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PREFACE

Do people really want to reach and understand the culture of their most distant ancestors?

It seems that this dilemma cannot be substantiated if judged by the sheer volume of archaeological
excavations being conducted around the whole world. But, this is not such an obvious counter-argument if one
evaluates how much archaeologists are ready to delve into the deeper layers of the cultures whose material
objects they excavate daily. How ready are they really to penetrate the mind and spirit of the people who
created and composed these cultures? Having dealt with archaeology all my life, | can conclude that such real
attempts to delve behind the ancient objects and behind the buildings in which they were found are very rare.
The reasons for this can be sought on several levels. At first glance, of course, there is the concern for
objectivity, the absence of exact facts and arguments, as well as the caution against unjustified assumptions. In
the advocacy of these components, a leading role is played by archaeologists who strive to bring their science
as close as possible to the group of exact disciplines. But, one can also sense a tendency among a significant
portion of them to completely transfer archaeology into these disciplines, regardless of the fact that all over
the world, from its inception until today, it is classified in the category of the humanities i.e. speculative
sciences. In this pursuit they go even further, criticizing in principle, and even completely eliminating, the
interpretations, assumptions and elaborations of various scientific models - tools that are legitimate in all of
science, and even in those disciplines that are much more exact than their own.

The deeper reason for this | see in the insecurity and indecisiveness of these researchers, behind which
mainly stands some kind of fear. Fear of delusion and error, fear of doubt "can 1?", fear of criticism by "those
better than me", fear of deviating from the paved and generally accepted path that could damage "my"
professional rating. The rare ones who will nevertheless choose such a very risky act, are going to be met with
a wave of disapproval and labeling as being unscientific, fantasizers and dilettantes. Regardless of all the
justification for this fear on the one hand and the hyperscepticism and hypercriticism on the other, it seems
that behind both of them stand some even deeper primordial, subconscious and metaphysical archetypes - fear
of the unknown; awe of the abyss of time that separates us and our ancestors; taboo regarding the revelation of
ancient sacred secrets. Behind these feelings may also be the tendency to emphasize the difference between us
- modern humans and them - the ancient people, between our ingenuity and their primitiveness or perhaps vice
versa - our overly complex and confusing modernity and their simple primary perfection.
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But, fortunately, in the last few decades, perhaps precisely as a counterweight to the so-called
"exactification of archaeology", concepts have emerged that return this science to where it was born and
where it belongs - in the nest of the humanities and social sciences, side by side with anthropology, sociology,
psychology and philosophy. Here we have in mind the concepts of the so-called post-processual, cognitive or
semiotic archaeology in which behind every archaeological object and archaeological situation are sought the
thoughts, motives and intentions of man, not only perceived through the prism of the utilitarian and the
pragmatic, but also of the symbolic, which is especially characteristic of the member belonging to ancient and
archaic cultures. 1 wrote my earlier works without insight into the existence of this trend, which is why in
discussions and battles with colleagues who were critical or skeptical about my approach and methodology |
was deprived of a strong weapon. Today, many of these polemics can simply be reduced to referencing certain
works in the field of archaeological and anthropological theory that justify, support and legitimize such an
approach.!

The objects to which this book is dedicated are in various ways related to the phenomena we have
presented above. The Luristan bronzes are without a doubt some of the most impressive and mysterious
archaeological finds within global frames. This is due not only to their truly unique appearance and style of
execution, but also to the circumstances under which they appeared in the collections of private individuals
and major museums in the Western world. They started arriving there around a hundred years ago, literally
"out of nowhere", without even knowing the country of origin. Nevertheless, it was soon discovered that they
came from Luristan - a completely unknown and remote mountainous area in western Iran, located on the
periphery of the large urban cores of ancient Mesopotamia and Persia. But, besides that, their character still
remained shrouded in secrecy because they were excavated by the locals, without the use of any scientific
methods, motivated by the modest earnings offered to them by the Western antiquities market. All this further
fueled the creation of an aura of "fascinating mystery" around these objects.

In this publication | decided to study the Luristan standards - the most interesting, the most enigmatic,
but also perhaps the most numerous category of objects from the group of the Luristan bronzes. In this
monograph alone, we used over three hundred such specimens, but from an overview of the literature it can be
estimated that there are more than 1000 in the world collections. They represent objects cast from bronze in
the "lost wax" technique, with an average height of about 15 cm, which were intended for fastening onto a
bronze or some other kind of support that stood on a flat surface or was planted onto some kind of pole. The
mentioned circumstances regarding the illegal discovery of these objects give reason to suspicions on the
presence in today's collections of such counterfeit items as well, because they, with their impressive form,
were especially in demand in the antiquities market.? | accept the risk that some of the objects presented in
this monograph were made in our time, but | am thereby convinced that this fact will not have a decisive role
in the basic observations and interpretations that | propose because they are not based on individual objects
but on series composed of several (dozens and even hundreds) specimens of the same type or subtype.
Fortunately, in recent decades several Luristan standards have been found during legal and professionally led
excavations which, in addition to confirming the Luristan origins of such finds, have enabled their more
accurate dating between the 13th and 7th centuries BCE. Based on several finds discovered in situ, guidelines
were also given for a more specific determination of their character and purpose.

Today, there is no doubt in academic circles that the Luristan standards were used not as utilitarian,
but as symbolic i.e. signifying objects. But, despite that, they, as well as the whole group of Luristan bronzes,
have so far been studies mainly in terms of their form and appearance, typology, chronology, stylistic-artistic

1. Hodder, Theory; B. Olsen, Od predmeta; C. Renfrew, C. Scarre (eds.), Cognition; C. Renfrew, E. Zubrow, The Anc.
Mind; R. W. Preucel, Archaeol. Semiotics; C. S. Henshilwood, F. D’Errico (eds.), Homo Symbolicus; L. Malafouris, C.
Renfrew (eds.), The Cognitive.

2p.R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 34-36; P. R. S. Moorey, Ancient, 42. O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 119, 120, 161-164, 204,
247; O. W. Muscarella, Archaeology.



Preface

and technological execution. Thereby, this essential aspect of theirs has not been specially examined, with the
exception of a few authors who have touched upon it to a greater or lesser extent within their more general
studies. Different to them, in this book it is placed in the very focus of the study that covers the iconography
of the Luristan standards i.e. the pictorial representations integrated in their form, the symbolic i.e. mythical-
religious system that stood behind these representations and behind the objects themselves, and, in that
context, also the place i.e. function of these objects in the given culture.

Such very ambitious tasks in science are usually solved through insight into the thoughts i.e. beliefs of
the people themselves who conceived, produced and used the objects that are being studied. In ethnology and
anthropology this is achieved through direct contact with those people or insight into the recent questionnaires
or other records of previous researchers. In archaeology, the impossibility of such direct contacts is
compensated by the search and analysis of ancient records relating to a given culture. In our case, not only the
first but also the second possibility is not available to us because it is not certain which ethnic, cultural or
political entity stood behind the Luristan bronzes, which would justify their connection with some possibly
preserved written sources. Hence, the indicated questions remain to be solved through some other approaches
which in modern science, in principle, are considered more speculative, such as the various comparative
methods. In this specific case, they would consist of linking the standards or individual pictorial motifs
integrated in them to relevant traditions present in other cultures for which there are written records, and
which are close to the bearers of the Luristan bronzes in a geographical, chronological, cultural or historical
sense.

However, there is also another method that is more and more finding its place in science, which | have
been using and developing intensively in the past years. At its basis is the conviction that the image is an
autonomous manifestation of human thought which, like speech, is generated according to certain rules and
principles on the basis of which the consciousness and subconscious of an individual function, but also the
various collective phenomena of the archaic i.e. traditional cultures. Consequently, the thought of an
individual and the spirit of a culture (in our case related to the spheres of symbol, myth and religion) can also
be reached through various forms of decoding of the images that they created and used.

Not a small number of scholars and schools of science are skeptical in regard to the results of such
analyzes of the "objectified" and "visualized thoughts' of ancient man. Namely, it is considered that they
cannot offer the same degree of exactness i.e. decisiveness as the thoughts encoded in some verbal text,
because they are a product of the process of translation from the visual medium into the verbal one, which
means that in doing so they must also be interpreted through the mind of their contemporary researcher. This
suspicion is based on the concern that in these translations and interpretations, some modern meaning may
have been imposed on the ancient phenomena which they did not originally have. Although this skepticism is
justified in principle, it must be emphasized that it is much more accentuated in terms of analyzes of non-
verbal phenomena from the past than of written records. We think that the proponents of this hyperscepticism
should equally direct it towards the written thoughts of the past as well, and, ultimately, to any written thought
that reaches us without the direct (live) presence of its author or without the authentic context. The indicated
methods and the doubt regarding them only remind us that everything in the world, even the "undeniable
facts" of the exact i.e. natural sciences, can be transformed into human thoughts only if they first pass through
appropriate interpretation and explanation by means of the verbal or some other human sign systems.
Therefore, the semiotic i.e. cognitive interpretations of the artifacts i.e. images from the ancient past may not
be much more speculative, for example, than the interpretation of the term catharsis in the works of Aristotle,
the term logos written in some old Christian text, or even the verbal explanation of the famous Einstein
equation E = mc?.

The past does not consist of unambiguous facts and absolute truths that exist in themselves and whose
objective truth is revealed and interpreted once and for all. Every such fact and every truth is formed and
acquires a certain meaning only in relation to the specific researcher, according to the culture to which he
belongs and the scientific approach he advocates. In some other time and other cultural or scientific context,

xi
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the study and interpretation of the same facts may result in truths that would differ from the previous ones,
which does not mean at all costs a denial of their value within the time in which they arose.

In context of all that was said above, | recommend that this book not be opened at all by those who do
not accept the indicated principles i.e. do not believe that it is possible to reconstruct the symbolic and
mythical-religious system of an ancient culture without insight into some kind of written sources that would
refer directly to it, only on the basis of analysis of the pictorial representations and archaeological finds that
were created or used in that culture and their semiotic, comparative and interdisciplinary study.

How did this book come about?

I have devoted my entire professional career to researching topics that were not particularly approved
by the mainstream of archaeology. Here | have in mind the studies of the spiritual culture i.e. the symbol,
myth, religion and ritual within ancient and archaic cultures, specifically based on the elements of their
material culture and primarily their pictorial representations. Thereby, | often used the Luristan bronzes and
especially the standards as comparative material. Since my first works | realized that the iconography of these
objects is rich, multifaceted, consistent and shows strong relations with other cultures, even such that are very
far from them in a geographical and chronological sense. In 2016, | synthesized these partial observations of
mine into a whole in the form of a paper that | presented at the Seventh International Conference "The Actual
Problems of History and Theory of Art" in Saint Petersburg.® When the time came for it to be published in the
conference proceedings, | realized that within the prescribed pages there were no possibilities to fit even my
basic theses in relation to these subjects and the necessary illustrative material. Giving up on the publication
of this paper, | decided to continue the work | started for another few months and to complete it in the format
of a booklet that would be intended not only for specialists but also for the wider audience. But it is obvious
that the topic attracted me so much that the few months grew into five years, and the small booklet turned into
an exhaustive monograph. Its volume increased even more due to the desire, developed in my other books as
well, to support the research with numerous and appropriately catalogued illustrations that present the
analyzed objects and comparative material, followed by various schemes through which I explain my
interpretations.

Although this monograph is focused on the Luristan standards, a significant place in it is also
occupied by the analyzes of some of the other categories of Luristan bronzes whose iconography and other
aspects overlap with them. It is a good occasion and incentive for future researchers, who in principle accept
the methods | have applied, to continue with more detailed study of these objects as well.

The publication of this monograph and the studies that preceded it are not financially or in any other
way supported by any official project or institution, but are based on the personal resources of the author. |
owe the only gratitude for its formation to several younger colleagues from foreign countries and to my
former graduates and master's students, who are currently studying at various universities around the
world. Besides them, I also have to mention my daughter Noemi Chausidis, who in recent years lives and
works in Brussels, the city that houses one of the richest collections of Luristan bronzes in the world. Here
I would like to wholeheartedly thank them for their readiness and effort to provide me with some
publications without which this monograph simply could have not been completed. | owe special gratitude
to Igor Eftimovski, my master's student, and now doctoral student as well, who undertook a great task
- translating this voluminous monograph from Macedonian to English. But his work did not end just
with translation. As an already formed connoisseur of the spiritual aspects of ancient cultures, in parallel
with the translation of the individual chapters, he also took on the role of a serious interlocutor and even
editor with whom part of the presented analyzes and interpretations were discussed and thought out.
Thereby, in some cases, he offered me additional comparative examples and appropriate bibliographic units
through which the corresponding interpretations were even better complemented and argued.

® N. Chausidis, The Cosmogonic.
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Preface

A significant part of the literature used in this book has been published in some of the Slavic
languages that use the Cyrillic script. | have decided to not transcribe these bibliographic units using the Latin
alphabet, although this will cause difficulties in following the content for readers who do not know the
Cyrillic script. | nevertheless decided to do this due to several reasons, including the aspiration to amortize
the phenomena of globalization and the suppression of local cultures, languages and scripts. | want these
readers to understand such a move as my modest act of promoting among world scholars the principle of
respect for cultural diversity, and in that context the mutual acquaintance with the basic features of their
native languages and scripts. In this case these are the Slavic languages and the several Cyrillic letters that
differ from the Latin ones. In fact, this problem can be easily solved by the readers themselves through
Google Translate, which, in addition to translation, also offers Latin transcription of Cyrillic texts. In the
same spirit, in parallel with the English version, this monograph will also be published in Macedonian - the
original language in which it was written.

The monograph uses a large number of illustrations taken from print and electronic publications, as
well as from the Internet. For each illustration used, its source is denoted and listed in the catalogue in
abbreviated form, while its complete information, relevant to the moment of download, is presented in the
bibliography. Most of these illustrations are included in our plates with significant visual adaptation: re-
framed, changed background, graphic accentuation of some elements, all in order to put in the forefront not
the object as such, but its iconography and semiotics. We believe that by doing so we have not violated the
rights of the authors of these illustrations and the owners of the objects because we have used them for strictly
scientific and educational purposes and in a publication which, above all, has the function of a teaching aid,
freely available on the Internet without any financial compensation for its author.

We decided to publish this monograph in electronic PDF format due to several reasons. One of them
is the inability to secure funds for printing in color of such an extensive monograph, as well as the high
price for such an edition that would hinder its availability and distribution to a large number of interested
readers. In fact, each of the readers can provide such a possibility for themselves, by printing and binding
this electronic book on their own. If they would want the print version to retain the intended layout of left
and right pages, the first page should be left blank when printing. This electronic format has another
advantage, given that readers and researchers of the newer generations no longer consider their native
medium to be paper books, but their computers and monitors, which at the same time give them many
advantages.
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I. Basic information and terminology

I. BASIC INFORMATION AND TERMINOLOGY
RELATED TO THE LURISTAN STANDARDS

1. Territory

Although there is insufficient data regarding the exact location of discovery for most Luristan bronzes
that are housed in private and public museum collections around the world, there is consensus among
contemporary academia that the majority of objects within this group and of the standards that are part of it,
originate from the region of Luristan.

This region is located in the western part of Iran (the Islamic Republic of Iran). It stretches in the
central part of the mountainous region of Zagros, from Kermanshah in the north to Badreh in the south and
from Khorramabad and Nahavand in the east to Chavar in the west (Fig. 1). It is the most inaccessible part of
Iran, which is completely dotted with mountain ridges that stretch parallel to the northwest-southeast
direction. Formed between them are smaller valleys, about 25 km wide and 50 km long, which are
interconnected by narrow passages. The most important river Seymareh divides the Luristan region into two
main provinces: Pish-i Kuh to the east and Pusht-i Kuh to the west (modern-day llam province). Located
between them is the Sefid-Kooh mountain range that has always made communication between these areas
difficult, dictating certain specifics in their historical and cultural development.*

From the appearance of Luristan bronzes in Western collections until today, information occasionally
arrives about their origin from Luristan or some of its specific regions. The sources of this information are
mostly antiquities dealers, curators and archaeologists, based on their direct or indirect contacts with the
illegal excavators of such objects. The Luristan origin is also being confirmed day by day through the
discovery of new such finds within the frames of professional excavations, which in recent decades are being
carried out much more often in this region. Collections and publications of Luristan bronzes often also include
finds from neighboring Amlash, because bronze objects that are similar in shape and style to the Luristan ones
have also been discovered in this region.? Nevertheless, typical Luristan bronzes, with a few exceptions, have
not yet been found outside of Luristan. That is why it is very surprising, but also indicative, that a number of
such finds, including several standards, have been discovered in the Aegean region (H14: 1 - 3).

! On the geomorphology of Luristan: Lorestan Province 2020; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 12-15; M. H. Tlorpe6osa,
3axaskazve, 164; E. Haerinck B. Overlaet, The Chr. of the Pusht-i Kuh, 119, 120.
2 E. de Waele, Bronzes; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue.
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The biggest "blank spot™ regarding Luristan bronzes is the question of their geographical distribution
within the Luristan region. Despite the growing number of legally discovered finds, with a known location,
today it is still not possible to create a comprehensive map of the regional distribution of certain types of
objects belonging to this group, again due to the indicated problem with their illegal and undocumented
detection. This is even more pronounced in regards to the standards, because one can literally finger-count the
number of such specimens that have been discovered during professionally led excavations - the only ones for
which the exact location is known.

2. Chronology

The chronological determination of Luristan standards, as well as of the other items from the group of
Luristan bronzes, has not yet been completely resolved, once again due to the indicated problem regarding the
origin of most of them from unprofessional excavations that have not provided adequate facts for their exact
dating. In the first decades since the appearance of these objects in private and museum collections,
researchers have tried to compensate for this handicap by comparing them (in terms of form, style and
iconography) with other more reliably dated finds from Luristan or surrounding regions. Attempts for dating
have also been made according to the cuneiform inscriptions present on some objects (weapons) categorized
in the group of Luristan bronzes. Based on these approaches, the first proposed dating of the standards was
within the frames of the 3rd and 2nd millennium BCE, and, accordingly, appropriate interpretations of their
ethno-cultural affiliation and iconography were undertaken.® As we will see, with the studies conducted in the
last decades of the 20th and the first decades of this century, such dating was proved to be inaccurate, so the

3 M. Rostovtzeff, Some Remarks; E. Herzfeld, Iran, 134-176; C. E. A. Schaeffer, Stratigraphie, 477-495; P. Calmeyer,
Datierbare; in general regarding their dating: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 137, 138.

Fig. 1
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chronology of these objects was moved towards the last centuries of the 2nd millennium and the first half
of the 1st millennium BCE.

Several researchers have tried to establish some kind of chronological relations within the separate
categories of Luristan bronzes by arranging the specific specimens into corresponding typological-
chronological classes. They did so based on two approaches. The first was to connect the rare objects
discovered in closed archaeological contexts to other better-dated finds from those same contexts. The other
procedure was based on projecting certain global tendencies in their stylistic and typological development.
The second conception became most pronounced exactly in regards to the standards, so that the prevailing
opinion among some researchers became that there were transformations that began with naturalism, and from
that point moved, on one side, towards stylization i.e. geometrization, and on the other towards complication
(hybridization and baroquesation) within the frames of the zoomorphic style, to eventually result in a gradual
reduction and abandonment of zoomorphism at the expense of anthropomorphization.*

A new phase in the process of dating the Luristan bronzes, especially the standards, occurred with the
publication of the results of new systematic excavations at Luristan sites conducted in the second half of the
20th and the first decades of the 21st century. During these excavations, several standards were discovered in
situ within graves, settlements and cult buildings, providing facts for the first scientifically based dating of
objects from this category. Although still being extremely rare findings, these examples, in relation to the
other archaeological material and the archaeological contexts, mainly confirm the chronological relations
between the individual types obtained with the previous (corrected) comparative, typological, and stylistic
analyzes.

