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W3zcnensanero e (okycHpaHO BBPXY MHOI'O MHTEPECHO penieHO M300pa’keHue OT
Pannara 6ponzoBa ernoxa. Haxozikara e oTKpHTa Ipy MpOy4YBaHMATA Ha CEIMIIHATA MOTHIIa
npu Kazannsk. ToBa e penedro nzobpaxeHue BbpXy (parMeHT OT CTEHA Ha ChJ, KOETO
IIpEe/ICTaBsI U3IpaBeHa aHTponoMophHa (pUrypa ¢ iaBa Ha OMK WM I1aBa ¢ pora. Benpeku
(parMeHTHpaHs BUJI HA TIPEAMETA, 3ara3eHaTa My 4acT € JIOCTaThuHa, 32 1a ObJie MCKyTHpaHa
MIPUHAUIEKHOCTTa MY KbM TpyIia H300pakeHHs1, KOMTO B CIICIMAIN3MPaHATa JINTEpaTypa ca
W3BECTHU IO/l HA3BAHUETO ,,TEPHAHTPOITHI  HJIH ,,TeproMop¢dHU”’. B moBeyero ciydau ToBa
ca XMOpHUIHM 00pa3n Ha YOBEIIKO TSUIO C TIaBa Ha OMK WIIM JPYro poraro >knBoTHO. Haii-
roisMara UM KOHIEHTPAIHs € M0 T'PBLUKUTE OCTPOBH, KAaTO OTACITHHUTE Mapajieiu Ha
IIPEe/ICTaBEeHATa HaXO/IKa ca M300payKeHHs BbpXY HeoOMUYaiiH! KepaMI4YHH chioBe. LlennTe Ha
cpobmIenueTo ca: 1. 1a ce u3cieBa Bb3MOXHOCTTA JIajIH T.Hap. ,,TepHOMOP(QHI/TEPUAHTPOITHH
n300paXeHNs ChILECTBYBAT peaiiHo B Tpakus npe3 Pannara 6poH3oBa ernoxa; 2. 1a ce HalpaBu
OITUT J1a ce O0SCHAT HAYMHUTE Ha MHQWITPUPaHE Ha UJICUTE 33 Te3U N300pakKeHHs B MECTHA

cperna.

The study focuses on a very interesting clay relief depiction from the Early
Bronze Age. This is a relief image on a fragmented ceramic wall representing a
standing anthropomorphic figure with the head of a bull or a head with horns. The
aim of the paper is to provide answers to questions regarding the existence of
therianthropic depictions in Upper Thrace during the Early Bronze Age.

Introduction. Previous researches!'

The find has been detected during the investigations of Tell Kazanlak in the
last century. It was recovered in square J-12, twelfth stratigraphical layer, at a depth
of 3,35 m?. In the first publication, the depiction was dated to the Early Neolithic —
Karanovo I culture (phase I1)*. There is no information about the original archaeological
context. The original publication mentions that two fragments were found in Early Bronze
Age strata, making the provenience unclear’. Ceramic analysis was conducted by K.
Leshtakov®. According to this, the find is generally accepted to be dating to the third
phase of the Early Bronze Age, also known as the St. Kirilovo phase.

Description
The original excavator out pointed that the sherds belong to an unknown vessel’.
The color of the outer surface is light-brown, while the inner surface is dark grey-
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brown in color. The outer surface is well smoothed as opposed to the inner surface,
which is roughly smoothed. There is a vast amount of polyps on both surfaces.

The depiction represents a schematized standing figurine. The head is poorly
modeled. Over the head are two fragmented horns with different thickness. These
horns are decorated by twelve deep incisions. Immediately underneath is a short
neck showing a smooth transition with the amorphous body. Laterally — on the right
and left are two modeled hands — in horizontal position. The hands have different
dimensions and shapes. On the central part of the body is an incised “Z”-shaped sign
or motive. Below are two legs, which also show different dimensions. Actually the
left part of the body is more bulky than the right one (horn, hand, leg). It is likely that
this figure belonged to a group of images similar to the one already mentioned. It
may explain for instance why the left hand is bulkier than the right one.

