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The problems rclated to the ritual practices in the so-called pit sanctuaries in the West
Pontic region and to those in the mainland, are far not new. The increasing interest in their
interpretation has been provoked by scveral newly excavated sites and by generalized studies in
the Bulgarian and in the Romanian literaturce as well (I'eoprueBa 1991, p. 1-11; [laynoB 1998, p.
7-13; I'coprucna ct al. 1999, p. 164-183; ba:itabanon 2002, p. 241-542; Vulcheva 2002, p. 103-
125; Tonkova 2003, p. 479-504; Tonkoa 2005, p. 67-73; Tonkova 2005; last in Sirbu 2006).
The profound study on the matter made so far provided undoubtedly a good factual databasc for
further debates and hypothescs.

The outgoing point of this essay represents onc particular case — that of the pit sanctuary
by Debelt, located in the southemn littoral of the Western Pontos. Its chronological position in
the 7" — 4™ centuries B.C. and the main characteristics of the pits — such as spatial organization,
shape, construction and [illing show certain uniformities with the contemporary or carlier
complexes in the Thracian mainland (I'coprucsa 1991, p. 1-11; I'coprucna ct al. 1999, p. 170-
173; banabaHoB 2002, p. 241-542; Vulcheva 2002, p. 103-125; Tonkova 2003, p. 479-499;
Tonkona 2005, p. 67-73) (Fig. 1).

The synchronous appearance of the so-called pit-liclds, their distribution arca and the
typological similarities, arc the common criteria for considering them as a Thracian
phenomenon (last in Oppermann 2004, p. 31, 34, 94). Other group of authors is rcasonably
moderate to such concept specilying the existence of parallels in different regions of the ancient
world — Greece, Central Europe ctc. (I'eopruesa ct al. 1999, p. 174; baiabaHos 2002, p. 544-
545; Vulcheva 2002, p. 103-125; Tonkova 2003, p. 483).

However, the main point of difference between the pits in the Thracian inlands and in
Dcbelt is the material found in their {illing — the latter often representing Greek imported ware,
which carliest date - the late 7" century B.C. coincides with the establishment of the neighbor
Grecek scttlement Apollonia Pontica (Fig.2). Hence the general structure of the pits and the
rituals observed there enhances a principal comparison with the ritual practice performed in
bothroi in the sanctuarics of some Greck colonics as these in Odessos, Histria and Olbia
(Toruena 1967, p.157 {1; last in I'copruecsa ct al. 1999, p. 171). The function of the pit
structures (bothroi) attested there has been considered recently as “serving probably {or burying
the items of ritual {umishing and apparatus no longer in use” (I'coprucna ct al. 1999, p. 170, 174
with references; last in Rusyacva 2003, p. 110).

Although it scems that this statement requires more detailed study of cach particular
casc. The recason for that arc the scholars’ arguments for the closc relationship of the bothroi in
some Greek sanctuaries with the worship of Asclepius, or of chthonic deitics and/or hcroes
(Ekroth 1998, p. 120-127; Ricthmiiller 1999, p. 123-143; Ricthmiiller 2001; Moris ct al. 2002).
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Further on the similaritics in the shape, (illing and stratigraphy of the pits cither in the Thracian
lands or in the Greck mainland (for the pit structures in the Greek world compare in Ekroth
1998, p. 120-127; Moris ct al. 2002 passim) provides a [irm base (or cstablishing at Icast a
[ormal conncction between the ritual actions perlonmed there.

Judging f{rom this point of view, the general dillerence between bothroi in Greek
sanctuarics and the pit structures in the periphery of the Greek world should be searched in the
main principles of organization of the sacred space, according to which the former were
organized aller a *“‘classical” pattern. Although the exploit of this view could be a misleading
outgoing point [or examinc the question, because the [ormal criteria [or distinguishing them lic
cither in the presence or absence of cult buildings — temples, temenos wall, altar ctc., the latter
appcaring somctimes in the Thracian pit sanctuarics as well.

In the archacological complex in “Kostadin cheshma™ in Decbelt, a round rock-cut
structurc with charcoal traces around it, rectangular ashlar platfonns, a ritual ditch and ccramic
[ragments around the pits were documented (banadanos 1999, p. 69-71). Similar situation was
obscrved also in the arca of Drama, Yambol region —in the so called Early Iron Age structure B
in the place Kairyaka, which rcpresents an cllipsoidal stonc ring around a circular stonc
pavement (Jluxapayc et al. 2001 p. 136-137, lig. 47) (Fig. 3). In thc recently explored “pit
ficlds™ [rom the Early Iron Age to 5" — 4" century B.C. in Polski Gradets by Radnevo and
Malko Tamovo by Chirpan (both located to the south of Hacmus mountain), several stonc altars
imposing in their sizes and horseshoe-shaped cult ditches with stonc platforms around the pits
werc reported (Hukos 2005, p. 67; Tounkoa, dmutpos 2005, p. 75-76).

It is however very speculative to state, that the structures described above represent a
specilic Thracian phenomenon. Onc of the reasons is the above mentioned similaritics with
contemporary, carlicr or later complexes within the ancient world, among which the recently
reported archacological structures in the Acropolis of Monte Polizzo, ncar Agrigento in Sicily
cvokes special interest (Fig. 4). Concerning the origin of the phenomenon, the conclusions of
the cxcavators based on a large scale obscrvations is, that “The dates suggest that of round
chthonic shrines with pits were transmitted from onc culture to another, thc most plausible
dircction is [rom Sicily to the Acgean. The most plausible scenario is that Greek scttlers adopted
some indigenous religious activitics, but adopted them to their own purposes, including (but not
restricted to) chthonic cult. Agrigento may have been the major point of interaction™ (Mons et
al. 2002, p, 56).