Based on the indicated excavations, today there are much less dilemmas that the Luristan bronzes
existed in the last centuries of the 2nd and in the first half of the 1st millennium BCE, or more precisely, from
1300/1250 to 800/750 BCE, and according to some researchers up to 700/600 BCE.®

According to the observations of L. Vanden Berghe and C. Goff, based on the new finds discovered
during their archaeological excavations, within the category of Luristan standards there are three basic groups:
finials, standards and tubes. Considered as the oldest type are the "zoomorphic standards” (animal finials)
that were in use in the late phases of Iron Age | (1000 - 900 BCE). The most widespread group of standards,
of the type "idols with protomes” (Master-of-Animals standards), were used in the early phases of the Iron
Age Il (ca. 750 - 700 BCE), while the "idols" and "columnar figurines" (tubes) were in use sometime in the
Iron Age 1l (7th century BCE).® In global terms, with small differences, this chronological line was also
accepted by other researchers who were directly involved in later excavation campaigns of the Luristan sites
(E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, M. Malekzadeh and others). According to B. Overlaet, some "zoomorphic
standards" were in use during the Iron Age IB (1150-1000 BCE), while the "idols with protomes" in Iron Age
111 (800-750 BCE).”

In the following paragraphs we present several specific finds of Luristan standards that are dated
based on facts obtained during the indicated excavations.

- Two "zoomorphic standards" with a pair of ibexes created in a naturalistic manner were discovered
in the necropolis at Bard-i-Bal (B1: 4, 7; H11: 1 — 7). They date to the Iron Age IB/IIA (ca. 1150 - ca. 900
BCE), while it is also not excluded that they could belong to the Iron Age IA (ca. 1300/1250 - ca. 1150
BCE).?

* E. Porada, Nomads, 20-23; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 17-34; E. de Waele, Bronzes, 110-116; 136-138; for more
details on this see p. 34.

®B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes; B. Overlaet, The Chronology.

® L. Vanden Berghe, Excavations; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 138; M. H. Ilorpe6osa, [I. C. Pacsckuii, Pannue, 157.

" E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, The Chr. of the Pusht-i Kuh; E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, The Chronology.
8 B. Overlaet, The Chronology, 12, 25 (P1.6); B. Overlaet, The Early, 185-187, 216 (Fig. 184).
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- A "zoomorphic standard" with a pair of animals from the family of felines was discovered together
with a support in grave no. 6 of the necropolis at Khatunban (B7: 4; H12: 1, 2). It is classified within the
later variants of the "first group", which is dated to the Iron Age IB (1150 - ca. 1000 BC).®

- A "zoomorphic standard" was found at a sanctuary near Sangtarashan (B5: 4; H8; H9: 1, 10). It
was discovered within a closed context (along with many other bronze objects), associated with the first phase
of the sanctuary dating to the Iron Age I - I1 (1300/1250 - 800/750 BCE) (H9: 6 - 12).%°

- Two more standards were discovered at the Sangtarashan site, the first of which again belongs to
the type "zoomorphic standards™ (B1: 6; H9: 2), while the second - to the type "idols" (H9: 3; G4: 5).
However, in this case, we are not acquainted with the context of their discovery i.e. whether they belonged to
the first phase of the sanctuary (Iron Age I - 1) or to the second, which dates to the Iron Age Il - 111 (1000 -
600 BCE)."

- A standard of the "idols" type, with two anthropomorphic faces facing in opposite directions, was
discovered in a building in Baba Jan (G3: 6). Based on the context of discovery it is dated to the 7th century
BCE."

- A standard of the type "idols with protomes" was discovered in situ, along with its support, in a
grave in the necropolis at Tattulban (H10: 1 — 9). It is dated to the early stages of the Iron Age Il (ca.
800/750 - ca. 650 BCE).*®

- A fragmented standard of the type "idols with protomes™ was discovered in the sanctuary of Hera on
the island of Samos in the Aegean Sea (H14: 2). It is believed that it was deposited there not earlier than the
late 8th century BCE, and no later than the late 7th century BCE.*

- One bronze bottle-shaped support for a standard and another short tubular support were found in
grave no. 80 from the necropolis at Gul Khanan Murdah, dated to the Iron Age Il (800/750 — 650 BCE)
(H10: 11 - 16). The absence of a standard in this grave (intact until excavation) is justified with the
combination of the support with a standard or some other kind of object made of non-durable material.*®
Another bronze support with a somewhat different shape was also discovered in grave no. 53 from the
Chamahzi Mumah necropolis, dated to the same period. In this case the support was combined with an iron
figurine (found in a highly corroded condition) implanted quite inappropriately in the wide end of the support
which usually functions as its base (H11: 9 — 11)."® Another support was discovered in Tang-i Hamamlan,
this time in a non-funerary context (a building), along with various other bronze objects (some damaged),
including among them a Luristan standard."’

3. Ethnocultural affiliation

This aspect of the Luristan bronzes and the standards as part of them also cannot yet be considered
resolved. Although it is not in the focus of our study, the iconographic analyzes that we present in this
monograph have outlined certain insights in regards to this issue as well. We have presented them in the last
chapter, in which we also present the current state of research on this topic, together with the existing
hypotheses regarding the cultural and ethnic affiliation of these objects (see Chapter XI —p. 677).

% E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115, 148 (PI. 8).

107 Hashemi, The Bronze; B. Overlaet, Cale Gar, 119-123; M. Malekzadeh et al, Fouilles 2005-2006.

' M. Malekzadeh et al, Fouilles 2005-2006, 85, 86 (Fig. 26).

12 C. Goff, Excavations, 38 (Fig. 14: 26); O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 137.

3 B. Overlaet, The Chronology, 15, 16, 33 (Pl.14: 11); B. Overlaet, The Early, 188-189, 216 (Fig. 184).

Y U. Jantzen, Agyptische, pl. 74: B896 (according to: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 137).

> E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, Djub-i Gauhar, 154, 156, 168-170, PI. 107, Pl. 126; B. Overlaet, The Chronology, 16.

18 E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, Chamahzi Mumah, 30, 31, Fig. 48, Fig. 49, PI. 66.

"P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 16, 21, 53, 84, 108, 291; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 138, 139, 152, 156, 159, 189, 289,
290.
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4. Typology and terminology

During the almost hundred years of study and publication of the Luristan standards, numerous
academic terms have been proposed and used in regards to them - together as a whole group, its separate types
and variants, as well as the supports that are considered an integral part of them.

By various authors and within individual languages, the whole group has so far been referred to by
various names: Standards or Tops of Standards,*® Finials and Standarts,*® Finials,® Finials or Idols,*
Idols or Votive Idols,? Funerary ldols,?® Pole Tops,?* Statuettes funeraires,” Idoles funeraires,”® Idoles
tubulaires,” Stangen-aufsatze,” Standarte,”® nasepums.® In this monograph we decided to use the term
standards/Luristan Standards as the name for the whole group, due to the following reasons:

- this term is the most common and most familiar in the spheres of academia and wider;

- it carries a relatively broad and neutral meaning of a non-utilitarian object that stands vertically,
alone or fastened on some other object;

- it does not imply more specifically to any of the assumptions regarding the character and purpose of
these objects.

During our research of the iconography and meaning of the Luristan standards as a category of
objects, it proved necessary to introduce a new terminology in regards to the individual types of which it is
consisted. We are aware that any change in the existing and already quite familiar terminology is unpopular
and risky because it creates additional difficulties in following the contents of publications and in principle
does not result in wider acceptance of the new proposals. However, in our case, such a step was really
necessary because the existing names proved to be inappropriate, and within the frames of our research,
completely unusable. This is due to the fact that in some cases this terminology has implications in regards to
the iconography and symbolism of the given objects that are not acceptable to us for several reasons. The first
reason is that some of them are based on free associations that have no scientific background, which is why
they were not considered consequential even by their proposers. Such are the terms that include the name of
the Italic two-faced god Janus: Idole tubulaire janiforme; Third type (with a Janus head). The second
reason is that, in some cases, these terms derive from hypotheses based on academic stereotypes and
platitudes that today cannot be considered justified and in relation to which there is serious scientific
discussion. Such are the terms Votive Idols and Funerary ldols, which are based on assumptions that
Luristan standards were primarily of a votive or funerary nature, which in turn are highly debatable. In regards
to the term Heraldic Animal Finial, the use of the epithet heraldic is unclear and problematic, while in
regards to the term Anthropomorphic "Fertility"" Tube - the epithet fertility. The third and most crucial
reason is that the existing names are often in direct contradiction with the interpretations we propose, so that
their inclusion in our elaborations would mean the presence of two mutually contradictory conceptions within

8 M. Rostovtzeff, Some Remarks, 49. According to E. Porada, this author was the first to have referred to these objects as
"standards" (E. Porada, Nomads, 20).

9 E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114.

2 g Przeworski, Luristan Bronzes, 255-259.

21 B. Overlaet, Luristan during, 386; B. Overlaet, The Early, 185, 216.
?2 R. Ghirshman, The Art, 43-45.

2 L. Vanden Berghe, Excavations, 264-267.

2 H. Frankfort, The Art, 344, 345.

® A. Godard, Bronzes, PI. L - PI. LVII.

%y, Godard, A. Godard, Bronzes, No. 109-131.

27 ph, Verdier, Les bronzes, 46, 47.

By, Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen.
2 G, zahlhaas, Luristan, 109-117.

%0 M. H. IorpeGosa, 3axaskasve, 143-151.
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the same sentence. In this sense, particularly notable is the example with the term Master-of-Animals
Standards because of its wide distribution in academic and popular literature and intrusiveness regarding the
iconography and the mythical-religious character of the given objects. In our opinion, this term is based on
another academic stereotype that has never been properly argued.

These are the reasons why it was necessary for us to introduce in this monograph new terms for most
types of Luristan standards (Fig. 2a; 2b). Thereby, based on previous experiences, we decided to make these
terms as simple and neutral as possible i.e. to be based on the appearance of the given type of objects i.e. on
the presence on their surface of some specific element that is not (or at least is less) debatable and that does
not stem from our or other previous interpretations of the iconography and meaning of the specific types.

We have already mentioned that in existing literature the Luristan standards are usually divided into
three groups: - finials, standards and tubes.** These terms are not the most fortunate solution because they
do not reflect the real features that differentiate the objects from the three groups. In fact, the qualificatives
behind them can refer not only to the corresponding but also to the other types because they are all standards,
most of them have a tubular shape and were intended to stand on top of some more complex sets. However,
we do not consider this basic division to be acceptable primarily because it cannot serve as a good basis for
more detailed and in-depth studies. Due to that, previous more serious researchers, each in their own way, had
also divided them into another two or three - and even more additional types. The results of our analyzes, and
not only the iconographic but also the typological ones, have prompted us to introduce within the existing
typology three new types of standards that were not at all noted (or not clearly enough) by previous
researchers. We believe that in time they will be accepted by future researchers.

In the chapters that follow we will present the different types of Luristan standards named according
to the new terminology that we propose. Within this framework, we include a short description of the
appearance i.e. form and genesis of the given type and an overview of some of the so far most used terms in
regards to them, with reference to the respective authors and their works (a more detailed presentation of these
types will follow in the relevant chapters). We also present a table with the most important information from
this overview, for which we believe will facilitate the visual identification of the specific types in the
monograph and in existing publications (Fig. 2a; 2b).

a) Type "'zoomorphic standards™

They are considered the oldest standards, formed by two (rarely three) symmetrical figures of
animals, standing on their hind legs (B1; B2; B5 - B10). Occurring variants are with ibexes and some other
herbivores and with carnivores from the family of felines. Formed between the legs of the animals are two
hoops and/or a separate small tube through which some kind of vertical pole was passed.

P. R. S. Moorey globally refers to them as Finials or Standard finials. He calls the subtype with a
pair of horned animals Wild-Goat Finials, or Caprid Finials, while the subtype with animals from the family
of felines - Feline Finials or Lion Finials.*

O. W. Muscarella globally refers to them as Finials, whereby the basic type with a pair of animals is
named Animal Finial and Heraldic Animal Finial, while the rare zooanthropomorphic variant — Horned-
Demon Finial.®

* For example: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 136.

%2p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 146-153; P. R. S. Moorey, Ancient, PL.IX; PLX; P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes,
51-54.

% 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 142-146.
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P. Watson, uses the term Zoomorphic Finials.*

E. Porada defines this type as First group (of Standards),® and a similar term (First type) is also
used by E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet and Z. Jaffar-Mohammadi.*

P. Amiet calls these standards Etendards.*’

This type, along with the "idols with protomes”, are referred by R. Ghirshman as Idols or Votive
Idols.*®

E. de Waele calls them Etendards or Pseudo-étendards, differentiating them into two groups:
standards depicting ibexes (“étendards en forme de paire de bouquetins affrontés”) and standards depicting
lions ("étendards en forme de paire de lions affrontés™).*

Unlike other researchers, J. A. H. Potratz does not treat the "zoomorphic standards"” as a single type,
but as two typological groups that differ based on the affiliation of the animals. He calls the first group
Mufflon-Stangenaufsatze (mouflon standards) or Mufflon-Reihe (mouflon series) and further divides it into
a number of variants (from Form A to Form P).” The group with animals from the family of felines is
determined by him as I. Gruppe, within the category Pantheraufsitzen or Panther-Reihe.* This category
also includes, in separate groups, standards that other researchers classify into separate typological classes
(according to our terminology, they are "zoomorphic standards with a human head" and "idols with
protomes").

b) Type ""zoomorphic standards with a human head"*

This type is quite similar to the "zoomorphic standards” and differs from them by the human head
placed at the raised front legs of the animals, which has a face on both the front and back side (C1 — C5). It
originated with their transformation, mainly in those variants where the pair of animals belongs to the family
of felines. With the development of this type, it increasingly lost its connection with the category from which
it originated, gradually leading to the formation of a separate type (according to our terminology "idols with
protomes™). There are numerous liminal specimens that bear the characteristics of both groups, because of
which they can be classified in one or the other (C5: 7; C13: 1 - 3).

P. R. S. Moorey does not differentiate these standards as a separate type, but treats them within the
Feline Finials i.e.”” Standard finials.®

O. W. Muscarella calls them Idol Standards.*

It seems that P. Watson refers to this group as Finials.*

E. Porada defines this type as Second group (of Standards).“®

B. Overlaet treats them as part of the First group.

One specimen of this type is included by P. Amiet into the category Etendards.*®

3 p, Watson, Luristan, 2-4.

% E. Porada, Nomads, 20.

% E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.
37 p. Amiet, Les Antiquites, 91, 92.

% R. Ghirshman, The Art, 43-46.

% E. de Waele, Bronzes, 93-98.

3. A H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 42-44.
%A H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 46-51.
“2p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 152, 153.

* P, R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 55-57.
“ 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 146, 147.

% p, Watson, Luristan, 3, 5-7.

% E. Porada, Nomads, 20.

41 B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.
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J. A. H. Potratz differentiates them as three variants (from Form A to Form C), included in II.
Gruppe, and within the category Pantheraufsatzen or Panther-Reihe.* Within this category, classified into
separate subgroups are standards that other researchers define as separate groups (according to our
terminology "zoomorphic standards with a human head" and "idols with protomes").

¢) Type ""idols with protomes™

We have already mentioned that this type came to be with the gradual transformation of the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head", whereby the front legs of the animals became integrated into the
tubular pillar of the standards. It gradually began to be cast with the other elements, representing the neck and
torso of the central zooanthropomorphic character that retained the two-faced feature of the previous type. The
necks and heads of the animal pair separated from the rest of their bodies, which, in turn, gradually lost their
original and acquired new meanings. In this type they were transformed into separate elements (an open
ring composed of two joint arc-shaped protomes) that became its most recognizable feature (C1: 5, 6, 9;
C13 - C19; C24; D32; D35; D39; E7; E17; F1; F30; G7; G9 — G11).

In the writings of A. Godard and others (mainly earlier) researchers, these (and also other) standards
are referred to as ""Gilgamesh™* finials, based on the identification of the anthropomorphic character holding
the two protomes with Gilgamesh from the eponymous Mesopotamian epic. The contemporary, newer dating
of these objects has demotivated such naming because it does not coincide with the time when this epic was
most popular.®

P. R. S. Moorey calls them **Master-of-Animals" Finials® or Standard finials (along with the
"zoomorphic standards").

O. W. Muscarella names them as Master-of-Animals Standards.*

E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet and Z. Jaffar-Mohammadi use the term Second type or Second Group,
as well as Master-of-Animals Standards.>*

E. Porada defines this type as Third group (of Standards).>

P. Amiet calls them Idole tubulaire.

This type, along with the "zoomorphic standards”, is referred to by R. Ghirshman as Idols or Votive
Idols.*

E. de Waele uses the term ldole tubulaire janiforme and as part of the broader group lIdole
tubulaire which also includes the "idols" and "columnar figurines".®

In the writings of J. A. H. Potratz, these standards are classified into two different groups. Those
subtypes in which the central anthropomorphic character does not have arms are included in Il. Gruppe,
within the category Pantheraufsatzen or Panther-Reihe, from Form D to Form N.> The subtypes in which

“® P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 92 (No. 209, 210).

3. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 51-53.

0 A Godard, Bronzes, 83-85, in regards to other standards 88, 94; E. D. Phillips, The People, 225, 244; on this problem:
P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 15, 21, 154; E. Porada, Nomads, 23, 24; B. Goldman, Some, 179, 180.

1 p_R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 153-160; the same term: P. Watson, Luristan, 7-9.

2P R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 58-62.

%3 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 147-151; the same term is also used by B. Overlaet (for example: B. Overlaet, Luristan
during, 386).

% E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.

S E. Porada, Nomads, 20.

% p Amiet, Les Antiquités, 91.

*"R. Ghirshman, The Art, 43-46.

% E. de Waele, Bronzes, 98-103, 114, 115.

¥ A H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 53-59.
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I. Basic information and terminology

the central character does have arms are classified under 111. Gruppe of the indicated category, which is
subdivided into several variants, from Form A to Form H.%

d) Type “idols”

It represents the simplest type of standard, consisting of a tubular body that is supplemented at the top
by a human head with two or, less often, more faces, sometimes also alternated with zoomorphic or
zooanthropomorphic heads or protomes. In some variants these elements are also present at the lower end of
the object (G1 — G5). The genesis of this type may be due to the reduction of the more complex "idols with
protomes", the addition of heads to the small tube inserted between the paws of the animal pair from the
""zoomorphic standards”, or to the introduction into these objects of iconography from a completely different
type of objects with the character of miniature or monumental idols, probably made of other materials (wood,
clay, stone) (G8; G9).

