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The indication and description of incrustation and
colour traces is also anticipated, but highly depend
on the possibilities for their establishing (exact
information given, colour traces preservation etc.).
These sections refer to some of the possibilities for
settlement of the function and secondary function of
stamps!!>.

4) The section “metrical data” includes all
possibilities of representing the dimensions. After
the indication of presence or absence of data about
the dimensions (presence of metrical data) detailed
information is anticipated about the following attri-
butes: height of the whole find, base characteristics
(width, length, diameter, thickness), handle measu-
res (height, thickness, diameter) and depth of the
ornaments’ relief. The last attribute stands in accor-
dance with the definition of the true pintaderas,
which should be deeply indented, and the lack of
application of this requirement to all specimens (see
§3A,B,D).

5) The next part offers information about the
“publications” on the finds. It indicates whether the
object is published and if so, details from the publi-
cation are given (quotation of the sources), including
the author’s interpretations and the ferminology
used.

6) The section for free “comments” was added as
well, which could refer to each of the topics.

7) With a view to the verification of the informa-
tion, I have included in the section “authors” the
dates when the data was entered (entry date and last
update) and respectively their authors (author and
update author)!o.

This method of organization of the attributes
makes the inclusion of various data easy: this allows
the analysis of the information about different arti-
facts uncovered in a vast territory. The flexibility of

a database created by using the software Access is
certainly one of its best characteristics: the structure
can in fact be modified, expanded and re-organized,
if necessary, without problems at any stage of the
study.

5. Conclusions

So far, the work on the subject was an attempt to
attract the due attention to pintaderas and their repre-
sentation in the literature. This was done by empha-
sizing their significance and possible ways of exa-
mination (see § 2, A), and the elements that are
essential for the publication of the artifacts (see § 2,
B). With an aim to render the research on the pro-
blems most objective, I have pointed out the speci-
fics of the work with pintaderas, the provisions
which are associated with it, and the directions for
future development of the topic (see § 3).

The development implies at the same time the ter-
ritorial expansion of the analysis: the presence of a
very high number of pintaderas in various regions of
the Balkans as well as in Central and Southern
Europe necessitates the adoption of unitary parame-
ters to define them and store the information. A
database, like the one that [ propose here in a preli-
minary format which can be modified at any time
during the research, is a tool that permits an easy
data entry of published and unpublished pieces (see
§ 4). Moreover, such a database could be connected
with geo-referenced maps by means of a GIS
(Geographical Information System) software !17,
thus allowing not only a quick examination of all
stored data, but also a study of synchronous and dia-
chronic evidence.

I would like to express my hope that this work
could represent the beginning of the development
and utilization of a system in different contexts, and
contribute to renew the interest for a class of mate-
rials of great importance, but somehow underestima-
ted so far.
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NOTE

The present work has been realized thanks to a grant given
by the Consorzio per lo Sviluppo Internazionale dell’ Universita
di Trieste in 2003 to the author, who has studied at the
Dipartimento di Scienze dell’Antichita “Leonardo Ferrero”
under the supervision of prof. Emanuela Montagnari Kokelj.

' It reflects to a great extend on the character of the present
work (see § 2, § 3) and the collected database principles (see §
4).

> CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956, p. 138.

* MAKKAY 1984, p. 82.

* MONTAGNARI KOKELJ, GREIF, PRESELLO 2002, p. 53

* BURSIC-MATUASIC 1993, p. 7.

® “In the Karst another class of uncommon ceramic artifacts,
the pintaderas (stamp seals), is represented by 7 exemplars, with
a peculiar distribution: 1 comes from Grotta Teresiana and 6
from Grotta delle Gallerie. These artifacts share some of the
characteristics of rhyta: comparisons over a wide geographical
area, including the Balkans (but not the coast) (MAKKAY 1984)
and Italy (except its central part) (CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI,
CALEGARI 1978) but again not always precise matching; a possi-
ble long duration, in a post-Vlaska period that might correspond
to part of the 5" millennium BC, if the chronology of the
northern Italian pintaderas is valid also for the Karst ones. In
this case, the much longer chronology of the Balkan pintaderas,
covering the Neolithic and the Copper Age, opens the possibi-
lity of a derivation of the Italian pieces from the east, through
the Karst: at present this is an hypothesis to be tested, and cha-
racterization analyses would help to discriminate between local
and non-local production” (MONTAGNARI KOKELJ 2003, p. 366).

