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THE BRONZE CAULDRON OF 
PIATRA ȘOIMULUI (CALU) 
(NEAMȚ COUNTY, ROMANIA). 
NOTES ON THE DISTRIBUTION, 
DATING AND USE OF SUCH TYPE 
CAULDRONS IN THE SARMATIAN 
ENVIRONMENT

Abstract: We shall discuss here the bronze cauldron discovered in 1932 in 
the perimeter of the Daco-Getae settlement of Piatra Șoimului (Calu). The 
vessel was dated by R. Vulpe to the 3rd century AD and the 1st century BC 
by Gh. Bichir. According to its features, the Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron 
belongs to type VI, variation 1, subvariation A in S. I. Demidenko’s typology. 
Although the earliest cauldrons of type VI.1.A come from a series of features 
of the second half of the 2nd century – end of the 1st century BC, they are 
mainly specific to the mid Sarmatian period, the majority originating in 
graves dated to the second half of the 1st century – early 2nd century AD. 
The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron is the single vessel of the type from the 
space between the Dnieper and the Carpathians, while the closest parallel is 
the vessel of Boguslav, a place located to the left of the Dnieper. The remaining 
cauldrons in type VI (over 60 specimens), come from territories in the Don 
river basin, the Kuban region and the area of the lower Volga river course. 
Upon the analysis of the Sarmatian date cauldron finds from Ukraine and the 
R. of Moldova, the author notes their small number and the fact they belong 
to types specific to the mid Sarmatian period, representing, together with 
other item classes, one of the innovations of this period (1st century – mid 
2nd century AD). Furthermore, it is mentioned that most come from features 
and contexts with a marked eastern nature of the period between the second 
half of the 1st century – first half of the 2nd century AD.
 Considering that most cauldrons in type Demidenko VI were discovered in 
territories inhabited by the Alani Aorsi and Siraces and based on the dating 
of features containing identical cauldrons and the Sarmatians’ entry and 
settlement of the north and north-west Pontic area, the author concludes that 
the Piatra Şoimului (Calu) vessel, beside the other cauldrons specific to the mid 
Sarmatian period from the north and north-west of the Black Sea, reached the 
east Carpathian area sometime in the second half of the 1st century AD and 
by no means later than the events by early 2nd century AD.
.
Keywords: the Sarmatians, the Alani, the Daco-Getae, bronze cauldrons, the 
north and north-west Pontic area, the Don river, the Volga river, burials, chronology, 
Piatra-Șoimului (Calu). 
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Similarly to the rest of the territory inhabited by the 
Sarmatians over the course of time and the region 
between the Carpathians and the Dniester, a special 

class of objects is represented by metal vessels. The presence 
of such artefact classes among the funerary items within 
burials, deposits, hoards or features is substantially reduced, 
comparable to other cultural environments of the European 
Barbaricum. Nonetheless, metal vessels, either in bronze or 
silver are of special interest and represent an artefact class 
of a higher value compared to other products like pottery, 
amphorae, dress items or glass vessels. Even more, metal 
vessels, whether Roman, Greek or Barbarian originally often 
provide, alike other material classes, a more accurate dating 
of the features of discovery, as well as of other artefacts they 
were discovered with. Furthermore, it must be mentioned 
that the use of certain metal vessels after their production 
cease, especially in the Barbarian world, evidences their 
value for their owners. The presence of metal vessels within 
burials is indicative, together with other valuable artefact 
classes, of the social class of the deceased, and also of the fact 
that not everybody could purchase and own such products. 
Repair traces on certain cauldrons also record their value for 
their owners.

Bronze cauldrons count among the important 
artefacts of the material culture of the nomad Sauromatae 
and Sarmatae. Their find within burials or closed complexes, 
beside other artefact classes, facilitates the acquirement 
of additional information which allows clarifications on 
important aspects related to their dating, assignment and 
use. Only new finds explain certain details of the funerary 
rite, where such artefacts were used. The new finds may also 
supply further information on burial and feature types and 
classes where they were deposited, as well as the variations of 
funerary rituals and acts during which cauldrons were used1.

It is increasingly more obvious today that these 
bronze vessels were broadly used in the nomad environment 
of the Eurasian steppes, being multifunctional, as confirmed 
by the archaeological finds.

Similarly to the Scythian environment, in that 
Sarmatian, cauldrons were used for boiling the meat of 
ritually slaughtered animals2, as well as for food making and 
preparing and pouring certain drinks. They were used, as 
evidenced by a series of finds, in ritual ceremonies, but also 
as smokers3. Their multifunctional role is confirmed by their 
find in graves, ritual/votive features or funerary set-ups4. 

***
The cauldron of Piatra Șoimului (Calu), a place located 

by the foot of Tarcău Mountains was discovered, according 
to R. Vulpe, by chance in the winter of 1932 within the 
perimeter of the site by the local inhabitant Vasile Blănaru5. 

1   For the bronze cauldrons in the funerary rite of the Sauromatae and 
Sarmatae see DEMIDENKO 2008, 50-54; DEMIDENKO/MIMOKHOD/
USPENSKIJ 2019.
2   BOKOVENKO 1977, 234; DEMIDENKO 2008, 58-59
3   DEMIDNKO 2008, 59.
4   For the origin, provenance, production and other aspects related to 
Sarmatian date cauldrons see DEMIDENKO 2008, 55-64, with complete 
bibliography.
5   For further details regarding the find conditions yet also other aspects 
related to this find see VULPE 1941, 59-60.

Shortly after, following a purchase from the school principal, 
the vessel entered the possession of priest Vrânceanu, 
who later donated the cauldron to the National Museum 
of Antiquities6. In 1935, R. Vulpe visited Piatra Șoimului 
(Calu), occasion when the scholar examined the cauldron 
and checked the information regarding its place of find, 
noting it was discovered in the north-eastern side of the 
settlement7. Also, it is mentioned it was discovered deposited 
base upwards and that inside there were other seven pottery 
vessels dating to the Graeco-Roman period8. The wheel-
thrown vessel (kantharos) was sold by priest Vrânceanu to the 
Museum of Piatra Neamț, while the other handmade pottery 
vessels were deposited in the school of Calu9. Without yet 
mentioning a series of other aspects related to its find, it is 
worth mentioning that in fact it was discovered following 
certain unauthorized excavations. This becomes clear from 
the letter for information of 3 October 1935 delivered to 
the ministry of the Cults and Arts by Vladimir Dumitrescu, 
Director of the National Museum of Antiquities10, and the 
one sent in December 1936 to minister Alexandru Lapedatu 
by Constantin Matasă, head of the Museum of Piatra Neamț. 
The latter imperatively required a more severe law for the 
protection of the archaeological sites, invoking to this effect 
the find of the bronze cauldron of Piatra Șoimului (Calu)11.
Vladimir Dumitrescu further mentions that the bronze 
cauldron dated to the 3rd century AD and that it was of a 
special scientific and museal importance, being unique in the 
region, and part of a rather rare series of artefacts discovered 
throughout the country12. With the support of certain 
legal provisions, Vladimir Dumitrescu proposed that the 
vessel be delivered to the Bucharest-based museum and the 
other 6-7 pottery vessels to the Regional Museum of Piatra 
Neamţ13, which at the time, was still unauthorised according 
to the law14. On 3 February 1936 the minister ordered the 
prefect of Neamț to send the objects to Bucharest, being 
informed shortly after that the bronze cauldron of Piatra 
Șoimului (Calu) was dispatched to the National Museum 
of Antiquities via Radu Vulpe15, who later also published 
it16. On 4 November 1936, the minister changed his mind, 
ordering that the objects be deposited with the museum of 
Piatra Neamţ17. Once the National Museum of Romanian 
History of was established in 1970 in Bucharest, the 
cauldron reached its collections, where it is even today under 
inventory number 17156.