This type of standards are referred to by P. R. S. Moorey as Other Anthropomorphic Tubes, and as
part of the larger group of Decorated Tubes, which also includes some rarer zoomorphized variants of the
“idols" ("Zoomorphic Tubes") and the "columnar figurines" ("Anthropomorphic Tubes").*

O. W. Muscarella calls them Anthropomorphic Tubes.*

E. de Waele classifies the only such specimen in his monograph within the group Idole tubulaire
("idoles en forme de tube surmonté d’une téte janiforme"), together with the "idols with protomes” and
"columnar figurines".®®

E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet and Z. Jaffar-Mohammadi refer to this type as Third type (with a Janus
head), but it seem that they also include within it the "columnar figurines" and the "standards - statuettes".®

B. Overlaet treats them as part of Third Group (simple tubes with human heads).®

J. A. H. Potratz names them descriptively, such as Réhrenkdrper or simplen Réhren, without
pretensions to treat them as the name for the type.®®

G. Zahlhaas uses the term Rdéhrenidol, whereby he refers to all other types by using the term

Standarten.®’

e) Type "columnar figurines'

This type of standards also has a tubular shape, but unlike the "idols", here the tubular body is shaped
like a human figure with a pronounced height, front and back side of the body and head, with arms placed in
several specific positions. In numerous cases the shoulders (or less frequently the chest) of this figure are
complemented by a pair of animal protomes. Based on the indicated element, this type can be divided into two
basic subtypes - ""columnar figurines with protomes™ (C27; C28) and "columnar figurines without
protomes' (C26). The origins of this type can be sought in the reduction of the "idols with protomes",
perhaps in interaction with the "idols" or Luristan miniature bronze figurines.

P. R. S. Moorey refers to this type as "Fertility** Tubes or Anthropomorphic Tubes and as part of
the larger group of "'Decorated Tubes™ which also includes the "idols" (“Other Anthropomorphic Tubes” and
“Zoomorphic Tubes”).*®

3. A H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 59-64.

81 p_R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 161-164; the term “Decorated Tubes” is also used by P. Watson, Luristan, 10, 11.
%2 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 152.

8 E. de Waele, Bronzes, 104.

8 E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.

8 B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.

 H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 33, 34.

%7 G. Zahlhaas, Luristan, 118, 119.
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4. Typology and terminology

O. W. Muscarella calls them Anthropomorphic “Fertility” Tubes.®

P. Amiet includes this type into the category Idole tubulaire.™

E. de Waele calls them Idoles tubulaires (“représentant un homme ou une femme nus avec une face
et un dos™) and as part of the larger group Idole tubulaire which also includes the "idols" and "idols with
protomes” (“Idole tubulaire janiforme™).”

E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet and Z. Jaffar-Mohammadi refer to them as Third type (with tubular
“human” figure) or Third Groupe, which also includes both the "idols" and "standards - statuettes”.”

J. A. H. Potratz, in his earlier works classifies these objects within the category of standards
(Stangenaufsatze), although there is no tendency for their differentiation into a separate type.” However, in
his later monograph on the Luristan bronzes, he does not include them in this category at all, but within
freestanding plastics (Rundplastik), regardless of the fact that he concludes that they are in some way
genetically related to the "panther series" of "zoomorphic standards".™

P. Watson refers to this group as Decorated Tubes.”

f) Type "'standards - statuettes"

This represents a smaller and not very compact type of standards that have been classified by previous
researchers in various groups, while some of them, to some extent and rightly so, were not at all included
within the category of standards because their form deviates quite a lot from the basic features of this group
(C23: 11; C33). We decided to include these specimens into a separate typological group, although, in some
cases, they show a high degree of resemblance to the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", the "idols
with protomes™ or to the "columnar figurines".

P. Amiet includes one specimen of this type into the category Idole tubulaire.”

J. A. H. Potratz seems to be inclined to define the specimens of this type as a transitional form of I1I.
Gruppe.”’

One gets the impression that E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet and Z. Jaffar-Mohammadi tend to classify
the specimens of this type within the Third type (“whose lower body sometimes retains the shape of the

predator's lower part"), together with the "idols" and “columnar figurines".”

g) Type "'six-pointed standards"*

It represents a smaller group of standards formed mainly within the category "idols with protomes”,
by the extraction of their upper half and its mirrored duplication in the lower part (D3: 4, 5; D25: 1 - 5). In
this context, P. R. S. Moorey treats one such specimen as part of this type (Standard finials).” This author

%8 p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 161-164; P. R. S. Moorey, Ancient, Pl. XIl; P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 62-
64; the term “Decorated Tubes” is also used by P. Watson, Luristan, 10, 11.

% 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 151, 152.

"p. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 93 (No. 222-224).

"L E. de Waele, Bronzes, 104-106.

"2 E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.

BH. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 30, 31.

™« die irgendwie am Ende der sog. Pantherreihe bei den luristanischen Stangenaufsatzen tehen.” (J. A. H. Potratz,
Luristanbronzen, 30-31).

® p. Watson, Luristan, 10, 11 (Fig. 5a).

® p. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 93 (No. 221).

"H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 30.

8 E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes.

¥ P.R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 60, 61 (No. 250).
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I. Basic information and terminology

also includes within the same group the only such specimen that we know of, which according to its form
derives from the "zoomorphic standards” (B15: 2 compare with 3, 4 and the rest).*

P. Amiet includes one such standard within the category Etendards.®

J. A. H. Potratz defines one specimen with the indicated features as Form M within I1. Gruppe.®

h) Standard supports

They represent hollow objects in the form of a bottle with a narrow neck, cast in bronze, without a
bottom, used as supports on which the Luristan standards were fastened by some kind of pole or pin with a
decorative head (B2: 1; B5: 8; B8: 7; B44: 6, 8; B45: 10; C16: 4 — 6; C22: 7, 8; C23: 11; C33: 6; E17: 4,6, 7,
G12: 3). It is assumed that some of them were adapted to stand on a flat surface, while others for fastening on
an elongated pole (H1 — H4). Although they are usually not supplemented by pictorial elements, in some cases
they are accompanied by multiplicated anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic heads (G12; H10: 12, 14,
15). Specimens of a different form are also known (B44: 6; E17: 4, 6).

S. Przeworski refers to them by using the term Supports,® while O. W. Muscarella calls them
Finial of Standard Support.®

P. R. S. Moorey refers to them as Mounts,®® while P. Watson as Finial Mounts.®

Multiple researchers from an English speaking background use the term Bottle-shaped Supports.®’

P. Amiet calls them Base en forme de bouteille or Support tubulaire.®

E. de Waele calls them Supports d’etendards et d’idoles tubulaires or Support en forme de
bouteille.®

J. A. H. Potratz refers to them as Untersetzer or Untersetzer in der Form von umgekehrten
Siissweinglasem.*

G. Zahlhaas uses the term Standartenstander.™

At the end, we once again note that the proposed terms for the separate types of standards in this
monograph will always be accompanied by quotation marks because of two reasons: to emphasize that they
are terms with a conditional i.e. narrowly-professional character; and in order to separate these terms (which
are sometimes quite long i.e. complex) from the content of the sentence.

8 p_ R.S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 54, 55 (222).

8 p. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 92 (No. 212).

82, Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 30, 31.

8 3. Przeworski, Luristan Bronzes, 255.

8 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 152, 153.

% p.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 166-168.

8 p_Watson, Luristan, 11-13.

8 E. Porada, Nomads, 20; B. Overlaet (for example: B. Overlaet, Luristan during, 386); E. Haerinck (E. Haerinck et al,
Finds, 114).

8 p Amiet, Les Antiquités, 91, 94.

8 E. de Waele, Bronzes, 117-120.

% 3. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 39, 40; H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 19, 34.
1 G. Zahlhaas, Luristan, 117.
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I1. Theoretical basis and methodology

Il. THEORETICAL BASIS AND METHODOLOGY

Luristan standards are an integral part of the category of Luristan bronzes, which is clearly indicated
by their shape, style and technology of production, chronological and geographical origin, as well as their
iconography. Therefore, the theoretical and methodological aspects for their study presented in this chapter
will not be specifically focused on these objects, but on the whole group to which they belong. We will focus
on the standards occasionally, when there is reason and need for it.

1. Previous approaches in the study
of the iconography of Luristan bronzes

Almost all previous researchers of the Luristan bronzes point to the striking iconography of this group
of objects, which is why a significant number of them have decided to become more actively involved in its
study. We decided here to classify them into five groups, based on their attitude towards this topic and the
way and seriousness with which they have approached it.

a) Nihilists

According to these authors, the study of the iconography of Luristan bronzes, its significance and
meaning is not particularly beneficial because such components did not exist as part of it even at the time
when these objects were created and used. They represent pictorial motifs, originating from other cultures,
which were selected and combined not according to the principle of "meaning and significance”, in order to
form some contentual and symbolically thought-out compositions, but according to the principle of "form and
appearance” in order to serve exclusively as visual decoration of the specific objects. Part of these
researchers could not really understand the rich and complex iconography of the Luristan bronzes except as
the confusion of randomly combined elements. Because of this, they direct their analyzes of this layer of the
Luristan bronzes towards more pragmatic aspects such as their typology, chronology, archeological and
cultural contexts, purpose, as well as relations with similar objects and pictorial motifs from other cultures.
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1. Previous approaches in the study of the iconography of Luristan bronzes

P. Amiet, for example, expresses the opinion that the Luristan bronzesmiths drew inspiration from
some kind of "traditional vault™ of motifs, which they interpreted in accordance to their decorative fantasticity,
without caring about the meaning.* A similar view is also held by H. Frankfort, who, comparing the Luristan
figures with the corresponding Sumerian examples that are characterized by a high degree of naturalism,
concludes that the former are ruthlessly abbreviated and malformed in accordance to the decorative goals
of their designers, which, in this regard, indicates their closeness to the prehistoric traditions of Persia.
According to him, these older Mesopotamian themes served only as a starting point for all kinds of fascinating
inventions in which the original meaning was completely lost sight of.> A similar conclusion is reached by E.
Salin, who, while comparing the Mesopotamian pictorial depictions of the "Master of Animals" type with the
corresponding motifs from the Luristan bronzes, agrees with M. Contenau that in the latter, the exuberance of
details actually led to the loss of the main theme of the former scene.®

b) Skeptics

Unlike the previous class, these researchers believe that there are certain contents and meanings
behind the iconography of the Luristan bronzes, but they are not convinced of the usefulness of such research
because they believe that contemporary science, based on available facts and methods, cannot reach their
original meaning. Because of this, analogous to the researchers from the previous group, they focus their
approach on the indicated more pragmatic spheres of study. In their works, they note (mostly superficially) the
existing interpretations of the iconography of these objects that have been proposed by other researchers,
usually followed by a critique, and sometimes with a superficially worded proposal of their own. These are
mainly archaeologists trained according to the strict empirical principles of processual archaeology, who
cannot overcome the narrow pragmatic confinements of their native profession. The most prominent and
extreme representatives of this class are P. R. S. Moorey and O. W. Muscarella, while its somewhat more
moderate members are B. Overlaet, E. Haerinck, L. Vanden Berghe and E. de Waele.

Presenting the previous observations regarding the standards of the type "idols with protomes”, P. R.
S. Moorey concludes that even if the iconography of these objects, although with difficulty, can be in some
way described, it is practically impossible to be explained on the basis of existing evidence. According to him,
the great variety of interpretations presented in the past only emphasizes this problem.* O. W. Muscarella
accepts the view that some of the Luristan bronzes reflect the spiritual life of their bearers and that some
zoomorphic and demonic figures are associated with Iranian religious beliefs and practices. However, in spite
of this, he believes that the previously expressed interpretations of these motifs, in relation to Indo-European,
Vedic and Zoroastrian culture, still remain in the spheres of the speculative, due to the lack of specific
knowledge in regards to the theology, mythology and religious hierarchy of the culture that produced these
objects.®

L «)| apparait ainsi que les bronziers du Luristan ont puisé dans un trésor traditionnel qu’ils ont interprété au gré de leur
fantaisie décorative, sans se soucier de sa signification.” (P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 57).

2 “In Luristan, on the other hand, they are ruthlessly abbreviated or malformed to suit the decorative purposes of the
designers, who show, in this respect, their affinity with the prehistoric vase painters of Persia.” “The old theme served in
Luristan as a starting-point for all kinds of fascinating inventions, while the original meaning is lost sight of.” (H.
Frankfort, The Art, 344, 345).

$« .. et que le theme principal se perd dans I'exuberance des details, ...” (E. Salin, Sur quelques, 236).

% “If the iconography of these finials is difficult enough to describe, it is virtually impossible to explain with existing
evidence. The great variety of interpretations advanced in the past forty years only serve to emphasize the problem.” (P.
R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 154).

®> “Some scholars have claimed to recognize Indo-European (...), Vedic (...), or Zoroastrian (...) elements in such
imagery. Without any knowledge of the theology, mythology, or religious hierarchy of the culture that produced these
objects, however, all interpretations remain speculative.” (O. W. Muscarella, Bronzes).

20



I1. Theoretical basis and methodology

c) Diligent researchers

This group consists of top scholars of the Luristan bronzes and the history, archaeology and art of Iran
and Western Asia. The desire for detailed elaboration and argumentation of theories and interpretations is
clearly expressed among these researchers, even in individual articles or in the separate chapters of their
monographs dedicated specifically to the iconography of the Luristan bronzes, and even concretely to the
standards. Specific to them is that they focus on a relatively narrow iconographic theme, that they apply
concepts that are not particularly broad and flexible, and that they do not substantially incorporate the
approaches and results of other researchers. As eminent representatives of this class we can mention: R.
Dussaud who proposes various interpretations related to Iranian religion and mythology; E. Porada, whose
focus is on "the pair of animals that flank the Tree of Life"; H. Potratz, in whose interpretations the central
place is occupied by the "Moon Goddess"; R. Ghirshman who in his analyzes gives special place to the myth
of Zurvan and his sons Ormazd and Ahriman, as well as other Iranian mythical characters and deities (Mithra,
Sraosha and others).® We will focus in more detail on the concepts of these authors in the following chapters
and sub-chapters, when elaborating on the specific topics and aspects to which they relate.

Deserving of particular attention here is D. de Clercg-Fobe, who in her monograph dedicated to the
Luristan pins from Musées Royaux d'Art et d'Histoire de Bruxelles dedicated great attention to their
iconography, as well as to the symbolic, mythical and religious character of the depicted pictorial motifs.
Unlike other researchers, her interpretations do not range within some narrow and unified concept, and the
theories of previous authors occupy an important place as part of them. However, despite the presence of
symbolic and mythical-religious aspects of research, her work is dominated by the "horizontal™ historical-
artistic approach of noting the main pictorial motifs and compositions, reviewing their analogies, projecting
the eventual sources of specific motifs and the directions of their movement towards Luristan or the impact on
Luristan bronzes. The mythical-religious aspect is also touched upon, but again on a general, more historical
than analytical level, based on the conclusions of previous researchers.’

Over the last few years, the young female researcher A. V. Melchenko (A. B. Meabsuenko) has also
taken part in the research of the spiritual aspects of Luristan bronzes, in whose articles one can note a
combination of classical empirical (archaeological, historical and historical-artistic) approaches with in-depth
analyzes of the iconography, semiotics and mythical-religious aspects of specific pictorial motifs.®

d) Diligent guests

They represent researchers who do not deal specifically with Luristan bronzes, nor with Iranian or
Western Asian archaeology and art. They use these objects as comparative material within their own studies
of some specific motif or scene in a global context or within some other culture. These are often researchers
whose personal area of interest is outside of archaeology and history, which provides them with a broader, or
at least different, view of the subject. This is largely due to their comparative and interdisciplinary approach.
Their broad (philological, philosophical, anthropological) education provides them with the ability, during
their research, to penetrate into the deeper layers of the analyzed pictorial motif or composition within the
Luristan bronzes. This class, among others, could for example include G. M. D'Erme, G. Dumézil, W.
Deonna and others.’

® Referring to numerous works that will be frequently utilized in this monograph (see Bibliography).

" D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles.

® A. B. Menbuenko, Jlypucmanckas; A. B. Menbuenko, Peokue; A. B. Mensuerko, Tpaouyus. Here we should also
mention the dissertation of M. Malekzadeh, which, despite its promising title, did not meet our expectations (M.
Malekzadeh, Semiology).

° G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella; G. Dumézil, Diewx; W. Deonna, Daniel.
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1. Previous approaches in the study of the iconography of Luristan bronzes

d) Passive followers

Most of the previous authors who have dealt with Luristan bronzes, and have had an affirmative
attitude towards the research and interpretation of their iconography, usually adhere to some of the existing
concepts, mostly based on the authority of their proponents and the trend that at the given time dominates
academia. These are mainly authors of professionally and correctly composed appropriate texts that are
published within the catalogues of exhibitions dedicated to Luristan bronzes, or of articles that are part of
synthetic or popular science books dedicated to ancient Iranian history, culture and art.*°

2. Genesis and character of the pictorial motifs from the Luristan bronzes

Within the framework of previous studies on Luristan bronzes, several approaches can be
differentiated regarding the origin and character of their pictorial motifs i.e. iconography. In the following
paragraphs we will present these approaches followed by our comments.

a) Blindly appropriating and copying pictorial motifs

According to this approach, whose representatives were already mentioned in the previous chapter,
the pictorial elements were introduced in these objects exclusively because of their decorative function and
were appropriated from other cultures because of their formal i.e. visual features, without the participation
of symbolic, religious and any other semantic aspects, and even without any special system and order, but
by almost random selection. These are mainly older theories in which Luristan culture is treated as peripheral,
primitive and barbaric. According to them, its decorative style is based on the blind appropriation and copying
of pictorial motifs from the developed Western Asian civilizations, which, because of that, is accompanied by
various forms of their deformation and degradation.

b) Appropriation of artistic motifs and artistic style

Within this conception, Luristan iconography is raised to a higher level whereby the blind or naive
appropriation and compilation of foreign elements gains a more articulated significance. In this case the whole
process is set on an artistic level, as the acceptance of motifs and compositions belonging to the pictorial arts
of neighboring cultures, which is followed by their contentual and stylistic reworking and adaptation
according to the criteria of Luristan culture.

c) Appropriation of art motifs from some common base (**koiné™")

According to the third conception, the presence of similar pictorial motifs and compositions on
Luristan bronzes and on synchronous objects from other Western Asian cultures is sought not in the
appropriation of the former by the latter or vice versa, but in the origin of both from some sort of common
transethnical and transcultural source. The representatives of this concept try to round up the mentioned
model through the introduction of the term "koiné". Thus, O. W. Muscarella hypothesizes the existence of
some kind of ""Great Iranian koine of motifs', widespread in the area between the Caspian coast and the
southern parts of the Zagros mountain massif. He believes that motifs and concepts were taken from it by the
master metallurgists from various cultures of the Iranian region, including those that created the Luristan
bronzes.™ R. Ghirshman speaks of a similar ""metallurgical koiné" («koiné» metallurgique) which, according
to him, covered the entire area of Zagros and the region of Armenia around Lake Van. The

9 For example: A. Parrot, Assur, 127-137; E. D. Phillips, The People; S. Ayazi, Luristan.
1 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 200.
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workshops of the Cimmerians, the Medes, and of the Kingdom of Urartu all participated within this "koiné",
whereby it had a much wider field of influence, which, in a way, even included some Mediterranean cultures
such as Greece and Etruria.*? J. Bouzek speaks of some kind of "Koine of Early Iron Age geometric styles"
whose pretty broad and not very clear area of influence, which covers much of Europe, the Mediterranean and
Western Asia, also includes Luristan with its bronzes.”® All three cases represent not very clearly defined
narrowly-professional terms that imply some kind of base of pictorial motifs, common to several ethnic,
cultural and political formations from Western Asia and broader, from which they drew pictorial motifs, but
also certain stylistic and technological concepts.

