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VESSELS WITH ZOOMORPHIC PAINTED DECORATION
IN THE COLLECTIONS OF THE BOTOŞANI COUNTz MUSEUM

Adela KOV�CSa, Constantin APARASCHIVEIb

a �ŽƚŽƕĂni �ŽƵnƚǇ DƵseƵŵ͕ �ŽƚŽƕĂni͕ ZŽŵĂniĂ͖ eͲŵĂil͗ ĂĚelĂŬŽǀĂcs͘ŵƵseƵŵΛŐŵĂil͘cŽŵ
b EĂƟŽnĂl DƵseƵŵ ŽĨ �ƵŬŽǀinĂ͕ ^ƵceĂǀĂ͕ ZŽŵĂniĂ͖ eͲŵĂil͗ cŽsƟͺcŽsƟϬΛǇĂhŽŽ͘cŽŵ

Keywords: �ƵcƵƚeniͲdƌǇƉilliĂ cƵlƚƵƌe͕ ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic͕ ƉĂinƚeĚ ƌeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽns͕ sǇŵbŽlic ŵeĂninŐ
Abstract: dhe Ăiŵ ŽĨ ƚhis sƚƵĚǇ is ƚŽ ƌeǀiew ĂnĚ ĚiscƵss ŬeǇ ĚiscŽǀeƌies ĨƌŽŵ ƚhe �ŽƚŽƕĂni �ŽƵnƚǇ DƵseƵŵ cŽllecƟŽn͕ ĨŽcƵsinŐ sƉeciĂllǇ Žn ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic 
;ĂniŵĂlͿ ĚeƉicƟŽns͘ dhe sƚƵĚǇ eǆƉlŽƌes ƚhe ŽƌiŐins ŽĨ ƚhese ƵniƋƵe ǀessels͕ wiƚh ƉĂƌƟcƵlĂƌ ĂƩenƟŽn ƚŽ ƚheiƌ cŽnƚeǆƚ wiƚhin ƉƌeǀiŽƵslǇ ŬnŽwn finĚs͘ dhe 
ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ǀessels ƌĂise ƋƵesƟŽns ĂbŽƵƚ ƌecƵƌƌinŐ ƚheŵes ĂnĚ ƉŽƚenƟĂl sǇŵbŽlic ĂssŽciĂƟŽns͘ dhese ĂƌƚeĨĂcƚs͕ which Ăƌe ƌecenƚ ĚiscŽǀeƌies ĨƌŽŵ ŽlĚ 
cŽllecƟŽns͕ Ăƌe inƚƌŽĚƵceĚ ƚŽ ƚhe liƚeƌĂƚƵƌe͕ ŽīeƌinŐ new insiŐhƚs ĂnĚ iŵĂŐes͘ 
dhe ǀessels weƌe ĨŽƵnĚ in Ěiīeƌenƚ lŽcĂƟŽns in �ŽƚŽƕĂni �ŽƵnƚǇ͕ ZŽŵĂniĂ͗ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei ;�ϭ ƉhĂse ŽĨ ƚhe �ƵcƵƚeni �ƵlƚƵƌeͿ ĂnĚ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ 
Stârcea ;�Ϯ ƉhĂse ŽĨ ƚhe sĂŵe cƵlƚƵƌeͿ͕ bŽƚh eǆcĂǀĂƚeĚ in ϭϵϳϰ bǇ �nƚŽn EiƜƵ ĂnĚ WĂƵl cĂĚƵƌschi͘ thile sŽŵe ŽĨ ƚhese ĚiscŽǀeƌies hĂǀe been ƉƵblisheĚ͕ 
ŬeǇ ĚeƚĂils ƌeŵĂin ŵissinŐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚhe ƌeƉŽƌƚs͘ Kne ǀessel wĂs ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ Ăƚ dƌƵƕeƕƟ ʹ fuguieta͕ in Ă �ƵcƵƚeni � hŽƵse ;�wellinŐ yyy/yͿ͕ ƚwŽ Žƚheƌs cŽŵe 
ĨƌŽŵ ,ĉneƕƟ ʹ La Iaz ĂnĚ Žne biŐ ǀessel hĂs ƵnŬnŽwn ŽƌiŐin͕ bƵƚ iƚ cĂn be ĂssiŐneĚ ƚŽ ƚhe �ƵcƵƚeni �Ϯ ƉhĂse͘ 
dhe sƚƵĚǇ ĚiscƵsses inƚeƌƉƌeƚĂƟŽns ŽĨ ƚhe ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ĚecŽƌĂƟŽns Žn ceƌĂŵics ĨƌŽŵ ƚhe �ƵcƵƚeniͲdƌǇƉilliĂ cƵlƚƵƌe͕ sƵŐŐesƟnŐ ƚhĂƚ ƚhese iŵĂŐes ŵĂǇ 
ĚeƉicƚ ŵǇƚhicĂl beinŐs Žƌ nĂƌƌĂƟǀes͕ ƉŽssiblǇ ĂƌƌĂnŐeĚ in seƋƵenƟĂl scenes͘ /ƚ is belieǀeĚ ƚhĂƚ ƚhe ƌeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽns ŽĨ cĂƌniǀŽƌes Žƌ snĂŬes ŵĂǇ hĂǀe hĂĚ 
Ăn ĂƉŽƚƌŽƉĂic ;ƉƌŽƚecƟǀeͿ ĨƵncƟŽn͕ while biƌĚs͕ Žften ĂssŽciĂƚeĚ wiƚh Žƚheƌ ĂniŵĂls͕ cŽƵlĚ sǇŵbŽlise eǀenƚs Žƌ ŵŽŵenƚs ŽĨ Ă ŵǇƚhicĂl ƉĂsƚ͘ 
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The purpose of this study1 is to analyse and discuss 
several ceramic vessels and fragments, located in the 
collection of the Botoșani County Museum, focusing mainly 
on the vessels with painted zoomorphic representations. 
The vessels with zoomorphic decoration raise Ƌuestions 
regarding the themes represented, the animals preferred 
by the Cucuteni poƩers, as well as their possible symbolic 
associations and meanings. These artifacts, discovered 
five decades ago, some of which were already Ŭnown, are 
introduced in the literature, oīering new perspectives and 
images updated according to current standards. Our study 
also aims to explore the position of the animals on these 
uniƋue vessels, paying special aƩention to the context of 
the discoveries.

1 A less detailed version of this paper has been published in Romanian 
in: S.-C.Enea, F.-A. Tencariu, A. Asăndulesei, C.-C. Lazanu (eds.), K iniŵĉ 
ĚeĚicĂƚĉ ƟŵƉƵƌilŽƌ sƚƌĉǀechi͘ WƌŽĨesŽƌƵl �ƵŵiƚƌƵ �ŽŐhiĂn lĂ ϳϬ Ěe 
Ăni, 2025. 

Most of the vessels discussed here were discovered at 
two sites in Botoșani County: ctefănești – ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei
(phase B1 of the Cucuteni culture) and ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ
(phase B2 of the same culture), both investigated in 1974 
by archaeologists Anton Nițu (Institute of Archaeology 
in Iași) and Paul cadurschi (Botoșani County Museum). 
Although some of these discoveries have been published, 
some important details about them are missing from the 
reports. Also, in general, the authors of the excavations 
avoided discussing and interpreting the zoomorphic 
representations on the Cucuteni ceramics. 

Another case is, in fact, a re-evaluation of the 
decoration on a vessel discovered in the 1950s at Trușești – 
fƵŐƵieƚĂ, Botoșani County. We also discuss two vessels 
found in 1960 at the Hănești – >Ă /Ăǌ site (the official 
name of the site is Slobozia Hănești – >Ă GƌĂũĚƵƌi) and an 
unpublished vessel with zoomorphic decoration, part of 
the old collections of the Săveni Archaeological Museum. 
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We believe that the painted zoomorphic decorations 
on the poƩery of the Cucuteni-Trypillia culture can be 
interpreted as representing mythical animals or some 
narratives, arranged into scenes, which could compose a 
mythology that is difficult to decipher today. It is considered 
that the representations of carnivores or snaŬes could also 
have had an apotropaic (protective) function, while the 
birds, oŌen associated with other animals, could symbolise 
events or moments from a mythical past.

CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING THE CONDITIONS 
OF DISCOVERz OF THE VESSELS tITH ZOOMORPHIC 

DECORATION

Since 2016, we have begun an extensive process of 
re-evaluation of the archaeological materials discovered 
at ctefănești, Stânca – ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, and at ^ƚąƌceĂ, 
Botoșani County, located in the deposits of Botoșani 
Museum, having Ŭnowledge of the content of the reports 
previously published by archaeologists2. This resulted in a 
series of studies that resumed the history of the research 
undertaŬen in the two sites at ctefănești, capitalizing 
on a series of interesting aspects regarding the layout 
of the inhabited space, the conditions of discovery of 
the ceramic materials identified in the deposits, as well 
as the anthropomorphic representations from these 
investigations3.

The research at ctefănești, Stânca – ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, 
Botoșani County (RAN code 39202.11) had a rescue 
character (Fig. 1/1). The excavations at this site were 
prompted by construction worŬs, such as the building 
of a parŬing lot for transport vehicles and a connecting 
road to the construction site, at the Stânca – �ŽsƚeƕƟ dam 
(Fig. 3). The archaeological research report was published 
in 1994 in ,ieƌĂsƵs 9 and clarified certain aspects of the 
discovered features4. Thus, there were eleven trenches 
oriented along the NE–SW direction, located on the terrace 
(Fig. 7), and five dwellings (L1 to L5) and six household pits 
were uncovered (Fig. 7). The plaƞorm of L5 was very poorly 
preserved and had been probably partially destroyed. L3 
had been aīected by previous modern municipal worŬs 
(Fig. 4). Two ceramic fragments from L2 were ornamented 
with avimorphic representations and were subseƋuently 
published5. When re-evaluating the archaeological heritage 
items in the collections of the Botoșani County Museum, 
the ceramic materials from L2 were re-examined. Thus, 
we were able to identify those two ceramic fragments 
(Fig. 12/1–2), and three others, ornamented also with 
painted avimorphic decoration (Fig. 12/3–5)6. 

2 Nițu, cadurschi 1994; 2004.
3 KovĄcs 2016a; 2016b; 2017a; 2017b; 2018a; 2018b; KovĄcs, Nechifor 

2020; KovĄcs 2020.
4 Nițu, cadurschi 1994, p. 181.
5 Nițu 1975a, p. 48, fig. 2.
6 furcanu eƚ Ălii 2020.

One of the most important discoveries from this site 
is a cross-shaped hearth uncovered in L37. The hearth was 
restored and exhibited for a long time in the permanent 
exhibition of the Botoșani History Museum (Fig. 5). At 
present, this installation is in storage, as the History 
Museum building is currently undergoing rehabilitation.