The cauldron’s body is hemispherical to ovoid, with 
walls tapering towards the mouth. The rim is slightly everted, 
the shoulders are well-marked, while the foot is biconical. 

6   VULPE 1941, 59; OPRIȘ 2014, 328.
7   VULPE 1941, 21, 59-60, Fig. 7/y.
8   VULPE 1941, 60.
9   VULPE 1941, 60.
10   OPRIȘ 2014, 326.
11   OPRIȘ 2014, 328.
12   OPRIȘ 2014, 326.
13   OPRIȘ 2014, 327.
14   The request for the museum’s establishment and authorisation of the 
archaeological excavations within the range of Neamț County was approved 
by Alexandru Lapedatu on 7 March 1936 and immediately conveyed (OPRIȘ 
2014, 327). 
15   OPRIȘ 2014, 328.
16   VULPE 1941, 59-67, Fig. 42-44.
17   OPRIȘ 2014, 328.
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It is provided with two arching handles, set vertically and 
decorated with three biconical projections each. The two 
handles start from below the rim, slightly extending also on 
the vessel’s body. To these further add two small handles, set 
symmetrically in the form of loops, connecting the rim to 
the body. Slightly above the middle body area, the cauldron 
is decorated with a belt in relief imitating a string. Below the 
rim in the arching handles’ area, as well as around the small 
handles, there are some circular indentations18. The biconical 
foot was riveted to the lower body part, which indicates the 
cauldron’s foot was made separately from its body (Fig. 1-5).

Cauldron sizes are as follows: maximum height -46.7 
cm; height to rim – 40.3 cm; maximum diameter -39.9 cm; 
maximum mouth diameter – 29.1 cm, surviving foot height 
-3.3 cm; maximum diameter of surviving foot -7.2 cm; wall 
thickness – 0.5-0.6 cm19. The vessel was 10.5 kg heavy and 
had a volume of 20 litters20.

R. Vulpe dated the cauldron to the 3rd century AD 
or even later21, ascribing the settlement of Piatra Șoimilui 
(Calu) to the Carpi and dating it to the 1st – 3rd century AD22, 
which was also supported by A. Nițu23. Gh. Bichir dated the 
vessel to the 1st century BC and believed it reached the area 
via tribal exchanges or war spoils of the Daco-Getae during 
Burebista’s campaigns24. The same author concluded that the 
bronze vessel, beside other Sarmatian artefacts (handmade 
pottery25, mirror) discovered at Piatra Șoimului (Calu), as 
well as other Dacian settlements from the extra-Carpathian 
area, record the effective presence of the Sarmatae in Dacian 
territory26. Also, it is not excluded that the vessel had 
reached the settlement of Piatra Șoimului (Calu) as trophy, 
subsequent to an unsuccessful Sarmatian expedition for salt, 
mined in the area27, a forced view since relations between the 
Dacians and the Sarmatians were rather good in the second 
half of the 1st – early 2nd century AD28.

***
More than four decades ago, the Sarmatian cauldrons 

were examined in two studies which discussed them 
typologically and chronologically29. Cauldrons similar to the 
specimen at Piatra Șoimului (Calu) were framed to type IV 
in V. M. Kosyanenko and V. S. Flerov’s classification30 and to 
type II in that of N. A. Bokovenko31.

18   For what the indentations or circular projects below the rim and in the 
handle area see DEMIDENKO 2018, 36-37.
19   Measurements and photos illustrating the vessel were made by Alexandru 
Bădescu PhD, Head of the Heritage Department of the National Museum of 
Romanian History, whom we thank this way for expediency and support.
20   OPRIȘ 2014, 328.
21   VULPE 1941, 62.
22   VULPE 1941, 66-67.
23   NIȚU 1953, 11.
24   BICHIR 1976, 207; BICHIR 1993, 139 with complete bibliography. This 
view is not excluded by others either, S. I. Kurchatov and N. P. Tel’nov, dating 
the Daco-Getae settlement of Piatra Șoimului to the 2nd – 1st century BC 
(KURCHATOV/TEL’NOV 2010, 140).
25   VULPE 1941, 50, Fig. 26/15.
26   BICHIR 1993, 139.
27   KURCHATOV/TEL’NOV 2010, 140.
28   For relations between the Dacians and Sarmatae see SÎRBU/BÂRCĂ 1999; 
SÎRBU/BÂRCĂ 2000; BÂRCĂ 2002; BÂRCĂ 2002; BÂRCĂ 2006b.
29   BOKOVENKO 1977, 228-235; KOSYANENKO/FLEROV 1978, 192-205.
30   KOSYANENKO, FLEROV 1978, 197-199, 203.
31   BOKOVENKO 1977, 232-233, Fig. 3/II.

Cauldrons ascribed to type Bokovenko II – 
Kosyanenko, Flerov IV are rather large vessels, with vertical 
or slightly everted rim, hemispherical or ovoid body, tapering 
to the base. The ovoid examples have well-marked shoulders. 
Their body is attached by soldering or riveted to a biconical 
or flaring foot. They are provided with two arching handles, 
set vertically and decorated each with three knobs. In some 
cases, handles extend by belts in relief on the vessel’s body. 
To these also add two small handles, set symmetrically, 
in the form of loops connecting the rim with body. Most 
cauldrons of the type are decorated on body with a belt in 
relief imitating a string32. There are though also cases when 
the body is decorated with two belts33. Commonly, these 
cauldrons are larger compared to other Sarmatian cauldrons, 
and have a varying height of 35 and 63 cm34. N. A. Bokovenko 
included in the type also examples without a belt in relief 
on the body, as well as some which are not provided with 
two small handles, mentioning that their specific features 
consist of the arching handles decorated with three knobs 
and the flaring foot35.

Cauldrons of the type were dated based on the analysis 
of their find complexes and contexts to the 1st century BC – 
1st century AD36.