Although in these approaches the concept of simple and naive copying of visual motifs by the less
developed cultures from the more developed ones has been overcame, the treatment of Luristan bronzes only
or above all as products of craftsmanship and art continues to be maintained. Thereby, these two phenomena
are perceived in a profane and pragmatic sense inherent to modern Western civilization, which is based on the
principles of mercantilism and consumerism. At their base, on the one hand, is the production of objects
(within those frames also of "artistic" ones) for the purpose of selling and thus gaining economic benefit, and
on the other hand - the purchase of objects due to their "purely aesthetic” dimension in relation to utilitarian,
economic and social (status) values.

However, according to the contemporary theory and history of pictorial art, in archaic cultures there
is no "pure art" such as the pictorial arts within modern Western civilization. In ancient and modern
traditional communities it is always inseparably intertwined with other key spheres of culture, primarily with
myth, ritual and religion or, at the very least, with certain social and sociological layers of those communities.
Hence, we believe that the term "Luristan (pictorial) art" should be treated exclusively as a modern (and not
very appropriate) construct of scientific terminology because in the given period and the given culture it did
not exist by itself, but in an inseparable relation with the spiritual spheres i.e. with the symbolic, mythical-
religious and ritual system, and certainly also with the social system of Luristan culture.* It does not make
much sense to discuss, study and interpret the iconography, style and general pictoriality of these objects
without taking into account these systems, although today we do not have a clear enough insight into them.
However, we think that the researcher who includes a certain component in the structural model of his
research despite there not being enough exact facts regarding it, is still in a better position than the one who,
due to such a shortcoming, does not take it into account at all.

d) Luristan iconography as a reflection
of a consistent mythical-symbolic and religious system

The observations of several researchers of the Luristan bronzes, and hopefully ours, including those
presented in this monograph, show that behind these objects is a fairly consistent iconographic system based
on an appropriate symbolic, mythological and religious basis. In a way, it can be sensed even in the
aforementioned scientific conceptions, behind the indicated artisanal templates, artistic models and trends
according to which they were created. Although among the indicated authors the term "koiné” has a
professional significance i.e. refers to the spheres of metallurgy, craftsmanship and art, it can also, in a
particular context, take on a broader and deeper connotation. For example, some researchers believe that the

12 R, Ghirshman, Invasions, 4, 5.

). Bouzek, Studies, 212-2117.

Y Therefore, we will use the terms "art” and "Luristan art" to a limited extent, primarily within our discussions regarding
the theories of other researchers who use them, and we will often replace them with the more appropriate terms
"pictoriality” and "Luristan pictoriality."
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2. Genesis and character of the pictorial motifs from the Luristan bronzes

similarities between some Luristan and Scythian objects do not have a stylistic and technical but an
iconographic and ideological character.®

E. de Waele rightly notes that individual types of Luristan bronzes, created according to various
artisanal techniques, have a different repertoire of motifs, characters and scenes that are also executed in
a specific style and technology. Thus, in objects cast according to a wax matrix (standards, openwork pins
and cheekpieces) the human figures are more stereotypical and more schematic, while in those made in the
technique of hammering and chiseling (discoid pins, quivers and various appliqués) they are much more
realistic, more diverse and organized in more narrative structures. He concludes that these differences are due
to the specifics dictated by the processes of their production, probably realized in different workshops (on one
hand foundries, on the other toreutic workshops) which, over time, also created specific aesthetic traditions
and their own separate iconographic repertoires.*

But, due to his focusing on differences, this author does not notice the other side of this phenomenon
i.e. the fact that in some Luristan bronzes the same iconographic models (same hybrid figures, compositions
and scenes) can be also traced on different categories of objects. We consider this to be another indicator of
the existence of some kind of global iconographic system, common to all Luristan bronzes. Such similarities
are more common in objects made in the same technique, especially clearly manifested in the following two
groups. The first consists of standards of the type "idols with protomes™ and pins with openwork heads (D20),
both of which are made in the format of "freestanding plastics", cast according to a wax matrix. The second
group consists of pins with discoid heads, quivers and other plate objects, conceived as reliefs executed in the
techniques of forging, engraving or casting (F5 — F8). This phenomenon becomes even more apparent by the
presence of the same iconographic solutions (same motifs, characters and compositions) on objects that are
different in both shape and production techniques (F32; F33). These relations lead to the conclusion that
behind the indicated similarities were not only "objects - prototypes”, simple artisanal templates and
matrices intended for mechanical "stamping" of products of a specific type, but iconographic models as part
of a global iconographic system, which, by complex and gradual modifications, were adapted to different
types of objects and the techniques of their production.

The above-mentioned components show that the study of Luristan iconography, and even of Luristan
bronzes in general, should be placed on another - spiritual level, by which the obvious similarities between
"Luristan" and "foreign motifs" actually take on a completely different character. In this context, the visual
similarities, previously treated as the appropriation of analogous pictorial motifs, compositions and artisanal
clichés between different cultures, grow into iconographic similarities that indicate more general relations at
the level of mythical-religious content which stood behind the depicted motifs and scenes. With this in mind,
the mentioned "koinés” would not in fact imply some kind of corpora of "artistic motifs" or "artisanal clichés",
but a unified symbolic and mythical-religious system, common to several Western Asian cultures.

All this leads us to the hypothesis that the Luristan bronzes and their iconography are in fact a
pictorial manifestation of a specific religious phenomenon with an accordingly structured symbolic, mythical
and iconographic system. In this context, the mentioned chronological and local differences within this group
of objects could reflect the development over time of this system and its local geographical and ethno-cultural
variations. Thereby, the "koinés" apostrophized by previous researchers would actually reflect the interethnic
and intercultural character of this religious system i.e. its presence, movement, expansion and influences
across different cultures, perhaps similar to Christianity and its transethnic and transcultural expansion in the
Early Christian period.

BB r. Jlykouun, Uckyccmeo, 24, 25; C. C. BeccoHosa, Penueuosnvie, 82, 83.
18 E. de Waele, Bronzes, 265-267.
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e) Questions and their implications

Among the majority of researchers, the symbolic i.e. the mythical-religious approach to the Luristan
bronzes is not sufficiently prominent, so that their analyzes of specific objects and motifs continue to be
conducted mainly at the level of morphology, typology, and style. Even when it is more clearly emphasized
(as in the works of H. Potratz and R. Ghirshman or D. de Clercg-Fobe) not all of the implications regarding
the nature of these objects and their further study are taken into account. If we accept the view that the motifs
or pictorial models of the Luristan bronzes are not only artisanal and artistic but also iconographic, and
therefore symbolic, mythical and religious, then it draws consequences in relation to some very important
guestions related to the previous and future studies regarding these objects. In the following paragraphs we
present some of them.

- How and why the members of Luristan culture would appropriate motifs that belong to other, to
them foreign, mythical-symbolic i.e. religious systems?

The simple appropriation of such a motif, so often and easily apostrophized by many scholars of the
Luristan bronzes, is problematic primarily due to the lack of motivation, because members of traditional
cultures generally do not easily accept symbols of another culture that is completely foreign to them. This can
only be justified in a collateral sense - as a consequence of the appropriation of the objects on which those
symbols were depicted, due to their material and utilitarian value. For these reasons, such a process must be
accompanied by the loss of the authentic meaning and significance of the given motif, which soon
disappears or gets deformed i.e. its existence and development is interrupted.

- How could these motifs be transferred freely through various, mutually quite different and spatially
distant cultures if within them existed different mythical-symbolic and religious systems?

Three options are possible in response: that the motifs were taken without their original meaning; that
their meaning was also recognized in the new environment in which that motif was appropriated, meaning that
the cultures in which this process took place were not so different; that the motifs were taken not in and of
themselves, but together with the spiritual system to which they belonged.

- Could craftsmen and artists really "blindly" appropriate and combine these motifs arbitrarily?

If we accept that Luristan pictorial motifs were part of some symbolic, mythical-religious and
iconographic system, then we cannot expect craftsmen and artists to combine them on the basis of their own
mechanical, formal and visual concepts and criteria as this would inevitably result with the loss of the motifs'
meaning. They had to do this within the framework of the above-mentioned systems to which the given motifs
belonged, which means that they themselves were supposed to know these systems solidly.

Directing the mentioned observations towards the Luristan standards that are the focus of our
research, it can be concluded that they should not be considered the product of some kind of mechanical
borrowing, copying and compilation based on other objects. The main argument for this is the fact that these
are objects with a clear symbolic, cultic and religious character that occurred as a quintessence of the spiritual
traditions of a culture, which is why they were not appropriated so easily between two different cultures. This
could have only happened by the appropriation and accepting of all or at least part of the mythical-symbolic
and religious system that stood behind these objects, because without it their existence would not make sense.

This conclusion should not mean complete denial of the possibility for mechanical acceptance of
pictorial motifs between different cultures without their authentic content and meaning. Our goal is just to
apostrophize a more careful assessment of the justification for introducing such concepts in future studies,
while also taking into account other possible options. There are indications for such processes also among
Luristan bronzes, and even in relation to the standards. It is difficult to dispute the conclusions of many
previous researchers that the oldest Luristan bronzes are based on motifs which, judging by their
chronological, geographical and cultural affiliation, are not actually Luristan. We also come to such
conclusions ourselves, as part of the research presented in this monograph. But it is equally true that
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2. Genesis and character of the pictorial motifs from the Luristan bronzes

immediately after the introduction of these motifs within the Luristan circle, begins their radical
transformation as the result of two components that will be presented in the following chapters. On the one
hand is the material basis of the objects as the bearer of the principle of conservatism, and on the other - the
spiritual interpretations as bearers of the principle of innovation.

3. Pragmatic aspects related to the creation
and distribution of Luristan bronzes

In the following chapters we will deal with several questions that in our opinion are of great
importance in understanding the iconography of Luristan bronzes, but also for a better understanding of their
origin and transformation. Although these questions at first glance relate to the pragmatic aspects of the
creation, duration, and function of these objects, they also play a significant role in regards to the deepest
spiritual aspects of their existence.

a) Organic materials as the basic medium of Luristan iconography

The material culture of ancient and contemporary archaic communities is mainly created and
developed within organic materials such as wood, leather, textiles, bone, horn, etc. Hence, most of their
pictorial creations are executed in these materials, and even in less durable ones, such as, for example, unfired
clay, dough or wax. Only a small part of this main stream of pictoriality and iconography, and only in certain
periods and cultures, is conveyed into permanent i.e. inorganic materials that are commonly available to
archaeology (ceramic, stone and metal). In some cases it is about 10 or 20 percent, but in other even zero
percent i.e. all the pictorial work, as well as the whole material culture, in certain communities is executed in
non-permanent materials. A huge handicap for science is that this main medium does not survive the
centuries, because of which we can have no insight into it. This is most evident when compared to those rare
examples (from Egypt, Siberia, the northern parts of Europe) where conservation, due to favorable climatic
conditions, of even a small part of this creative output rapidly increases the scientific knowledge in regards to
a given culture.

The failure to take into account this notorious fact, which is so obvious that any arguing obout it is in
vain, often leads to superficial, erroneous and completely illogical observations regarding the genesis,
transformations and interactions of pictorial traditions in certain cultures. This is one of the axioms on which
we base our theoretical and methodological approach. It does not relate only to the Luristan bronzes i.e. the
culture in which they were created but, more or less, to all archaic cultures of humankind, from the earliest
prehistoric, for which archaeology is mainly in charge, to the contemporary ones that today are studied within
the framework of ethnography and folkloristics. The example that perhaps most illustratively shows all the
importance and value of this axiom are the pictorial traditions of the Scythians.

The prevailing view in science is that this ancient people did not have their own figural pictorial art
until their arrival in Western Asia (8th - 7th century BCE) where, based on influences i.e. borrowing from the
developed cultures of this region, their so fascinating and so much studied "animal style" was created. In the
following centuries, they spread this style (known in science as the "'Scytho-Siberian animal style')
throughout much of Central and Northern Asia and Eastern Europe.'” However, this very serious conclusion is
made only on the basis of the absence of Scythian archaeological objects created in the mentioned style before
the centuries when this people arrived in Western Asia. Thereby, not taken into account is a huge number

M. H. IorpeGoga, JI. C. Pacsckuii, Pannue, 192, 193; some scholars disagree with this theory, preferring the
indigenous Central Asian genesis of Scythian art (I". H. Kypoukun, Ckugckoe, 120; T'. H. Kypoukun, Pannue, 105-108),
perhaps based on the, for us, invisible models created in organic materials (I'. M. bourapa-JleBun, 3. A. ['paHTOBCKHA,
Om Crughuu, 19); regarding to this issue also see: V. Becker, Zur Entstehung.
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of finds in organic materials (wood, leather, textiles, etc.) which, thanks to the favorable climatic conditions of
the soil, have been preserved in the tombs of the Scythians and the peoples related to them from the territory
of southern Siberia and Mongolia, mainly within the so-called ""Pazyryk culture™. Although these objects
clearly point to the long and well-developed traditions of using organic materials and their leading role in the
development and existence of Scythian art, such an observation is not considered relevant within this theory.
The only reason is that they (according to the finds known so far) do not originate strictly before the
Scythian contacts with the cultures of Western Asia.

For most archaeologists, there exists only that which will be found in their trenches. Everything else
for them is an unsubstantiated fantasy that can hinder the discovery of the truth. The Scythian example shows
the negative side of this, basically positive principle. Not taking into account a fact that is notorious and
applies to every human community, just because in the specific case it is not explicitly archaeologically
ascertained in situ, can be just as harmful in the process of discovering the past. The reason for this is the
manic aspiration of archaeologists to transform their science into an exact discipline that consists only of facts
and not of assumptions and interpretations. Let us ask ourselves what would happen if linguistics (which, by
the way, on a methodological level is much more advanced than archaeology) was built exclusively on facts
i.e. only on the basis of what is explicitly "ascertained by fieldwork". Would there have existed categories
such as Indo-Europeans, pre-Indo-Europeans, Indo-Aryans, historical grammar, the various concepts
regarding the development and branching of world languages, the reconstruction of the phonetics of languages
in whose vocality we have no direct insight today?

A wider acceptance of the method of hypothetical modeling is also necessary in archaeology where
it must be treated as a legitimate tool and as a necessary stage in the development i.e. gradual cleaning,
refinement and proving of archaeological theses.

It seems very probable to us that the basic medium in which Luristan iconography existed were
the organic materials, today inaccessible to archaeology. For example, there could have been motifs carved
in wood, bone or horn, embroidered or woven into textiles, and even modeled into dough, in the form of some
kind of ritual breads and cookies. In support of such an opinion one could point to some of the concrete carved
wooden objects from the mentioned "Pazyryk culture”, almost synchronous with some younger types of
Luristan bronzes, whose motifs and pictorial-stylistic solutions, executed within the "Scytho-Siberian animal
style”, show a significant coefficient of similarity in regards to the latter. These comparisons indicate the
possibility that the prototypes of some of the Luristan bronzes, and within those frames also of the
standards, were made out of wood in the carving technique (14 — 16). The possibility that the Luristan
standards could have been also created from non-durable materials i.e. from bone or ivory has also been
pointed out by previous authors, based on the in situ discoveries within graves of only bronze supports,
without the standards (Khatunban and Gul Khanan Murdah - H10: 12 — 15; H11: 9 — 11)."® If we also allow
the possibility for a final coating of these objects with gold foil, as was done with the Pazyryk wooden
objects (14: 1, 3; I15: 3), then such hypothetical objects, on a visual level, would have not differed substantially
from the Luristan ones, cast in bronze, which, when new, polished and non-oxidized, differs very little from
gold. This would mean that the Luristan bronzes, regardless of their number, are only a small fragment of an
even more massive (and perhaps major) production that was realized over the centuries in non-permanent
materials. This hypothetical model could provide explanations for many aspects regarding these objects that
are still unclear, such as: the genesis of Luristan style and iconography; the exceptional wealth of
iconographic types and variants and their sudden appearance; the unexpected and enigmatic resemblance to
examples from other cultures, quite distant from Luristan culture in both geographical and chronological
terms.

8 E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, Djub-i Gauhar, 154, 156, 168-170, PI. 107, Pl. 126; B. Overlaet, The Chronology, 16; B.
Overlaet, Luristan Bronzes; A. B. Menbuenko, JIypucmanckast, 200.
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b) Iconography and production centers

The concepts and conclusions presented in the previous chapters raise some questions of a pragmatic
nature related to the production and distribution of Luristan bronzes and the communication between their
creators and users. In the following paragraphs we will present these questions and try to answer them.

Were the Luristan bronzes produced within the culture that used them or outside of it - in the large
artisan centers of Western Asia that also worked for other cultures in the region?

Existing literature is dominated by the second option for which have been proposed various external
metallurgical centers (Mitanni, Elamite, Urartian, Hurrian) or foreign traveling craftsmen. The option for
the production of Luristan bronzes in the native Luristan culture has so far not been particularly favored,
mainly due to stereotypes that it was the sum of nomadic communities without developed urban centers and
other higher civilizational features. However, in the last few decades, through careful archeological
excavations at Luristan sites and the appropriate interpretations of these discoveries, the indicated stereotypes
are gradually being abandoned, so that the second option is becoming more and more relevant.

If we accept that the iconography of the Luristan bronzes is a manifestation of some mythical-
symbolic and religious system, then it means that their producers should have had insight into that system,
and even be its top connoisseurs and interpreters. In support of this there are numerous examples where
exceptionally inventive solutions and adaptations of older Luristan iconographic templates can be observed.

Could this have happened outside the native culture, in the artisan workshops located in some region
far from Luristan i.e. in a culture completely foreign to the Luristan one?

Examples from other periods and regions show that it really happened. The most illustrative is the
case with the luxury metal objects of the Scythians and Thracians that during the 5th and 4th century BCE
were created by the Hellenic master craftsmen. No less interesting are the examples with the "Macedonian
bronzes" - objects in time and character very similar to the Luristan bronzes, for which it is believed that at
some stage were being produced in the Hellenic colonies of the northern Aegean coast.

However, exactly these three examples show that in such cases the indicated workshops had to be
located close to the region i.e. the culture for which the items they produced were intended, at the very
least to ensure easy and inexpensive delivery of the goods to their consumers. But, no less an important reason
for that would also be the direct contact of these workshops with their customers, in order to monitor and
check whether the offered products meet their taste and other criteria, to better get acquainted with the spirit,
mentality and affinities of the customers and to adjust production to their needs.

Based on this, it seems more likely that if Luristan was indeed supplied by foreign workshops, they
would have to be located in the region itself or in its immediate vicinity. In that case, as in the Scythian,
Thracian and Macedonian examples, we believe that there had to be communication between the specific
workshops and craftsmen and the members of Luristan culture, especially those who were more deeply
acquainted with the iconography of the Luristan bronzes. Here we have in mind the priests and other clergy
who were in charge of preserving and protecting their original i.e. essential meaning, but also their innovation,
interpretation and adaptation according to various specific circumstances. That communication could have
been realized directly, through a dialogue with the craftsmen in their workshops or through the arrival of
the craftsmen in the specific environment for which a certain type or contingent of products was
intended. Of course, this could have also been done indirectly - by sending to the workshop a sketch,
model or existing specimens according to which the new objects would be produced.