Taking into consideration the casc of the Thracian pit sanctuaries, which location points
approximately the main contact dircctions along the river valleys in the time predating the Greek
colonization and later — (sce Fig. 1), it is rcasonablc to state that therc were several points of
interaction where the Greek sctilers probably adopted similar type of riteness. Thus far the
consistent development of the latter throughout the whole Roman age in Thrace can be qualified
as a phenomenon of the diachronic development of the society.

The hypothesis enhances the scarch lor further typological and cssential similaritics
between the hothroi in the Greek temples and the so-called pit fields in Thrace. One of them is
the cxistence of simple altar-like structures, attested in several Thracian pit-complexcs. The
samc characteristic has been obscrved in many Greek sanctuaries [rom the archaic and carlier
periods as well. As a matter of fact the later divergence between the construction and
arrangement of both was obviously determined by the general ideological trends of the polis’
claboration [rom onc side, and by the conservatism of the non-polis society [rom the other (Pon
B. 2006, p. 30-31).
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The next point of resemblance is the ritual itself and the sacrificial practices performed
in pits. The analysis of the bone remains outlines following picture:

1. According to thc observations, the majority of bone deposits represent the practice to
storc only particular parts of the victims (I'coprucsa ct al. 1999, p. 177; bana6anos 2002, p.
542; for analyses sec Tonkova 2003). In some of the cascs a culinary treatment is detected
(I'eopruesa et al. 1999, p. 177; Tonkova 2003, p. 487). The combination of the latter with {inds
of vegetable origin, broken vesscls ctc. makes possible to suggest that we are dealing here with
some kind of sacrifice analogous to the well-known archaic and classical Greek thysia.

The basic elements of the latter include the slaughter of the victim on the altar, strewed
by grains, collecting the blood in a vessel and libation, followed by common dining of the
worshippers (Jameson 1994,35; Scullion 2000, 163-171; Ekroth 2000, p. 267 — 268; Gebauer
2002, p. 255). More rarely this practice was completely replaced by holocaust, but as a rule the
god’s portion was only a part of the victim destroyed by burning (Jameson 1994, p. 35; Gebauer
2002, p. 255-256). The rest was usually consumed by the worshipers, which may represent the
most plausible cxplanation of the bones with culinary treatiment in the Thracian pit sanctuaries.
This basic conclusion gives rise to the hypothesis that some of the ceramic fragments — of those
particular shapes designed for eating and drinking could be interpreted as feasting traces.

2. The sccond possible interpretation deals with the cases when the ritual could be
modificd by a theoxenia clement, i.c. by offering of the preparcd food to the gods. As far as the
theoxenia ritual was accompanicd usually by meat and {ruit offerings (Jameson 1994, p. 35 —
57), the vegetable remains and the intact vessels such as amphorac etc. point probably at similar
practice.

The third casc is that of the large bone deposits, attested in Drama (Jluxapayc u ap.
2001, p. 143) and in the periphery of one tumulus in Istria (Alexandrescu, Evtimie 1959, p. 143
— 164; Alexandrescu 1966, p. 409 — 422). This spccial phenomenon could be probably
considered in rclationship with the so-called bone-altars made of skulls, horns and/or of the
thighs of the victims, known {rom the literary description of the famous altar of Apollo at Delos
and {rom the archacologically attested practice at Didyma, Samos and Ephesos (Héagg 1998, p.
53-54; Chenal-Vclarde, Studer 2003, p. 215 — 220).

3. The next point concerns the practice of depositing whole animals. It represents a type
of rclatively rare ritual action in casc of the pit-sanctuaries, but on the other hand it was attested
more oficn in funcral context. The common victims arc horse, shecp, he-goat, ram, dog and cat
in onc casc — the latter attested in a pit in Debelt sanctuary (basia6atios 1999, p. 69, 72, 74). This
practice, as | would suggest resembles the sphagia ritual, which is also well known {rom the
written sources since the Linear B tablets (Palaima 2004, p. 225). The features distinguishing it
from the more regular thysia arc the special trcatment of the victim and the prominence of the
blood offering. At this kind of sacrifice no altar was uscd, no fire was lit; the animal was simply
killed and the blood flowed on the ground or into a bothros (Ekroth 2000, p. 269 — 271; Gebauer
2002, p. 255-256; 280-281 with referenccs).

According to the widely spread opinion, this type of nitual action scems to have been
perfonmed on the battlefield (Ekroth 2000, p. 276-279), or in connection with the miost
sacramental rituals, such as purification and/or oaths (Gebauer 2002, p. 255). At this point it
could be probably comparcd to the significance of the human sacrifice, which represents also an
extreme casc of sacrificial practice (TotukoBa 2005, p. 70). The examples of that type were
attested in Dcbelt, Gledachevo, Malko Tamovo, Chirpan region, Drama, Durankulak (last in
Toukosa 2005, p. 70-71 with literaturc) and in some complexes north of the Danube river,
which arc later in date (last in Sirbu 2006, p. 59 with references). As it has been confimrmed by
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the written sources, the human sacrifice was quitc not unusual for ancicnt Thrace (lor literary
cvidences sce in llonos 1989, p. 55-67 with references) and — as the archacologically attested
examples [rom the 7™ century B.C. onwards show, it can be regarded also as a diachronic
practicc comparcd with the literary known instances {rom Hellas itsell’ ([or discussion on the
human sacrifice scc Heinrichs 1981, p.195 — 242; Hughes 1991; Brown 1991; Antonacio 1995;
®on B. 2006, p. 116, 151-153).