’ Here I refer to the countries of the South East and Central
Europe (but not only Friuli Venezia Giulia).

* Some details about the use are offered in § 3, B and § 3, D.

 DzHANFEZOVA 2003.

' Here the possibilities about the various information load of
the ornaments when they are distributed on diverse surfaces and
eventually with different aims are concerned (see § 3, E); also
the examination of the pintaderas in their eventual connection
with the “tokens” theme (as far as it is reasonable) is pointed out
(see § 3,Cand L).

"' The early stamp seals are considered as items, identifying
the owner and the object stamped (MAKKAY 1984, p. 97); as
“mechanisms of establishing and maintaining ownership”
(BAILEY 1993, p. 212); as finds with cult purposes, whose orna-
ments “legitimate” the owners (GEORGIEV 1981, p. 102).

" The theorethical identification of the “master” of some
objects stamped with signs shouldn’t be missed in the context of
the various possibilities for pintaderas’ application (see § 3, D
and E). Another example of the use of “personal signs” could be
the connection between the so-called “plaquetes™ and the pinta-
deras, which eventually identifies different groups of population
or families in the community (LICHARDUS et alii 2001, p. 74).
Interesting observation, concerning the theme is the coinciden-
ce between the later stamp seals’ and gold objects’ distribution
(MAKKAY 1984, p. 98), as far as it is objective at this stage.

" See FLAVIN 1992, and also NikoLov 1990, p. 49; NikoLov
1999, p. 10.

"“ See GEORGIEV 1969.

" BAILEY 1993, p. 214. This possibility could be also connec-
ted with the previous point.

' See RENFREW 1993.

"7 For example see TODOROVA, VAJsOvV 1993, p. 233.

" CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956; CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI,
CALEGARI 1978.

" IsSEL 1878.

* See for example NIKOLOV, MASLAROV 1987, fig. 9.

2 MAKKAY 1984. The title is “Early stamp seals in South-
East Europe”.

> CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956, p. 114.

* DEMOULE, LICHARDUS-ITTEN 1994, p. 578. The opposite
order is also used.

* For example in Bulgarian sources see Popov 1914, p. 151.

* MAKKAY 1984, p. 8.

* CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1978, p. 9.

7 MAKKAY 1984.

* MAKKAY 1984.

* CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI, CALEGARI 1978, p. 9.

“ See NIKOLOV er alii 1999, p. 66; PETKOV 1961, p. 72;
NIKOLOV, GRIGOROVA, SIRAKOVA 1991, p. 14.

... sorta di sugelli di terra cotta, di forma svariata, che pre-
sentano una delle loro superficie coperta di ornati in rilievo,
piuttosto grossolani, constituiti per lo pit di figure geometriche”
(IssEL 1884, p. 372).

2 Ibidem.

# ... col termine ‘pintaderas’ si designarono a suo tempo
certi stampi in terracotta mediante i quali gli antichi abitanti del
Messico imprimevano sui loro corpi e principalmente sul volto
fregi a vivaci colori, simmetricamente disposti” (CORNAGGIA
CASTIGLIONI 1956, p. 109).

“ Ibidem.

¥ .. timbri, quasi esclusivamente confezionati in cotto,
di forme geometriche e di dimensioni ridotte, comunque prov-
visti di un organo di prensione e recanti su di una superficie
pianeggiante dei motivi grafici marginalmente delineati da
profonde incisioni, strumenti destinati a riprodurre sull’epi-
dermide umana dei motivi decorativi mediante impressio-
ne con materie coloranti” (CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956,
p. 113).

* ... 1l termine deve essere esclusivamente utilizzato per in-
dicare una sorta di ‘timbro’, destinato alla pratica della pittura
corporale; in tale uso, esso sostituisce ogni altro mezzo tecnico
allorché si tratti di ripetere, pill volte ed esattamente, un mede-
simo motivo grafico” (CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI, CALEGARI
1978, p. 8).