This problem becomes much easier to solve if we accept the above-elaborated theory that the native
sphere in which Luristan iconography existed and developed were objects made of organic materials,
especially various objects carved from wood, similar to those of the "Pazyryk culture”. In that case, sent to the
foreign metallurgists were these, for us invisible, wooden prototypes, according to which they would produce
their bronze versions.
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If the other possibility is accepted, that the producers of the Luristan bronzes, at least in some
cases, were the local metallurgists, then there would be no need for us to refer to the indicated intercultural
communications between the Luristanians and the foreign producers of their bronzes. In that case it is
understood that a local producer of these items, in addition to his other technical and artistic skills, had to be a
good connoisseur of local spiritual traditions. At the same time, the combination of both skills in the
character of some kind of priests-metallurgists who would execute these objects (or maybe just conceptually
conceive them) from the position of top connoisseurs in both spheres would not be improbable at all. These
craftsmen-artists and at the same time top connoisseurs of the Luristan symbolic, mythical-religious and ritual
system, would be the most competent in transposing the deep essences of Luristan spiritual culture into the
medium of the image and their materialization into objects with a symbolic-utilitarian or purely symbolic
(mythical, religious, ritual or magical) purpose.

4. The symbolic i.e. mythical-religious basis of Luristan iconography

We believe that the iconography and semiotics of the Luristan bronzes, despite the great interest it has
caused among previous researchers, have not been properly studied, due to which their results have not
reached the level that these objects really deserve. Exceptions to this are the several already mentioned
scholars who have made some progress in these spheres, although not as the result of some more seriously
developed methodology, based on appropriate theoretical principles, but thanks to their intuition and vast
knowledge and experience in researching ancient Middle Eastern cultures. In this chapter we will try to
supplement this shortcoming i.e. to set the basic methodological and theoretical principles on which we will
base our research presented in the following chapters of this monograph. We will realize this on the basis of
our previous experiences in the study of objects with a similar character and iconography created in or for
cultures that originate from various historical epochs and different parts of the world.

We decided to present our observations starting from the views of several researchers who in our
opinion showed the strongest aspiration to delve into the iconography of the Luristan bronzes and a desire to
articulate the theoretical and methodological aspects of such research. We will actually present our views in
the form of a discussion with the views of these researchers that address specific topics and issues related to
Luristan iconography. In doing so, we will especially often refer to the views of H. Potratz who, besides the
aspiration to interpret the specific motifs and scenes from the Luristan bronzes, in his works also tries to give
these procedures a certain theoretical-methodological argumentation. In the last chapter of his monograph on
Luristan bronzes, he makes an attempt to synthesize the knowledge and experiences he has gained during his
intensive and long-term study of these objects and their iconography and symbolism. It is obvious that he was
not able to execute this in a more exact and rational way, as he does so in his analyzes and interpretations
regarding the specific objects in the previous chapters of the same monograph and in his other works. That is
why he decides on an essayistic approach in which, what he could not convey into a scientific statement, he
tries to grasp through poetically structured sentences whose meaning is not always easy to follow.

a) Luristan iconography as a reflection of the ""inner™, and not of the ""outer reality"

In one of his studies, H. Potratz states that the images present on the Luristan objects are everything
but naturalistic representations and that they were created in order to represent some specific theological
content. Speaking of the so frequent hybrid formations in Luristan iconography, he considers that the very fact
they were not perceived as disturbing is further proof that Luristan images were not experienced through the
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eyes but according to the specific concept that determined their content. The images in Luristan had to
manifest specific theological behavior and because of that were much more than naturalistic representations.*®

But, contrary to this decisive statement, in some of his other works one feels hesitation and even
withdrawal from this view and valorization of the achievements of "Luristan art" according to the value
system of Western pictorial art based exactly on realism i.e. the concept of art as reflection and imitation of
reality. This hesitation is especially noticeable in the conclusion of his monograph on the Luristan bronzes
where he once again says that this art is directed not towards the real world but towards the transcendent and
towards the visualization of the world of the religious.20 However, contrary to this, several lines later he notes
its shortcomings: that it is insensitive in regards to the objective and formal, that it shows insignificant stylistic
development, and that the renunciation of the figuration and imitation of nature will lead to the freezing of its
expressiveness and suffocation in the unrelated formal elements.?* From these remarks it is clear that in
understanding and evaluating this art, H. Potratz, despite the obvious impulse, still cannot get out of the value
system of Western art. He fails to come to terms with the fact (which he senses at times) that these "flaws"
were not caused by the low level of this art or the incompetence of its creators, but were simply the result of
the fact that they were not even set as their goals.

The study of pictoriality in archaic cultures clearly indicates its preoccupation with the world as a
whole, the projection of these images in all forms of culture, and within that framework of their
materialization not only in the form of "pure images" but also in the form of "images-objects”. We believe that
the Luristan bronzes bear the character of such "objectified images of the universe" and can even be
considered one of the most eminent i.e. the most impressive such examples worldwide. Most of the analyzes
presented in our monograph come down to the conclusion that the iconography integrated in these objects
reflects the mythical representations of the cosmos, namely: its creation, form, structure, functioning, the
relationship between it and man and the meaning of that relationship.

However, the iconography of the Luristan bronzes should in no case be considered a product of
mimesis i.e. a simple imitation of the universe understood as "external reality". Equally, and perhaps more
appropriately, it would be to define it as a pictorial manifestation of the "inner reality" present in the
consciousness and subconscious of the people who created and used these objects.? Ultimately, this “inner
reality" can also be treated as external, but in the form (reshaped and rethought) in which it could be perceived
and understood through the sensory, emotional and thought apparatus of the members of Luristan culture.
Therefore, this "inner reality” can be defined as a mental image formed through the perception and cognition
of the outer reality (of the cosmos i.e. nature, of society i.e. culture and of man as part of both systems) with
the mediation of symbols, myths and religion.?®

19 DaR solche hybriden Bildungen in Luristan optisch nicht als stérend empfunden worden sind, ist ein weiterer Beweis
dafir, daB die luristanischen Bildschépfungen nicht mit den Augen wahrgenommen worden sind, sondern daf sie einem
inhaltlich bestimmten Vorstellungsschema gerecht zu werden hatten. Die Bilder in Luristan hatten einen konkreten
theologischen Verhalt zu manifestieren und waren daher alles andere als naturalistisch gesehene Darstellungen.” (H.
Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 212).

20 «\/on den Figurationen Luristans gehdren praktisch alle thematisch dem transzendentalen Bereich an. Kein leibliches
Auge hatte zumeist je solche Wesen geschaut, nur in den Seelen der Kiinstler lebte ihr Eindruck schemenhaft und
konturlos. Erst die Bildner mussten den Umriss der Gesichter fir den Wirklichkeitsbereich konkretisieren.” (J. A. H.

Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 79).
21

[TENT]

.» --- die Unempfindlichkeit gegentiber dem formalen Bildausdruck in sich trug®, “... nur eine &usserst geringe
stilistische Fortentwicklung ihrer selbst geschah”, “... gab die Luristankunst durch ihren Verzicht auf die
Gegenstandlichkeit letztlich ihren gehobenen Kunstauftrag auf. Durch die Vernachlassigung der Naturnachahmung
erstarrte die bildnerische Aussagekraft dieser Kunst, um dann im dekorativen Wuchern von beziehungslosen
Formelementen zu ersticken.” (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 79, 80).

%2 On this issue, within the framework of prehistoric pictoriality: D. Bori¢, Images, 97, 98.

% H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 3-8, A2.
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Our views are based on several axioms that we note in the following lines.** The man - member of
ancient and contemporary archaic cultures gets to know himself and the world by which he is surrounded and
in which he lives through myth. Myth, in turn, is a product of the specific concept of thought i.e. functioning
of his mind which in some respects differs from the modern rational scientific-discursive concept of thought.
In science, this concept is called mythical thought, mythopoeic thought i.e. mythical consciousness, whose
main specifics in relation to the latter are: a higher share in it of the sensory, emotional, unconscious,
subconscious and collective unconscious, as well as the dominance of the collective forms of creation versus
the individual ones. Mythical consciousness, like any other activity of thought, manifests itself in various
media, due to which all of its media manifestations contain the mythical as their essential component (the
spoken myth in the verbal medium, the mythical image in the pictorial medium, the ritual in the actional
medium, sacral architecture and other manifestations in the spatial medium). Myth, in and of itself, is not
manifested in any media i.e. it does not have a basic or main media form, so all the above-mentioned
manifestations are equal in rank, including the verbal myth, despite the fact that even today it can be
mistakenly treated as the primary mythical form from which others are derived.

The mythical image is a manifestation of myth i.e. mythical thought in the pictorial medium, both
two-dimensional (drawing, image) and three-dimensional (plastic, sculpture, architecture). In principle, every
image within an ancient or contemporary archaic culture is mythical because it is created according to certain
concepts of mythical thought. In archaic cultures, the mythical image is in principle not an illustration of some
verbal myth (mythical story), actional myth (ritual) or spatial myth (sacral building), but is induced directly
from the spheres of the mythical i.e. from the mythical concepts of a culture that are by themselves
unmanifested in media. But, its content can be transposed also in other media of the mythical and vice versa -
it can arise through the transposition in the pictorial medium of their contents. The mythical image is
transformed in time and space according to the changes of the mythical and thought matrix or under the
influence of other media manifestations of the mythical. Within archaic cultures, the mythical image does not
occur as a product of individual creation i.e. the activity of one person, but as a product of the collective work
of one or several generations of creators within a certain culture. The mythical image is usually not created
intentionally, as a result of a project that is planned in advance and elaborated in detail by an individual or
team, but "by itself", according to certain concepts and laws contained within itself, in regards to which its
immediate creators are most often unaware.

b) Luristan ""baroqueness™

Luristan "baroqueness" is treated by H. Potratz as a product of the aspiration for decorativeness,
which leads to the withdrawal of Luristan art from reality and the complete decomposition of its pictorial
structure. Thus, according to him, separating itself from the living reality, it is transformed from clear
information into a cipher, losing the ability to make transcendence visible i.e. visually perceptible.?

Baroqueness i.e. overcrowding, although characteristic of much of the Luristan bronzes, cannot be
treated as a dominant feature of all “Luristan art” (B8 — B10; D15: 9; F1), because it also contains examples

% For a more detailed explanation of the elaborated concepts see: H. Yaycuauc, Mumckume, 38-67; H. Yaycuuc,
Mumcka cauxa; H. Yaycunuce, Kocmonowru, 3-29; this concept is mainly based on the theories of E. Cassirer (E.
Cassirer, The Philosophy. Vol. II; E. Kasirer, Filozofija. T.II).

% Ebendieses letztgenannte Moment hatte ein zunehmendes Zuriicktreten des eigentlichen Bildhaften gegeniiber dem an
sich nebenséchlichen Detail und insbesondere der sinnbildlichen Siglen zur Folge, was schliesslich zur vélligen
Zersetzung des Bildgefiiges zu Gunsten einer letztlich nur noch wirren Detaillierung filhrte. So kam es, dass am Ende
dieser anfanglich so bildfroh aussehenden Kunst die Auflésung stand.” “Kunst hat ihrer Natur nach anschauliche
Informationen zu vermitteln. Wo sie zur Geheimschrift von Kulten oder Blinden entartet, verliert sie automatisch ihre
Fahigkeit, Transzendenz in sich optisch wahrnehmbar zu machen.” (H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 79, 80, for some
aspects on these topics also see 28-30).
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that are its fundamental opposite i.e. reduced and geometrized to a degree that can rarely be found in any other
archaic culture (B7: 3, 7, 9; E17). The remark about the withdrawal from reality, in fact, speaks more about
the withdrawal of H. Potratz from his statement that Luristan art "is everything but realism". The motivation
for such retraction may be sought in the confusion of this researcher before the Luristan bronzes i.e. his
inability to understand their iconography on a global level. It is clear that barogueness and the other forms of
"overcrowding" and "confusion" are not the flaws of Luristan art but of its contemporary researchers,
including the mentioned author. This is because they do not belong to the culture that created this art, because
they do not have insight of the key to its decoding i.e. the iconographic and mythical-religious system on the
basis of which it was created. The obscurity of the pictorial depictions caused by their overcrowding with
details simply did not exist at the given time because the observers of the time owned that key. It was present
in the form of mental images of those pictorial compositions formed in their mind during the process of
upbringing, and not only through the pictorial, but also through the other (verbal, ritual, etc.) media
manifestations of the mythical. With that basic template in his mind, the Luristan observer could not be
hindered in reading the given picture by the "overcrowded details", just as the hundreds of intertwined figures
do not hinder a Christian believer's understanding of the "Last Judgment™ fresco in some baroque cathedral.

¢) Narrativity or symbolism

Several previous researchers have touched on the issue of narrativity in Luristan art, its absence and
replacement with another concept in which, instead of it, placed at the forefront is symbolism.

According to R. Ghirshman, Luristan art is in the service of the religious representations of this
culture, whereby the age-old diversity of its mythology is compressed by the artists in a single work of art. It
does not depict scenes from some legends or series of episodes from some narratives (as in Mesopotamian
art), but symbolic representations rich in associations. Anthropomorphism, although present, is not
sufficiently pronounced because it is completely subordinated to the symbolic basis of this art.?

We have already mentioned that E. de Waele, speaking of the differences in the conception of the
compositions of different types of Luristan bronzes, concludes that in the two-dimensional ones they are more
realistic and more narrative, while in the three-dimensional ones they are more stereotypical and more
schematic. He concludes that these differences are due to the specific processes of their technical execution,
probably realized in separate workshops.*’

Agreeing with these researchers, we can connect their observations with a constant, universal to many
cultures, according to which flat pictorial forms (drawing, painting, relief), not only on a technical but also on
a conceptual level, provide better conditions for the formation of narrative compositions in comparison to
three-dimensional ones. This is due to the fact that they correspond more to the way the human visual
apparatus perceives the outside world - in the form of a flat field of view (a kind of "screen™) based on a static
point from which one observes the given structure or action. On the other hand, three-dimensional forms
(freestanding sculptures) are in principle not suitable for depicting more complex scenes composed of
multiple figures and objects, first because it is much more difficult to define the background i.e. the ambience
in which they are placed, and consequently the action that all of them evoke together. An additional problem
is the fact that the complete perception of a freestanding sculpture implies its observation from different

% Thus art was put to the service of religious imagery and the rich diversity of the age-old mythology was condensed,
epitomized by the artist in a single work of art. What we have here is not a series of episodes, nor the climactic scene of a
legend, but a symbolism rich in intimations that was to permeate Iranian art throughout its long history. By the same
token there is no question of a narrative, religious or secular, such as we find in Mesopotamian art, where gods are given
a human form. True, this anthropomorphic conception certainly exists, but it is not given expression, for all the art of
Luristan is basically symbolic.” (R. Ghirshman, The Art, 45).

?T'E. de Waele, Bronzes, 265-267; on the specific principles in the creation of three-dimensional plastics also see: H.
Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 28-30.
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positions, whereby a set of different two-dimensional images is created in the mind of the observer. Through
their joint processing in the mind of the observer, they are combined into a single three-dimensional mental
representation that does not have to be objective, but interpretive, because it is based on pre-learned patterns
of "processing" the primary visual impressions.

For these reasons, the iconography of three-dimensional Luristan objects is also less narrative and
therefore more difficult to identify. Most often they do not evoke some kind of narrative composed of the
activities of the depicted characters (as in contemporary comic strips), but some of their symbolic functions
and relations, which are more like today's diagrams. In the Luristan case, these are usually hybrid figures that
by themselves do not evoke certain content, but rather function as triggers. These “triggers” can only recall
and extract from the consciousness or subconscious of the viewer certain ready-made contents (categories,
value structures, meanings, emotions, mythical actions) that are "recorded” within them by the culture to
which they belong, through processes of upbringing and learning. They can also be more general structures
with an archetypal significance based on some biological i.e. anthropological constants inherent to humans as
a species.

To conclude this topic, we paraphrase the observation of 1. Marazov on the character of Thracian art,
which, in our opinion, can absolutely also refer to Luristan art. According to him, the biggest mistake in
previous interpretations of Thracian iconography is due to its perception according to the narrative concept as
a scene from an action i.e. as some kind of "literary text" that flows i.e. takes place in time, according to the
concepts of the verbal forms of myth. Contemporary approaches to the interpretation of archaic forms of
pictoriality show that the pictorial "story" does not develop in time and usually has no plot, so it is not read in
stages but at once, in a moment and with one glance, because it is "cumulative™, and not narrative. In order to
reach the mythical action and the meaning of the pictorial representation, it is necessary for the observer to
have prior insight into the depicted images and actions. This form, in a way, is closer to the essence of the
myth because it focuses on the symbolic communication between myth and observer, and not on the mythical
action which is only the instrument that helps (especially within the frames of the verbal medium) it to
happen.?

5. Classification of Luristan iconography

Previous researchers have tried to divide and organize the vast fund of Luristan bronze objects and
their extremely rich and varied iconography into some kind of chronological, geographical or cultural classes
that would reflect the stages of the historical development of these objects, the separate Luristan micro-
regions in which they were distributed and the corresponding cultural groups that used them in a given time
and space. Some authors have also tried to identify some universal concepts on the basis of which the specific
types of objects and their variants could be arranged chronologically or in stages.

Such an attempt is made by H. Potratz, who tries to sense some developmental lines organized in a
certain chronological order among the widely branched out types of Luristan standards. In that context, he
notes the following conceptual line of transformations, which, according to him, is constantly repeated in the
Luristan bronzes. It begins with some simple form, which gradually becomes more complex, thus losing its
basic visual structure and idea, which leads to its ornamentalization, and eventually ends with the revealing
of a new meaning within it.2° Within the framework of these analyzes, one can sense the line of some kind of
stage development of the standards, from zoomorphism, most dominant in the "zoomorphic standards",
through hybridity, most typical of the "idols with protomes", up to anthropomorphism i.e. the reduction of

%8 Regarding this concept and its application in the study of Thracian art; 1. Mapasos, Mucmepuume, 8; . Mapasos,
Mum. na snamomo, 251-256.
BH. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 26-29; H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 29-31; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 212.
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zoomorphic elements at the expense of the dominance of anthropomorphic figures, most clearly present in the
"columnar figurines".

Within the mentioned concepts, this researcher also strives to impose on the figures of Luristan
compositions some kind of functional and hierarchical relations. On one side it is the anthropomorphic
figure which according to him represents the deity as a dominant character, and on the other - the animal or
hybrid zooanthropomorphic figures that represent the demonic characters as companions i.e. satellites that
are subordinated to the anthropomorphic one.*

Once again in this case, the strict and rigid concepts that he himself imposes do not allow this
researcher in his interpretations to go beyond the principles of naturalism. Thus, for example, he cannot
perceive the fact that in the specific compositions the zoomorphic elements do not always figure as separate
entities, but are part of the body of the central anthropomorphic character (his arms or legs).*! Or that, by
entering into some kind of action with them (fighting with them, holding them) he, ultimately, fights or holds
himself i.e. that in these cases we have interactions not between different entities, but between separate parts
of the body of the same hybrid character i.e. some singular mythical entity.