Despite ol the uncertainty ol the comparison between literary narratives and
archacological situations, it is clear that the main component of the ritual practice — the pit,
testifics to thc prominence ol blood and/or libation sacrilices, which arc well attested in the
1ituals of scveral chthonic deitics and/or herocs, as in the litcrary known instances ol’ Agamedcs
at the Trophonios oracle in Lebadeia, in the Athenian Ercchtheion cte. (for further examples sce
Ekroth 2000, p. 274 - 275) (Fig. 5). This association rcquircs scveral points of consideration.

The onc decals with the old-Greck term covering the meaning of the blood sacrifice -
evayilewv, katayiZewv, translated as “to be part of the pollution” (Power, Nagy 1999, p. 451),
or similarly as “to absorb the victim and\or its blood™ as an instrument [or achicving the sacred
purity (LSJ s.v.; [or [urther interpretation sce in @on 2002, p. 286). According to the commonly
accepted view bascd on the analysis ol the terminology ol the ancient written records, the term
usc to designate the rituals associated with chthonic deitics or heroces (sce in Jlasosa 2000, p.
139; the rclation to the human sacrilices scc in Yanakicva 2005 with references), as distinct to
the verb Ovewv applied to the Olympian sacrilice. As lar as in the pit sanctuarics and also in the
archacological material {from Hcllas the cxistence ol both ritual categorics - thysia and sphagia
1s attested, the literary declared difference between Olympian and a non-Olympian rite cvokes
ccrtain embairassments.

The inconsistent information given by the written and the archacological rccords was
convincingly clucidated in the recent studics on the problem. The main point ol the authors is
that the sharp distinction between Olympic and chthonic gods (i.c. the ritual complexes and the
ritual cquipment) did not always cxist at least until the post-Classical period (for dctailed
analysis sec Ekroth 1998, p. 129-213; Scullion 2000, p. 163-171; Ekroth 2002, p. 23-128, 129-
213). In summary, the author provides a usclul critical review of the terms and dcfinitions
connccted with Greek hero-cults and attempts to relute the traditional assumption that different
rituals scparated the heavenly gods from the herocs/chthonic gods and shows convincingly that
the main ritual [or both groups is the thysia sacrilice {ollowed by dining (Ekroth 1998, 117-129;
Ekroth 2000, p. 263-279; on thc hero-cults scc last in Antonacio 1995; Dcoudi 1999; Fol V.
2005).

An additional cxplanation gives the text ol the sacred law {rom Sclinous prescribing
annual sacrifices to a scrics ol supcmatural [igurcs — Zcus Eumencs, the Eumenides, Zeus
Mcilichios and the Tritopatores in conncction to the Kotytia [estival (Jameson, Jordan,
Kotansky 1993). The latter arc first described as “polluted™ and the procedure is explicitly “as
lor heroes”, which includes libation down trough a rool ol the hypogcum, i.c. [rom the top into
the ground. Next it come the procedurc ol burning ol the ninth part of the animal, the rest of
which was probably dincd on. After that there [ollows a sacrilice of a [ull-grown ship,
accompanicd by libation of honcy mixturc and by olive, [ruit and meat offerings - this time to
the “pure Tritopatores™ as to the gods (A 13 - 17).

The text evokes special interest in two points.

The (irst onc concemns the naturc ol the so-called collective ancestors, which name has
been recognized as carly as in Linear B tablets (Deoudi 1993, p. 3, nn 7-8; ®o.1 2004, p. 151).
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The later literary elaborated concept describes them as “the first-born olfspring of
Uranus and Gaia” or as souls bearing winds (afier @o:1 2004, p. 150-151 with analysis of the
written rccords). Summing up, the perception of the primordial ancestral spirits could be
considercd as similar to the concept of the relict or historical personalities— the heroes, whose
divine or semi-divine naturc have been ritually or literally mythologized in the course of the
1deological development of the Greck polis (Antonacio 1995, p. 267-268; Hall 2002, p. 93-98).
Similar process is evident in the litcrary treatment of a range of thc Thracian mythological
figurcs - the king-herocs, prophets and anthropodaimones Rhesos, Orpheus etc. (Fol V. 2005).
The basic trends of the creation and development of such type of images and ritual practices
originate probably in the Myccnean past, but they are also evident within some later
archacological complexes in Thrace. Thercby hangs also the introduction of the term
“Mycencan Thrace” as a designation of the long-living and vivid “Mycencan” tradition and
ritual practice in Thrace (®on 1998, p. 107-118; ®oxn B. 2003, p. 238-241; Fol V. 2005).

However the scarch of complete coherence of the literary narratives and the
archaeologically attested situations secms to be more or less tricky matter. This approach has
much in common with the contextual archacology promulgated by 1. Hodder (Hodder 1987,
p.10) and followed in some cxtent by C. Antonaccio, who argucs that “the contextual approach
opens new possibilities of understanding mecaning by emphasizing the context of ritual action
and its traces in thc matcrial record. Context includes rcgional variation and similaritics,
offerings and actions made in a variety ol circumstances, preserved written sources and
historical {frameworks” (Antonaccio 1995, p. 9).

Exploring the confrontation between written records of epic and/or of mythological hero
worship and the material traces of ritual activity at different localities in Greece, the author has
demonstrated the rarity of hero cult before the archaic period. On the other hand there is a clear
“concemn for cxtended rituals connected with the dead and a great deal of cvidence considering
drinking and fecasting as an important social institution in the lron Age” (Antonaccio 1995, p.
197). Further cxamination of the question Icads to the conclusion of ccitain continuity of the
practice for reusing or placing offerings in the Mycenecan tombs as manifestation cither of a type
of local hero-cults or as ancestral worship with the most prominent example in the “aristocratic”
tomb of Lelkandi (Antonacio 1995, p. 199-220).