The research at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ/>Ă �ƵlbŽĂnĉ/La 
�ƵlbŽĂnĂ lƵi ^ƚąƌceĂ, Botoșani County, was presented on 
March 25, 1978, at the Scientific Communications Session 
organized by the Botoșani County Museum. The only report 
published to date appeared in 2004 (Nițu, cadurschi, 2004). 
The article states that the manuscript was submiƩed for 
publication to the journal �ƌheŽlŽŐiĂ DŽlĚŽǀei, for issue 
IX of 1980, but due to a lacŬ of space, the material was not 
included in that issue.

This archaeological site is Ŭnown under several 
names, namely ͞�ƵlbŽĂnĂ lƵi ^ƚąƌceĂ”, ͞>Ă �ƵlbŽĂnĉ”, 
͞>Ă ^ƚąƌceĂ”, ͞>Ă cƵƌƚe” (RAN code 39177.01) and was 
discovered in 1956 through surface research carried out 
by Nicolae �aharia, Mircea Petrescu-DŠmbovița and Eugenia 
�aharia8 (Fig. 2/2). New surface research was carried out 
in 1973 by a team consisting of Alexandru Păunescu, Paul 
cadurschi and Vasile Chirica, while collecting information 
for the first archaeological repertoire of Botoșani county9.

This Cucuteni settlement is located at the 
southeastern edge of ctefănești, on a terrace on the right 
side of the Bașeu River, in the neighborhood Ŭnown today 
as Bădiuți (Fig. 1/1; 2/2). The terrace is Ňat, being cut into 
an old major bed of the Prut. The SE side of the terrace is 
slightly sloped, the NNW edge is steep, being eroded and 
collapsed by the waters of the Prut and Bașeu. The area of 
the seƩlement was estimated at approx. 3 ha, with only 
180 m2 archaeologically investigated. Three dwellings and 
four waste pits were uncovered (Fig. 6).

According to the archaeological description, the 
stratigraphy of the site was as follows:

- topsoil layer (approx. 20 cm thicŬ);
- ancient gray soil (30–50 cm thicŬ);
- brown soil containing archaeological material 

(approx. 40 cm thicŬ);
- clayey soil, with blacŬ-brown pigments;
- archaeologically sterile soil.
The survey conducted in 1974–1975 was prompted 

by the Ňoods of 1974, when the waters partially collapsed 
a large pit (Pit/Groapa 1). After the waters receded, 
the students from ctefănești High School collected the 
fragments of ͞a large vessel with a prominent shoulder” 
(document from the M:B Archive) and transported them 
to the school. The vessel was entered in the Museum͛s 
Inventory Register under inventory number 794 and is 
described below (cat. no. B2) (Fig. 13).

Sporadic occupation remains dating to the Iron 
Age (late HallstaƩ – early La Tğne) were also mentioned, 
comprising both sherds and a double-edged bronze arrow. 

7 Nițu, cadurschi 1994, p. 188, fig. 4; KovĄcs 2017a; 2020.
8 �aharia eƚ Ălii 1970, p. 281–282.
9 Păunescu eƚ Ălii 1976, p. 255–259.
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Three cremation urns belonging to the 3rd–1st century BC, as 
well as a series of medieval poƩery fragments (15th–16th c.) 
overlay the Cucuteni layer. These materials were later 
analysed and published together with the data existing in 
the Botoșani County Museum, by Ion Ioniță (Institute of 

Archaeology in Iași) and Botoșani archaeologist Octavian 
Liviu covan, in 201310.

All the material resulting from the research of the two 
sites at ctefănești was inŬ marŬed with the site of origin and 

10 Ioniță, covan 2013. 

Figure 1. GeŽŐƌĂƉhic lŽcĂƟŽn ŽĨ �ƵcƵƚeni ĂƌchĂeŽlŽŐicĂl siƚes in �ŽƚŽƕĂni �ŽƵnƚǇ͕ wheƌe ǀessels ĚecŽƌĂƚeĚ wiƚh ƉĂinƚeĚ ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ƌeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽns 
weƌe ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ͘ ϭ͘ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei and cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stârcea͖ Ϯ͘ dƌƵƕeƕƟ ʹ fuguieta͘
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the place of discovery, which eased the worŬ of identifying 
the objects in the storage area. The ceramic material, 
restored or fragments in the deposits of the Botoșani 
County Museum, will maŬe the subject of a future study.

The scientific archive of the Botoșani History Museum 
preserves the original plans, as well as a series of photos 

from the worŬs in 1974–1975, when the two archaeologists 
carried out rescue excavations at ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei. We have 
not been able to identify, so far, the photos taŬen during 
the excavations at the ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ. There is also a 
file containing the analytical evidence sheets drawn up by 
the Botoșani archaeologist Paul cadurschi, dated (only a 

Figure 2. GeŽŐƌĂƉhic lŽcĂƟŽn ŽĨ siƚes Ăƚ͗ ϭ͘ ,ĉneƕƟ ʹ La Iaz͖ Ϯ͘ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei͘
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few of them) to April 6, 1987. The evidence sheets include 
blacŬ-and-white photos and colour drawings, some of them 
marŬed as being sent to print for the next issue of ,ieƌĂsƵs.

In the file with the sheets and illustrations there is 
also a typed manuscript that includes the description of 
the research at ctefănești, from both sites investigated in 

1974–1975, namely ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei and ^ƚąƌceĂ. There 
are several notes and corrections made in pencil on the 
manuscript. Unfortunately, the field notes of the research 
team were not found, so these are the only sources 
we refer to when discussing the materials from these 
archaeological sites.

Figure 3. dhe siƚe Ăƚ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei͗ ϭʹϮ͘ WhŽƚŽs ƚĂŬen in :Ƶne ϮϬϮϭ͘
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Regarding the published report on ctefănești – 
^ƚąƌceĂ, when compared to the report in the M:B archive 
and to the marŬed ceramic material, there are some 
inaccuracies. On the published plan, only one dwelling is 
marŬed (labelled L1)11. In the archived plan, three diīerent 

11 Nițu, cadurschi 2004, p. 298, fig. 1.

dwellings and the same four pits that are also marŬed on 
the published plan are drawn. The dwellings are described 
as lacŬing plaƞorms or daub Ňoors. Two of them, namely 
L2 and L3, were sectioned by a military trench that passed 
exactly through their middle. Thus, we preferred to refer 
to the plan in the M:B archive and to process it for a beƩer 

Figure 4. ϭʹϯ͘ WhŽƚŽ Ăƌchiǀe ŽĨ ƚhe �ŽƚŽƕĂni ,isƚŽƌǇ DƵseƵŵ͘ /ŵĂŐes ĨƌŽŵ ƚhe eǆcĂǀĂƟŽns cĂƌƌieĚ ŽƵƚ in ϭϵϳϰ Ăƚ ƚhe cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei͘

1 2

3
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understanding of the archaeological situations discovered 
in this site (Fig. 6).

Trușești – fƵŐƵieƚĂ (RAN code 39337.02) is the largest 
Cucuteni site investigated in Romania, between 1951 
and 1961 and subseƋuently benefited from a dedicated 
monograph12. The history of the research at Trușești – 
fƵŐƵieƚĂ is very well-Ŭnown13. The research began in 1923, 
and was continued between 1951 and 1961, in a systematic 
form, by teams of archaeologists coordinated by Mircea 
Petrescu-DŠmbovița (Fig. 1/2).

The artifact we included in this study was discovered, 
according to both the inventory register and the bibliographic 
data, in Dwelling XXXIX14. Based on the inventory, dwelling 
XXXIX was dated to phase B of the Cucuteni culture. The 
construction was located on a gentle slope, oriented in the 
N–S direction, on the lighter brown soil of the Cucuteni A 
layer. The building measured 11 × 4 m and was outlined 
by uneven agglomerations of adobe, with higher portions 
formed by the overlapping remains of the slag-coated 
walls and with gaps (Fig. 8). The building did not have a 
plaƞorm on a wooden structure. As interior features, the 
building featured 3 cm thicŬ slabs, ͞with the appearance 
of bricŬs”, as well as a hearth built directly on the soil. 
Remains of an oven plate were also found. The authors 
of the monograph highlight the discovery of a large and 

12 Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999.
13 Păunescu eƚ Ălii 1976, p. 272; Monah, Popovici 1985, p. 156; 

Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999; Popovici 2000, p. 78–79; 
Mantu-Lazarovici 2004, p. 53. 

14 Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999, p. 460, fig. 341.

thicŬ piece of daub, with a smooth surface and chaī in its 
composition, about 15 cm high. This might have originated 
from the edge of a porch, which had been built from 5 
cm thicŬ pieces of plaster, without chaī in the paste. The 
walls, partially vitrified, had been plastered with clay, 
showed post imprints on one side and waƩle imprints on 
the other. Some plaster fragments had a concave inner 
surface indicative of the use of split wood, while others 
suggested the use of timber plastered on the outer convex 
side, in the shape of a semi-column15.

As for the inventory of the dwelling, tools, ceramics, 
fired clay objects and zoomorphic representations are listed. 
Among the tools presented (and only partly illustrated) 
were a Ňint core with cortex, two hammerstones, several 
Ňint cores and blades and ͞six more or less fragmentary 
stone grinders”16. The dozens of complete and fragmentary 
vessels, made of good Ƌuality paste, both painted and 
unpainted, included six cups, ten bitronconical vessels 
with a wide open or narrower mouth, nine amphorae, ten 
bowls, two miniature vessels, a thicŬ-walled vessel, two 
handles, sherds of coarse-paste vessels and one of the 
Cucuteni C type (Fig. 9). Objects made of burnt clay came 
from a feature in the southeastern corner of the dwelling: 
14 clay weights of circular, oval-pointy and pyramidal 
shape, found over the fragments of a large storage vessel 
made of coarse paste, with imprints on the base. They were 

15 Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999, p. 88.
16 Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999, p. 88.

Figure 5. �ƌŽssͲshĂƉeĚ heĂƌƚh ĨƌŽŵ ,ŽƵse ϯ Ăƚ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei͗ ϭ͘ �ƌŽssͲshĂƉeĚ heĂƌƚh Ăfteƌ ƌesƚŽƌĂƟŽn͕ ĚisƉlĂǇeĚ in ƚhe ŽlĚ ƉeƌŵĂnenƚ 
eǆhibiƟŽn ŽĨ ƚhe ŵƵseƵŵ͕ clŽseĚ in ϮϬϮϮ͖ Ϯ͘ �ƌŽssͲshĂƉeĚ heĂƌƚh in siƚƵ ;Ăƌchiǀe ƉhŽƚŽͿ͖ ϯ͘ �ƌŽssͲshĂƉeĚ heĂƌƚh ĚƵƌinŐ ƌesƚŽƌĂƟŽn ŽƉeƌĂƟŽns in ƚhe 
ŵƵseƵŵ lĂbŽƌĂƚŽƌǇ in �ŽƚŽƕĂni ;Ăƌchiǀe ƉhŽƚŽͿ͘
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interpreted as remains of a fishing net. A table leg and only 
one zoomorphic idol were also discovered17.