The many such vessel finds emerging subsequent to 
the issue of above mentioned studies led to increased interest 
for their research and valuation. Thus, in 2008 was published 
a large monograph study drafted by S. V. Demidenko37. 
Within, there were discussed all cauldrons of Sauromatian 
and Sarmatian date from the Lower Volga and south the 
Urals areas. Examples with peculiarities similar to those 
ascribed to type Bokovenko II – Kosyanenko, Flerov IV were 
framed by S. V. Demidenko in type VI38. Today, the specimens 
registered in 2008 were completed by a few other finds from 
territories left to the Lower Don39. Upon the analysis of a 
significant number of such cauldrons (56 specimens), S. 
V. Demidenko distinguishes nine type variations, in some 
identifying further two subvariations40. It was noted that 
all have their body and foot made separately, alike other 
cauldron types of 1st century BC – 2nd century AD41 date.

Cauldrons in type VI were discovered mainly in 
Sarmatian barrow graves from the Don river basin, the Kuban 
region and rarely in the Lower Volga area42. Two cauldrons in 
type VI were discovered also in the Sarmatian environment 
on the current territory of Ukraine (Bulakhovka43 (Fig. 6/1), 

32   BOKOVENKO 1977, 232, Fig. 3/II; KOSYANENKO/FLEROV 1978, 197-
199, Fig. 4-5.
33   KOSTENKO 1978, 79-80, Pl. 2/2; SMIRNOV 1984, 110, Fig. 51/1.
34   BOKOVENKO 1977, 232.
35   BOKOVENKO 1977, 232.
36   BOKOVENKO 1977, 233; KOSYANENKO/FLEROV 1978, 203.
37   DEMIDENKO 2008
38   DEMIDENKO 2008, 17-20, 89-98, 113-115, cat. no. 27-70, 152-155, 161-
163.
39   DEMIDENKO/MIMOKHOD/USPENSKIJ 2019, 92, 94, 99-100, Fig. 1/2-
3, 2/1-2, 3/1-2.
40   DEMIDENKO 2008, 15-26, Fig. 8.
41   For the casting, making and attachment of the two cauldron parts in this 
type see DEMIDENKO 2008, 37.
42   DEMIDENKO 2008, 17-20, 89-98, 113-115, cat. no. 28-70, 152-155, 161-
163, Fig. 13, 154, 155, 156, 157, 160, 162; DEMIDENKO/MIMOKHOD/
USPENSKIJ 2019, 92, 94, 99-100, Fig. 1/2-3, 2/1-2, 3/1-2; VLASKIN/
GLEBOV/KUZ’MIN 2018, 59-60, Fig. 2/1.
43   Cf. KOSTENKO 1978, 78-85, Pl. 1-2; SMIRNOV 1984, 108, Fig. 51/1; 
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Boguslav44 (Fig. 6/1) (left to the Dnieper)). In the Prut-
Dniester interflow, this type was not yet discovered, while in 
the area west the Prut the only specimen in this type is the 
cauldron of Piatra Șoimului (Calu) (Fig. 1-5). To this cauldron 
adds that of Avrămeni too (Botoșani county), removed from a 
barrow cut in 1942, following the route change of the Săveni-
Avrămeni road45, yet which shall be discussed in another 
study46.

According to its features and specificities, the 
cauldron of Piatra Șoimului belongs to type VI, variation 1, 
subvariation A in the typology drafted by S. I. Demidenko47. 
Such specimens are most numerous among type VI examples. 
They are characterised by the presence of the two arching 
handles decorated with three knobs, of the small handles 
below the rim and the relief ornament imitating the string 
on their body.

The analysis of all archaeological features containing 
such cauldrons of type VI showed they emerge in the Volga 
and Lower Don area in the 2nd century BC, while examples 
dated to the 2nd century – end of the 1st century BC are few48. 
Their number increases significantly in features dated to the 
chronological interval between the end of the 1st century 
BC and first half of the 1st century AD, yet most frequently 
they are found in Sarmatian graves of the second half of the 
1st century – first half of the 2nd century AD49. Thus, these 
cauldrons are specific mainly to the mid Sarmatian period. In 
terms of type VI.1.A cauldrons, the earliest specimens come 
from a series of features dated to the second half of the 2nd 
century – end of the 1st century BC50. Vessels coming from 
graves of end of the 1st century BC – first half of the 1st 
century AD are also not many, most type VI.1.A cauldrons 
being from graves dated to the second half of the 1st century 
– early 2nd century AD51. Interestingly, the specimens from 
this last chronological interval have more ovoid body and 
well-marked shoulders. 

Regarding type VI cauldrons from the Sarmatian 
environment on the current territory of Ukraine, the 
specimens from Bulakhovka (Fig. 6/1) and Boguslav (Fig. 
6/2) also belong to variation 1, subvariation A in S. I. 
Demidenko’s typology.

The Bulakhovka cauldron was discovered in a barrow 
mantle together with three silver cups (mastoi)52, five gilded 

SIMONENKO 1994, 109, Fig. 7/1; SIMONENKO 2008, 55, cat. no. 2; 
SIMONENKO 2019, 85, Fig. 6/5; DEMIDENKO 2008, 17, 89, cat. no. 28, Fig. 
85, 156; BÂRCĂ 2006a, 102-103, 196, Fig. 9/2; BÂRCĂ 44 ,43 ,2011, Pl. I/1; 
BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 79-80, Fig. 21/1.
44   KOSTENKO/MARINA/ROMASHKO 1998, 48 sqq., Fig. 1/2-5; 
SIMONENKO 1999, 168, Fig. 28/5; BÂRCĂ 2011, 42, 43, 44, Pl. I/4; BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009, 183-184, Fig. 68/1.
45   NIȚU 1953, 9-11, Fig. 4. 
46   A. Nițu chose a 1st – 4th century AD dating (NUȚU 1953, 11). A slightly 
later daring of the cauldron of Avămeni than that of Piatra Șoimului was also 
expressed by Gh. Bichir (BICHIR 1976, 207). We thank this way too Mr. Serghei 
Demidenko PhD for kindly confirming our supposition that the vessel belongs 
to an earlier type than the chronological interval to which it was framed. 
47   DEMIDENKO 2008, 17-18, 89-95, 113, 114-115, Fig. 8, Type VI.1.A, Fig. 
49/2, 50-51, 52/1, 85-95.
48   DEMIDENKO 2008, 17-20, 25, 35. The 2nd – 1st century BC examples as 
well as those of the first half of the 1st century AD mainly have hemispherical 
body, without specimens with more ovoid body and well-marked shoulders.
49   DEMIDENKO 2008, 18, 25-26, 35.
50   See for these finds DEMIDENKO 2008, 17, 89-90, cat. no. 28-33, 161, 163.
51   DEMIDENKO 2008, 17, 18.
52   For the diffusion area and dating of these cups see BÂRCĂ 2007, 89-91 

silver phalerae, golden dress appliques as well as harness 
appliques and links53.