The next important point in this connection is that the tomb cult, especially when seen as
a manifestation of hero cult has been connccted most probably with the “loss of the stable power
structure” and thus far intended to cstablish a connection with the ancient inhabitants and to
avert the anger of the anonymous power in the land (Antonacio 1995, pp. 6-7 with relerences).
Following this gencral trend of the studics and the information given by the archacological and
written cvidences of all three categories — tomb —, hero cult and ancestors’ worship, onc of the
most plausible suggestions concerms the process of their literary convergence. In addition the
latter 1s explicitly attested in the casc of the three-sided complexes in Erctria, on the Athenian
Agora and of thc Archegesion on Dclos, considered either as herodns or as cult places of the
collective ancestors — the Tritopatores (sec in Antonaccio 1995, p. 263 ({; Ekroth 1998, p. 119).
This convergence is also evident in the text of Selinous’ sacred law prescribing sacrifices to the
Tritopatores, which arc the same “as for the heroes” (A 9, afier Jameson, Jordan, Kotansky
1993).

Taking this into consideration and in the light of the above argucd absence of clear
difference between the Olympic and chthonian sacrifice (scc last in Ekroth 2000, 263-279),
therc is no reason to consider the meaning of katayiZeiv and Bvewv as defining the “marked
and “unmarked sacrifices” (for further comments sce  Scullion 2000, 164-165, supra 4). The
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most plausible interpretation seems to be in the concept that both verbs arc intended to designate
the sequence of the ritual action as they were described for instance in Sclinous’ text — first to
perform the purification of the “polluted Tritopatores™ (katagidsein), atter which there follows
the sacrifice to the “pure Tritopatores ...as to the gods (thuein) (A 13 — 17).

The typc and the sequence of these ritual actions give onc more point of comparison with
the rituals in the Thracian pit sanctuarics. The most plausible reconstruction based on the sacred
law of Selinous and on the interpretation of the archacological situation offered so far, outlines a
range of purificatory rituals, such as blood sacrifice and libations of liquids into the ground (pit)
to the “polluted Tritopatores as 1o the heroes” followed by regular thysia-like actions to the pure
ancestral spirits “as to the gods”. A clue to understanding the meaning of this ritual is provided
by the passage in Porphyr. (de ant. Nymph. 31), quoting Pherecydes of Syros, who mentions
recesses, and dens (pits), caves, gates, and ports’, mcaning in a riddling manner the passage of
the souls to and from carthly existence (scc the comments in Scaford 1986, p. 13; last in ®ox B.
2000, p. 20-21; Fol V. 2003, p. 239-250). According to Scaford this idea could be considered as
deriving {rom ritual, probably similar to that of scveral Greck mysteries, which may well have
involved the caves, ditches and gates listed by Pherekydes (Scaford 1986, p. 13-14). As it was
demonstrated, the cventually ritual origin of this concept could give some clue to the
interpretation of the pit structures attested in Thracian context being an essential instrument
associated with the transformation and contact between this and the Underworld.

At this point the idea cohcres in gencrally the Hittite practices, which, even representing
spatially and chronologically distant cases provide striking analogies with our recent subject.
Several texts discussed recently by Collins describe a number of ritual actions addressed to the
Dark Earth Goddcss and the Anunnaki — the Primordial Underworld deities (sec Collins 1995, p.
224-238). Usually they were perforined out of doors and communication achieved by means of
pits dig into the ground in responsc to a specific problem. The most prominent reference to the
significance of this ritual clement is given by the inclusion of the Pit (4pi) among the gods of
the Underworld, which is not so much a testimony of its divine status as it is a recognition of its
cxtra-human power to connect the rcalm of the gods with that of the man (Collins 1995, p. 225).
The pit has been considerced to serve a number of functions in Hittite ritual: as a channel for the
chthonic deities and as a door through which they reccive offerings; as a way of insuring fertility
of the carth and humans; as a means of disposing of impurities by consigning them to the earth
as an offcring or finally to attract the deity to her new home (Collins 1995, p. 226). Concerning
the animal sacrifice in which the blood has played significant role, the most common victims
were lambs, sheep and piglets — the latter giving the main rcason for drawing “tantalizing”
parallels with some of the practices attested within the Greek Thesnophoria and the Eleusinian
mysterics (sec Collins 1995, p. 237-238).

To go further on, it sccms also acceptable to extend the diapason of Collins’ arguments
and to point at certain similarities with thc above described practices in the Thracian pit
complexes, which may have an origin in the common set of ideas developed in a process of the
well attested Thracian — Anatolian interrclations since the carliest periods in their history.

In the light of the analogies given so far, several conclusions are possible. The rituals
attested in the Thracian pits are most probably related and addressed to chthonic deities, but they
also have to do somchow with the notion of the primordial ancestors — anthropodaimones and
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Lords of the inhabited lands. The latter could be considered to be reminiscent of the concept of
the heroes created and ideologically claborated in the course of the Greck poleis development.
There are scveral additional facts that speak in suppoit of this.

The first one is implicit in the possibilitics to cstablish a territorial relationship between
pit sanctuarics, scttlements and necropolises existed on onc and the same place. In some of the
cascs therc are very important observations made by the ecxcavators. Several examples as those
in Troyanovo, Dcbelt, Drama, Staliyska mahala ctc. point at the consecutive existcnce of earlicr
settlements and later pit sanctuaries or at a co-cxistence of pits and necropolises as well (bones
1996; Jluxapayc ct al. 2001, p. 181, fig. 60; ['ociionuHoB, KoctoBa 2005, p. 54-55; boxkoBa,
IHukos 2005, p. 74; Hexpuzos, Basicutuiosa 2006, p. 144 — 145; Toukoa, Mukos 20006, p. 166
- 167).