Two other vessels that we are publishing on this 
occasion come from the collection of the Archaeology 
Museum in Săveni. According to the inventory registers 
and the marŬs on the vessels, they were discovered in 
1966 in the site called Hănești – >Ă /Ăǌ/DĂlƵl /ĂǌƵlƵi/La 
GƌĂũĚƵƌi (RAN code 37663.12 – The archaeological site of 

17 Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999, p. 88; 90–91, fig. 66.

Slobozia Hănești – >Ă GƌĂũĚƵƌi). In the past, the territory 
of the commune of Hănești was subjected to an extensive 
process of land improvement, interventions that aimed to 
develop a dam and the reservoir laŬe, today covering over 
400 ha (Diaconu 2010, p. 16). The archaeological survey of 
this site was carried out in 1971 by Silvia Marinescu-BŠlcu 
from the Institute of Archaeology in Bucharest and Filaret 
Aprotosoaie from the Archaeology Museum in Săveni. 
According to the subseƋuent report signed by Sebastian 
Morintz, two partially destroyed Cucuteni B dwellings were 

Figure 7. WlĂn ŽĨ ƚhe ϭϵϳϰ ĂƌchĂeŽlŽŐicĂl eǆcĂǀĂƟŽns Ăƚ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei ;ƌeĚƌĂwn ĂccŽƌĚinŐ ƚŽ ƚhe ƉlĂn in ƚhe Ăƌchiǀe ŽĨ ƚhe �ŽƚŽƕĂni 
�ŽƵnƚǇ DƵseƵŵ͕ cŽŵƉĂƌeĚ ƚŽ ƚhe Žne ƉƵblisheĚ bǇ EiƜƵ͕ cĂĚƵƌschi͕ ϭϵϵϰͿ͘ 
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investigated. Their inventory comprised ceramic fragments 
and complete vessels, a zoomorphic statueƩe, a bovine 
horn and a brass dagger with a central longitudinal rib, 
aƩached with three rivets to a wooden handle. Ceramic 
fragments of the Cucuteni C type were also collected. 
Several artifacts specific to the Horodiștea culture also 
came from this seƩlement18.

The last artifact in our catalogue is the upper half of 
a vessel with a zoomorphic wavy ribbon decoration. So far, 
we have not been able to find any references regarding 
its place of origin. However, the vessel has aƩracted the 
attention of the museum͛s specialized staff, as it has 
benefited from well-executed restoration interventions, 
completed by chromatic integration and the recreation of 
the decoration on the surface of the plaster fillings.

18 Morintz 1972, p. 339; Diaconu 2010, p. 23–24.

THE ARTIFACTS IN THE COLLECTIONS OF THE 
BOTOŞANI COUNTz MUSEUM 

A. FINDS FROM ŞTEFĂNEŞTI ʹ STÂNCA DOAMNEI 

A1 (Fig. 10–11). Truncated conical bowl with a 
wide mouth, decorated on both sides. The inner one is 
decorated with two fascicles consisting of five lines each, 
arranged in a swirl shape. On the edge are six or seven, 
elongated leaves. Between the two fascicles are four 
arches/crescents/stylized snaŬes (͍). On the outer side 
are five pairs of hanging arches, which seem to represent 
opposing snaŬes. The colour of the decorative elements is 
coīee-brown, applied onto a bricŬ-coloured bacŬground 
of the vessel.

Figure 9. �ƌchĂeŽlŽŐicĂl ŵĂƚeƌiĂls cŽŵinŐ ĨƌŽŵ ĚwellinŐ yyy/y Ăƚ dƌƵƕeƕƟ ʹ fuguieta͘ ϭʹϲ͘ �eƌĂŵic ĨƌĂŐŵenƚs ĂnĚ ǀessels wiƚh ĚecŽƌĂƟŽn sƉecific ƚŽ 
ƉhĂse � ŽĨ ƚhe �ƵcƵƚeni cƵlƚƵƌe ;Ăfteƌ WeƚƌescƵͲ�ąŵbŽǀiƜa et alii ϭϵϵϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϰϱϳ͕ fiŐ͘ ϯϯϵͬϭ͕ ϰ͕ ϳ͖ Ɖ͘ ϰϱϴ͕ fiŐ͘ ϯϰϬͬϭ͕ ϯ͖ Ɖ͘ ϰϲϭ͕ fiŐ͘ ϯϰϮͬϮĂʹbͿ͖ ϳ͘ �ŽŽŵŽƌƉhic 
sƚĂƚƵeƩe ;Ăfteƌ WeƚƌescƵͲ�ąŵbŽǀiƜa et alii ϭϵϵϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϱϲϯ͕ fiŐ͘ ϯϳϱͬϲĂʹbͿ͘ 
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The vessel was modelled from a fine paste and fired in 
oxidizing conditions, acƋuiring a reddish colour. It has been 
restored without chromatic integration.

Discovered at ctefănești – ̂ ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, no feature 
number. Inv. no. M:B 775.

Dimensions: height – 112 mm; mouth diameter – 
306 mm; base diameter – 92 mm.

References: Nițu, cadurschi 1994, p. 191, fig. 7/6; 
Dumitrescu, 1979, p. 59, fig. 49. 

A2 (Fig. 12/1, Fig. 12/2). Ceramic fragments possibly 
from the same vessel – a bitronconical amphora with a 
funnel-shaped mouth. The geometric decoration was 
painted with blacŬ and intermittent red lines on the 
well-smoothed surface of the vessel. The preserved 
decoration is organized in two horizontal registers, 
separated by a thicŬ, blacŬ line. Above this line, a horizontal 
row of waterfowl, possibly ducŬs, was painted. The birds 
are represented schematically, with their legs interspersed 
by a red line, located above the blacŬ band. The right leg 
is longer than the leŌ, expressing, in this case, movement. 
The heads are turned to the right and were suggested using 
obliƋue lines. The body is crescent-shaped, and the tail is 
rendered slightly puīed (Fig. 12/1–2).

The ceramic fragments were modelled from a fine 
paste, burned in an oxidizing atmosphere, and both sides 
were carefully polished. 

Discovered at ctefănești – ̂ ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, Dwelling 2, 
Inv. no. M:B 18639 and M:B 19454.

Dimensions: height of the birds 16 mm, maximum 
length of the body 24 mm. 

References: Nițu, 1975a, 48, fig. 2; furcanu eƚ Ălii
2020, p. 405, fig. 4/1–2; 66, fig. 55.

A3 (Fig. 12/3). Ceramic fragment from the flared 
mouth of   an open vessel, with a single ornithomorphic 
representation. Given the Ňared mouth and its modelling, 
it is possible that the fragment comes from a bitronconical 
amphora. The decoration was made with blacŬ paint on the 
yellowish bacŬground. The bird faces right, its beaŬ and tail 
pointed. The body is semicircular/crescent-shaped, with 
the middle part slightly thicŬened. The legs are represented 
by two thin, slightly obliƋue lines. The claws or the terminal 
area of   the legs were broŬen in prehistoric times. Above 
the bird, on the necŬ area of   the vessel immediately below 
the rim, a blacŬ, horizontal, slightly erased line is visible 
(Fig. 12/3). The fragments were modelled from a fine paste, 
oxidizing firing, and carefully polished.

Discovered at ctefănești-^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, L2, Inv. 
no. M:B 19456.

Dimensions: the bird has a total length of 34 mm and 
a preserved height of 30 mm.

References: furcanu eƚ Ălii 2020, p. 405, fig. 4/3. 

A4 (Fig. 12/4). Bitronconical amphora, refiƩed from 
several pieces, broŬen in prehistoric times. In the laboratory, 
a part of the maximum diameter area of   the vessel was 

completed (Fig. 12/4). The decoration consists of two 
bands, an upper, arched one and a lower, horizontal one, 
both delimited by thicŬ blacŬ lines. The upper band is filled 
with a group of red lines, probably drawn with the intention 
of being parallel, but sometimes they bifurcate or are 
interrupted. In the lower band, a median, interrupted line is 
drawn in blacŬ. There are also two semi-oval motifs, spared 
from the bacŬground of the vessel, which seem carelessly 
pencilled in. Below these bands, an ornithomorphic 
representation was made, rendered in blacŬ, partially 
preserved. From what has been preserved, the head 
facing to the right can be seen, made of a single line that 
intersects with the line of the body. The beaŬ is pointy. The 
median part of the body is missing, broŬen in prehistoric 
times. The tail is pointed, and there are a few dots next 
to it. These could be accidental, or they could represent 
ruŋed feathers. The bird͛s legs are represented by two 
thin, horizontal, relatively parallel lines pointing bacŬwards.

The vessel was modelled from a semi-fine paste, and 
the entire surface of the vessel was covered with yellow 
engobe and polished.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, L2, Inv. 
no. M:B 19457.

Dimensions: length of bird – 72 mm.
References: furcanu eƚ Ălii 2020, p. 405, fig. 4/4. 

A5 (Fig. 12/5). Small ceramic fragment, from a 
medium-sized vessel. Only the front half of the bird, 
rendered in blacŬish brown, has been preserved. The head 
faces right; the tip of the beaŬ is broŬen. The head has a 
crest-liŬe feature on the upper part, made in such a way 
that it is reminiscent of the crowned crane. On the necŬ it 
has a small swelling that could represent a throat pouch, an 
anatomical characteristic specific to these birds. The body 
is semicircular, with an elongated necŬ, corresponding to 
the representation of cranes. The legs are thin, rendered by 
two parallel, obliƋue lines. The tail and the lower part of the 
legs have not been preserved. Above the ornithomorphic 
representation there is a band composed of blacŬ lines 
framing a broŬen line. The fragment is yellowish in colour 
(Fig. 12/5). The vessel was modelled from a semi-fine 
paste, and the entire surface of the vessel was covered 
with yellow engobe and polished.

Discovered at ctefănești-^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei, Dwelling 2, 
Inv. no. M:B 19455.

Dimensions: preserved length – 50 mm.
References: furcanu et Ălii 2020, p. 405, fig. 4/5. 

B. FINDS FROM ŞTEFĂNEŞTI – STÂRCEA

B1 (Fig. 13). Large vessel preserving the upper half. 
The mouth is narrow compared to the area of   maximum 
diameter. The rim is strongly Ňared, the necŬ short and 
the shoulder very prominent. On the inner area of   the rim, 
turned outwards, the vessel is painted with identical leaf 
motifs, connected between them, which form the image
of opening petals. On the necŬ, the vessel is decorated 
with red and brown bands, which, combined, form leaves 
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with either rounded or pointed tips. The belly of the 
vessel, starting from the shoulder, has a continuous type 
of decoration, consisting of four circular registers, which 
are repeated in an almost identical manner. Each register 
comprises two long, slightly obliƋue, parallel snaŬes and 
two smaller snaŬes, located one above the other. The 
register is completed by a double circle, having a double 
cross-shaped motif inside. In the upper part of the vessel, 
in the space leŌ between the four circular registers, there 
are foliate motifs, obtained by double or triple geometric 
representations. The median area of the leaves is marŬed 
by three median brown lines. The painted decoration is 
chocolate-brown, with the reddish wall of the vessel as a 
bacŬground. The snaŬes were drawn using a brown outline, 
and the interior space is filled with red.