The Bulakhovka complex is part to the group of finds 
from the area comprised between the Lower Danube and 
Volga of second half/end of the 3rd century – 1st century 
BC54 date. Amongst, count certain classes of harness items, 
some of very high value (phalera)55 associated with weaponry, 
appliqués, bronze and silver vessels etc. Most such finds from 
the north-Pontic area were found deposited together in the 
mantle of certain barrows, on natural heights or narrow 
valleys and slight slopes56. In all these finds there were not 
identified or traced remains indicative of the fact that the 
objects were part of graves, being in fact hoards/ritual or 
votive deposits. With regards to the dating of this complex, 
views are slightly different, it being dated to the end of the 
2nd century – early 1st century BC57, end of the 2nd century 
– 1st century BC58, the 1st century BC59 or only tits first half60. 
We believe that the Bulakhovka complex most plausibly dates 
sometime over the course of the 1st century BC61.

The Boguslav vessel (Fig. 6/1) was discovered in 
the mantle of a barrow from the second group of barrows 
investigated in 198762. At Bogulsav, several barrow groups 
were examined, Sarmatian graves dated to the second half of 
the 1st century – early 2nd century AD63 being discovered. 
Based on certain aspects of the funerary ritual as well as the 
burial goods it was noted that some of them had belonged 
to certain migrants from the group of Sarmatians arriving in 
the north-Pontic area from territories east of the Don in the 
second half of the 1st century AD64.

with complete bibliography and main expressed views.
53   KOSTENKO 1978,  78-85, Pl. 1-2; SMIRNOV 1984, 108-110, Fig. 51-52; 
SIMONENKO 1994, 109, Fig. 7; MORDVINCEVA 2001, 36, 64, 78, Pl. 31; 
MORDVINCEVA 2013, 402-407; MORDVINTSEVA 2013, 144-156, Fig. 1-6; 
BÂRCĂ 2006a, 196-197, Fig. 8-9; SIMONENKO 2019, 85, Fig. 6-7.
54   Cf. SIMONENKO 1993, 89-90; SIMONENKO 2001, 92-106; SIMONENKO 
2015; SIMONENKO, Raev 2007, 268-272; REDINA/SIMONENKO 2002, 78-
96; BÂRCĂ 2002b, 215-230; BÂRCĂ 2004; BÂRCĂ 2006, 61-64; BÂRCĂ 
2006a, 47-49; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 95-98; ZAJTSEV 2008, 146-152; 
ZAJTSEV 2012, 67-72; MORDVINTSEVA 2013,144-156; GLEBOV 2016, 
145-161.
55   For phalera see MORDVINCEVA 2001; MORDVINTSEVA 2001, 161-
166; MORDVINTSEVA 2008, 162-183; SÎRBU/BÂRCĂ 2016, 272-321; 
SIMONENKO 2015, 274 sqq.
56   GLEBOV 2016, 145-161; In territories east of the Don, specimens similar to 
those in ritual/votive hoards/deposits were discovered also in a series of graves 
of the same date. In the north-Pontic area west of the Don, only the finds at 
Balakleya (SHRAMKO 1962, 238-239, Fig. 88; SMIRNOV 1984, 84, Fig. 37/2-
4, 38; POLIN 1992, 128-129; SIMONENKO 1994,108, Fig. 5; MORDVINCEVA 
2001, 37, 64, 78-79, Pl. 32-34) and Tvardița (MORDVINCEVA 2001, 37, 64, 
80-81, Pl. 43/79-80; BÂRCĂ 2002, 104, 105, Fig. 5-6; BÂRCĂ 2004, 35 sqq., 
Fig. 15-16; BÂRCĂ 2006, 368, Fig. 132-133) may be related to the graves, 
however in both cases, information on find conditions are uncertain.
57   KOSTENKO 1978, 78-85; DEMIDENKO 2008, 17.
58   SMIRNOV 1984, 108-110; SIMONENKO 1994, 109.
59   MORDVINTSEVA 2013, 148; MORDVINCEVA 2013, 402-407.
60   BÂRCĂ 2004; BÂRCĂ 2006, 2013; BÂRCĂ 2007, 91; BÂRCĂ 2006a, 197; 
BÂRCĂ 2009, 92; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 79.
61   For the dating of the phalerae in the stylistic group to which the specimens of 
Bulakhovka belong see MORDVINCEVA 2001, 37, 64-65; MORDVINTSEVA 
2001, 164.
62   KOSTENKO/MARINA/ROMASHKO 1998, 48.
63   For the funerary inventory of some of these graves see SIMONENKO 2003, 
44, Fig. 3/2; SIMONENKO 2006, 140-141, Fig. 5; SIMONENKO 2008, 61-62, 
cat. no. 46, 47 Pl 34-36; SIMONENKO 2010, 110, 238-239, Fig. 82/5, 83/8; 
SIMONENKO 2011, 24, 77, 145, 180, cat. no. 29, 30 Fig. 10/1, 12/3, 51/1, 
86/5-7; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 123, 132, 199, Fig. 39/10, 73/13. 
64   SIMONENKO 2006, 141; SIMONENKO 2010, 239.
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In Ukraine, neither other types of Sarmatian date 
cauldrons are numerous. Some are chance finds, while other 
originate in a series of burials (a number destroyed) dated 
to the chronological timeframe between mid 1st century AD 
– mid 2nd century AD (Starobel’sk65 (Fig. 7/1),Yaroshevka66 
(Fig. 7/2), T 2 G 2 of Selimovka67 (Fig. 8/1), Davydov 
Brod68 (Fig. 8/1), Kal’mius69 (Fig. 9), the destroyed barrow 
of Zaprud’e70 (Fig. 10/1), Tsvetna71 (Fig. 10/2), T 1 G 1 of 
Verbki72 (Fig. 11/1), T 6 of Terny73 (Fig. 11/2), Troyany74 
(Fig. 12/1) , Pavlovka75 (Fig. 14/1) and T 2 G 1 at Chuguno-
Krepinka76 (Fig. 14/2)). To these also adds the cauldron 
of Velikoploskoe77, discovered subsequent farming works 
carried out in 1964. Adjacently, as well as inside it, there 
were identified frontal appliques made of silver and bronze, 
spearheads and arrowheads, a large number of bronze links, 
harness appliques, several mouthpieces and bits, the bronze 
sheet of an oval shield plate as well as other objects78.

From the Republic of Moldova, Sarmatian date 
cauldrons were discovered in T 2 G 2 at Mocra79(Fig. 12/2-3), 
Slobozia80 (Fig. 13) (left to the Dniester) and Bubueci81 (the 
Prut-Dniester interfluve).