7 *... la differenza fra i sigilli e le pintaderas , sta in ci0 che
quelli servono a fare un’impronta , e il disegno che ne risulta
nella cera o nella creta, ¢ un rilievo; mentre la pintadera ¢ uno
stampo per imprimere una figura per mezzo del colore” (M0SsO
1912, p. 189).

* ISseL 1884, p. 372.

¥ CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI, CALEGARI 1978, p. 10.

“ [bidem. 1 shall consider the last component later on.

‘' Some of the distinctions are mentioned further. Here the
differences in the relief of the ornaments should be underlined;
there are many specimens presenting deeply incised, but at the
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same time only “scratched” decorations. This is the reason why
their identical function is to some extent doubtful.

“ MAKKAY 1984, p. 22.

“ See for instance MAKKAY 1984, p. 32, N127. Another
example presents a non- ornamented find, described as “an
object, which resembles the clay seals very much” (GEORGIEYV,
ANGELOV 1957, p. 90), as well as “stamp seal” (MAKKAY 1984,
p. 49, N209).

“ MAKKAY 1984, p. 22.

** SCHMANDT-BESSERAT 1999; SCHMANDT-BESSERAT 1987.

“ Different statements concerning the cylinders are offered:
“net weights of large dimensions” (MAKkAY 1984, p. 107, note
121); stamp seals (roll-cylinders), serving “to stamp moist clay,
ornament a vase, a fixed clay hearth or a container”- an assump-
tion quoted (MAKKAY 1984, p. 95) and rejected by Makkay
(MAKKAY 1984, pp. 53 and 95); and others.

‘7 Bupia 1998, p. 230.

*® MAKKAY 1984; CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956; CORNAGGIA
CASTIGLIONI, CALEGARI 1978.

¥ MAKKAY 1984, p. 53.

** Usually “shape of a human foot” (MAKKAY 1984, p. 65) and
“foot-shaped” (MAKKAY 1984, pp. 26 and 70) are the definitions
offered. Sometimes (when illustration of only one of the com-
ponents is presented) it is not clear if the base or the profile are
defined by the above mentioned words (see for instance
MAKKAY 1984, p. 13, N226).

' TODOROVA, ZLATARSKI 1978, p. 4.

* For an eventual example see (LICHARDUS-ITTEN et alii.
2002, pl. 21/22).

* For example, the specimen offered by DETEV 1954, p. 184.

* MAKKAY 1984, p. 63, N273. Here is the point to mention
another interesting definition, concerning a handle, which “ter-
minates in an animal head” (MAKKAY 1984, p. 70, N304), but as
the author continues “the species of the animal cannot be deter-
mined” (Ibidem). This information explains the conditionality of
some definitions, especially when they refer to fragmented spe-
cimens. In the present work the preferences are given to the defi-
nitions, based on geometrical forms or alphabetical letters (see
§4).

* MAKKAY 1984, pp. 63 and 66.

* NIKOLOVA, ANGELOV 1961, p. 313.

7 MAKKAY 1984, p. 19, N52.

% ISSEL 1884, p. 371.

* The possibilities are discussed in details in the Masters’ the-
sys of the author (see also note 1).

% This is so, because some of the theories could be combined,
and often more than one speculation is accepted. Here I don’t
enumerate all the authors, who have adopted the statements
discussed.

¢ This is the most popular suggestion, supported with data by
the first authors (ISSEL 1884, p. 373), and continued later by
others (Popov 1914; CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956; GEORGIEV
1957; RODDEN 1965; CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI, CALEGARI 1978;
MATSANOVA, RADUNCHEVA 1994 and so on).

“ An assumption, which was expressed recently (www.free-
space.virgin.net), has provoked suspicion in the past (ISSEL
1884, p. 371) and was rejected — at least concerning the possi-
bility of ceramic decoration by South-East European stamp
seals (MAKKAY 1984, p. 95).

% An early speculation (see ISSEL 1884, p. 372), which is
accompanied by contemporaneous partial “evidences”
(Etnografia na Bulgaria 1985, pp. 344 and 198; ARNOTT 1972,

p. 205), by the presence of later similar finds, defined as bread
stamps (FURTWANGLER et alii. 1999, p. 243, abb. 24/6), and
others (for instance GIMBUTAS 2001, pp. 144 and 147).