The vessel was modelled from a semi-fine paste, 
burned oxidized to a reddish colour.

Recovered by ctefănești school pupils, probably from 
Pit 1, Inv. no. M:B 794.

Dimensions: preserved height – 485 mm; mouth 
diameter – 280 mm; maximum diameter – 570 mm.

References: Nițu, cadurschi 2004, p. 299, fig. 3. 

B2 (Fig. 14). Small amphora with Ňared rim, high 
necŬ, prominent shoulder, bitronconical body and straight 
boƩom. On the outside, the decoration is organized in 
two registers: one on the necŬ and one on the body. 
Below the rim is a red serpentine representation, 
outlined in blacŬ. The snaŬe is interrupted by a vertical 
band/column-liŬe element, filled with three registers, 

0                    10 cm

Figure 11. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ǀessel D:� ϳϳϱ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϭͿ͘
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each formed by three horizontal lines. The serpentine 
decoration is represented in association with groups 
of three blacŬ dashes, placed obliƋuely. On the belly, 
the vessel is decorated with vegetal motifs, probably 
representing leaves, formed of double or triple bands. 
Inside the resulting ovals, small groups consisting of three 
obliƋue dashes are placed.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, fired 
oxidized to a reddish colour, with traces of secondary firing.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 2. Classed 
as Heritage, according to Order no. 2549/09.09.2008; 
Position 18.

Dimensions: height – 157 mm; mouth diameter – 
105 mm; base diameter – 55 mm, inv. no. M:B 795.

References: Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009, p. 211, cat. 
no. 421. 

0                         5 cm

Figure 12. �eƌĂŵic ĨƌĂŐŵenƚs ĚecŽƌĂƚeĚ wiƚh biƌĚs͕ ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ Ăƚ cƚeĨĉneƕƟ ʹ Stânca Doamnei ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �Ϯʹ�ϱͿ͗ ϭ͘ inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ϭϴϲϯϵ͖ Ϯ͘ inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ϭϵϰϱϰ͖ 
ϯ͘ inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ϭϵϰϱϲ͖ ϰ͘ inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ϭϵϰϱϳ͖ ϱ͘ inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ϭϵϰϱϱ͘ 
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Figure 14. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϳϵϱ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϮͿ͘

0                     10 cm

0                                              60 cm

Figure 13. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϳϵϰ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϭͿ͘
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B3 (Fig. 15). Semi-spherical bowl, with a flat, very 
small base, and a very short, Ňared rim, painted blacŬ on 
the inside. The vessel is ornamented both on the inside and 
outside. On the inside, four large snaŬes are represented, 
grouped in pairs, aƩached, rendered by sinuous lines, which 
are connected to some horizontal bands, which delimit the 
registers, and 12 small snaŬes, rendered in blacŬ, meandering 
lines. On the outside, geometric motifs are drawn (two 
triangles and two circumscribed circles), which, viewed from 
above when the vessel is placed upside down, form a double 
border. On the outside, the boƩom is highlighted by a double 
brown line. All the ornamental motifs are represented by 
brown lines, which border wide, red bands. The vessel was 
modelled from a fine, well-smoothed paste and has strong 
lustre. The oxidizing firing to which it was subjected gave it 
a reddish-brown colour.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 2, classed 
as Heritage, according to Order no. 2272/19.04.2008; 
Position 31.

Dimensions: height – 20 mm; mouth diameter – 
145 mm; base diameter – 48 mm. Inv. no. M:B 798.

References: Nițu, cadurschi 2004, 310, fig. 26; 
Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009, 211, cat. no. 425. 

B4 (Fig. 16). The upper part of a large vessel, of 
which only some fragments of the necŬ and rim area have 
been preserved. The rim is Ňared and the necŬ cylindrical. 
A horizontal row of blacŬ triangles was drawn below the 
rim, surrounding the mouth of the vessel. On the necŬ, 
the decoration consists of two scenes, separated by a 
vertical column-liŬe element, consisting of two wide, blacŬ 
bands, and the interior space is filled with red rhombuses, 
bordered with brown lines. The main scenes are composed 
of two carnivores facing each other, represented with 
bristly hair and arched tails. Above the two carnivores, a 
snaŬe is represented, painted in red and delimited with 
brown lines.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, burned 
oxidizing and has a reddish-brown colour, showing traces 
of secondary firing.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 2.
Dimensions: preserved height – 85 mm; mouth 

diameter – 98 mm; base diameter – 104 mm. Inv. no. 
M:B 836.

References: Nițu, cadurschi 2004, p. 301, fig. 6; p. 303, 
fig. 10. 

0                            10 cm

Figure 15. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϳϵϴ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϯͿ͘
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B5 (Fig. 17–18). Small amphora-type vessel of which 
the upper half has been preserved. It has a Ňared rim, 
a narrow mouth, a cylindrical necŬ and a bulging body. 
Approximately one third of the lower body is missing. In 
the upper part, immediately below the necŬ, the vessel is 
painted with foliate motifs, which combine to create the 
image of a Ňower with open petals. On the belly, foliate 
and triangular motifs are drawn, consisting of bands 
of thin compound lines, which form the frame for the 
serpentine motifs, painted in red and framed by brown 
lines. The metopes are separated by circles with inscribed 
cross-shaped bands. Because the vessel was secondarily 
fired, the decoration is very difficult to see.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, fired 
oxidizing and has a reddish-brown colour, showing traces 
of secondary firing. 

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, no context of 
origin.

Dimensions: preserved height – 228 mm; mouth 
diameter – 127 mm; base diameter – 310 mm. Inv. 
no. M:B 6609.

References: Nițu, cadurschi 2004, p. 305, fig. 16. 

B6 (Fig. 19). Small amphora-type vessel with more 
than half body preserved and restored without chromatic 
reconstruction. It has a flared rim, a narrow mouth, a 
short, cylindrical necŬ and a bulging body. The decoration 
is delimited by bands formed of thicŬer and thinner parallel 
lines, more numerous on the shoulder of the vessel. On 
the belly, foliate and triangular motifs consisting of bands 
of thin composite lines have been drawn, which form 
the frame for the serpentine motifs, painted in a simple, 
schematic manner with brown lines. The metopes are 
separated by four double circles, of which only one has 
the decoration with inscribed cross-shaped bands. Because 

the vessel was secondarily fired, the decoration is very 
difficult to see.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, fired 
oxidizing, and has a reddish-brown colour, showing traces 
of secondary firing.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 1.
Dimensions: preserved height – 345 mm; mouth 

diameter – 142 mm; base diameter – 127 mm. Inv. no. 
M:B 6610 (Fig. 19).

References: Nițu, cadurschi 2004, p. 305, fig. 15. 

B7 (Fig. 20). Large bowl, with a wide mouth, Ňared 
edge, small base and truncated body. The painting is 
applied only to the inner side of the bowl, occupying the 
entire field, except for the base. On the rim, the bowl 
comprises eight segments, divided by double, vertical lines. 
Four of them have a simple red bacŬground, alternating 
with four others that include chained semicircular motifs, 
probably representing waves. The edge of the rim is 
demarcated from the body of the bowl by two horizontal, 
thicŬened lines. The boƩom of the bowl, on the inside, is 
marŬed by a simple, circular brown line. From this circle 
start two facing bands, formed by several curved lines, 
which form petals and delimit two main areas, occupied 
by two horizontal red snaŬes, which follow the line of the 
bowl, delimited by the brown outline. Inside the petals 
there is a red snaŬe, marŬed in brown, with the upper part 
thicŬer. These two snaŬes inside the plant are represented 
in a vertical, ascending position. The main petals are filled 
with an intermiƩent band, represented by brown filled 
triangles, successive and joined.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, fired 
oxidizing and has a reddish-brown colour. It was restored 
and chromatically reconstructed, but without the 
decoration being reproduced.

0                         10 cm

Figure 16. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϴϯϲ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϰͿ͘
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Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, no context of 
origin.

Dimensions: preserved height – 228 mm; mouth 
diameter – 127 mm; base diameter – 310 mm. Inv. no. 
M:B 16882.

References: Previously unpublished. 

B8 (Fig. 21). Large bowl, with a wide Ňared mouth, 
a small base and a truncated body. The ornamentation 
was applied to both surfaces of the bowl, occupying the 
entire field, except for the base. On the rim, the bowl 
has a decoration formed by two rows of facing triangles, 

one continuous, the other formed by four groups of three 
triangles. The laƩer, together with the corresponding 
ones in the continuous row, are filled with red. The rim 
is demarcated from the body of the bowl by means of 
a horizontal band, formed by two blacŬ lines and one 
red line, interspersed between them. The boƩom of the 
bowl, on the inside, is marŬed by an identical, circular 
band, smaller than the diameter of the base. From this 
circle start two aīronted bands, formed by several curved 
lines, which form petals and delimit two complex Ňowers, 
and the space between them is occupied by three large, 
horizontal red snaŬes, outlined in brown. Each snaŬe is 

0                                10 cm

Figure 18. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϲϲϬϵ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϱͿ͘

0                 10 cm

Figure 19. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϲϲϭϬ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϲͿ͘
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contained by an oval. The main petals are filled in the 
upper part with an intermiƩent band represented by 
successive, joined, filled triangles. Here and there, the 
ovals contain small zigzag marŬs, which could suggest 
small birds or insects/snaŬes (͍). On the outside, the 
vessel is decorated with brown, double, asymmetrical 
curved lines, which form ovals that are joined at the side 
towards the mouth at sharp angles. The outer decoration 
represents leaves with a sharp tip, when the vessel is 
viewed with the base upwards.

The vessel was modelled from a fine paste, fired 
oxidizing and has a reddish-brown colour, showing traces 

of secondary firing. The artifact has been restored, with 
the material gaps filled in, chromatically integrated and the 
decoration reconstructed.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 1. 
Vessel classified as treasure according to order no. 
2549/09.09.2008, position 1.

Dimensions: height – 140 mm; diameter of the 
mouth – 390 mm; diameter of the base – 100 mm. Inv. no. 
M:B 17375.

References: Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009, p. 211, cat. no. 419. 

0              10 cm

Figure 20. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϭϲϴϴϮ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϳͿ͘
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B9 (Fig. 22). Large pyriform amphora, with a very 
Ňared rim, short necŬ and bulging shoulder. The vessel 
was initially restored without chromatic integration 
and restored again in 2021. The vessel was discovered 
without a base, and this was not reconstructed. The rim 
of the vessel was not decorated. A decoration composed 
of bands of red and brown lines was drawn on the necŬ, 
which, combined, form leaves with rounded or pointed 
tips. The body of the vessel, from the shoulder down, has 
continuous decoration, consisting of four obliƋue registers, 
which repeat almost identically. Each register comprises 
two or three long obliƋue snaŬes, represented either in 

parallel or as a continuation of one another. The register 
is completed by a double circle, filled with zigzag linear 
motifs, representing perhaps small snaŬes. On the upper 
part of the vessel, in the space remaining between the 
four registers, foliate motifs were drawn, obtained through 
doubled or tripled geometric representations. The upper 
area of   the leaves is filled with three obliƋue zigzag lines, 
suggesting water, insects, or snaŬes. The decoration is 
painted in chocolate brown on the reddish bacŬground of 
the vessel. The large snaŬes are painted in red and outlined 
in blacŬ-brown.

Discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ, Dwelling 2.

0                  10 cm

Figure 21. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϭϳϯϳϱ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϴͿ͘
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Dimensions: preserved height – 455 mm; mouth 
diameter – 125 mm; maximum diameter – 570 mm. Inv. 
no. M:B 18831 

References: Previously unpublished. 

C. ZOOMORPHIC VESSEL FROM TRUŞEŞTI ʹ fh'h/�dA

C1 (Fig. 23). Bitronconical amphora, strongly 
deformed by secondary firing. The rim of the vessel is 
Ňared, the shoulder is vaulted, and the base is narrow and 
Ňat. The body of the vessel was decorated with zoomorphic 
and geometric elements, which are repeated within four 

horizontal registers, all of identical composition, and 
bordered at the boƩom by a band formed by two wide 
blacŬ lines, and at the top by a band also formed by two 
wide blacŬ lines, with a red line interspersed. Each scene 
contains a carnivorous animal (a dog or a wolf) represented 
in motion, and an element of concave, arched shape, 
located above. The laƩer could symbolise the moon or 
small snaŬes. In front of the animals is a circle, with a 
fascicle formed by four thin, obliƋue lines inside. The 
animals were made by painting red on the yellowish-red 
bacŬground of the vessel and were reserved with blacŬ or 
chocolate-brown lines.

0                10 cm

Figure 22. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ D:� ϭϴϴϯϭ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϵͿ͘
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Discovered at: Trușești – fƵŐƵieƚĂ, Botoșani County, 
Dwelling XXXIX, research by M. Petrescu-DŠmbovița, 1953.

Dimensions: height – 355 mm; mouth diameter – 
147 mm; base diameter – 108 mm. Inv. no. M:B 16889.

References: Petrescu-DŠmbovița eƚ Ălii 1999, p. 460, 
fig. 341; Nițu 1972, fig. 3/1; Nițu 1975b, p. 99, fig. 99/1.

D. ZOOMORPHIC VESSELS FROM HĂNEŞTI

D1 (Fig. 24). Bitronconical amphora-type vessel, 
partially preserved and restored, without the chromatic 
integration of the plaster fillings. The vessel has a slightly 
Ňared mouth, with a diameter smaller than the maximum 
diameter. The vessel was discovered without a base, which 
has not been reconstructed. Two thicŬ brown bands, 
interspersed with a thin line, were drawn under the rim. 
On the body of the vessel, the decoration consists of two 
scenes, separated by a vertical column-type element. 
This element consists of two wide, brown bands, and the 
interior space is filled with six fine, very thin lines. The main 
scenes are composed of two snaŬes outlined in brown and, 
unliŬe other cases, not filled with red but simply rendered 
using a thin line. The snaŬes are obliƋue, suggestive of 

an upward movement. The lower part of the decoration 
is delimited by two horizontal, parallel, thicŬ bands. The 
vessel was modelled from fine paste, fired oxidizing and 
has a yellowish colour, showing traces of secondary firing.

Discovered at Hănești – >Ă /Ăǌ, no context of origin.
Dimensions: preserved height – 188 mm; mouth 

diameter – 175 mm; maximum diameter – 188 mm. Inv. 
no. SAV 559.

References: Previously unpublished. 

D2 (Fig. 25). Large bowl, with a wide mouth, small base 
and truncated body. The painted decoration was applied 
only on the inner side of it, occupying the entire field, 
except for the base. On the rim, there are three registers, 
divided by blacŬ bands and filled with blacŬ dots. The edge 
of the rim is separated from the body by a thicŬ horizontal 
line. The boƩom of the vessel, on the inside, is marŬed by a 
double circular brown line. From this circle start two facing 
bands, formed by several curved lines, which form petals 
and delimit two main areas, occupied by two vertical blacŬ 
snaŬes, delimited by means of a brown outline. Inside the 
petals, the space is leŌ free. The snaŬes inside the plant 
are represented in a vertical, ascending position. The bowl 

0              5 cm

Figure 24. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ^�s ϱϱϵ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϭͿ͘
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was modelled from a fine paste, fired oxidizing, and has a 
reddish-brown colour. It was restored without chromatic 
reintegration or decorative reconstruction.

Discovered at Hănești->Ă /Ăǌ, without specified 
context of provenance.

Dimensions: preserved height – 132 mm; mouth 
diameter – 362 mm; base diameter – 220 mm. Inv. no. 
SAV 576.

References: Previously unpublished. 

E. VESSEL WITH ZOOMORPHIC DECORATION OF 
UN<NOtN PROVENANCE 

E1 (Fig. 26). The upper half of a large pear-shaped 
amphora, with a slightly flared rim, a short necŬ and a 
convex shoulder. The vessel has been restored, including 
the chromatic integration of the plaster fillings. The vessel 
was discovered fragmented, and the lower part has not 

been reconstructed. A wide band has been reserved 
under the necŬ of the artifact, with the help of horizontal, 
wide and narrow lines. Inside the band, three horizontal 
red snaŬes, outlined in brown, have been represented. 
The body of the vessel presents a continuous spiral-type 
decoration, consisting of four obliƋue registers, which are 
repeated almost identically. Each register comprises two 
small, red snaŬes, outlined in brown, represented as convex 
semicircles. The register is completed by a circle, outlined 
with a thicŬ double band, filled with a fine red line. The 
interior of the circle has been filled with red. The decoration 
is painted chocolate-brown on the yellowish bacŬground of 
the vessel.

Vessel of unŬnown provenance.
Dimensions: preserved height – 340 mm; mouth 

diameter – 258 mm; maximum diameter – 442 mm. Inv. 
no. SAV 1150 (Fig. 26).

References: Previously unpublished. 

0                   10 cm

Figure 25. WhŽƚŽŐƌĂƉhs ĂnĚ ĚƌĂwinŐs ŵĂĚe ĨŽƌ ƚhe ǀessel wiƚh inǀ͘ nŽ͘ ^�s ϱϳϲ ;cĂƚ͘ nŽ͘ �ϮͿ͘
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THE PLACE AND ROLE OF THE VESSELS DECORATED 
WITH PAINTED ZOOMORPHIC REPRESENTATIONS, FROM 

COLLECTIONS OF THE BOTOŞANI COUNTz MUSEUM

Pottery studies are a traditional subject for 
archaeologists, with poƩery as one of the main indicators 
of complex historical transformations that tooŬ place over 
time within prehistoric human communities. Ceramics 
have also become an object of study for historians and 
art critics, given the fact that certain items are true 
masterpieces of the past. The Cucuteni-Trypillia culture is 
one of the civilizations of the Copper Age where poƩery 
painting reached artistic heights that amaze even today, 
while the decorations used, as well as the ceramic shapes, 
are spectacular19.

In the Cucuteni ceramic repertoire, a special category 
of artifacts is represented by vessels with zoomorphic 
decoration, oŌen associated with geometric decoration. 
Compared to the previous phases, the decorative registers, 
as well as the usual motifs from the Cucuteni B phase, 
are characterized by a series of essential features, which 
define and individualize them. Spirals and meanders, 
used extremely freƋuently in the previous phases, are 
replaced by new decorations, such as cross-shaped motifs, 
concentric circles or the association of the circle and the 
inscribed cross-shaped motif. Also, decorations appear that 
present zoomorphic motifs and stairs, symbols that had not 
previously been used20.

Up to this point, in the collections of the Botoșani 
County Museum, we have identified a series of Cucuteni 
vessels with decorations containing representations of 
carnivores, meander motifs and a few ceramic fragments 
decorated with birds. From the register of Cucuteni 
representations, in the deposits of the Botoșani museum, 
fragments showing caƩle and deer are absent currently, 
although there are such finds in contemporary sites in 
other counties21. Here, we aimed to explore the symbolic 
universe of these decorations, also maŬing a necessary 
bibliographical overview of the theme. The opinions of 
specialists in general converge towards the hypothesis 
according to which the images of animals painted on 
ceramic vessels not only fulfilled an aesthetic role, but 
also assumed a deeper, religious or ritual significance. 
The iconography published to date could reŇect a possible 
relationship between the Cucuteni man and the animal 
world, or the natural world in general, the painted images 
playing a symbolic role22. �oomorphic decorations also 
include symbols such as horns representing virility, and 
oŌen designate animals, such as caƩle. Hunting animals, 
dogs, wolves, cats and snaŬes, sometimes fulfil apotropaic 
roles. The representations are both stylized and realistic, 
capturing even today the individual features of the animals 
in motion. �oomorphic decoration is a significant aspect of 

19 Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009.
20 Lazarovici 2010, p. 152.
21 Nițu 1975b; Schmidt 1932, tab. 37.
22 Lazarovici 2010, p. 152.

the Cucuteni B poƩery, reŇecting both the artistic creativity 
and the cultural symbolism of prehistoric communities23.

In Botoșani County, until now, vessels with zoomorphic 
decoration have been discovered at ctefănești – ^ƚąncĂ 
�ŽĂŵnei (Cucuteni B1), ctefănești – ^ƚąƌceĂ (Cucuteni 
B2) and in the Cucuteni B2 level from Trușești – fƵŐƵieƚĂ. 
Hănești – >Ă /Ăǌ, located in the immediate vicinity of a 
large artificial laŬe, only yielded materials falling into the 
B2 phase. The ceramic materials presented in this study 
are part of the old collections of the museum and were 
discovered in 1960. The last of the vessels valorised in this 
study has an unŬnown origin and it is regreƩable that the 
old collections also host vessels whose place of discovery 
has been lost. However, the decoration and the placement 
of the motifs on the vessel in Ƌuestion lead to the same 
conclusion that the artifact was discovered in a site datable 
to the Cucuteni B2 level.

Over time, many archaeologists have noted the 
association of animal representations with large-scale 
sites, the so-called proto-cities or mega-sites24. This aspect 
suggests that craŌsmen in large seƩlements were familiar 
with the imagistic paƩerns. Today, we find that decorative 
motifs became repetitive, with very few variations in the 
ornamental compositions on Cucuteni vessels, produced in 
the final stage of civilization.

Also, by studying the zoomorphic images, specialists 
have tried to oīer the most plausible hypotheses regarding 
what the animals and the decorations associated with them 
could represent25.

In our country, the general characteristics of painting 
with zoomorphic motifs were described and defined in 
1975 by Anton Nițu, a researcher whose name is associated 
with a series of research themes regarding zoomorphic 
decoration as well as zoomorphic and anthropomorphic 
plastic elements26. He addressed painted zoomorphic 
representations in several studies27, and his articles also 
represent a starting point for our analysis. During his 
research, he noted that some vessels featured antagonistic 
species, such as carnivores and horned animals. He was also 
the one who meticulously described the discoveries from 
Valea Lupului, interpreting the representations as bovines 
and carnivores28. In his study, related to the avimorphic 
representations, the author illustrates two of the vessel 
fragments discovered at Stânca Doamnei (Fig. 12/1–2)29. 
According to his analysis, the zoomorphic decoration on the 
vessels would have two styles: the free style, with animals 
represented in an uninterrupted row around the vessel, 
or metopic, with animals and geometric motifs alternating 
in frames.