The vessel of Bubueci was discovered in the mantle 
of a barrow and had inside a bronze Attic helmet with 
hemispherical dome and crest, two bronze frontal appliques, 
horse bronze sheet horse cheekpieces, two phaleara and 

65   SHRAMKO 1972, 240, Fig. 89/15; DEMIDENKO 2008, 21, 107, cat. no. 
116, Fig. 113.
66   SIMONENKO 2008, 57, cat. no. 18, Pl. 15/2a; DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, 114, 
cat. no. 157, Fig. 114; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185.
67   SHRAMKO 1962, 241, Fig. 89/13; BOKOVENKO 1977, 232, Fig. 3/2; 
DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, 109, cat. no. 124, Fig. 115. The place at Selimovka, 
Izyumsk county, the Kharkov district, today Svyato-Pokrovskoe, Bakhmutsk 
district, Donetsk region).
68   SIMONENKO 1.993, 62, Fig. 19/2; SIMONENKO 2008, 67, cat. no. 72, 
Pl. 67/2c; DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, 109-110, cat. no. 130, Fig. 117; BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/3.
69   SHTERN 1911, 43, Pl. V; SIMONENKO 1999, 165-166, Fig. 28/1; 
DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, 110, cat. no. 132, Fig. 117; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 
2009, 184-185. 
70   SIMONENKO 2008, 68-69, cat. no. 85, Pl. 75/1; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 
2009, 184-185.
71   SIMONENKO 2008, 69-70, cat. no. 87, Pl. 79/3; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 
2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/5.
72   MUKHOPAD 1986, 136-143; SIMONENKO 2008, 62, cat. no. 49, Pl. 39/3; 
DEMIDENKO 2008, 23, 110, cat. no. 133, Fig. 117.
73   MUKHOPAD 1986, 136-143, Fig. 1/6-8; SIMONENKO 2008, cat. no. 48, 
62, Pl. 38/2a; DEMIDENKO 2008, 23, 110, cat. no. 134, Fig. 118; BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185.
74   BOKOVENKO 1977, 232, Fig. 3/1; SIMONENKO 2008, 71, cat. no. 
91, Pl. 84/2; DEMIDENKO 2008, 23, 110, cat. no. 135, Fig. 118; BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/4.
75   SIMONENKO 2008, 78, cat. no. 114, Pl. 124/3-3a; SIMONENKO 2011, 
166, cat. no. 1; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/7.
76   SIMONENKO 2008, 65-66, cat. no. 70, Pl. 62/8; SIMONENKO 2011, 168-
172, cat. no. 5; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/6.
77   SIMONENKO 2008, Pl. 9/2.
78   For the find of Velikoploskoe see DZIS-RAJKO/SUNICHUK 1984, 148-161; 
SIMONENKO 1982, 237, 242, Fig. 1/9-10; SIMONENKO 2008, 56, cat. no. 9, Pl. 
9-11; SIMONENKO 2011, 227, cat. no. 118; POLIN 1992, 53-55, Fig. 10; GROSU 
1995, 167, Fig. 23, 24; BÂRCĂ 2002, 104, 105, Fig. 3-4; BÂRCĂ 2004, 35 sqq., 
Fig. 11-12; BÂRCĂ 2006, 370-372, Fig. 137-138; BÂRCĂ 2006a, 219-221, Fig. 
45-46.
79   SHCHERBAKOVA/KASHUBA 1993; KASHUBA/KURCHATOV/
SHCHERBAKOVA 2001-2002, 208-209, 231-232, Fig. 14/4; BÂRCĂ 2006, 
166, 331-334, Fig. 81/1; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 184-185, Fig. 68/2.
80   KURCHATOV/TEL’NOV 2010, 137 sqq., Fig. 1-3.
81   Cf. BÂRCĂ 2002b, 215-216, Fig. 1/5; BÂRCĂ 2006, 164-165, 297, Fig. 37/5, 
188/3.

four appliques/phalera with a central depiction of a mask 
in relief82. The feature is a ritual/votive hoard/deposit 
and is part of the same group of finds like the Bulakhovka 
cauldron. To this group belongs also the ritual/votive hoard/
deposit of Velikoploskoe (left to the Lower Dniester). In 
the case of the two finds, similarly to other such features, 
views regarding their ethnic-cultural origin and dating differ 
among the scholars. In the case of the finds of Bubueci and 
Velikoploskoe, we believe they must be ascribed to the group 
of ritual/votive hoards/deposits dated to the 2nd – 1st 
century BC which rather belonged to the Sarmatians than 
the Late Scythians, as evidenced by the cauldrons which 
belong to types used by the Sarmatians. Indeed, of the 5283 
such ritual/votive hoards/deposits discovered in the area 
between the Volga and the Lower Danube, part are earlier 
(second half/end of the 3rd century – mid 2nd century BC), 
however this does not mean that all such features in the 
group of finds from the period between the second half of 
the 3rd century – 1st century BC must be ascribed to the 
Late Scythians84. The archaeological finds of the last decades, 
supplied enough arguments in favour of the Sarmatian 
origin of most of the 2nd – 1st century BC85 ritual/votive 
hoards/deposits. The recent find from the mantle of T 1 in 
the Restumov II86 cemetery (left to the Lower Don) or that at 
Malinovka, a place located to the right of the Lower Dnieper 
(Kirovograd region, Ukraine)87, furthermore confirm such 
reality.

If one takes into account the very large geographical 
area where these features were discovered and the fact that 
in the 3rd – 1st century BC, the Scythians did not inhabit 
good part of the territories where such ritual/votive hoards/
deposits were found, ascribing all these finds to the Scythians 
is not sustainable. Last but not least, the earliest deposit 
containing items similar to those in several ritual/votive 
hoards/deposits from above mentioned area, originates in 
the Siraces milieu of the Kuban region88, where were in fact 
discovered also items which until not long ago were deemed 
specific to only the group of ritual/votive hoards/deposits 
from the north-west of the Black Sea89. Without yet further 
details, it is increasingly obvious that some of the artefacts 
within these finds were used for a long time, becoming at 
some point supra-national artefacts, used on a vast area and 
by individuals from various cultural environments.