Parallels and interpretation

There are no analogies in Upper Thrace during the Early Bronze age. In
general, Thrace lacks figurines or images resembling the relief of tell Kazanlak’.
Detailed inter regional study shows that the closest parallels are originating from
Cyprus®. These are figures on deep jars or bowls, which usually are found in shrines,
sacred areas or graves. Examples from Bellapais — Vounous on the central part of
the North coast of Cyprus can be mentioned’. The artifacts belong to the burial
inventory of tomb 91-14 and tomb 160A.16, which have been excavated near the
aforementioned site'.

The depictions are four and all of them are incised. In the first case — three of
them have been made on the frontal part of the deep bowl, while the other example
is on a large jug''. The first three figurines are representations of upstanding, bulls,
rams or mouflon, each of which is horned'?. They are freestanding with their
anatomical features schematized. Two of them have straight horns with branches,
while the third has well curved horns without any branches. Their bodies are simply
drawn by single incised lines for the hands and the legs. Two of the bovines have
some kind of dress or decoration on the body. The fourth depiction on a jug represents
dressed animals, but it does not have any additional parts towards the horns, likewise
of the others examples. These images are identified as being part of the production
of the so-called Stewart Ne I potter at Vounous in the classification established by J.
Hennessey". J. Hennessey hasn’t speculated on the meaning or the significance of the
depicted animals. He only observes that these are schematic human or animal forms'.

Jennifer Webb and David Frankel have put forward a different interpretation.
In their view, the figurines are probably supernatural beings; it represents “humans
dressed in animal skins and skulls or masks” or “transformation of human actors into
animals during ritual performances”'s. The authors relate these actions to funeral
practices, which include a range of activities such as dancing, singing, feasting'®.
Each of these is concentrated on the horned animals and their significance. According
to their analysis, different elements of the animal body are considered to be sign of

33



the funeral procession. For as much as these depictions are combined together with
different geometrical forms like disks, zigzag motives and so on, the researchers
contend that these zoo-anthropomorphic depictions can be interpreted as symbols of
connection between the living and the dead'”. We can accept the images as symbols
of dualism in nature, signs of the transformation in nature as global conception and
contemporary for the coherence between the human species with wild animals and
domestic animals.

Unfortunately, in the case of tell Kazanlak, there is not enough evidence to
warrant comparison with the objects from Vounous. Indirectly, we may infer some
ritual meaning of the depiction based on information from ritual structures near the
tell or from evidence of a ritually-significant ditch surrounding the mound'®. Meanwhile,
missing another finds like zoomorphic figurines or relief depictions form the mentioned
tell which can be related with the shred. These gaps do not permit a deeper analysis
or interpretation.

The presence of therianthropic depictions raises some important issues. Why
and how has information for these images travelled all the way from Cyprus to the
Kazanlak valley in the north part of Upper Thrace? Here I should mention that there
are no known imports from tell Kazanlak, which can be related with archaeological
materials from Cyprus. We do not have data for Early Bronze Age graves from the
mound or the vicinity. Based on these facts, it is extraordinarily difficult to reconstruct
practices or influences from the Mediterranean in Thrace; one only observes a high
degree of similarities between so-called therianthropic depictions from Vounous,
Cyprus and tell Kazanlak in Upper Thrace.

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize once again the remarkable similarities
between figures of the aforementioned regions. It is currently very hard to suggest a
correct interpretation of the Kazanlak artifact. So the term “therianthropic” has to
be considered as technical for describing this type of iconography. Beyond doubt this
kind of depictions has been prosopopoeia of all worldview and beliefs of the prehistory
people and the most important things in the their daily life — providing for livelihood,
the realization of relationships with foreign people or populations and keeping in
touch with the Earth, the natural powers and all known or unknown Gods by different
actions, practices and rites.
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Figure 1. , Terianthropic” depiction

Figure 2. ,, Teriomorphic” vase from
from tell Kazanlak (Aagpeesa 2009)

Vounous, Cyprus (The Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge — from Knox 2013)
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Figure 3. Depictions from Vounous,
Cyprus, details: A — (Hennessey 1974);
B — (Webb, Frankel 2010)

Figure 4. Conceivable ,teriomorphic”
figurines from Ezero (Karunuapos 1979)
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Figure 5. ,, Teriomorphic” vase from
Ovtcharitsa II (Leshtakov et al. 2001)

Figure 6. Map of distribution of so-called
terianthropic” images in Upper Thrace
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