“ See www.aegea.net. Also a statement of Mellaart is provi-
sionally included here (MELLAART 1962, p. 56).

® J. Makkay for instance also assumes that this is one of the
materials used (MAKKAY 1984, p. 101).

“ An assumption about the use of stamp seals on “stucco”
exists (COLLON 1997, pp. 11-12). See also (MAKKAY 1984, p.
101).

% Partial information about this theory (popular in the resear-
ches concerning American finds), has been offered by CoLLON
1997, pp. 11-12.

® This function of “vouchers” or “gards” of the closing of the
gates is quoted by CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956, p. 114.

“ An early guess, rejected even by its contemporaries (see for
example ISSEL 1884, p. 371).

" Another early assumption (ISSEL 1884, p. 372), which con-
tinues later because of hypotheses on the “origin” of the stamp
seals (see COLLON, FINKEL 1997).

" A speculation of Schliemann and Blegen, which is rejected
(see CORNAGGIA CASTIGLIONI 1956, p. 114).

? MAKKAY 1984, p. 101.

" DzHANFEZOVA 2003.

™ Some authors “differentiate” their purpose according to the
chronological belonging of the stamp seals (MAKKAY 1984, p.
97).

™ And if so, in the case of textile stamping, it is still not clear
if it is decoration of clothes, “cloth hangings” (MELLAART 1964,
p. 97), or other textile items. Concerning the ceramic objects,
some theoretical examples could be given mainly for the ves-
sels, but also the fire places, walls, ecc. (see for example
MAKKAY 1984, p. 96, and § 3, D).

™ Here I refer to a speculation about the stamping on textile
and sacks (textile bags), in which production was stored
(MELLAART 1962, p. 56). In the sphere of the theories the act of
“marking” a production, stored in ceramic vessels, is also possi-
ble and could present information concerning either the type of
the product, or its quantity.

7 In this case we should consider a wide range of themes: the
exchange of goods and information, hence communication, con-
nections and the theme about the travelling (RENFREW 1993, pp.
10-11), creation of secondary products (see Bupia 1998, p. 219,
which could be referred to the eventual connection with the
tokens, although the differences were mentioned), etc. See also
§ 2, A.

* ARNOTT 1973, p. 298.

" CoLLON 1997, pp. 11-12.

* This also limits the possibilities for definition of the reasons
for the concentrations in some sites, for example Kovachevo
(see LICHARDUS-ITTEN et alii. 2002, p. 126 and note 22), Nea
Nikomedia (MAKKAY 1984, p. 36), Sesklo (MAKKAY 1984, p.
50), Tordos (MAKKAY 1984, p. 58) and the total lack of stamps
in others.

" This suggests also difficulties in the tracing of the connec-
tion with the other representatives and territories, the drawing
out of a typology, etc.

* In some cases prehistoric finds have been found in a secon-
dary position, in a context much later than their real one (see
MAKKAY 1984, pp. 46-47). On the other hand the stamp seals
could be transported very easy, a fact which affects the interpre-
tation of their context.
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% It is understandable that some specimens (and types) found
in later strata could exist also in earlier one, but remained unco-
vered (the opposite is also possible).

* The discovered European stamp seals are mainly made of
clay. There are several exceptions made of stone (Greece speci-
mens, see MAKKAY 1984, pp. 9, 41-42, 47, 52, 62 and 66; and
Transilvanian finds, see MAKKAY 1984, p. 36), marble (found in
Vojvodina — MAKKAY 1984, p. 17 and Moldavia, the last without
decoration, though — Makkay 1984, p. 29), and bone
(Hungarian find — MAKKAY 1984, p. 58). Hence this also affects
the database — it includes mainly characteristic features, con-
cerning the clay specimens (see § 4).

% See for instance MAKKAY 1984, p. 83 and MELLAART 1964,
p. 97.

% It results in acceptance of theories, concerning the stamping
on “elusive” materials. See the text, to which note 72 refers.