Except the specimens of Velikoploskoe (Ukraine) 
and Bubueci (Republic of Moldova), the other Sarmatian 
cauldrons on the territory of Ukraine and the R. of Moldova, 
82   Cf. BÂRCĂ 2002b, 215-230; BÂRCĂ 2004,  Fig. 14; BÂRCĂ 2006, 297-298, 
Fig. 37 with complete bibliography.
83   See ZAJTSEV 2012, Fig. 1; SIMONENKO 2018, Fig. 7/1. For the recent find 
in the mantle T 1 from the Restumov II cemetery (left bank of river Severskij 
Donets), whose Sarmatian assignment is certain see VLASKIN/GLEBOV/
KUZ’MIN 2018, 58-69.
84   For recent views on the Scythian origin of the phenomenon see ZAJTSEV/
MORDVINTSEVA 2003, 97-98; ZAJTSEV 2005, 94; ZAJTSEV 2007, 266-
267; ZAJTSEV 2008, 148-150; BRUYAKO 2009, 340. For the absolute view 
on the Scythian origin see TEL’NOV/CHETVERIKOV/SINIKA 2012, 12-13; 
TEL’NOV/CHETVERIKOV/SINIKA 2016, 998; TEL’NOV/SINIKA 2016, 303.
85   For views on the origin and dating of these features see ZAJTSEV 2012 with 
complete bibliography.
86   See VLASKIN/GLEBOV/KUZ’MIN 2018, 58-69.
87   Amicable information dr. habil. Oleksandr Symonenko.
88   MARCHENKO/LIMBERIS 2009, 69-74.
89   VLASKIN/GLEBOV/KUZ’MIN 2018, 63.
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mentioned above, belong to types90 particular to the mid 
Sarmatian period and represent, beside other item classes, 
one of the period’s innovations (1st century – mid 2nd century 
AD) carried, as believed, by the Alani91. It is noteworthy that 
in the majority of the cases when they were found in graves, 
some had marked eastern features, which is also valid for 
the Sarmatian graves on Ukrainian or Moldavian territories. 
Furthermore, these cauldrons are smaller than those in type 
Bokovenko II – Kosyanenko, Flerov IV – Demidenko VI-VII. 
They are characterised by spherical or hemispherical body, 
taller foot and zoomorphic handles. In S. I. Demidenko’s 
typology, the specimens from Ukraine and the R. of Moldova 
belong to type X.4.A (Starobel’sk), XI.1.A (Yaroshevka), 
XI.2.A (Selimovka T 2 G 2), XI.6.A (Davydov Brod), XI.7.A 
(Kal’mius92), XII.1.A (T 1 G 1 of Verbki and T 6 of Terny), 
XIII.1.A (Troyany). The example of Tsvetna (Fig. 10/2) is 
similar to type XI.2.A. These have spherical body, tall foot 
and two arching handles decorated with three knobs, small 
handles below the rim and the relief decoration imitating 
the string on the body. The specimen of Tsvetna has though 
also a vertical handle set in the upper half of the body. 
Such vertical handles are specific to type IX cauldrons, with 
though a different body shape and spout. The rich funerary 
inventory of the grave93 dates it to the second half – end 
of the 1st century AD94. The fragmentary cauldron is the 
Zaprud’e grave (Fig. 10/1) also belongs according to body 
shape and foot to type XI. The vessel preserves an arched 
handle decorated with three knobs and one zoomorphic, 
specimens provided with two arched handles decorated with 
three knobs and two zoomorphic handles, being framed by 
S. V. Demidenko into type XI.3.A95. In the upper body half 
it exhibits a zigzag decoration made in relief, like that on 
cauldrons of type XI.1.V96. The Zaprud’e grave dates based 
on grave goods to the second half of the 1st century AD97.

The cauldrons in the rich burials of Pavlovka (Fig. 
14/1) and Chuguno-Krepinka (Fig. 14/2) have ovoid body, 
wide mouth, vertical (Chuguno-Krepinka) or slightly 
everted rim (Pavlovka) and well-marked shoulders. These 
were made and used footless. Both recipients have each two 
handles, arched, set vertically, while midway the body they 
are decorated with a belt in relief imitating the string. The 
two cauldrons have on the upper body half above the string-
shaped belt, a tamga in relief.

The cauldrons of Pavlovka and Chuguno-Krepinka 
belong to type III in N. A. Bokovenko’s typology98 and type 

90   In N. V. Bokovenko’s classification, they all belong to type I (BOKOVENKO 
1977, 232-233, Fig. 3/II).
91   SKRIPKIN 1990, 214.
92   The Kal’mius cauldron is provided with a lid and has a zoomorphic spout, 
depicting a bull head. The zoomorphic handle renders a deer and is set vertically 
to the body, while on the lid are rendered two figures sitting with crossed legs.
93   For the funerary inventory of this grave see SIMONENKO 2008, 69-70, cat. 
no. 87, Pl. 77-81; SIMONENKO 2011, 203-206, cat. no. 90, Fig. 7/1-2, 18/6-7, 
28, 40; MORDVINTSEVA/TREJSTER 2007, II, 136, no. B46.
94   SIMONENKO 2008, 15; SIMONENKO 2011, 40; V. Mordvintseva and 
M. Trejster date the feature by mid-third quarter of the 1st century AD 
(MORDVINTSEVA/TREJSTER 2007, II, 136).
95   DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, cat. no. 126.
96   DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, cat. no. 123.
97   See for the funerary inventory of this grave ROMANYUK/SYMONENKO 
2001, 19-28; SIMONENKO 2008, 68-69, cat. no. 85, Pl. 73-76.; SIMONENKO 
2011, 195-196,  cat. no. 72.
98   BOKOVENKO 1977, 233-234, Fig. 3/III.

VIII.4.1 in that of S. V. Demidenko99. These have many 
parallels in the Sarmatian environment of the Don and 
Volga river basins, being artefacts specific mainly to the late 
Sarmatian period, yet they also emerge earlier100. Similarly 
to cauldrons from other types they also originate in very rich 
graves with marked eastern features (Chuguno-Krepinka). 
The rich inventory within the two graves date them 
sometime in the first half of the 2nd century AD101 (likely, 
towards the end of this chronological period) and not by the 
end of the 1st century – early 2nd century AD as mentioned 
elsewhere102.

The cauldron in the Mocra grave (Fig. 12/2-3) has a 
hemispherical body, everted rim and biconical/flue-shaped 
foot, while the two handles are zoomorphic. The vessel body 
has a striated surface with vertical lines, while the only 
19 cm high foot is horizontally striated. According to its 
specificities, the cauldron is close to type Demidenko XII103. 
The eastern elements and features from within the grave as 
well as its rich inventory 104 dates it sometime in the period 
between the end of the 1st century AD and the first quarter 
of the 2nd century AD105.

The cauldron discovered by chance at Slobozia 
(Fig. 13) belongs to type Demidenko XIII.2.A. The vessel 
is hemispherical, with everted rim and taller foot. It is 
characterised by three zoomorphic handles rendering 
various animals, the present spout and belt midway the 
body. Cauldrons with three zoomorphic handles, of which 
two identical, were discovered in a few Sarmatian graves 
from the second half of the 1st century - first half of the 2nd 
century AD, yet belong, except for the specimen in T 9 from 
the Vysochini VII106 cemetery, to other cauldron types107.

Noticeably, the Sarmatian date cauldron finds are 
overwhelmingly originating in the Sarmatian environment 
of the Don and Volga river basins, to which add those from 
the Kuban region. Certain cauldron types are found in 
farther regions as well, like the lower and mid Ural river 
courses, from where comes a signficant number of finds of 
Demidenko VIII108 type cauldrons.