We propose that the iconography of the Luristan bronzes, and within that framework of the standards,
be divided into several layers that do not necessarily reflect only some kind of "*chronologically arranged
stages' or "‘regional schools™. Although these layers gravitate towards certain chronological phases and
geographical and cultural micro-regions within Luristan culture, the concrete finds clearly show that they
moved freely through time, and probably through space. The second (geographical) aspect of this
phenomenon is more speculative because most of Luristan bronzes were discovered during illegal excavations
due to which the specific location of their discovery is unknown. The chronological aspect of this handicap is
partially compensated because the dating of most of the objects is possible, at least approximately or
relatively, in regards to other subtypes and variants within a single type.

6. Transformation of Luristan iconography

However, it seems that under the pressure of the material itself, which he obviously knows very well,
H. Potratz at times manages to surpass the rigid chronological and stage models that he had imposed onto
himself. On one occasion, speaking of the "typologically ordered sequences"”, he stated that they cannot be
equated with a chronological order i.e. that the iconography of the bronzes could also be the reflection of a
change in point of view within the same period and the same cult.*” It is one of those moments when this
author reaches the higher concepts of study and understanding of Luristan iconography i.e. the interpretive
and esoteric levels of its mythical-religious basis.

But despite this step forward, he eventually returns to the rigid templates of "naturalism™ and the
"artistic", whereby the concept of alternative interpretation of the myth re-enters the web of some kind of
regional sections, as replacement to the previous "typologically ordered sequences”. Thus, in the following
sentences, he seeks the differences among some of the Luristan standards in the various "cult regions" or "art
schools" which, within the territories they covered, made a different choice of motifs ("mythologems™) from
the large fund of such examples that was at their disposal. However, he leaves the possibility that the

%0H. Potratz, Das “Kampfimotiv”, 22-26, 34, 35.

81 “Dje Mondgéttin im Kampfe mit sich selbst, wére ziemlich absurd zu denken.” (H. Potratz, Das “Kampfinotiv”, 26,
27).

% «Die typologisch geordnete Abfolge kann dann selbstverstandlich nicht mit einer chronologischen Reihung
gleichgesetzt werden. Die so stark differenzierte Motivauswahl bei den Stangenaufsétzen stellt also nicht notwendig und
fur den ganzen Bildbestand einen zeitlichen Entwicklungsvorgang dar, sondern kann wenigstens fiir einen Teil auch als
Wechsel des Blickpunktes aus ein und derselben Kultgeschichte verstanden werden.“ (H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze,
36, 37).
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differences in the iconography of specific types of Luristan objects could be the reflection of different
variations or interpretations of the same myth specific to certain Luristan micro-regions.*

a) ""Hardware' and "'software’ levels

Among Luristan bronzes, one can distinguish two levels of transformations that could be best and
most easily defined according to contemporary computer terminology - as transformations at the level of
"hardware™ and transformations at the level of *'software"".

The term hardware transformations would mean changes that took place at the level of form and
material, conditioned by various components related to the visual and pragmatic aspects of the creation and
use of these objects. Craftsmen have always worked according to certain prototypes and clichés. Even when
they introduced some innovations in the products they created, they usually took place gradually, or even
imperceptibly - over several generations. The users also selected and valorized these objects according to the
established criteria of the given culture, more often based on the traditional and the proven, than on the
revolutionary and innovative. Like any material aspect of a certain phenomenon, "Luristan hardware" is
dominant, sluggish, inert, conservative, difficult to overcome, and functions according to the principles of
established clichés and taboos.

The transformations of the software took place in the consciousness and subconsciousness of the
people who conceived, produced, viewed and used the Luristan bronzes. They were created based on how
these people imagined, experienced and interpreted the objects and how they wanted them to look. As
computer programs over time influence the change of the material configuration of the apparatus itself, so did
these ideas, desires and interpretations participate in the transformation of the Luristan objects themselves.

These two levels never, even in this case, overlap. People always in one existing image see another
image i.e. two observers of a single Luristan object did not view it in the same way. The producer and the user
of an object build their relationship with it based on different motivations and criteria due to which their ideas
and visions regarding that object often do not match. Although they operate on two different levels,
"hardware" and "software" influence each other. The "hardware" i.e. existing objects are the basis on which in
the minds of users their special impressions and experiences of those objects are formed, just as these
impressions and experiences then actively or passively participate in the transformation of their form. If a
producer or user in an existing objects sees some other image, he or she can then integrate it into the next
generation of such objects. The producer does this through the innovations that he himself will implement,
while the user, through direct suggestions addressed to the producer or through market selection i.e. purchase
of the most likable specimens.

If in the foreground we put the material aspect of the Luristan bronzes as objects that have existed for
more than half a millennium in a relatively limited but not so small territory, then they can, quite rightly, be
treated in the way that most other researchers do - as a rounded group of objects composed of different types
and variants that changed diachronically through the phases of existence of Luristan culture or
synchronically, through the individual microcultures of which it was consisted.

If we take into account that Luristan bronzes are only material manifestations of the spiritual
culture of Luristan communities, then their various types and variants can be considered as indicators of all
those changes that took place in time and space within the symbolic and mythical-religious system that stood
behind them. Here we have in mind the transformations and reconceptualizing of symbols and myths, the new

¥ «“Man konnte zu der Ausflucht greifen, daR die verschiedenen Ausdrucksformen auf unterschiedliche Kultbezirke oder
Kunstschulen zuriickgehen, die wechselnde Ausschnitte aus einem grof3en, umfangreichen Mythologem zur Darstellung
gebracht haben.”; ,,Es wére vielmehr so, dal} die verschiedenen Motive der Stangenaufsatze wechselnde Phasen ein und
desselben Mythos darstellen, deren Auswahl mit 6rtlich bedingter Usance zusammenhéngen muB.“ (H. Potratz, Die
Luristanbronzen, 209, 210).
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interpretations of theological principles and dogmas, and the emergence of various religious factions and
heresies.

In the previous chapters we touched upon the question regarding the foundation of the oldest Luristan
bronzes on motifs and objects which, judging by their earlier dating and geographical origin, cannot be
considered Luristanian. Thereby, we pointed out that soon after their introduction within these objects, the
gradual but also essential reconceptualizing of those primary motifs had started. We believe that hidden
within this phenomenon is the basic concept of the creation of Luristan bronzes, based on the two components
to which this chapter refers. The non-Luristan protomodels in this case bear the character of "hardware™ that
was inherited from the older (own or foreign) culture. Then, this "hardware" becomes the given basis i.e.
substrate (represented by a specific type of objects) in which, gradually, spontaneously and even
imperceptibly, a new "software" is implemented i.e. the spirit of the new culture that took over the given
protomodel. This new "software" is actually a new reading of the image contained within the protomodel,
with which begins its changing according to the taste, affinities and the symbolic and mythical-religious
system of the culture's members.

Most transparently this process can be seen precisely in the development of the Luristan standards, the
genesis of which begins with a motif that is well known in the cultures of Western Asia, long before the
Luristan bronzes. It consists of two fairly realistically depicted animals that, standing symmetrically on their
hind legs, flank a tree or pillar (11: 7, 8; B34 — B36). In just a hundred years, this pure and simple composition
entered a process of complete reconceptualizing in which the bodies of animals were deformed and even
completely disintegrated into a set of separate geometric zoomorphic segments, which were complemented by
numerous other smaller motifs (B5: 3, 7, 8; B8: 4, 5, 7). Contrary to previous researchers who mainly
considered these changes as a consequence of immaturity i.e. the inability of the new culture to grasp and
adopt the style and content of this image inherited from previous cultures, we are convinced (and in the
following chapters we will try to argue) that they are a product of the process by which the new culture in the
existing image recognized another image and according to it began to change the former gradually.

b) Transformation according to free associations

Observing and analyzing numerous Luristan bronzes and various realized or potential i.e. implicit
motifs and scenes present on them, one gets the impression that they were created and transformed on the
principle of free associations. Thus, a motif that in the older "zoomorphic standards” depicted the front legs of
the pair of antithetical animals standing upright on their hind legs (C1; C3), in some variants of the later "idols
with protomes™ is transformed into the spread legs of a woman depicted in a birth-giving pose (D17 - in the
upper part of the object), while in others it acquires the meaning of braids in the hair of the lower figure (D39
- in the lower part of the object). This and other examples presented in the following chapters show that the
transformations of Luristan iconography, with its numerous types and variants, actually began in the minds of
their producers and users as a result of the principle of free interpretation and development of their
iconography, which in the given culture was obviously stronger than the principle of its dogmatic
adherence.

Luristan iconography is extremely multifaceted i.e. within it are various types and variants of the
same composition, and even two or more parallel (explicit or implicit) possibilities for its reading, even
within a single object (examples D15: 7 — 9; D24: 1 — 6, 9). This is a clear indication that at its basis there
were no strict and rigid canons that would regulate i.e. maintain its survival and would prevent unwanted
changes and deformations of its elements. We believe that precisely the indicated phenomenon provided
freedom to the spontaneous associations that would greatly profile the appearance of these objects, their rich
iconography and its development over the centuries. However, among the Luristan bronzes one can also
notice a principle of discipline and conservatism, which we present in the next chapter.
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c) Consistency i.e. durability of the current compositional structure

Most of the above-mentioned phenomena and processes can be traced within Luristan bronzes thanks
to a rule without which the research of their iconography would not be possible at all. The rule is, when
introducing innovations, to respect the basic compositional framework inherited from the existing i.e.
older specimens of the given type. Despite its obviousness, this phenomenon has not been clearly noted by
previous researchers. More attention to it is given by H. Potratz who seeks the reasons for its existence in the
adherence to the iconographic basis of the objects which, due to their sacral character, was sanctified within
the frames of Luristan culture by tradition and therefore nothing within it was permitted to be changed.*
Because of this, the demands imposed by the new forms of experience and visual manifestation of the divine
characters and categories that were depicted on them could only be realized through the application of
appropriate "emblems", whereby any influence on the basic structure of the composition was not
allowed.®

Despite the indicated iconographic heterogeneity, these depictions mainly adhere to the basic contours
i.e. global plan of the objects, whereby in certain types or specific samples, some or others of their
iconographic variants are thrown into the foreground.

Our analyzes also lead us to agree with the conclusion of H. Potratz that among Luristan bronzes, the
meaning and significance of certain pictorial motifs and compositions was determined and protected by a
system of guidelines and taboos that were known and applied by the craftsmen - producers of these objects.
Because of that, the various changes in the iconography, which occurred as a result of the mentioned free
associations or some other factors, were introduced and adapted to the contours of the given prototypes i.e.
inherited compositions.

This principle may derive from the rule for adherence to the existing form of the objects because in
the case of the Luristan bronzes many of them, besides the symbolic, also had a certain utilitarian purpose.
Therefore, this rule seems to us as more imperative because changes in the shape of the objects under the
influence of iconography could have very easily led to the reduction or complete loss of their functionality.

7. Basic "'styles™ of Luristan iconography

Summarizing the findings from the numerous iconographic, semiotic and culture-historical analyzes
of the Luristan bronzes conducted in this monograph, a conclusion is being imposed for which we thought
was better to be presented here - at its beginning, and not at the end, so that the reader can bear it in mind
while following through the specific analyzes.

Among Luristan bronzes, and especially among the standards, one can distinguish four basic,
conditionally speaking, pictorial or iconographic concepts which (once again conditionally) can be also
called "'stylistic™ tendencies: naturalism, zoomorphism, geometrism and anthropomorphism. Although
some researchers consider these to be chronological phases of Luristan style and iconography, such strict
chronological treatment is contradicted by the fact that in numerous cases all four tendencies can be identified

%  Die Bildgestaltung zeigt im Einzelnen Modulationen der Ausformung, ohne dass davon aber der Grundgedanke
betroffen wird, selbst nicht bei so ganzlich ornamental aufgeldsten Stiicken ...”; ,,Die Veranderungen erfolgen
ausschliesslich vom Dekorativen her, indem man den zwischen den Halsen verbliebenen Leerraum mit zusatzlichen.” (H.
Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 26, 27).

% Das Bildschema war durch die Tradition geheiligt; an ihm konnte nichts verandert werden. Den Erfordernissen neu
erkannter gottlicher Manifestationsformen konnte man nur durch die Anbringung der entsprechenden Embleme gerecht
werden; das Kompositionsgerust durfte davon nicht betroffen werden.* (H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 212).
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on the same object - one besides the other and one interwoven with the other. We believe that, viewed on a
global level, they could also be related to the main cultural components that, each within its own
chronological and geographical context, participated in the creation of these objects (Fig. 3).

a) Naturalism

Many previous researchers have already pointed out that among the oldest Luristan standards one can
clearly notice a tendency towards naturalism i.e. realism. It is most clearly manifested among the oldest
"zoomorphic standards"” which depict a pair of ibexes standing upright on their hind legs, whereby all their
anatomical elements are represented quite realistically in terms of shape, volume and proportions. Although
less pronounced, this tendency also occurs in variants where these figures are alternated with a pair of animals
from the family of felines (B1: 5, 8; B2). Comparative analyzes show that this "style" is based on the pictorial
conceptions of the indigenous cultures of Mesopotamia and Western Asia (Mitanni, Kassites, Elam, Urartu)
that were appropriated and embedded into the Luristan bronzes by their (newly settled?) bearers (I11: 7, 8, 13,
14 compare with 9, 15). These were specific images or objects that served as a substrate that was then
gradually and imperceptibly adapted and refined according to the affinities and visual norms of the new
Luristan culture. It is quite probable that it found its way into them as a result of the engagement of
autochthonous craftsmen and workshops which, satisfying the requests of the customers of the bronzes,
intentionally or accidentally, incorporated within them their own pictorial approach (Fig. 3: 7, 8, 9).

b) Zoomorphism

The second component is zoomorphism, which within the framework of Luristan bronzes and
standards is actually dominant and gives them their basic feature. By this term we do not mean only the
domination of zoomorphic motifs, but everything which in academic circles is understood under the term
"animal style", which also includes anthropomorphic elements (usually in the shadow of the zoomorphic
ones), various forms of unrealistic depiction of animals and zoomorphic elements. Here we have in mind the
concepts of hybridization, metamorphosis, deformation, hypertrophy, multiplication, rhythmicization and
ornamentalization of various zoomorphic motifs, but also their combination with anthropomorphic elements.
Most previous researchers agree that this is a tendency that did not exist on the Iranian Plateau and more
broadly in Western Asia (at least not in such pronounced forms) before the appearance of Luristan bronzes
(Fig. 3: 3, 4, 6). Even within the framework of these objects (including the standards) it is not present in the
oldest specimens, but develops somewhat later - within their most lavish phase. Although there is no
unanimity among researchers, the prevailing view is that this tendency came with the migration of certain
peoples from the north, whose genesis is associated with the large complex of nomadic populations from the
Eurasian steppes. The ideal paradigm for this tendency is the so-called "Scytho-Siberian animal style™ which,
during the time of the Luristan bronzes and later, extended over a vast area - from the eastern Black Sea coast
in the west to Mongolia in the south and China in the east. Numerous examples, somewhat younger and even
almost synchronous with the Luristan bronzes, mainly within the framework of the mentioned Pazyryk and
neighboring cultures, show that the basic features of this concept were developed and maintained even earlier,
through objects made of organic materials (14 — 16). We are convinced that this component was integrated into
the Luristan bronzes through the iconographic models made of wood, leather, bone and textile which
successively, in several waves, were brought by the new Indo-Iranian or Iranian settlers to Luristan.

Numerous non-Luristan parallels show that this system is not only Luristanian, but much broader and
more global. In academia it is often labeled as "zoomorphic style™ most notably manifested within Scythian
and other steppe cultures of Eastern Europe and the Siberian part of Asia. Luristanian-Ancient and
Luristanian-Medieval iconographic parallels indicate its survival not only in the Bronze and Iron Ages, but

38



I1. Theoretical basis and methodology

also in antiquity and the Middle Ages. It was accepted even within Christian Romanesque and Gothic plastics,
but in a formal way - as grotesque and fiction, without the authentic context and meaning of its hybridity and
other stylistic features (example: G50: 5).

c) Geometrism

The third tendency - geometrism, has also been already pointed out by many researchers. It also, like
the previous one, is considered a feature of the peoples who settled in the Iranian Plateau in the first centuries
of the 1st millennium BCE, whereby it is often placed into opposition to the realism of indigenous cultures.
Among Luristan bronzes we do not find it in pure form but as an aspiration, i.e. tendency for stylization of
the products of the other three tendencies i.e. the reduction of the realistic, zoomorphic and anthropomorphic
depictions to some kind of basic, often even completely nonfigural geometric structures (Al; A2: 3, 6).
Although in some cases this tendency may have been motivated by the most pragmatic reasons, such as the
economization of the process of modeling the wax matrices on the basis of which the objects were cast,
nevertheless, numerous examples show that behind it there was also some nonutilitarian intention i.e. general
affinity towards geometrism. However, within the circle of Luristan bronzes, it is never the basis from which
a certain image-prototype or object-prototype stems, but an aspiration towards which its further
transformation gravitates. In a pure i.e. basic form, this tendency can be identified outside of Luristan, in the
examples from Armenia, which, despite the geographical distance, show unquestionable relations in regards to
them, at the level of their basic composition i.e. contour (A5). The geometrism of the mentioned objects from
Armenia can be recognized as a tendency of the so-called "mannerist zoomorphic standards” (A1: 1, 3, 5; B7),
as a component of the geometrism of the northern settlers in Iran, alluded to by a number of researchers.