23 Olaru 2015, p. 206.
24 VideiŬo 2002; 2005; 2007.
25 Burdo 2022; MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021; Lazarovici 2007; Bodi eƚ Ălii 2018; 

2019.
26 Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009, p. 78.
27 Nițu 1972; 1972–1973; 1975a; 1975b; 1976.
28 Nițu 1972, fig. 1/1; fig. 2; Dinu 1957.
29 Nițu 1975a.
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Within the assemblage of vessels we analysed, 
only metopic, repetitive decorations, framed by Ňoral or 
abstract elements were noted. The bichrome compositions 
show the animals painted chocolate-blacŬ on a yellowish 
bacŬground or on a white engobe, while in the trichrome 

compositions, the body is rendered in red, bordered with 
chocolate-blacŬ, with details such as claws and horns 
painted blacŬ. OŌen, the bacŬground of the scenes on 
the bowls is reddish. Also, the zoomorphic motifs were 
integrated into the geometric-abstract bacŬground, not 

Figure 27. ZeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽn ŽĨ cĂƌniǀŽƌes Žn ceƌĂŵic ǀessels belŽnŐinŐ ƚŽ ƚhe �ƵcƵƚeni cƵlƚƵƌe ;Ăfteƌ >ĂǌĂƌŽǀici ϮϬϬϳ͕ Ɖ͘ ϭϴ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϳͿ͘
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leŌ as singular elements, and organized repetitively, in true 
decorative friezes30.

We also noticed that animals are represented in a 
dynamic way, the position of their legs or bodies gives the 
impression of movement, within large friezes or metopes. 
LooŬing at the circular decoration, from the mouth of 
the vessel or the base, one can observe the association 
of zoomorphic images with vegetal elements, leaves or 
Ňowers, made by associating red lines with brown ones of 
diīerent sizes and thicŬnesses, so that they form coherent 
bands and give a vegetal visual meaning. The association 
of animals with vegetal elements may be linŬed to some 
myths, in direct connection with the ͞Tree of Life”, 
represented both schematically and in a realistic manner31.

Anton Nițu refers to the amphora with zoomorphic 
decoration from Trușești, which he also illustrated, a 
drawing later presented in other studies32. He described the 
vessel as having silhoueƩes of carnivores with crescents, 
alternating with circles outlined with a blacŬ band, 
representing eyes for the hanging spirals. He considered 
the crescent motifs to be forms derived from the meander 
motifs on the body of the spirals33. The amphorae with 
animals facing each other were interpreted by Vladimir 
Dumitrescu as being represented in a frieze, but the 
decoration is much more complex, continuing with the 
representation of snaŬes on the bulging shoulder of 
the amphora34.

The connecting elements between the snaŬes or 
carnivores depicted on the amphorae are the circles, 
united by various vegetal motifs. In his worŬs, Boris 
RybaŬov interpreted the circles or the circle with a cross 
inside as solar symbols. He considered that some dynamic 
ornamental compositions, with animals and circular 
elements, could be a representation of the sun and its 
movement on the celestial vault (RybaŬov 1965, 13-33). 
Another researcher, Valentin DanylenŬo, interpreted 
the spiral ornament as a symbol of a winged dragon, 
a fantastic snaŬe, which, in fact, would be an aƩribute 
of the sŬy (DanylenŬo 1997, p. 10–23). Taras TŬachuŬ 
has a different approach, proposing a lunar coding of 
the ornamental compositions on the Cucutenian and 
Trypillian ceramics35. His analysis starts from the study of 
Cucuteni ornaments carried out by BobrinsŬiy in 190236, 
who, in a synthetic worŬ, approaches the symbols from 
Europe and Asia. Even if it does not refer directly to the 
Cucuteni-Trypillia culture, this worŬ is relevant for the study 
of prehistoric ornamentation. BobrinsŬy proposed the 
study of ornaments according to the methods of linguistics, 
analysing each sign and searching for its etymology. He 
concluded that the ornaments of prehistoric tribes and 

30 Olaru 2015, p. 206.
31 Lazarovici 2010, p. 152.
32 Dumitrescu 1979, p. 59, fig. 49.
33 Nițu 1972, p. 85.
34 Dumitrescu 1979, fig. 153.
35 TŬachuŬ 2005, p. 113–114.
36 BobrinsŬiy 1902.

peoples have certain similar designs, which form the basis 
of ornamentation worldwide. He also considered that 
the shapes existing in ornamentation represent only the 
development of typological categories, and each of these 
has its own meaning. He managed to identify two specific 
types of signs: those in the form of snaŬes and those in 
the form of birds37. Another author cited in the specialized 
literature is B. BogaevsŬy. He considered that the images of 
animals on the vessels were closely related to their content, 
in particular, to the cereals stored in them, thus having 
the role of warding oī evil. Thus, the dogs represented 
on the bowls were interpreted as apotropaic animals, 
which guarded the products stored in them. The tails of 
the animals drawn in the form of plants or branches would 
suggest the symbiosis between animal and plant life. The 
images of dogs are divided, by the same author, into two 
groups: one consisting of ͞band” type dogs and another 
consisting of realistic drawings38. Another author who 
interprets the animal representations as symbols, and not 
a simple decoration, is A. A. Holmsten. According to him, 
the ornamentation of ceramic vessels reŇects a vision of 
the world, based on magical principles, and the images of 
animals are interpreted as representing the elements of 
a cult. Also, the similarities of signs observed in various 
seƩlements are aƩributed to the ideological and thinŬing 
unity at the level of human communities39.

In his worŬs, T. TŬachuŬ also cites the ideas published 
by KrychevsŬy, in whose view the wavy line symbolizes 
water and is associated with the image of the snaŬe. The 
researcher connects these symbols with the cult of the sun 
and the sŬy, relying on ethnographic materials. KrychevsŬy 
believes that the wavy ornamental forms, zigzags and 
concentric circles come from images of the human face 
and women͛s breasts, by referring to the ornamentation 
of ancient European tools. He also wondered whether the 
decorations on ceramics could be a common model for 
taƩooing and painting the human body, with an emphasis 
on the eyes, face and chest. KrychevsŬy highlights the 
importance of each cosmic symbol and its connection 
with the cosmic paƩern of ornamentation, as well as the 
attention paid to anthropomorphism. The researcher 
identifies the main ornamental motifs, such as the spiral, 
meander and zigzag, which form the basis of rotating 
ornamental styles. He believes that these motifs represent 
a continuous movement, symbolising the rhythmic 
succession of natural events and phenomena. We believe 
that his observations remain relevant today40.

In the monograph dedicated to the research at 
LuŬa-VrublevetsŬa, published in 1953, S. N. BibiŬov 
explored various possibilities for interpreting the rituals of 
agricultural communities, in general, and of the Cucuteni 
people, in particular. He referred to several sensitive topics 
in historiography, such as the burial of children, the use 

37 BobrinsŬiy 1902, p. 4–5. 
38 BogaevsŬy 1937, p. 224; MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 10.
39 Holmsten 1941, p. 7; MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 11.
40 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 12.
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of jewellery and amulets, the purpose of house/sanctuary 
models, and statueƩes. Applying comparative-historical 
analysis and ethnographic parallels, the author concluded 
that certain beliefs were formed in early agricultural 
societies, all related to the cyclical nature of the seasons, 
birth, death, and intercommunity relations. At the center 
of religious beliefs and rites, associated with fertility, would 
be the image of the woman41.

T. TŬachuŬ also studied the systems of symbols of 
the Trypillian painted decoration and concluded that the 
circular signs which are most oŌen interpreted as solar, 
are in fact symbols of the full moon, and the semicircles 
and segments of circles are images of the diīerent phases 
of the moon. The theme of lunar symbolism and the lunar 
decoding of the painted ornamentation on the ceramics of 
the Cucuteni-Trypillia cultural complex was also proposed 
by N. Burdo, who substantiates very well her ideas related 
to the phases of the moon and their representation on 
Cucuteni vessels42.

V. I. MarŬevich considered that the images of 
carnivores could represent dogs that had some magical 
role, being associated with a cult of fertility of plants and 
domestic animals. Analysing the images on the Petreni 
vessels, he interpreted certain drawings depicting fantastic 
animals with heads and claws as actually being the syncretic 
image of a lunar deity. MarŬevich, in contrast to RybaŬov, 
maŬes a connection between the symbol of the bull and 
the Moon with its phases. He considers that the M and 
W-shaped signs inside the oval represent fertility, and the 
tree symbol represents pregnancy. He also interprets the 
compositions based on multiple figures, in the same way as 
other researchers, considering that they represent magical 
dances performed by women with the role of priestesses 
to aƩract rain, animal reproduction and success in hunting. 
The dance was an integral part of the rituals and prayers 
for rain and health of the animals43. T. TŬachuŬ believes 
that one of the important achievements of the symbolic 
awareness and semantic significance of Cucuteni-Trypillia 
ornamentation is the correct definition of symbols, in their 
relationship to creatures, objects and natural phenomena44.

Some of the carnivores seem to be represented in a 
lurŬing position, with their bodies tense, ready to launch 
an attacŬ on a prey (Fig. 23). The birds have their legs 
outstretched, appearing to be represented in motion, with 
their heads turned to the side (Fig. 12). Sometimes, they 
are associated with various bands, which, viewed from a 
distance, could represent waves or the surface of water45.

As for the serpentine symbols, a complex composition 
could be observed in the case of the vessel of unŬnown 
origin (Inv. no. SAV 1150) (Fig. 26), which we introduce 
into the scientific circuit on this occasion. On this 
vessel, the snaŬes are of two categories: the large ones, 

41 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 12.
42 Burdo 2022.
43 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 18.
44 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 50.
45 Nițu 1976, p. 55.

represented in the form of elongated ribbons, and the 
small ones, represented as small convex crescents. They 
are associated with large circles and Ňoral motifs, four each, 
separating the four scenes on the vessel. According to the 
hypotheses put forward by some researchers, the large 
circles, filled with red, could suggest in this case the full 
moon46. The association between the snaŬe and the full 
moon is considered by the author to reŇect the mythology 
of the character of the Moon Serpent47. On the contrary, 
T. TŬachuŬ believes that the association of red lines, with 
cross-shaped, obliƋue or straight motifs, and with the snaŬe 
represented in ovals, would symbolise the water snaŬe48.