Accordingly one may suppose, that the rituals attested in the pit sanctuaries were
probably intended to purily and to sanctily certain territory, which was believed as belonging to
the ancestral spirits. Therclore they nced to be propitiated by libations, animal and blood
sacrilices as “1o the herocs” in order to rcalize their transformation and regencration — an idea
which is comparable with the notion given by Pherckydcs. Afier that the new-born pure spirits
shall be worshiped “as gods” according to terminology of the Sclinous sacred law. The sccond
motive could be scarched in the need of scli-delinition of the community, which confirmed
ritually it’s autochthony by means of the desciibed rites. The most substantial proofs in support
arc some particular {inds, which arc common to the inventory of the pits. Those are the clay
remains originating {rom every part of the house, wall-plaster, {ragments of portable hcarths etc.
(summarized in 'coprucsa ct al.. 1999, p. 171; [or the last attested examples of similar practices
sec in Hexpu3sos, BanentunoBa 2006, p. 144; ToukoBa, | eoprueBa 2006, p. 164-165; ToHkoBa,
Muxkon 2006, p. 166-167). To this category belong probably some special vessel’s {ragiments
with stamps or insciriptions referiing to the cventual names of scttlements as this {rom Debelt
(ba:iadaiion 1999, p.74, fig. 16) (Fig. 6).

Following this trend of interpretation, the cascs in which only parts of human skeletons
or single skulls have been attested (banadaios 1999, p. 69) could be considered as a symbolic
act of lying to rest the ancestral relics. This suggestion does not contradict the statement that
thcy may rcpresent a type of precautionary mecasurc against a hanmful dcad, who lies unburied
(I"'eopruesa 1999, p. 227; Georgicva 2003, p. 318-319). There is although worth to note, that the
anthropodaimones — the lords of the land arc also able to get the community in trouble if they
were not appeased by sacrifice.

The next group of {inds, which according to some opinions rcpresent typical “objects of
the cult”, such as the roughly shaped clay figurines, dices etc. allows to be interpreted in the
same context. Their rare occurrcnce, as pointed out by some scholars, is not as surprising as it
was considered to be (ba1adanos 2002, p. 542). This type of objects evoked special intercst
among many Bulgarian scholars {rom the 50" years of the last century onwards (MukoB B.
1958, p. 657 — 671; TaueBa — XutoBa M. 1971; Teonocuen 1990; ®ozx 1991, p. 83-95; 114-120;
Tcoilocucn 1992).

In the coursc of my rccent study on the problem it secms that the most plausible clue to
their interpretation is not simply in their shape (as in Tcosiocuen 1990, 1992), but in the act of
their modcling and dcpositing in a particular context (Konova 2004; Konosa 2005). Working
down figurines of clay (mud, soil) is significant of the ritual purification by itsclf, as referred
also by the Hittite texts (Collins 1995, p. 227-228). The act of lying them into the pit could be
comparcd — although with certain rescrvations, with the whole set of actions, described in the
orphic narrative about the Argonauts as well (for interpretation sec in ®ox 2002, p. 120-122).
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The text gives an account of the rituals performed by Orpheus — not the singer, but the magician,
intended to appease the mighty chthonic Artemis — the guardian of the gate, behind which the
Golden Fleece has been kept, by digging up a trce-feet bothros, by throwing grains and/or
roughly molded figurines (?) (Konosa 2005, p. 153).

It is however a matter of fact that exploiting the similarities between the literary tradition
and the archacologically attested traces of rituals is more or less spcculative matter. Thus the
more sophisticated approach reclay undoubtedly upon the comprchensive analysis of the whole
set of finds in the context of the rituals in cach particular complex. From this standpoint the
definition of the roughly modcled figurines and of other finds as “typical cultic objccts™ sounds
less convincing, since the rest of the finds situated in pits can change their utilitarian mcaning
and function on a ritual level (see in Osborn 2004, 1-10). Therefore the appearance of “cultic
figurines™ in single complexces could be considered as a manifcstation of the singularity of the
magical act of modecling, i.e. disccrning and denoting of the creative divine naturc, responsible
for the organization and rencwal of the Cosmos. On the other hand the act in itsclf must have
represented an cquivalent of the rtual purification by means of the divine unity with the
ancestors.

Further on considering the coincidence of the initial period of cxistence of the pit-
sanctuary by Debelt with the establishment of the colony Apollonia Pontica and the f{inds of
imported ware, one of the plausible views is that the complex represents once of the “mecting
points” between the new scttlers and the natives, where the former continuc to adopt 1ituals
which are very close to the ancestral cults in Hellas itsclf” and on the other hand - to the polis
concept of the heroes taking shape cxactly at this time. The ritual actions, which have been
performed by them, were intended not only to appcase the ancestral spirits — the lords of the
land, but also to provide a kind of sacral sanction of their autochthony in the ncwly scttled
territories by “performing the rituals according to the ancestral custom™ and thereby creating a
ncw "past" for themsclves as well as a new social and religious reality, afier the words of C.
Antonaccio (Antonaccio 1999, p. 121).

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alexandrescu, P. 1966, La nécropole tumulaire, in Histria, 2, p. 409 — 422.

Alexandrescu, P., V. Evtimic 1959, Tombes thraces d’époque archaique dans la nécropole
tumulaire d’llistria, Dacia, N S. 3, p. 143 — 164.

Antonaccio, C. 1995, An Archaeology of Ancestors. Tomb Cult and Ilero Cult in Early Greece,
Rowman & Littleficld Publishers, Maryland & London.