In a geographic sense this tendency gravitates towards the West i.e. Eastern Europe, the Balkans
and the Eastern Mediterranean, where it can be recognized, in pure forms, in the geometrism of the Late
Bronze Age and Iron Age cultures from these regions, especially strikingly represented in the Balkans and the
Aegean (Fig. 3: 1, 2, 5).36 Hence, as bearers of this tendency in the Luristan bronzes, one could consider the
Cimmerians, perhaps not literally as a specific ethnos, but as a complex of multiple different populations with
Indo-Aryan features. We are led to this by the fact that it is the most western potential Luristan component
that shows direct relations with European prehistoric geometrism.

d) Anthropomorphism

Anthropomorphism in the iconography of Luristan standards appears gradually, first among the
"'zoomorphic standards, in the form of a human head depicted between the muzzles of the two animals
standing on their hind legs. Its presence would lead to the formation of a special type of **zoomorphic
standards with a human head" within which it gradually gained a neck with the reconceptualizing of the
raised front legs of the animals (C1 — C5). The iconography of the following type of standards would also
develop around these motifs - the ""idols with protomes", which played a decisive role in the radical change
of the form of these objects (C1: 4 — 6, 9; C13). They led to a process of anthropomorphization of the
subsequent types, which in this type reached the status of zooanthropomorphism. Thereby, the neck and the
separately shown head were complemented by a torso equated with the central pillar of the standards, which
was also supplemented by hands (C3: 3, 6, 9). Their meaning was first carried by the protomes of the two
animals, whose presence through the concept of ambivalence could be felt even in previous types (C5: 1, 2).
But in this type they appeared as a separate and explicit element, with the function to grip the mentioned pair
of protomes, which in the meantime were transformed into a zoomorphic ring around the figure. Within the
concept of ambivalence, this hybrid character also acquired both hips and legs with the reconceptualization of

% 3. Bouzek, Studies, 212-217; J. N. Coldstream, Geometric.
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I1. Theoretical basis and methodology

the rumps and hind legs of the pair of animals (C23; E1). Although rare, subtypes with almost complete
anthropomorphism would also appear within this type (E10; E17). The further progression of
anthropomorphism among the typical standards of this type resulted in the emergence of the type ""columnar
figurines™, in which the zoomorphic component of the hybrid character was reduced at the expense of
anthropomorphism (C26 — C28). The large arched protomes shrank and got their new place on the shoulders
of the central character who had now become completely anthropomorphic and, for the first time among these
objects, depicted not with two faces and two front sides of the figure, but with a face and back of the head and
with front and back sides of the torso and legs (C27; C28). In one subtype of these standards, even these
protomes would disappear, resulting in a purely anthropomorphic figure with a pronounced height that clearly
shows its genesis from the central columnar element of the "idols with protomes” (C26; G6: 6). In parallel
with this type, and maybe some time before it, from the "idols with protomes™ a smaller group of *'standards
- statuettes™ did also separate, in which hybridity was more prevalent, especially in the lower part where the
legs still bear the contours of the rumps, hind legs and tails of the formerly upright animals (C23: 11; C33). In
this line of anthropomorphization of the standards, the place of the *'idols™ is not entirely clear. As we have
seen, these are simple standards with a tubular corpus at the top of which there is a formed human head with
two, or less often with three or four faces, sometimes supplemented with a similar motif at the lower end (G1
— G5). In most specimens of this type, one can clearly sense the image of an erect phallus whose glans penis is
metamorphosed into a human head. The standards in this category undoubtedly existed in parallel with the last
three types, and perhaps even since the time of the "zoomorphic standards”, which would indicate the great
influence of the former on the development of all types.

The appearance i.e. presence of anthropomorphism on Luristan standards does not have the same
character as the previous three components. It cannot be explained as a component of any of the mentioned
three or some fourth cultural-geographical zone. Due to that, we did not present it as part of the attached
diagram (Fig. 3). It could belong to the indigenous Western Asian cultures in which anthropomorphism was at
an extremely high level even before the appearance of Luristan bronzes. It could also be a western element,
where, regardless of the dominance of geometrism, it had also reached an enviable level (ancient Egyptian,
Minoan culture). However, the fact that it does not appear immediately with the first Luristan standards, but
with the later types and gradually, shows that it is probably the result of some kind of tendency in the
development of Luristan iconography based on some innate rule.*’

The elaborated four "stylistic* tendencies can be also seen on another, non chronological,
geographical or culture-historical, but semiotic i.e. gnoseological and symbolic level, whereby they could
reflect the levels of perception and the conscious and subconscious cognition of reality. Geometrism is
focused towards the global shape of things and especially the abstract space and volume they occupy.
Oriented towards the universe, they encode its form, as perceived and imagined by archaic man.
Zoomorphism is focused at representing the dynamic aspects of cosmic phenomena and processes, their
changes and movements i.e. the forces that realize them and the principles that stand behind them.
Anthropomorphism is in principle focused towards signifying the highest aspects of phenomena, and that is
their regularity, order, harmony, logical flow and meaning. Their introduction, although not always, in
principle actualizes the question of the meaning, consistency and value aspects of a phenomenon.®

Based on all that was previously elaborated, it can be concluded that the different layers of Luristan
iconography can be the reflection of different processes: - various periods of existence of the objects; - various
geographical (micro-ethnic) zones i.e complexes in which the given types were used; - the influences of
various neighboring cultural nuclei and their tendencies; - various social groups to which their customers i.e.
users belonged; - various levels of perception and cognition of the surrounding world by archaic
consciousness; - various theological and iconographic interpretations of the mythical contents present on the

" Multiple articles on anthropomorphism in archaic art and its interpretation: P. C. Bacunbesckuii, Anmponomopnuie.
% H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 9-12; H. Yaycumuc, Apxauuni.
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objects; - various workshops in which they were produced. Thereby, within one layer or one category of
objects, several of the indicated components could participate in parallel.

8. Conceptions of Luristan iconography

In this chapter we will present several basic pictorial concepts that were directly involved in the
formation and combination of Luristan pictorial motifs and compositions. These are visual conceptions
universal for all mankind that have played an important role in the creation of numerous iconographic systems
in various historical periods and various parts of the world.

a) Combining real motifs into unreal arrangements

We have already mentioned that Luristan pictoriality is not mimesis i.e. it is not aimed at imitating the
external reality, but at using the elements of that reality as symbols and signs to perceive, exteriorize (from the
mind, from the subconscious) and present (before consciousness and before culture) a certain mythical-
religious understanding. As a result of this process, strange and unreal arrangements were created, consisting
of heterogeneous pictorial elements that do not exist in reality. Although Luristan pictoriality is often labeled
as "zoomorphic style, it is in fact a concept in which, in addition to the zoomorphic ones, there are also
motifs of all kinds and origins: anthropomorphic, phytomorphic and other elements of nature, celestial bodies,
artifacts and geometric figures. Summarizing the knowledge from previous studies on Luristan iconography,
one can draw the basic principle of its creation and the point of its existence. It is the free combination of
everything that surrounded man at that time, without the restraints of realism i.e. naturalism, in order,
through the resulting unreal i.e. surreal pictorial arrangements, to express some fundamentally
unrecognizable, unimaginable and hard-to-reach cognitions that relate to the universe and man as part
of it.*

The products of this concept were not particularly comprehensible to most previous researchers of
Luristan bronzes, for the simple reason that they sought to analyze and evaluate them according to the criteria
of realism. Consequently, this unsuccessful approach will often result in assessments according to which they
were unsuccessful, imperfect, or confusing works of primitive and inconsistent art.

- Fragmentation

It consists of the partial depiction of individual body parts of an animal, human or plant, separately,
by multiplying them or combining them with other elements, within the other concepts presented below.*
Especially often depicted in such a way are: the animal head or protome (B13; B14; C14 — C20), the human
head (C2 — C11; G12; G13), the human foot (G15) and palm, the male and female genitals (D2; D3), while
from the plant elements - the separately depicted flower, branch, leaf or fruit. Although for such depictions
real templates can be found (for example, the amputation of body parts from these creatures due to ritual or
other reasons), we believe that in the indicated cases the reason for this should be sought in evoking some of
the meanings (significant i.e. symbolic) of the given bodily element. Among some of the previous researchers
this phenomena was considered to be the result of blindly appropriating and copying pictorial works from
other cultures, which came up with such a depiction due to the following two reasons: the given composition
was not understood integrally - as a whole, but as a set of separate elements; because the parts of the given
composition were used as decoration, adapted to fill the available empty spaces of some particular object.

% For these questions, within prehistoric pictoriality: D. Bori¢, Images.
“% For the various aspects of body fragmentation: K. Rebay-Salisbury (et al), Body Parts; L. E. Talalay, Heady; H.
Yaycuauc, Kocmonowku, 94, 95, 98, 133, 134, 138, 224 (partiation).
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- Multiplication

It consists of the multiplication i.e. depiction of the same pictorial motif (a complete animal or human
figure, plant or some part of them, another element of nature, artifact) several times within one composition.
The simplest and most common variant of this concept within the frames of Luristan bronzes is duplication,
usually according to the principle of symmetry (B1 — B11; C27; C28), and somewhat less often triplication
(B2: 7-19; C9: 1; E7: 3; G4: 5) and quadruplication (C9: 2, 5; E7: 1, 3, 6). In three-dimensional compositions,
the multiplicated elements are spatially organized i.e. oriented towards different directions: forward,
backward, left, right, up, down and center (G3; G5; G15). In two-dimensional ones, they are multiplicated in
one plane, forming symmetrical structures organized according to the concept of bilateral and radial symmetry
or in rhythmic structures that form straight, arched or circular bordures (C7: 9; C9: 2, 5). If it is a case of
multiplication of an identical pictorial element (for example a bird or a solar disk), then the resulting
composition can be interpreted not only as a set of several such elements but also as different positions of
the same element arranged in space and time. They can be interpreted diachronically (as its movement
through the marked points) or synchronously (simultaneous presence at those points), suggesting the various
stages of some process that takes place in time and space (B18 — B21). Viewed on a spatial level, these
multiplicated elements can encode the sides of that space (the four corners of the world), and on a time-related
level - the phases of a certain cycle (for example months within a year) (C9: 1, 2, 4). Multiplication can also
encode the various aspects, various epiphanies, i.e. natures of a character, especially when it comes to the
multiplication of body parts of a human or animal within a single figure (G15; F33). The multiplication of a
certain body part within an animal, human or hybrid figure may also be due to the tendency to emphasize the
function or significance of that part in the sense of impressiveness or enhancement of its function (for
example, duplicated breasts = increased nurturing/feeding power).

- Hypertrophy

This concept consists of depicting elements of a whole (usually parts of a human or animal figure)
with dimensions that are larger in relation to the others. The purpose of such a depiction may consist in
various aspects of emphasizing the functions and meanings of that element or its bringing closer to the
form of another. For example, it can be the extreme increase in body height of a certain character (E4; C26 —
C28), or only of the neck (E6), to suggest his giant or macrocosmic significance i.e. the extension from earth
to sky and/or equation with the cosmic axis i.e. cosmic pillar. As a second example we can take the
enlargement of the head and the emphasis on its circular shape in order to equate it with the solar disk or the
sky (E3). Often occurring is the elongation and arching of the necks of the pair of animals in order to suggest
the circle they enclose, which in our opinion may signify the sky or some time cycle that takes place in it (Al
— A3; B43). Behind the emphasization of the size of one character in relation to others present in the same
composition may be an aspiration to denote his higher symbolic or religious rank in relation to the other
figures (F2).

- Metamorphosis

A procedure in which the body of a certain pictorial motif (usually a figure of an animal, human or
plant) is deliberately deformed in order to suggest another element, which ultimately aims at its equation with
that element. Besides the aforementioned example with the animal necks (Al — A3; B43), this concept is most
pronounced on Luristan openwork wheels in which the pair of animals with their bodies make up (or
metamorphose into) the hoop of the wheel, while their legs form its spokes (B28: 1 — 4). No less striking are
the examples in which a plant or tree is metamorphosed into a human figure with outstretched legs and raised
arms i.e. into a figure of a woman in a birth-giving pose (B30: 1, 3, 4, 7; B31: 4). Also common are the
aspirations to metamorphose a given motif into the very artifact on which it is depicted, such as the
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transformation of the body of a human character into a cheekpiece formed in the shape of a wheel (B28: 2, 6).
Among the "idols with protomes" and in pins with an openwork head, there is often a transformation of the
pair of arched protomes into a ring in which an anthropomorphic character is depicted, that holds these
protomes i.e. ring with his hands (C16 — C18).** As the most illustrative example of metamorphosis we can
take a Luristan pin with a discoid head on which are depicted, through three separate scenes, the stages of
metamorphosis of a trinity of mythical characters. The pair of lateral zoomorphic characters that flank the
central anthropomorphic character are first anthropomorphized, and then merged into a single double-headed
character, which is followed by the loss of the third (central) anthropomorphic character (F8).

- Hybridity

It is one of the main features of Luristan style i.e. a pictorial concept which, in accordance with the
previously mentioned ones, consists in the free extraction of elements of plants, animals, man and artifacts,
and their combination into hybrid figures or other arrangements. The form of the resulting compositions is not
based on any real models from nature, but usually on the form of the object or scene within which they are
presented. Among the Luristan bronzes almost all types of hybrid figures do occur: anthropozoomorphic (B6:
1), heterozoomorphic (B14), phytoanthropomorphic (B31: 2, 4; B41: 1, 2), phytozoomorphic (B36: 1),
anthropoartifactual and zooartifactual (B28). Among the anthropozoomorphic figures there are variants in
which the dominant anthropomorphic figure is supplemented by zoomorphic elements (C27; C28) or vice
versa (B14: 1, 3, 6; B26). Among the heterozoomorphic hybrid figures there are two categories, the first of
which takes the figure of a relatively realistically depicted animal as a basis and adds to it a body part of
another animal that with its size and impressiveness does not endanger the dominant identity of the former
(for example, unicorn B6: 2, 8). The second category is represented by figures of animals in which the added
elements with their impressive volume and form endanger the basic identity of the animal (B15: 2).

This concept, as the previous ones, was often considered within the framework of Luristan bronzes as
a result of blind and inappropriate copying of foreign motifs, whereby the random associations of the new
producers of these objects were projected onto the improperly understood original template.

The meaning of this concept lies in the combination of different elements, usually within a single
hybrid figure, due to their placement in some kind of symbolic relation i.e. interaction, in order to convey i.e.
relate certain meanings and functions of those elements to the character that is represented by that figure.*
For example, a human or animal figure taken as a basis can be supplemented by animals (or parts of their
bodies) that are connected to the three cosmic zones (birds = sky, terrestrial mammals = middle zone, reptiles
= underworld) to denote its macrocosmic character i.e. the extension or identification of its figure with the
whole universe (B14). An anthropomorphic character may be complemented by a pair of symmetrical
zoomorphic protomes, often equated with his arms (E16 — E19) or legs (D21; D22), in order to denote the two
complementary principles contained within his nature (creative and destructive principle) and some of his
specific manifestations (life and death, day and night, etc.).

- Symmetry

It consists in the mirrored depiction of the same or different elements in a pair, usually left and right
in relation to some vertical axis (B5 — B10) or their quadrupling in relation to two axes that intersect at a right
angle (D3: 4, 5; D24: 9; D25: 1 - 5; C9: 2, 5). This concept is indispensable for Luristan standards, given that
among all types the left side is absolutely symmetrical to the right, with most of them also having two faces so
that both their front and back sides are also symmetrical (C13; G3; G5). There are even subtypes (the "six-

1 On some aspects of metamorphosis in prehistoric pictoriality: D. Bori¢, Images.
*2 Multiple articles on the various aspects of hybridity: H. B. 3nbsiaresa, I ubpuonsie; in prehistoric pictoriality: D. Borié,
Images; I'. HaymoB, Heon. anmponomopgu3zam.
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pointed standards™) in which symmetry is complete i.e. in addition to the previous ones, it is also applied in
relation to the upper and lower half of the object (D25: 1 — 5).* Among the oldest standards ("zoomorphic
standards") the axis of symmetry, flanked by two animals standing upright on their hind legs, was formed in
the shape of an indeterminate vertical pillar whose tip was probably supplemented by a floral motif (B17) or a
pin with a decorative head (B47: 4, 6, 8). Among the "idols with protomes" it is transformed into an
anthropomorphic figure with a columnar body which, together with the head, acquires the contours of a
phallus, whereby the symmetrical animals are reduced to arched zoomorphic protomes (Cl: 4 — 6, 9; E1).
Among the "columnar figurines™ the axis is further anthropomorphized, by which the symmetrical protomes
merge with the shoulders of the human figure (C27; C28) or disappear altogether (C26).

The dual-symmetrical images are usually considered a visual manifestation of binary opposites,
whereby the central element placed between them (pillar, plant, human figure) acquires the meaning of the
third element (the axis i.e. center) that is outside the duality around which their action is realized, at the same
time representing the factor that ensures their balance.*

b) Parallel i.e. ambivalent images

Quite often on an object from the group of Luristan bronzes or on a specific part of it, one can identify
two or more parallel images within the same composition, which are overlapped and even fused into one
another so that it seems they simultaneously belong to two different figures or compositions (C5: 1, 2; D15: 7
- 9; D24; B26: 7, 8).° In today's observation of such a composition, and in our opinion also its perception at
the time it was created, the question of which of them would impose itself as dominant depended on the
presupposition of the observer i.e. which of the iconographic matrices for its reading dominated his
consciousness and subconscious.

The existence i.e. occurrence of such examples can be explained in several ways. They could be
understood as a consequence of the movement of the given object or pictorial composition through time and
space, whereby the parallel images would be a remnant of their various previous readings i.e. interpretations.
These layers could have occurred during the existence of the object and the composition in various cultural
environments distributed through the historical phases of Luristan culture or through the micro-regions that
consisted it. The dominance of some of them depended on the mental image present in the consciousness or
subconscious of their users or creators.

However, in some examples it is clear that this is an ambiguity that is not accidental, but created
intentionally, through a skillfully planned concept in advance. Some of our analyzes, which will be presented
in detail in the corresponding chapters, show that this was done due to semiotic or theological reasons in order
to, through the parallel presence of the two images and their interwoven meanings, evoke such an ambivalent
and multifaceted theological content. For example, it could be the image of some kind of central human
character that is accompanied or attacked by the two symmetrical animals that are flanking him (E1: 1).
Thereby, these animals do not have to be treated as separate entities, but as parts of his body (E1: 2), i.e. as his
arms (E1: 5) or legs (D20 — D27) which, ultimately, means that the given composition does not depict only
three characters (one human and two animal), but perhaps also some kind of a single hybrid
anthropozoomorphic character. This character has a human head and limbs transformed into animals or, such
a process of metamorphosis i.e. zoomorphization takes place at a given moment. Maybe it is some kind of
triune deity whose identity is in constant motion: on the one hand, the division of the one (all-encompassing)

* G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 411.

“ 1. Mapasos, Mum. na snamomo, 271-274; on the various aspects of symmetry: D. Washburn, Embedded Symmetries.
* On the presence of this concept on Luristan standards and within Scythian art: M. H. ITorpeGoea, JI. C. PaeBckuii,
Pannue, 155; about this concept, with examples from the ancient non-Hellenic cultures of the Central Balkans: H.
Mapasos, 3a cemanmuxama, 46; from Celtic culture: M. Aldhouse-Green, An Arch. of Images, 196, 197; regarding this
and another Thracian example: H. Yaycuauc, Heepouonume, 244, 255 (T.VIII: 1a, 10, 2a, 30).
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into two oppositional and one neutral principle, and on the other - the fusion of these three principles into one
(F8).

Parallel and ambivalent images can have the same orientation i.e. both can be seen at the same
position of the object i.e. composition, but there are also those in which the second image comes to the fore if
they are rotated by 90 or more often by 180 degrees (D24).

c) Implicit i.e. hidden images

The previous approach may imply another one, which would consist of intentionally hiding a
particular image within an object or composition. On the Luristan bronzes this approach has been executed in
several ways. The first consists in arranging the elements that form a single figure or composition without
sufficiently emphasizing its unifying contours (D15: 7), while the second - through its camouflaging by
cluttering with other additional elements (D15: 8, 9). Such images could be revealed to the observer only
under certain circumstances, such as specific illumination, dimming and angle of brightness, or as a true
"revelation" caused by long-term observation of the composition i.e. meditating over it.

The reasons for the application of this concept can be sought in the tendency to hide certain contents
and meanings of the Luristan bronzes for which it was considered that they should not be available to
everyone, except for a certain circle of selected people, while at the same time being hidden i.e. remaining
invisible to other uninitiated observers. The indicated revelation of the hidden image could be due to the
observer's previous training or his personal commitment and perseverance. The second reason can be sought
in the specific tactic of the conceivers of these objects, according to which the given image should have
"revealed itself" to the observers i.e. users of the objects to which it was shown, as a kind of theophany. By
doing so, they would feel its vitality and sacred power, or they would understand the process of its discovery
as a merit of their own ability, or that exactly they are “the ones” - the chosen ones to whom the secret image
presents itself.