As for the scenes with animals painted on Cucuteni 
poƩery, we can observe very close modes of representation 
to those in the eastern area. Today we Ŭnow that at the 
same time as the animal decorations on stone vessels, 
the statueƩes in ƌŽnĚeͲbŽsse also appear at Pre-PoƩery 
Neolithic settlements49. �oomorphic representations 
carved on stone containers appear since the dawn of 
the Neolithic, at seƩlements dated extremely early, such 
as Hallan ౪emi (Fig. 28/2)50. A real hunting scene was 
depicted on the chlorite vessel discovered in a Ŭiln at Tell 
A͚br 3 in Syria (Fig. 28/1). Within this scene, one can clearly 
distinguish drawings such as the gazelle, a headless human 
figure holding a spear aimed at the gazelle, and another 
four-legged animal (gazelle or horse), all the figures being 
united by registers of lines51.

In the Copper Age in Anatolia, zoomorphic 
representations of horned animals in relief, interpreted as 
being used in religious rituals, appear on vessels discovered 
at KƂsŬ HƂyƺŬ (Fig. 29/1)52. The intricate carvings and 
the monumental architecture at GƂbeŬli Tepe are linŬed 
to ritual practices and ontological frameworŬs that are 
difficult to understand. The images embody the complex 
relationships between humans and animals, suggesting a 
common existence and, possibly, a spiritual connection of 
humans with the natural world53.

A Neolithic site where sophisticated paintings of 
horned animals, birds, carnivores, and insects, associated 
with geometric bands, have been discovered is Tall-e BaŬun, 
a site in the Marv Dasht plain of Fars Province, located 
near Persepolis, Iran. The plateau is occupied by two sites, 
distinguished as BaŬun A and BaŬun B, the laƩer being the 
earlier. Tall-e BaŬun B (approx. 5000–4200 BC) was first 
investigated by Alexander Langsdorī and Donald McCown 
in 1932, and later, in 1937, by the Oriental Institute of the 
University of Chicago. Abbas Alizadeh resumed the results 
of the 1932 excavations and published them in 2006. 

46 Burdo 2022, p. 58.
47 Burdo 2022, p. 60.
48 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 58.
49 Rosenberg, Redding 2002, p. 49–52; Rollefson 2008. 
50 Rosenberg, Redding 2002, p. 51, fig. 5; zaŬar 1991, fig. 175; Rosenberg 

1999.
51 zartah 2013, II, 189, fig. 173.
52 zaŬar 1991, fig. 153; fig. 194.
53 Dietrich, Schmidt 2010; Dietrich eƚ Ălii 2012; Dietrich 2014; 2014a; 

KƂŬsal-Schmidt, Schmidt 2010.
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Figure 28. ^ƚŽne ǀessels wiƚh ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ƌeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽns͗ ϭ͘ hƵnƟnŐ scene ĨƌŽŵ dell ͚�bƌ ϯ in ^ǇƌiĂ ;Ăfteƌ zĂƌƚĂh ϮϬϭϯ͕ ǀŽl͘ //͕ ϭϴϵ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϳϯͿ͖ Ϯ͘ dhe ǀessel 
wiƚh cĂƌniǀŽƌes ĨƌŽŵ ,ĂllĂn ರeŵi deƉesi ;Ăfteƌ zĂŬĂƌ ϭϵϵϭ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϳϱͿ͘
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There are vessels with zoomorphic decoration, both on the 
outside and inside (Fig. 29/2). The way of rendering snaŬes 
or birds is very similar to that used by the Cucutenian 
poƩers54. Of course, the oriental repertoire is more varied, 
being inspired also by marine life, aspects that have not 
been found on Cucutenian poƩery until now (Fig. 29/2).

54 Alizadeh 2006, p. 209, fig. 47; p. 210, fig. 48; p. 211, fig. 49; p. 213, 
fig. 50.

The painted representation of animals raises several 
Ƌuestions about the role and function that the vessels on 
which such scenes are located could have had. UnliŬe the 
ƌŽnĚeͲbŽsse sculpture, which could have had multiple uses, 
the vessels exclude the community͛s recreational area. It 
is certainly a complement to the repertoire of statueƩes, 
noting that up to this point no statueƩes of snaŬes have 
been identified; however, caƩle and carnivores have been 
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Figure 29. �neŽliƚhic ǀessels wiƚh ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ĚecŽƌĂƟŽn ĂnĚ ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ŵŽƟĨs͗ ϭ͘ ǀessels ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ Ăƚ <ƂƕŬ ,ƂǇƺŬ ;Ăfteƌ zĂŬĂƌ ϭϵϵϭ͕ fiŐ͘ ϭϵϰͿ͖ 
Ϯ͘ ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ƉĂinƟnŐ ŵŽƟĨs ĨƌŽŵ dĂllͲe �ĂŬƵn͕ /ƌĂn ;Ăfteƌ �liǌĂĚeh ϮϬϬϲ͕ Ɖ͘ ϮϭϬ͕ fiŐ͘ ϰϴ͖ Ɖ͘ Ϯϭϭ͕ fiŐ͘ ϮϵͿ͘
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discovered in large numbers55. Animals are a companion 
of man, in all historical times, having an important place, 
especially in traditional cultures. Thus, the herd of animals 
was a good economic and social indicator, denoting both 
property, wealth, but also social prestige, the power of 
individuals or human communities56.

Having reached this point in our exposition, we 
naturally asŬ ourselves the Ƌuestion whether these 
vessels with special decoration were used in rituals as 
paraphernalia and in what way͍ Some vessels are, by 
their shape and dimensions, made for storing products, 
food. Even when empty, they are heavy and difficult to 
manipulate (Fig. 13, 22, 23, 30). Only the bowls, being 
smaller and lighter, could have been used for presenting 
products or direct use by people. Also, an interesting topic 
of debate is related to the types of products consumed or 
stored in bowls, especially since some have the decoration 
on the inside of the container (Fig. 15, 20, 21, 25). SnaŬes 
appear more oŌen on the inside of bowels in the batch 
of ceramic vessels we studied. The exterior is sometimes 
decorated with vegetal motifs (Fig. 21) or is leŌ without any 
decoration (Fig. 20, 25), which suggests that the interior of 
the container was more important than its exterior.

What led the Cucuteni poƩers to depict animals on 
the body of their vessels is, however, difficult to explain 
today. TaŬing a brief looŬ at the preferred shapes of 
vessels, we can observe that serpentine representations 
appear mainly on small amphora-type vessels or on large 
vessels, although there is a predilection for bowls. As for 
the serpentine and carnivorous representations in the 
collection of the Botoșani County Museum, the closest 
analogies are found at Valea Lupului, Iași County, or 
Vărăvăreuca in the Republic of Moldova, where several 
similar vessels were identified (Fig. 30).

It is certain that there is a change in mentality, 
values   and myths that manifests itself in several areas of 
prehistoric life, and these transformations are also reŇected 
in the activity of some craŌsmen and artisans of that time, 
the drawing being much simplified compositionally57. The 
image of snaŬes on bowls, painted in certain decorative 
compositions, emphasizes the cultic meanings of the 
motifs, also determining the cultic or symbolic purpose 
of the vessels. According to V. I. MarŬevich, such vessels 
were used to decorate sacred places, with examples in 
the dwellings from SabatynovŬa II and GrenivŬa58. Movsha 
considered that there was a cult of the bull and one of the 
snaŬe, which, together with that of the Great Mother, were 
the oldest cults in the Trypillian religion59.

Trying to interpret these drawings, C. M. Lazarovici 
considered them to be related to fertility and fecundity, 
cyclical renewal, regeneration and protection of crops, 
but also of households. The painted scenes with bulls, 

55 Furnică 2014.
56 Enea eƚ Ălii 2016, p. 554.
57 Lazarovici eƚ Ălii 2009, p. 18.
58 Marchevici 1981, p. 301.
59 MelnyŬ, TŬachuŬ 2021, p. 13.

dogs or stags were interpreted as expressing episodes of 
baƩle, especially as, sometimes, several specimens are 
represented on a single vessel60. An interesting association 
is on the vessel from the sanctuary at Poduri-�eĂlƵl 
GhinĚĂƌƵ, part of the same final stage B2 of the Cucuteni 
Culture. The analysis of the decoration highlights 
motifs associated according to the decorative metopes, 
interpreted by the discoverers as stylized sacred motifs. 
CaƩle appear, associated with drawings of carnivorous or 
feline species, a tree, with an elongated, straight trunŬ, 
thicŬer at the base and thinner towards the top. The vessel 
was interpreted as a hunting scene, with four wild animals, 
which would symbolise power61.

The snaŬe is oŌen associated with the moon in the 
Cucuteni-Trypillia cultural complex through symbolic 
imagery. The lunar disŬ, combined with the symbolism 
of the snaŬe, creates a fantastic, sacred character Ŭnown 
as the moon serpent. This combination is evident in the 
various ornamental compositions, in which the snaŬe͛s 
head is represented by circles or ovals, symbolising the full 
moon. Spiral images of the moon serpent occupy central 
positions in the ornamentation of vessels, indicating the 
integration of the snaŬe and lunar symbols in their sacred 
and mythological representations62. A cult of the snaŬe 
may have existed in prehistory, given the development of 
animism in certain traditional societies63. The association 
between birds/wings and the snaŬe is of considerable 
antiƋuity, later developing into the feathered serpent or 
the complex image of the dragon.

We believe that the serpentine lines depicted on 
Cucuteni vessels can be related, among other things, to 
sacred, ritual dances. The composition of the serpentine 
decoration and the way it is combined is reminiscent of 
the manners of organizing dancers in the BalŬan area. 
Today, there are many studies related to this subject. For 
example, �ŽƵeneŬ is a special type of dance, performed 
throughout eastern Bulgaria, in which dancers hold hands 
and form a meandering line. These types of dances have 
the same musical pulsation, a rhythm freƋuently marŬed 
by the iambic pentameter. The way the dancers are chained 
together, as well as the movement of the group, is very 
close to the symbol of the snaŬe, which is a basic element 
in spring rituals. The rows of dancers hold hands and have 
a rhythm, breathing, and alternation that progresses either 
faster or slower, in waves that alternate the winding and 
unwinding of a spiral, creating the visual impression of a 
single enormous body64.