¥ J. Makkay deals with some of these discrepancies
(MAKKAY 1984, p. 8).

* An example for Bulgaria is the work of Vassil Nikolov
(NikoLov 1998). In his research with up-dated periodization are
included also sites presenting pintaderas.

* Are they mainly signs, symbols or decoration?

* See note 80. It is importaint to point out that conversely
to the sites mentioned in note 80, there are many others,
well examined and rich in materials, which do not present pin-
taderas (for example Donja Branjevina — see MAKKAY 1984,
p. 82).

' Always depending on the personal view.

* Directly or on its print.

" Here I refer to the problems, concerning the provisional use
of “decoration”, “ornament”, “motif”, “element”, “composi-
tion”, “print” etc.

* See notes 86 and 72.

» As I have mentioned, one of the necessary elements
characterizing the pintaderas and the ways they function is
the colouring agent (see § 3, D). The problem arises from the
fact that there are pintaderas with, but also without colour traces
on their bases. According to some authors, this is because the
organic colours are fading away (MELLAART 1964, p. 97), we
can see preserved ones though. Their lack on some of the speci-
mens could be caused by different reasons, one of them could be
the various use of the diverse specimens.

% See note 41.

7 It is mentioned because of its probable influence on the
quality of the print and the ways for pintaderas use. It is impor-
tant to remember that this indication is connected with the que-
stion about the surfaces and materials stamped. See also § 4,
point 3.

* Very few specimens have it (for example see MAKKAY 1984,
p. 70, N304). The question about the meaning of the “ornamen-
tation” and the “status” of this “different” stamp arises.

* See for instance MAKKAY 1984, pp. 85-89, 97 and 100-101.
See also § 3, K.

% See § 3, F and note 81. Here I refer to the conditionality of
compiling an objective typology when many types are presented

by very few or single specimens. It is clear that every conclusion
about the distribution and the significance of these types should
be understand as temporary.

"""The attempts to explain the existing differences between
pintaderas (see note 107) shouldn’t exclude the possibility to
register a simple diversity in the category though.

">The possible connection with the figurines and tokens
(Bubia 1998, p. 219), and the themes which it affects were
already mentioned (see note 77). Concerning some other types
of finds and their possible relation with pintaderas see
Toporova 1986, pp. 207-208.

' Mainly about establishing of the ways for manufacturing
and use of the materials, determining of the differences in the
production methods, according to the geographical area and
chronological period; the dependence between the way of
making of the object and the changes in their shapes; the inter-
relation between the ornaments and the techniques applied; the
establishing of imports and so on.

"% At least the author is not familiar with results of researches
of this kind, focused exactly on pintaderas.

' The organization of the data is based on the Catalogue,
made as an appendix to the Masters’ thesis of the author (see
note 1).

"% This is the point where I have to express my kindest grati-
tude to the person who suggested and encouraged the realization
of this idea — my scientific advisor Prof. Montagnari Kokelj. I
am also obliged to Dr. Alessio Mereu who realized the technical
representation of the attributes collection.

7Some of the attributes discussed are rechnological (diffe-
rences in the type of raw material used, the quality of produc-
tion, the curves and the surfaces of the bases, the depth of the
relief, the degree of smoothness, etc.); typological (significant
differences among representatives of formal and ornamental
types), metrical (great variations in the size of the stamps
and their parts), distributional (concentration in some sites
— see note 80 — and total lack of stamps in others — see note
90 — and so on. The analysis of these attributes has already
brought to results discussed in detail in the Masters’ thesis (see
note 1).

'"The data included until this stage follow the index of the
specimens and their illustrations which have been adopted in the
Master’s thesis.

" The definitions are the same as those mentioned in section
§ 3, A

" See § 3, A.

""" This is another of the principles accepted when the typo-
logy of the finds’ profiles was made (see note 1).

"> Here I have not discussed in detail all the possibilities that
may exist in the description of the shapes and imprints.

' See note 84.

" These are included according to the functional purpose of
the finds. See note 97.

5See § 3, L.

" MONTAGNARI KOKELJ et alii 2003, fig.3.

"7 See as an example MONTAGNARI KOKELJ et alii 2003.
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