intaglio

Óc Eo  
(An Giang 
Province, 
Vietnam) 

Gand- 
hāra?

post-3rd century 
AD

carnelian Fig 3,4 After Borell 
2016, 110, Fig. 12

galloping 
animal 
intaglio

Phu Khao 
Thong 
(Ranong, 
Thailand)

? ? carnelian Fig 3,2 After Kangked 
2009, 88.

elaphant 
and human 
heads 
intaglio

Óc Eo  
(An Giang 
Province, 
Vietnam)

? post-1st–2nd 
century AD?

carnelian Fig 3,6 After Borell 
2016, 110, Fig. 9

combina-
tion of hu-
man faces 
intaglio

Óc Eo  
(An Giang 
Province, 
Vietnam)

? ? carnelian Fig 3,7 After Borell 
2016, 110, Fig. 10

U
nk

no
w

n

satyr 
intaglio 
fragment

ye
t t

o 
be

 
(r

e-
)e

xa
m

in
ed

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

Roman 
Empire?

1st century 
BC–1st century 
AD century?

– Fig 4,3 After Bouzek 
– Ondřejová 
2009, 154, Fig. 1,1

Diomedes 
holding the 
Palladium 
of Troy 
intaglio

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

Roman 
Empire?

1st century AD? – Fig 4,1 After Wright 
2009, 48

Aphrodite 
and Ares 
cameo

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

Roman 
Empire?

? carnelian Fig 4,2 After Wright 
2009, 47

bust of a 
woman/
Hellenis-
tic king 
intaglio

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

non- 
Roman

post-1st century 
AD?

carnelian Fig 4,4 After Bouzek 
– Ondřejová 
2009, 154, Fig. 1,2

male bust 
intaglio

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

non- 
Roman

? carnelian Fig 4,6 After Liuchai-
chan 2019, 62

Herakles 
intaglio

Khlong 
Thom (Krabi, 
Thailand)

non- 
Roman

? – Fig 4,5 After Noonsuk 
2012, 53, Fig. 
1,16

profile 
head with 
diadem 
cameo 
fragment

Tha Chana 
(Surat Thani, 
Thailand)

Roman 
Empire?

1st century AD? – Fig 5,1 After Pongpa-
nich 2013, 108
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Photocredit

U
nk

no
w

n
Bust of 
a profile 
head

ye
t t

o 
be

 
(r

e-
)e

xa
m

in
ed

Tha Chana 
(Surat Thani, 
Thailand)

? ? – Fig 5,2 After Wright 
2009, 56, Fig. 4

bucolic  
scene 
intaglio

Phu Khao 
Thong 
(Ranong, 
Thailand)

? ? – Fig 
5,5a-b

After Wright 
2009, 52, Figs 
1–2

bust of 
a profile 
head  
intaglio

Bang Kluai 
Nok (Ranong 
Thailand)

? ? – Fig 
5,3a-b

After Wright 
2009, 57, Figs 
1–2

standing 
horse with 
column

Bang Kluai 
Nok (Ranong 
Thailand)

? ? – Fig 
6,4a-b

After Wright 
2009, 54, Figs 
1–2

winged 
figure 
intaglio

Bang Kluai 
Nok (Ranong 
Thailand)

? ? – Fig 5,4 After Pongpa-
nich 2008, 36, 
Fig. 2

horse 
and rider 
intaglio

southern 
Thailand

non- 
Roman?

? – Fig 6,1 After Pongpa-
nich 2019, 250

galloping 
horse and 
rider

southern 
Thailand

non- 
Roman?

? – Fig 6,2 After Pongpa-
nich 2019, 267

walking 
horse and 
rider with 
winged 
helmet 
intaglio

southern 
Thailand

non- 
Roman?

? – Fig 6,5 After Pongpa-
nich 2019, 267

Perseus 
holding 
Medu-
sa head 
intaglio

Hmawza 
(Bago, 
Myanmar)

Roman 
Empire?

2nd–3rd  
century AD?

glass Fig 6,7 Di Crocco 
1996, 165, Fig. 7

standing 
female 
figure

southern 
Mynmar

? ? - Fig 6,6 After Pongpa-
nich 2019, 266

standing 
horse with 
column

southern 
Mynmar

non- 
Roman?

? – Fig 6,3 After Pongpa-
nich 2019, 266

male figure Phum Snay 
(Banteay 
Meanchey 
Province, 
Cambodia)

non- 
Roman?

? – Fig 6,8 After Lapteff 
2016, 316, Fig. 27

female 
figure

Lop Buri 
province, 
Thailand

non- 
Roman

? carnelian Fig 6,9 After Bhumad-
hon 2019, 184
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