The birds painted on the vessels from ctefănești – 
^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei were published synthetically in a relatively 
recent study, and we do not wish to repeat what we have 
already concluded in this extensive article on the painted 

60 Lazarovici 2010, p. 152.
61 Dumitroaia eƚ Ălii 2016, p. 810.
62 Burdo 2022, p. 58.
63 zaŬar 2012.
64 Ilieva, Shtarbanova 2005, p. 5–6. 
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Figure 30. sessels wiƚh ƉĂinƚeĚ ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ĚecŽƌĂƟŽn͗ ϭ͘ sessel wiƚh ǌŽŽŵŽƌƉhic ƌeƉƌesenƚĂƟŽns ĨƌŽŵ sĉƌǀĉƌeƵcĂ ysͲZeƉƵblic ŽĨ DŽlĚŽǀĂ ;ϯ� ŵŽĚel 
ƚĂŬen ĨƌŽŵ hƩƉs͗ͬͬƟnǇƵƌl͘cŽŵͬǇŬhĚƵhĚŬ͕ ĂƵƚhŽƌ �enis dŽƉĂlͿ͖ Ϯ͘ �ŵƉhŽƌĂ ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ in ƚhe sĂleĂ >ƵƉƵlƵi ʹ Fabrica Chimică ĂƌchĂeŽlŽŐicĂl siƚe͕ eǆhibiƚeĚ 
Ăƚ ƚhe DƵseƵŵ ŽĨ ƚhe ͞�leǆĂnĚƌƵ /ŽĂn �ƵǌĂ͟ hniǀeƌsiƚǇ in /Ăƕi ;ϯ� ŵŽĚel ƚĂŬen ĨƌŽŵ hƩƉs͗ͬͬƟnǇƵƌl͘cŽŵͬŵƌϮcϰƌĂϱ͕ ĂƵƚhŽƌ ZĂĚƵ �leǆĂnĚƌƵ �ƌƵnchiͿ͖ 
ϯ͘ �ŵƉhŽƌĂ ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ Ăƚ sĉƌĉǀĉƌeƵcĂ s///ͲZeƉƵblic ŽĨ DŽlĚŽǀĂ ;Ăfteƌ hƩƉs͗ͬͬwww͘ŵŽlĚŽǀenii͘ŵĚͬenͬsecƟŽnͬϵϲͿ͖ ϰ͘ �ŵƉhŽƌĂ ĚiscŽǀeƌeĚ Ăƚ 
sĉƌĉǀĉƌeƵcĂ s///ͲZeƉƵblic ŽĨ DŽlĚŽǀĂ ;Ăfteƌ www͘secbcŵ͘ŐŽǀ͘ŵĚ ʹ ^eƌǀice ĨŽƌ �ǀiĚence ĂnĚ �iƌcƵlĂƟŽn ŽĨ DŽǀĂble �ƵlƚƵƌĂl GŽŽĚs ŽĨ ƚhe ZeƉƵblic 
ŽĨ DŽlĚŽǀĂͿ͘
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birds from the Cucuteni milieu65. We believe, however, that 
a few new observations are necessary. All five artifacts 
described in the catalogue were painted only on the 
outer side of the vessels. All the ceramic fragments from 
Stânca Doamnei are made of fine paste, well-fired, with 
a carefully polished outer surface. The two previously 
published fragments (Fig. 12/1–2) were considered by 
A. Nițu to be part of the same bitronconical amphora, 
with a funnel-shaped mouth66. The same fragments were 
also discussed in other, more recent studies, probably 
also because they were, until now, uniƋue in the northern 
area of Moldova67. Comparing them with other amphorae 
that have this type of decoration, A. Nițu assumed that 
the amphora from Stânca Doamnei could have had spiral 
decoration in the shoulder area. He noted that the diīerent 
shades of the decoration, in some places, could have been 
due to the secondary firing of the vessel. The lines under 
the birds could suggest the surface of the water, as has 
already been demonstrated for other vessels from the same 
period68. In fact, A. Nițu considered that the entire ceramic 
complex from ctefănești – ^ƚąncĂ �ŽĂŵnei is defined 
by the exclusivity of vessels belonging to the end of the 
Cucuteni B1 phase, with specific seƩlements at cipeniți – 
^hǇƉǇnƚsi (Chernivtsi Oblast, UŬraine) and Petreni (Drochia 
District, Republic of Moldova)69. All fragments of this type 
were discovered only in Dwelling 2, although we do not 
exclude the possibility that a more careful study of ceramic 
materials from other features of the same site will bring 
additional data. For the moment, we do not have a plausible 
explanation for the grouping of these fragments in a single 
feature from the Stânca Doamnei site. Unfortunately, the 
data Ŭnown so far cannot be supplemented with others 
obtained, possibly, from new field investigations, because 
the seƩlement was almost completely destroyed under the 
action of natural and anthropogenic factors, so that a very 
small part could still be researched in 1974 (Fig. 3, 4, 5, 7).

The snaŬe is rarely represented on ceramics belonging 
to phase A of the Cucuteni culture, but it is oŌen used 
on vessels belonging to the final phase. Sometimes, it is 
represented alone, sometimes in association with other 
symbols. The most freƋuent images associated with 
serpents are ovals, or concentric circles, either empty, filled, 
or with cross-shaped motifs inscribed inside. As analogies, 
snaŬes associated with ovoid motifs freƋuently appear on 
vessels from Badragii Vechi, Petreni, Vărvăreuca XV (Fig. 30), 
Brânzeni IV, VŠhvatinți/ Ofatinți (RŠbnița District, Republic of 
Moldova) and Bilcze �ųote (uŬr. ʥ̸̞̣̖̽-ʯ̨̨̣̯̖)70. 

C. M. Lazarovici believes that for some populations, 
mythical birds embody the solar principle and the rebirth of 
life, citing, among other things, the opinions expressed by 

65 furcanu eƚ Ălii 2020.
66 Nițu 1975a, p. 48, fig. 2; Dumitrescu 1979, p. 66, fig. 55.
67 Burdo 2022, p. 67, fig. 6/8.
68 Nițu 1975a, p. 47.
69 Nițu 1975a, p. 50.
70 Nițu 1975a, fig. 26/2–3a; Lazarovici 2007, p. 16.

Marija Gimbutas, who associates the image of the Neolithic 
bird with the emergence of life, regeneration, as well as 
with the defeat of death, the snaŬe being an epiphany of 
the Great Goddess71. Birds are also associated with eggs 
and the regeneration of the world. Eggs painted on various 
vessels suggest the primordial egg, which is associated with 
the snaŬe and concentric circles72.

The fact that painted ceramics with zoomorphic, 
phytomorphic or human figures appear with a rare 
freƋuency in the Cucuteni environment has led to the 
hypothesis that these vessels were used in rituals and 
would have had a limited direct functional purpose. 
These vessels often present a mixture of geometric 
and zoomorphic representations (Fig. 30). The images 
primarily depict animal silhoueƩes, which can sometimes 
be identified as species, but not as breed. The animals 
are usually rendered in profile, with individualized front 
and hind legs and oŌen have detailed features, such as 
ears, horns, fluffy tails, claws and fur. Intentionally, in 
some cases sexual characteristics are also represented, as 
in the case of the Trușești vessel (Fig. 23). Some animals 
are associated with discs, perhaps representing the solar 
disc or with crescent or ovoid motifs (Fig. 13, 18, 19, 22, 
26). It is believed that these representations have a ritual 
significance related to fertility, fecundity and mythological 
themes73. Most prehistoric religions have ͞zoomorphic” or 
partially zoomorphic idols, gods in the form of animals or 
anthropomorphic hybrids, having the head of an animal. 
Sometimes, the gods taŬe the form of animals for various 
purposes, as suggested by mythological stories that raise 
the Ƌuestion of the coupling between humans and gods 
disguised in animal forms. We Ŭnow the myths about �eus, 
who appears as an eagle or an ant, a snaŬe, a bull or a 
swan. Chronos or Poseidon embody horses, and Apollo has 
the ability to transform into a dog74.

The complexity of the decoration, as well as the 
images used, shows that the Cucuteni vessels were much 
more than simple containers for storing, preparing and 
consuming food. The analysis of ceramic material coming 
from several contemporary sites or showing the same 
pictorial style can complete the information we have on 
the technology of maŬing ceramics, on the similarities and 
diīerences between the diīerent sites or complexes, as 
well as on the imaginary of the Cucuteni population.

Finally, we wonder how segregated the telluric 
and divine worlds were, given the symbolic messages 
encrypted in the Cucuteni drawings, full of colour and 
vividness, through the movement of animal characters. 
The vessel is a symbol of abundance and a source of 
well-being, being a universal container for humanity. This 
is important for the study of all agricultural civilizations in 
general. Animal images are not just simple decorations; 

71 Gimbutas 1989, p. 121–137.
72 Lazarovici 2007, p. 21; Gimbutas 1987, p. 26.
73 Lazarovici 2007, p. 11.
74 Lang 2001, p. 23.
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they embody complex meanings that refer to spiritual 
beliefs and the social organization of the community. 
LooŬing at the types of animals depicted, it becomes 
obvious how they can reflect societal values, such as 
power, fertility or the connection of man with nature. In 
addition, the preeminence of certain animals within the 
scenes painted on Cucuteni vessels could also indicate their 
real significance, in everyday life or within ritual practices, 
suggesting that they could have been viewed as totems or 
apotropaic elements.

Animal images on Cucuteni-Trypillia poƩery provide 
a means by which to analyse the social values   and 
cosmological beliefs of prehistoric communities. Specific 
representations, such as birds, domestic and wild animals, 
played multiple roles, which certainly went beyond purely 
decorative purposes. As an interpretation, the use of this 
particular type of vessel could have played a role in rituals 
designed to ensure social cohesion or spiritual identity of 
human communities75.

The purpose of such a complex painting, which 
stylistically corresponds to contemporary sites, is difficult 
to decipher, but it seems that these animal representations 
depict mythological narratives, or episodes from sacred 
stories. In this way, the poƩery loses its direct functional 
role and becomes a superior object, being a medium 
for transferring iconographic information and not just 
a container for storing, preparing or serving food. It is 
possible that the representation of animals was linŬed 
to fertility and the abundance of agricultural crops, 
reŇecting the community͛s dependence on both animal 
husbandry and plant cultivation for survival. Furthermore, 
these images could have conveyed deeper mythological 
meanings, in fact showing the connections between the 
physical and spiritual worlds. The selection of a narrow 
register of representations, as well as the intentional 
stylization of these images, could indicate their ritual 
importance, aligning with the broader cosmological 
ideas that governed Cucuteni-Trypillia communities76. 
Thus, the study of animal images not only enriches the 
understanding of their art but also sheds small rays of 
light on the complex relationship between society, culture, 
mythology and everyday life.

By looŬing at the vessels described in this study 
and observing how the animals are associated with plant 
representations, we conclude that the images of animals, 
painted on Cucuteni ceramic vessels, are part of a visually 
illustrated mythology, the narrative of which has been 
lost; thus, explaining the images is nowadays a difficult 
tasŬ. However, exploring the diīerent possibilities of their 
interpretation could lead, sooner or later, to deciphering 
some myths and, thus, to finding much deeper meanings 
regarding how the Cucuteni human communities viewed 
the surrounding world.

75 Nebbia 2017.
76 Burdo 2022.
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Marisia – Marisia. Studii și materiale. Arheologie – Istorie – Etnografie, Târgu Mureș
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MH�S – MagyarorszĄg honfoglalĄs Ŭori és Ŭora �rpĄd-Ŭori sşrleletei, MisŬolc–Budapest–Szeged–Szombathely
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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 
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Radiocarbon – An International :ournal of Cosmogenic Isotope Research, Cambridge
RAN – Revue archéologiƋue de Narbonnaise, Montpellier
RCRF – Rei Cretariae Romanae Fautorum
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RevMuz – Revista Muzeelor, București
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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 
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RPC VIII – :. Mairat eƚ Ălii, ZŽŵĂn WƌŽǀinciĂl �ŽinĂŐe, VIII, WhiliƉ / ;�� ϮϰϰʹϮϰϵͿ, online (2020); hƩps://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.
uŬ/search/browse͍volume_idс15
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