In the territories from the north and north-west of the 
Black Sea as well as in the east-Carpathian space, the number 
of Sarmatian date cauldrons is small, while those discovered 

99   DEMIDENKO 2008, 20-21, 99-105, 160, Fig. 3, 9, 14, 106-110.
100   BOKOVENKO 1978, 234; DEMIDENKO 2008, 20-21, 101, cat. no. 85.
101   For these graves inventory see SIMONENKO 2008, 65-66, cat. no. 70, 
Pl. 56-66; 78, cat. no. 114, Pl. 124-125; SIMONENKO 2011, 166, cat. no. 1; 
168-172, cat. no. 5, while for the type and dating of the two strongly profiled 
brooches from the Chuguna-Krepinka grave see BÂRCĂ 2011, 16-19. For the 
analysis of the metal vessels from the Pavlovka and Chuguno-Krepinka graves 
see SIMONENKO 2011; BÂRCĂ 2009.
102   BÂRCĂ 2009, 100, 106; BÂRCĂ 2011a, 16-19 and note 175.
103   DEMIDENKO 2008, 23, Fig. 10.
104   See to this effect KASHUBA/KURCHATOV/SHCHERBAKOVA 2001-
2002, 180-252. 
105   Cf. BÂRCĂ 2006, 174, 331-334; BÂRCĂ 2009 (early 2nd century AD); 
BÂRCĂ 2015, 52 (end of the 1st century AD – first quarter of the 2nd century 
AD), KASHUBA/KURCHATOV/SHCHERBAKOVA 2001-2002, 242 (first 
quarter of the 2nd century AD).
106   BESPALYJ 1985, 168, Fig. 2/2; DEMIDENKO 2008, 110-111, cat. no. 136, 
Fig. 118.
107   See SKRIPKIN 1970, 206-208, Fig. 2-3; MORDVINTSEVA/SERGATSKOV 
1995, 122; SKRIPKIN 2000, 96, Fig. 1/1; DEMIDENKO 2008, 22, 23, 109, cat. 
no.128 (Kilyakovka, type XI.4.A), 21, 106, cat. no. 111, Fig. 112 (Valovyj I, T 9, 
type X.2.A), 22, 110, cat. no. 132, Fig. 117 (Kal’mius, type XI.7.1). 
108   See DEMIDENKO 2008, Fig. 14.
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to date, except for the specimens at Avrămeni (Romania), 
Bubueci (R. of  Moldova), Velikoploskoe and Bulakhovka  
(Ukraine) (Fig. 15/1, 3, 6, 13) are mainly  specific to the mid 
Sarmatian period. Most come from contexts and features 
from the chronological period comprised between the 
second half of the 1st century – first half of the 2nd century 
AD (Mocra, Slobozia, Starobel’sk, Boguslav, Yaroshevka, 
Selimovka, Davydov Brod, Kal’mius, Zaprud’e, Tsvetna, 
Verbki, Terny, Trojany, Pavlovka, Chuguno-Krepinka). The 
Boguslav, Verbki, Pavlovka, Selimovka (Svyato-Pokrovskoe), 
Kal’mius and Chuguno-Krepinka vessels from the Ukrainian 
territory left to the Dnieper (Fig. 15/12, 14-19), those of 
Troyany, Yaroshevka, Davydov Brod, Zaprud’e and Tsvetna 
are finds from the Dniester-Bug interfluve (Fig. 15/7-11), 
while the cauldrons of Mocra and Slobozia are from the left 
of the Lower Dniester (the Bug-Dniester interfluve) (Fig. 
15/4-5). The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) specimen, a place located 
in the Calu river hydrographical basin, a Bistrița tributary, 
in the sub-mountain Eastern Carpathians area (Fig. 15/2), 
is the most western find of a Sarmatian date cauldron from 
the mentioned chronological timeframe. This large cauldron 
is the single vessel of the type (Demidenko VI) from the area 
between the Dnieper and the Carpathians. In the north-
Pontic area, the closest parallel for the Piatra Șoimului (Calu) 
cauldron is the Boguslav vessel (Fig. 6/1), located to the left 
of the Dnieper (Cf. Fig. 15/12). The remaining cauldrons in 
type VI, summing up over 60 complete and fragmentary 
specimens come from the Sarmatian environment from the 
territories in the Don river basin, the Kuban region and the 
area of the lower Volga course (Fig. 16). More than half of 
the cauldrons in this type belong to variation 1, suvariation 
A, while most come from mid Sarmatian period graves, some 
being identical with the Piatra Șoimului (Calu)109 specimen.

Another observation worthy of note is related to 
the inexistence during the first centuries AD of Sarmatian 
cauldrons in the territory between the Dniester-Prut-the 
Danube, despite the large number of Sarmatian remains 
discovered in this area compared to that in the space between 
the Dnieper-Bug-Dniester. The lack of such vessels is also 
noted, except for the Piatra Șoimului vessel, also for the plain 
territories west of the Prut, as well in the Wallachian Plain, 
where the number of Sarmatian finds is significant. Last but 
not least, it must be noted that most features with cauldrons 
were discovered in territories nearby tidal rivers or rivers.

The diffusion of cauldrons with zoomorphic handles 
of the type like at Mocra (Fig. 12/2-3), Slobozia (Fig. 13), 
Troyany (Fig. 12/1)¸ Davydov Brod (Fig. 8/2)¸ Zaprud’e (Fig. 
10/1), Verbki (Fig. 11/1), Terny (Fig. 11/2) and Kal’mius (Fig. 
9) starting with the 1st century AD in the European steppes 
must be related, in our view, to the entry and settlement 
in these territories of new migrant groups arriving from 
the east, who had close contacts and connections with the 
Central Asia region. Evidence to this effect includes numerous 
eastern origin artefacts in a significant number of graves 
dated to the second half of the 1st century AD – first decades 
of the 2nd century AD from the space comprised between 
the Volga and the Lower Danube110. Among the cauldrons 

109   For several see DEMIDENKO 2008, Fig. 51, 52/1, 89/VI.1.A (no. 41), 90-92.
110   For the find at Lehliu (Călărași county), containing a brooch and an 
amulet-pendant of agate rendering a male figure with eastern facial features 

is noted to this effect the Kal’mius example (Fig. 9), which 
is provided with lid and has a zoomorphic spout, depicting 
a bull head. It has a vertical handle rendering a deer, while 
on the lid are rendered two figures in a cross-legged pose. 
The entry and settlement of these new migrant groups in the 
north-west Pontic area111 confirmed by archaeological finds 
and the accounts in the ancient written sources, occurred 
once with mid 1st century AD, in the second half of the same 
century they being present in the north-west Pontic area112. 
Based on all aspects, we believe that the key role within 
these new migrant groups settling the north and north-west 
Pontic area held the Alani113. 