Antonaccio, C. 1999, Colonization and the origins of hero cult, p. 109 — 121, in Ancient Greek
I{ero Cults. Proceedings of the Fifth Intermational Seminar on Ancicent Greek Cult in the
Gotcborg University, (21-23 April 1995), Stockholm.

Chenal-Velarde, 1., Studer, J. 2003, Archaeozoology in a ritual context: the case of the
sacrificial altar in Geometric Eretria, p. 215-220, in Kotjabopoulou, E., Hamilakis, Y.,
Halstead, P., Gamble, C. and Elcfant, V. (cds.), Zooarchaeology in Greece: Recent
Advances, London.

Dcoudi, M. 1999, Heroenkulte in Homerischer Zeit. BAR International Scrics 806. Ox{ord.

Ekroth, G. 1998, Altars in Greek Ilero Cults. A Review of the Archaeological Evidence, p. 117
— 130, in: (cd.) R. Hiagg. Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the archaeological Evidence.
Stockholm.

86

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



Ekroth, G. 2000, Offerings of Blood in Greek hero-cult, p. 263-280, in Heros et heroines,
Kernos supplement 10. Liége: Centre International d'Etude de la Religion Grecque
Antique.

Ekroth, G. 2002, The Sacrificial Rituals of Greek Hero Cults in the Archaic to the early
Hellenistic periods, Kernos Supplement, 12. Liége: Centre International d'Etude de la
Religion Grecque Antique.

Fol, V. 2005, Heroons — Tombs — Sanctuaries, p. 67-78, in Thracia XVI. In Honorem X
Congressus Studiorum Thracicorum, Serdicae. MMV.

Forstenpointner, G. 2003, Promethean legacy — investigations into the ritual procedure of
‘Olvmpian’ sacrifice, p. 203-213, in Koyabopoulou, E., Hamilakis, Y., Halstcad, P.,
Gamble, C. and Elefanti, V. (eds.), Zooarchaeology in Greece: Recent Advances.
London.

Gebauer, J. 2002. Pompe und Thysia. Attische Tieropferdartellungen auf schwarz— und
rotfigurigen Vase. Miinstcr.

Georgieva, R. 2003, Sépultures insolites de Thrace (fin du Ile — Ier mill. av. J.-C.), p. 313-322,
in: Thracia XV.

Higg, R. 1998, Osteology and Greek Sacrificial Practice, p. 49 — 56, in ed. R. Higg, Ancient
Greek Cult Practice from the archaeological Evidence. Stockholm.

Hughes, D. 1991, Human sacrifice in ancient Greece. Routledge. London — New York.

Janakieva, Sv. 2005, Les temiognages des auteurs de “Sacrifices” de Veuves en Thrace, p. 151
— 162, in Thracia XVI. In Honorem X Congressus Studiorum Thracicorum. Scrdicac.
MMV.

Morris et al. 2000 = Morris 1., Jackman T., Blake E., Gamand B., Tusa S., Stanford University
Excavations on the Acropolis of Monte Polizzo, Sicily, I1I: Prcliminary Report on the
2002 Season. MAAR 47.

Oppermann, M. 2004, Die Westpontischen Poleis und ihr indigenes Umfeld in vorrémischer
Zeit (=Schriften fiir Archdologie und Kulturgeschichte des Schwarzmecrraumes 2),
Langenweiflibach: Beier & Beran.

Osborn R. 2004. //oards, votives, offerings: the archaeology of the dedicated object, p. 1- 10, in
World Archacology, vol. 36. The Object of Dedication. Taylor and Francis Ltd.

Power — Nagy 1999 = THE ODYSSEY of Homer, Translated by Samucl Butler, revised by
Timothy Power and Gregory Nagy, Homeric Odvssey and the Cultivation of Justice,
President and Fellows ol Harvard College: available on
http://www.uh.edu/~cldue/3308/3308 SOURCEBOOK.5.pdl

Ricthmiiller, J. 1999, Bothros and Tetrastle: The Heroon of Asclepius at Athens, p. 123-143, in
ed. Hagg, R. Ancient Greek Hero Cult. Proceedings of the Fifth International Seminar
on Ancient Greek Cult, Stockholm (21-23 April 1995).

Riethmiiller, J. 2001, Asklepieia - Heiligtiimer und Kulte einer griechischen Heilgottheit.
Heidclberg: Verlag Archiologie und Geschichte.

Scullion, S. 2000, /{eroic and Chthonian Sacrifice: New Evidence from Selinous, in Zcitschrift
tiir Papirologie und Epigraphic, N 132, p. 163-171.

Sirbu, V. 2006, Oameni yi zei in lumea geto-dacilor/Man and Gods in the Geto-Dacians World,
Brasov.

Soles, J. 2001, Reverence for Dead Ancestors in Prehistoric Crete, p. 229-236, in Aegaeum 22
"POTNIA. Deities and Religion in the Aegean Bronze Age", ed. Robert Lallincur and
Robin Higg, Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference in Géteborg, (12-
15 April 2000).

87

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



Tonkova, M. 2003, Late Iron Age pit-sanctuaries in Thrace: the contribution of the studies at
Gledachevo, p. 479-504, in Thracia XV. Studia in honorem annorum LXX Alexandri
Fol, TANGRA — TanNakRa Publishing housc.

Tonkova, M. 2004, Die Grubenheiligtiimer und das Problem des menschlichen Opfers in
Thrakien, p. 237-241, in: Nikolov, V. — Bacvarov, K. (Hrsg.), Von Domica bis Drama.
Gedenkschrift fiir Jan Lichardus, Arhdologisches Institut mit Muscum der Bulgarishen
Akadcmie der Wissenschaften, Sofia.

van Straten, F.T. 1995, Ifiera kala. Images of Animal Sacrifice in Archaic and Classical Greece,
(=Religions in the Graeco-Roman World. kd. R. van den Brock, HJ. Drijvers, H. S.
Versnel) Leiden, New York, Brill, Koéln.

Vulcheva, D.2002, 4 pit sanctuary, p. 103 — 125, in ed. Bozkova, A., Dclev, P. Koprivien: A
Thrracian Settlement, vol. I, NOUS Publishers Ltd., Sofia.

%k 3k 3k

banadanos, 11. 1999, Tparuticku pumyainu siaue kpau Jlebeam (Thracian ritual pits by Debelt),
Apxeosiorus 4, pp. 62-76.

ba:aadauos, 11. 2002, Pumydaisne sivbl Kax ynugepcdisibiit d1emenm oowenus ¢ bozamu g
Mpecrieirt Ppavuu u Crughu, (The ritual pits as an universal element within the
relationship benween man and god in Thrace and Scythia), p. 541- 546, in Proceedings
of the Eight International Congress of Thracology Thrace and the Aegean, (Sofia —
Yambol, 25 — 29 Scptember 2000). Sofia.

boxkosa, A., Hukos, K. 2005, Puazronku na mparuiicko svno ceemuiuuge kpau ¢. Maixo
Tpvroeo, HYupnancko (AM Tpaxus, 1om I, ovexm 10 (Excavations at the Thracian pit-
sanctuary by village Malko Tarnovo, Chirpan region), p. 74-76, in XXIV Mecting of the
muscums in South-East Bulgaria, vol. 1.

I"'eopruesa P. 1991, Obpeonu st u ocrminya ¢ Tpaxus (kpast na I — 1 xu. np. Xp.)(ritual pits
and offering places in Thrace (end of the 2" — 19 millennium B.C.). Apxeosnorus 1, p. 1-
10.

I"'coprucaa ct al. 1999 = I"coprucra P., Cniupujionos T., Pexo M. 1999. Enuioroeun na mparxume
(Ethnology of the Thracians). University Press “St. Kliment Ohridski” Sofia.

I"ocnojimnoB K., Kocrosa K. 2005, Cracume.anu apxeorocuvecku paskonku va obexim Ne 16,
JIOT 5, AM Tparusi ¢ seaunyemo na c. 1poanoco, ooujuna Kaveno (Rescue excavation
at the object N 16 in the area of village Troyanovo, municipality Kameno) , p. 54-55, in
XXTV Meeting of the museums in South-East Bulgaria, vol. 1.

Hpaxcsa 11. 2005. Apxeo.aoeuuecku npoyyeanus na obexm Ne 22 Jlom SAM “Tparkusa” c.
Kpvemuna, odupuna Kaveno npes 2004, p. 53-54, in XXIV Meeting of the museums in
South-East Bulgaria, vol. I.

KapaiiotoB, MB., Kusiukuna, 11. 2005. Tparuiicko svno ceemuiuuge om Kwvcnoxcensisnama
enoxa npu c. Bpamuya, obwguna Kaxeno, Od.racm bypeac, p. 31-32, in XX1V Meeting of
the museums in South-East Bulgaria, vol. 1.

Kouoga, JI. 2004. Macusima na oopasume. 1 iunenu Kyamosu hueypu om pationa Ha c. Koneeo,
Eaxoecko (The magic images. Clay cult figurines from village Konevo, region Elhovo,
Abstract in English), Bulletin of the National Museum of History, XIV.

KonoBa, J1. 2005. Macust u nocpetaien ooped. 1ltunenu Kyamoeu ueypu om Hekponoia Ha
Anoaonua llonmura(Magic and funeral riteness. Clay cult figurines firom the necropolis
of Apollonia Pontica, abstract in English), p. 148 — 164, in Heros IHephaistos. Studia in
honorem Liubae Ognenova — Marinova, Faber Publishing House, V. Tamovo.

88

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



JlazoBa, 11B. 2000. Xepurv.1 u kKymmvm kb.y xXepos 6 OpegHuma bankancka mpaouyus (Heracles
and the hero-cult within the ancient Balkan tradition), p. 131-142, in Traditions and
Transformations of Cultural Elements in the Ancient South-East Europe, Seminarium
Thracicum 4.

Jluxapayc ct al. 2001 = Jluxapayc, 5., ®on, An., [etos, JI., bepremec, ®., Lxt, P,
Karunuapos, P., Unues, U. 2001. /lpava. Hzcireosanus ¢ murpopeeuona na c. [pava
(10z0uzmoyna bvireapus). Ob6obujenue Ha ocnogHume pesyrmamu  HA 0b.12Apo-
eepyanckume paskonku om 1983 oo 1999 2.(Forschungen in der Mikroregion von
Drama, Siidbulgarien) University Press “St. Kliment Ohridski”, Sofia.

Mukos, B. 1958. Hapoona seouyuna y cmapume mparxu, (The traditional medicine of the
ancient Thracians), p. 657 — 671, in Studia in honorem academici Dimitar Decev,
Bulgarian Academy of Sciencc Press, Sofia.

Hexpmiop, I'., BaitentunoBa, M. 2006. Cnacumeinu paskonku Ha AMHO ceemuauuje om
ACCTAZINAMA enoxa u ceruuye om pannama opor3osa enoxa npu ep. Ceurenepao (Rescue
excavations of an lron age pit sanctuary and early bronze settlement by Svilengrad), in
Annual reports of the archacological excavations in Bulgaria for 2005, p. 144 — 146.