Since the great majority of cauldrons in type 
Demidenko VI were discovered in territories inhabited 
by the Aorsi Alani and Siraces and taking into account the 
dating of the features containing identical cauldrons and the 
entry and settling by the Sarmatae of the north and north-
west Pontic area, we may conclude that the vessel of Piatra 
Şoimului (Calu), together with the other cauldrons specific 

in a cross-legged sitting position (“Turkish style”) on a decorated pedestal see 
BÂRCĂ 2013a; BÂRCĂ 2015, 39-42, Fig. 1/1.
111   The graves in this eastern features group are significantly different from 
the remaining Sarmatian burials from the north and north-west of the Black 
Sea. One peculiarity is their very rich funerary inventory containing eastern 
origin items (jewellery made in animal style paralleled in the Bactrian art, 
parade weaponry, mirrors, including Chinese, precious metal vessels, bronze 
cauldrons with zoomorphic handles etc.) (SIMONENKO 2003a; BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009; BÂRCĂ 2006; BÂRCĂ 2012; BÂRCĂ 2013 with 
complete bibliography). Among specific elements also count the main burials 
in barrows, the large rectangular or almost square gravepits with the deceased 
placed along the walls or the square gravepits with the dead set on diagonal 
(SIMONENKO 2000; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009). Niche graves might have 
also belonged to them, yet also a part of common rectangular gravepits broadly 
spread over the entire Sarmatian history (see to this effect RAEV 1989, 116-117; 
SKRIPKIN 1990, 207-209, 217-218). The newcomers also spread the custom 
of using ditched funerary set-ups of various flat shapes, with or without 
graves inside, discovered below the self-standing barrows or within barrow 
or flat burial grounds (see for these SIMONENKO 2003b; BÂRCĂ 2015a). 
Including the tamgas were mainly used by this wave of Sarmatians arriving 
from the east, they also being those who mostly contributed to their diffusion 
in Eastern Europe steppes. We wish to mention, as elsewhere (Cf. BÂRCĂ/
SYMONENKO 2009; BÂRCĂ 2006; BÂRCĂ 2013; BÂRCĂ 2015), that in the 
current state of research, it may be argued that graves with obvious eastern 
features from the north and north-west Pontic space dated to the mid 1st 
century AD – first decades of the 2nd century AD are very likely mostly 
Alanic. Even more, it is certain that Chinese (SIMONENKO 2003a, 45-65) 
and Central-Asian (YATSENKO 1993, 60-72) origin items emerged with the 
Sarmatians, including those from the north and north-west Pontic area, once 
with the arrival of the Alani, who used them a long time before reaching these 
territories. For the graves of the early Alani aristocracy in the north-west Pontic 
area like those at Kovalevka (Sokolova Mogila), Troyany, Gordeevka, Severinovka, 
Pisarevka, Porogi, Kozyrka, Vesnyanoe, Cazaclia (T 10 G 1), Olănești (T 4 G 
4), Hruşca, Mocra (T 2 G 2), Mikhajlovka (T 3 G 3) etc. see KOVPANENKO 
1986, 66-72, 127, Fig. 70-73;GROSU 1990, 53, 92, Fig. 16D; SUBBOTIN/
DZIGOVSKIJ 1990, 19-21, Fig. 15/10-16, 16/1-9; SIMONENKO/LOBAJ 1991; 
SIMONENKO 1997, 389-407; SIMONENKO 2008, 71, 73-76, 78-79, Pl. 85-87, 
100-111, 118-119, 126-129, 131-133; SIMONENKO/MEL’NIK 2004, 269-280, 
KASHUBA/KURCHATOV/SHCHERBAKOVA 2001-2002, 200-213, 226-242, Fig. 
8-9, 11-17; AGULNICOV/BUBULICI 1999; KURCHATOV/BUBULICI 2003; 
DZYGOVS’KYJ 1993, 74-75, 201, Fig. 33, 36/4-5, 37/2, 6, 8, 38, 43/1-6; BÂRCĂ 
2006, 300-302, 319-320, 329-330, 331-334, 348-353, Fig. 41-43, 65, 75-77, 79-
81, 97-111; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009. S. V. Voronyatov believes the group 
of graves in the Bug-Dniester interfluve are an unusual cemetery of the Alani 
clan (VORONYATOV 2013, 156).
112   For the entry and settlement of new Sarmatian tribes in the north-west 
of the Black Sea, well noted in ancient literary and epigraphic sources see 
BÂRCĂ 2006, 244-262; BÂRCĂ 2013; BÂRCĂ/SYMONENKO 2009, 348-364.
113   They were a very powerful group militarily, succeeding to politically control 
other Sarmatians in the region in a short period of time.
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to the mid Sarmatian period from the north and north-west 
of the Black Sea, reached the east Carpathian area sometime 
in the second half of the 1st century AD114. When and under 
what circumstances it reached the Piatra Șoimului (Calu) 
settlement is difficult to say, yet obviously this occurred no 
later than the events by early 2nd century AD.

We should also add that together with other object 
classes of Sarmatian origin or mainly used by the Sarmatians, 
discovered in the pre-Roman Daco-Getae environment, the 
cauldron from the Dacian settlement of Piatra Șoimului 
(Calu) records the Sarmatian presence in the east-Carpathian 
space in the 1st century AD115. A significant number of tamgas 
in the pre-roman Daco-Getae milieu, mainly on locally made 
items, further evidences relations between the two populaces, 
yet also their cohabiting in the same space during the second 
half of the 1st century AD116. In fact, it must be mentioned 
that the tamgas in the milieu of sedentary populations 
outside the basic area of their use record contacts between 
the representatives of the nomad and sedentary populations, 
while their large number is proof of systematic contacts 
between such populaces117. The settlement of Sarmatian 
groups in the east-Carpathian area led to a Daco-Getae and 
Sarmatian cohabiting as well as the establishment of both 
economic and political-military118 relations which contributed 
to the set up of alliances recorded by both written sources as 
well as Trajan’s Column and the Tropaeum Traiani.
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Fig. 1. The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron (photo Alexandru Bădescu).
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Fig. 2. The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron (photo Alexandru Bădescu).
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Fig. 3. The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron (photo Alexandru Bădescu).
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Fig. 4. The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron (photo Alexandru Bădescu).
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Fig. 5. The Piatra Șoimului (Calu) cauldron (after VULPE 1941).
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Fig. 6. The Bulakhovka (1) and Boguslav (2) cauldrons (1 – after SIMONENKO 2019; 2 – after KOSTENKO/MARINA/ROMASHKO 1998).
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Fig. 7. The Starobel’sk (1) and Yaroshevka (2) cauldrons (1 – after DEMIDENKO 2008; 2 – after SIMONENKO 2008).



Journal of Ancient History and Archaeology      No. 7.1/2020

Studies

97

Fig. 8. The Selimovka (1) and Davydov Brod (2) cauldrons (1 – after DEMIDENKO 2008; 2 – after SIMONENKO 2008).
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Fig. 9.1-2. The Kal’mius cauldron (1- after SHTERN 1911; 2 – after DEMIDENKO 2008).
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Fig. 10. The Zaprud’e (1) and Tsvetna (2) cauldrons (after SIMONENKO 2008).
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Fig. 11. The cauldrons from the Verbki (1) and Terny (2) graves (after SIMONENKO 2008).
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Fig. 12. The Troyany (1) and Mocra (2-3) cauldrons (1 – after SIMONENKO 2008; 2 – after SHCHERBAKOVA/KASHUBA 1993; 3 – after BÂRCĂ 2006).
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Fig. 13. The Slobozia cauldron (after KURCHATOV/TEL’NOV 2010).
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Fig. 14. The Pavlovka (1) and Chuguno-Krepinka (2) cauldrons (after SIMONENKO 2008).
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Fig. 16. Map of Demidenko VI type cauldron finds (after DEMIDENKO 2008).