Hukos, K. 2005. [1oae ¢ oopeonu sty om parnama xeeassva enoxa 6 m. “Cenuyemo” kpai c.
11. I'padey, obwyuna Puonego, p. 67, in XXIV Meeting of the museums in South-East
Bulgaria, vol. 1.

Taucsa —Xurtosa, M. 1971. Hueenmap, pumya. u oamupoéra Ha MocuiHama epobdruya npu c.
Cmapoceaxa, Apxeosiorus 3, p. 42 - 51.

Teoitocuen, . 1990. Ceeugenama uepa na opduyume (The sacred play of the Orphics),
Kyntypa 3, p. 65-77.

Teo:1ocuces, H. 1992. Mucmepuainume uepaunu na mpaxuvckume opchuyu (The mystery “toys”
of the Thracian Orphics), Orpheus 4, p. 92 — 100.

Toukona, M. 2005. /Ipob.resom 3a wosewrwomo sxcepmeonpunouenue ¢ Tpaxus (The problem of
the human sacrifice in Ancient Thrace), p. 67-73, in The lands of Bulgaria — a cradle of
the Thracian culture. Procecdings of the conference of the Thracian expedition for
tumular investigations in V. Tamovo, (May 2003), vol. 2, University Press “St. Kliment
Ohridksi1”, Sofia.

TonkoBa, M., Jlumutpos, 3. 2005. Tparuiicko ceemuaiiye U KbCHO-PUMCKO OOMUAKUHCINGO 6 M.
Kyzayka, c¢. Maiko Toeproeo, oowpuna Yupnaw (obexm Ne 11 no OBOC na
asmonacucmpaia “‘Ipacus”, p. 75-76, in XX1V Meeting of the museums in South-East
Bulgaria, vol. 1.

TonkoBa, M., ['eoprueBa, B. 2006. flmo ceemutuwye om KbCHOMCEAAIHAMUA €noxXd U
PAnNOCPeOH0BeK06CH e3u4eCKy KoleKkmugen 2pob ¢ yenmvpa na c. [edaveso, 0b6exm
“Heopa”, odowuna Paoneeo, p. 164 — 166, in Annual reports of the archaeological
excavations in Bulgaria for 2005.

TonkoBa, M., Mukos, P. 2006. Ao ceemuauwge om V — nawaromo na 111 6. np. Xp. é .w.
Kapabwomox npu c. A6vixoso (0bexm Ne 9, KM 222.050 — 223.570 no OBOC Ha xcn.
Aunusima IToeous — Ceunenepao, p. 166 — 167, in Annual reports of the archaeological
cxcavations in Bulgaiia for 2005.

Tonuesa, I'. 1967, Apxauunu wamepuwiu om odecoc, in Bulletin of the Institute of
Archaeology XXX.

®on, An. 1991. Tparkuuckusm Juonuc. Knuea nvpea: 3azpei. (The Thracian Dionysos. Book
one. Zagreus), University Press “St. Kliment Ohnidski”, Sofia.

89

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



®on, An., 1998. Tparkuiickama kyamypa. Kazano 1 npesviiuano, Riva Press, Sofia.

®on, Ax. 2002, Tpaxuickuam [uonuc. Knuea mpema. Hazosaeuwe u e6spa (The Thracian
Dionysos. Book three. Naming and Faith), University Press “St. Kliment Ohridski”,
Solia.

®on, An. 2004, Orphica Magica I. University Press “St. Kliment Ohridski”, Sofia

®oun, B. 2000, Meecanumuu u ckamo-uzceuenu navemuuiu 6 /peeua Tpaxus (Megalithic and
Rock-cut Monuments in Ancient Thrace), University Press “St. Kliment Ohndski” &
Dcmax, Sofia.

®oun B. 2003. Mowu 1a xepou, p. 238-241, in Studia in honorem prof. lordan lordanov, 7
colloguium of historical studies “The man in the past”, Regional Muscum of History —
V. Tamovo (20-21 May 2003).

®o:1 B. 2006. Crammu monocu na eapa 6 102o0usmouna Eepona u ¢ Maia Aszus npes
opesnocmma. Doctoral dissertation. In print.

th

90

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



Romania i}ucharest

Sofa

® @ Mitkovo Viatitsa Krastina
.

Samokov Bistiras Stara Z:lgom Troyanovo
= x: Cl . [
erna gora
= 3 K.“ g. ® Ciirpan @ Radnevo .Dmma Debelt
..b'lﬁl\‘ Mednikarovo @ Gleducht.:vo
_ ’ ® @ Polski Gradets
Bt ° Yibillovo, o @ Glavan
[ ] =
Zlatoviah Dimitsovgrad

Svilengrad
®

2

Fig. 1. Map of the pit-sanctuaries in Bulgaria.
Fig. 2. Planand cross-section of the ritual pits from Debelt (after Balabanov 1999, fig.9).
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Fig. 3. Plan of the structure B in the place Drama-Kairyaka (after Lichardus and al. 2001 , p.
137, fig. 47).
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One of the round strutures with ritual pits
on the Acropolis of Monte Polizzo (after Morris at al. 2002)

Structure A1

Fig. 4. The round structure A with the ritual pits in the Acropolis of Monte Polizzo (after Morris
and al. 2002).
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Hollow altar for libations and ritual pit in the Athenian Erechtheion
(After Ekroth 2000, 275, fig.1)
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Fig. 5. Hollow altar for libations and ritual pit in the Athenian Erechtheion (after Ekroth 2000, 275,
fig. 1).

Fig. 6. Graffito inscription with the name of the settlement near Debelt (after Balabanov 1999, 74,
fig. 16).
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