As a good example of such an implicit image one can take a Scythian appliqué for decorating the
forehead of a horse from Bolshaya Tsimbalka. Depicted below the two pairs of zoomorphized and spread legs
of the mythical birth-giver is a whirlpool of floral motifs and snakes in which one can recognize a male
character with a mustache and wide open eyes, from whose mouth these floral motifs and snakes emerge
(D35: 4 compare with D36; about this character see pp. 293, 295).“° As a second example we can take one of
the early medieval Slavic two-plated bow fibulae, on whose semicircular plate, in the middle of the wavy
relief segments that probably represented the cosmic waters, there appears a "cubistically” modeled
anthropomorphic character, which probably carried the meaning of the chthonic god or god of water equated
with this cosmic element (F3: 7, 9).%

46 Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 239-240, B28: 1.
*" Regarding the mentioned and other similar examples: Yaycuzuc, Kocmonouxu, 269-272, T'30.
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I11. Geometric level

I1l. GEOMETRIC LEVEL

Until the completion of this monograph, we were hesitant about where to place this chapter - whether
at its beginning or at the end. Here is the reason for our dilemma.

Geometry is the basis of every image and every shape. They are reduced to it after all the specific
figural iconographic elements are excluded from them: anthropomorphic, zoomorphic, phytomorphic,
ornaments and those that depict artifacts or elements of inanimate nature. Accordingly, it would be logical to
present the geometric level at the end of this book, after all the other figural iconographic layers of the
Luristan standards have been analyzed. But, on the other hand, in such a case, the readers will not have in
mind the geometric basis of the analyzed objects and pictorial motifs while following the mentioned layers.
That is exactly why we decided to nevertheless present this level at the beginning, starting with some
dilemmas related to the character and place of geometry in pictoriality, specifically in its most general
framework. Some of these questions have already been addressed in the previous chapter.

Should the geometric layer of an image be treated as the primary level i.e as the level that in a
chronological sense appeared first and was then followed by the other iconographic levels?

The answer to this question actually comes down to another question, with a more general character:
Should the history of pictorial creativity be considered as some kind of determined evolution in which the
earliest images were geometric, which were then followed by the others i.e. the zoomorphic and then the
anthropomorphic ones?

In principle, the evolutionistic, or any other global concepts do not function in the spheres of culture,
and neither the specific archaeological or ethnographic artifacts go in favor of such a scheme. Rare are the
examples when the transformation through time of a pictorial tradition or a certain image begins with the
geometric style or its geometric version. Much more often it is a relatively realistic image, which at some
more advanced stage begins to be stylized and geometricized i.e. reduced to some simpler and schematized
elements. As a good example of this, one can take the earliest rock paintings in the region of present-day
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France and Spain, which have been executed very realistically (Chauvet Cave, ¢. 32nd millennium BCE;
Altamira, c. 20th millennium BCE; Lascaux, ¢. 17th millennium BCE), while their stylization occurs at the
very end of the Paleolithic and the transition to the Mesolithic (Los Caballos Cave, 10th — 9th millennium
BCE).!

Although such a sequence of transformations cannot be considered universal for all mankind, its
prevalence could be justified by several factors. Before we list them, it should be taken into account that
images in ancient and archaic cultures did not exist because of what we now call a purely artistic i.e. aesthetic
experience, but because of evoking their content and meaning.

- Technique of execution. Complex realistic images, even if well conceived and placed in the hands
of talented creators, cannot be easily executed in whichever technique and in whichever material. To do so
requires knowledge of certain technological skills, such as engraving, preparation of colors, carving,
sculpting, casting and others, as well as possession of appropriate tools and materials. The stylization i.e.
geometrization of an image is often conditioned by the material itself and the technique of execution. For
example, in wood, stone and other hard materials it is easier to engrave straight rather than curved lines.
Textile weaving and embroidery, as well as the weaving of pliable materials (wickers, rods, canes, straws), in
and of themselves prefer geometric shapes because in such a case the image is formed as a set of points that
are mathematically determined according to the "coordinate system" formed by the longitudinal and
transverse threads or pliable materials.

- Principle of economicalness i.e. with less pictorial elements and less labor and time to achieve
the desired effect. The longer an image or a concept (conventionally called "style™) of pictorial execution
lasts within a particular culture, the more it tends to become simpler and more economical. Its members do not
have to perceive the content of a certain image directly from the specific work, but are familiar with it
beforehand. Most often that happens even in childhood and youth through insight into other such images, or
by evoking them through other media (for example, spoken myths, rituals, dances, etc.). Accordingly, the
specific image, in this case highly stylized and geometricized, functions only as a sign i.e. trigger that in their
mind turns on the finished and much more realistic mental image that has been previously created and
memorized. In that case, it really becomes irrelevant whether the materially executed image is presented
realistically and perfectly, just as it is irrelevant whether a text is written in a beautiful or less beautiful (but
legible) handwriting or font.

- Unification and codification of images. For an image to communicate well with the members of
the community in which it exists, it must be to some extent unified in terms of the content it carries and the
way i.e. style in which it is executed. If it occupies an important place in the culture and is therefore mass-
produced, its clarity must not depend on the talent of the particular executor and the quality of the materials in
which or from which it is executed. Because of that, in the process of codification, preference is given to the
simple pictorial depictions (reduced to signs) that can be reproduced by almost any member of the given
culture. And exactly such is the character of the geometricized images i.e. those whose artistic elements are
reduced to simple geometric shapes.

- Prohibitions on explicit depiction of certain content. Images in archaic cultures often carry a
certain symbolic, mythical or religious meaning which, for various reasons, must not be easily perceivable and
clear to everyone. In some cases there is a taboo regarding the explicit visual depiction of a certain mythical
character, deity or symbol, so it must be evoked through some kind of reduced forms, geometrical or some
other. The non-depiction or concealment of an image may be done so it would be accesible only to certain
selected, dedicated and trained people - members of a particular community, of a particular clan, of a
particular religious, age or some other group. The perception of a symbolic, mythical or religious image
means the usage of its power which must not be in everybody's hands.

! About the primary character of realism i.e. naturalism or of stylization in the early or archaic forms of pictoriality: D.
Washburn, The Genesis; W. Davis, Replication; L-R. McDermott, Self-Representation; A. 1. Cromsp, [Ipoucxosicoenue;
A. 1. Cromsp, [Ipobremvm.
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Based on these observations it can be concluded that geometry is an integral part of every image and
every visual phenomenon, regardless whether their creator or observer is aware of its existence. Viewed on a
psychological level, it mainly functions at the level of the subconscious i.e. it is created, perceived and
influences man not always with the participation of his consciousness, even when he is not aware of its
existence at all. Occasionally, certain cultures and certain individuals become aware of its existence, meaning
and power, which is why they strive to single it out i.e. to extract it from other pictorial forms and maintain
and cultivate it as a separate style of pictorial expression and as a specific type of visual perception.

1. The geometric level of Luristan bronzes

On the Luristan standards, this iconographic level is generally not depicted in a pure i.e. explicit form,
but can be perceived implicitly, at the level of the basic composition i.e. contours of objects, if we neglect the
other, primarily zoomorphic, phytomorphic and anthropomorphic elements. It consists of a circle, or usually
an open ring, which forms their upper part, a rhombus that can be sensed in the lower part and an elongated
vertical element that extends between them i.e. through them (Al: 2).

Among the "zoomorphic standards" and the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", the first
element is formed by the elongated and arched necks of the two symmetrical animals that make up these
objects, while the rhombus appears in the contours of their hind legs (Al). In some specimens of this group
(which are considered to be somewhat later) these elements impose themselves so much with their
geometricism that it results with the loss of figurality and transformation of the existing realistic content
into some kind of semi-abstract image (Al: 1, 3, 5).

Similar is the situation with the "idols with protomes”, with the difference that, due to the
disintegration of the above mentioned animals, their protomes and hind legs in this case stand out as separate
elements that obviously acquire some new context and meaning (A2). Their necks transform into separate
arched protomes which, coming out of the central pillar, form an open ring with ends in the shape of animal
heads. The legs of the animals, on the other hand, are transformed into an indefinite rhombic frame, which in
some specimens acquires the meaning of legs of some kind of zooanthropomorphic figure (A2: 1, 2). Among
some standards, the anthropomorphism of this figure, which extends across the whole standard, becomes more
pronounced. The zoomorphic circle seems as if it is coming out of the figure's abdominal sides, whereby it is
holding it with its arms, while the rhombus is transformed into the figure's half-spread legs (A2: 4, 5). In a
specific series, all the indicated elements fuse into a single human figure, whereby the zoomorphic ring is
transformed into arms arched around the figure's shoulders and head, ending in animal protomes, while the
rhombus can still be traced in the outer line of the figure's legs (A2: 6). In fact, some of the most
geometricized specimens of Luristan standards appeared within the frames of this series, where the
recognizability of their figurative content seriously comes into question (A2: 3).

The central vertical element in the "zoomorphic standards" carries the meaning of some kind of
column i.e. pillar that rises between the two animals (B5: 8, 9), whereby, among the "zoomorphic standards
with a human head", an anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic head appeared at its top, usually equated
with the front paws of the animals (Al: 3, 6, 9; C3). Among the "idols with protomes" this element acquires
the form of a vertical phallus (D2; D3) or the torso of one (A2: 3 — 6) or two anthropomorphic or
zooanthropomorphic figures placed one above the other (D35; D37; D39). Among the rest of the standards,
including the "idols" (G1 — G3), the "columnar figurines" (C26 — C28) and the "standards - statuettes™ (C33),
the circular and rhombic elements are completely absent so that the global architectonics of these objects are
reduced to a vertical element formed in the shape of a pillar i.e. idol, phallus or human figure.

Based on our previous research and analyzes presented in the following chapters, a hypothesis can be
proposed according to which the indicated three geometric elements reflect the archaic notions of the
universe, whereby the circle denotes its upper zones (sky), the rhombus - the lower zones (earth), and the
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vertical pillar - the cosmic axis that, on one hand separates them, but on the other also connects them into a
single whole (A3: 1, 2).2 Given the marginalization of this level, it is possible that it was not at all consciously
perceived by the users and makers of the Luristan standards, but was generated and perceived primarily on a
subconscious level. Perhaps only certain members of the community were aware of it, such as the priests or
the makers of these items, who at the same time cared for the presence of these elements and the maintenance
of their essential meaning.

Although it seems that geometrism was not very familiar within Luristan material culture, at least the
one that is observable on an archaeological level, some bronze objects indicate that this pictorial concept
nevertheless existed and was developed, but largely within some other category of objects, unknown to us
today, probably made of organic materials (perhaps in the form of ornaments executed in wood or textiles).
This is indicated by some openwork pendants formed in the shape of three concentric circles connected by a
single bar, which are related to the Iron Age cultures located in the vicinity of Luristan: Armenia,
northwestern Iran (Amlash) and the surrounding areas (A6: 1 — 4). As an example we can take a Luristan
bracelet on which one could recognize a slightly different geometric image with cosmological features (A7:
1). We will return to these objects in more detail in the following chapters.

2. Artifacts as carriers of the image of the universe

For today's man - a member of modern civilization, it would be unusual for an everyday object to be
shaped according to the notions of the world, or for an image of the universe to be depicted on it. However,
numerous examples show that not only does this concept exist, but it is also common to archaic cultures,
equally to those from the past epochs and those that existed until recently or still exist today. This
phenomenon is explained by the important place of myth within these cultures, especially cosmogonic myths,
which are included in literally all spheres of culture, and consequently in the creation and “decoration” of
objects i.e. elements of material culture.® Their inclusion in the latter of the mentioned activities can be
explained by treating the process of creating an object as a repetition of the cosmogonic act, whereby it
acquires the meaning of a microcosm that contains the structure and all the essential elements of the
macrocosm. Thereby, the maker of that object acquires the character of a priest or some other "holy person”
that performs a ritual which represents an imitation i.e. repetition of the act of creation of the the universe.*

In support of this constatation, one can reference numerous examples from various historical epochs
and various parts of the world.® On this occasion we will mention only a few that are most illustrative. One of
them is the shield of Achilles described in the "lliad", which, probably in concentric circular zones, depicted
the sky (probably in the center) with the sun, moon and stars, then the earth (with cities, people and their
various activities) and the chthonic areas represented by a depiction of the Ocean that stretched along the edge
of the shield.® The cloak of the goddess Gaia was also embroidered with depictions of the earth, the Ocean
and the homes of Oceanus.’ Clothing decorated with elements of the universe was also common to humans,
especially that of priests, shamans, and rulers.® Numerous sources that relate to the ancient cultures of the
Middle East inform us about such clothing, while also known are preserved examples of such shamanic
costumes from Siberia (A8: 4). Especially explicit depictions of the universe are present on the drums of

2H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 60-67.

® M. Enmjazne, Ceemo, 78-83, 88-114.

‘N MapasoB, Mum. na snamomo, 10-15; B. H. Tomopos, IIlpocmparncmeo.

°H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonouwxu, 30-90.

® (Homeri llias XV111, 475-610); the shield of Heracles also had a similar character, though not so explicitly
cosmological (Hesiod, Aspis Herakleous, 139-320).

" (Pherecydes, Frg. 54VS); according to A. Carson, Dirt, 89; 1. Mapazos, Xy6asama, 51, 57.

8 R. Eisler, Weltenmantel.
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shamans from Siberia and northeastern Europe (A8: 5).° Cosmological iconography was also present on the
thrones on which emperors and gods sat, in order to signify the entire space to which their authority
extended.’® The cosmos is also especially often present in architecture, and not only in regards to sacral
architecture, but also to the profane one."

3. Archaic notions on the form of the cosmos

What are the reasons behind the archaic concepts of depicting the universe? Are they a product of
reality? Are they standard to all of humanity and do different approaches exist in that regard?

Within the framework of archaic cultures, one can distinguish two most frequent concepts of visual
depiction of the universe - the concentric-spherical and the cubic-hemispherical. According to the first, the
sky and the earth have a circular or spherical shape (A15: 2), while according to the second, the sky is circular
i.e. hemispherical while the earth is quadrilateral (A3: 1, 3, 4). Archaic consciousness comes to these solutions
through templates, i.e. recognizing the form and structure of the universe in some specific objects of its
immediate surroundings. For example, the egg could have served as an ideal paradigm for the spherical
concept (by identifying the yolk, egg white, and shell with the separate cosmic elements), while for the second
concept - the four-sided house i.e. hut with the floor as earth, the roof as sky and the empty space inside as the
middle zone (A7: 4).*

In principle, the first concept is considered more archaic because in the rounded form of its elements,
their horizontal division is not placed in the foreground i.e. the determination of the sides of the world, which
does not mean that it could not be realized through some other additional pictorial elements. The depiction of
the earth in the form of some kind of four-sided element encodes exactly the indicated aspect which can be
represented by two geometric images - the square or the rhombus (A3: 1, 3, 4). The depiction of the earth in
the form of a quadrilateral is based on the human notions of the four sides of the world, which referred
primarily to the earthly level, because human orientation and movement really took place only at this level of
the cosmos. In fact, the four sides of the world are based on the human quadruple system of perception and
orientation (forward, backward, left and right) (A8: 1). Later, this quadruple determination will be also
implemented at the level of the sky, as a reflection of man's aspiration for his mental i.e. spiritual presence in
these areas as well, which required an appropriate orientation within this space as well (A3: 4; A6: 6, 7).% In
many cases the earth is depicted as another geometric image with four sides and four corners - the rhombus
(A3: 1). Its introduction into the cosmological images is motivated by another need - to depict the "female
aspects” of the earth (its function as birth-giver and nurturer of man) based on the identification of the
rhombus with a schematized image of an open vulva which, ultimately, is also four-sided i.e. equivalent to the
square (A3: 5)."

What is the reason for the depiction of the sky in the form of a circle or a hemisphere?

We believe that this was based on certain real phenomena that occur in the sky, and suggest exactly
these forms. The rotation of the starry night sky around a stationary Polar star suggests that it is a circular
hemisphere or a circular disk that rotates around some kind of central axis (A3: 1, 3, 4). The notions of the sky
as a hemisphere or a vault are due to the daily path of the sun, which is semicircular, so that archaic

% C. B. UBano, Mamepuanwi, examples 239, 308, 655, 659, 689; on the shamanic drums: J. Pentikainen, The Shamanic.
0. Munaega, 7 ‘pOHBM.

1 Multiple articles on the cosmological significance of sacral buildings: D. Ragavan (ed.), Heaven; on the basic
cosmological dimension of the house: M. Enujane, Ceemo, 61-87; M. Elijade, Sumanizam, 200-207; H. Yaycuauc,
Kykama.

12 About this and the contents of the following paragraphs: H. Yaycuzuc, Kocmonowu, 30-37 ff.

By, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 17, 18, 102.

Y H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 95, 97-100.
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consciousness interprets it as the sun's movement along the celestial vault, which in itself is invisible to
archaic consciousness (A9: 9, 10 compare with A8: 2; ethnographic examples: A10: 4, 6, 7).

The combination of the circle as the sky and the quadrilateral as the earth is also motivated by the
need to differentiate these elements according to the concept of binary opposites. By giving them different
forms, which are even essentially opposite to each other, archaic consciousness emphasizes the difference i.e.
complementarity between sky and earth, which was also sought in other features and functions of these
elements: earth as female, statically compact, dark and positioned below, as opposed to the sky as male,
dynamic, fluid, bright and positioned above (A3).'®

The Cosmic Axis i.e. Cosmic Pillar is the third (almost regular) element of the archaic notions of the
universe, which is objectified as various symbols, depending on the dominant function given to it within a
culture or some specific myth. It can take on the form of various images, such as a pillar, a tree or a man,
which support the sky and separate it from earth, or as an axis around which the starry sky rotates (A3)."

The mentioned notions of the universe in the consciousness and subconsciousness of humans are
conceived as three-dimensional structures that cannot always be consistently exteriorized into an appropriate
three-dimensional material projection. It can happen only in those media that are themselves three-
dimensional. Most often, these are cult objects: altars, temples, shrines, tombs, holy cities, etc., whereby the
lower part of the building or its surrounding walls can encode the four-sided earth, while the upper ones (roof,
dome, vault) - the sky. Numerous such buildings, in different parts of the world, represent exactly the cubic-
hemispherical notions of the universe such as, for example, some megalithic buildings from prehistoric
Europe (A15: 1), the Hindu stupa (A8: 3), the Byzantine domed temple (A7: 5) etc. They can also be
manifested through rituals, dance, but also through the spatiality of narrative actions in the verbal forms of
myth.*®

Although the indicated notions of the universe withing human consciousness and subconsciousness
are conceived as three-dimensional structures, with their exteriorization in the pictorial medium they had to
take on a two-dimensional form. Thereby, due to the inability of archaic man to apply the concepts of
perspective and three-dimensional projection, he was forced to reduce the three-dimensional notions to those
two-dimensional images that seemed to him as most appropriate. In the horizontal projections of the spherical
model, the sky and the earth were depicted as concentric circles placed inside each other, whereby one of
them, whether external or internal, represented the earth, while the other - the sky (as in the "shield of
Achilles™). In the cubic-hemispherical model, the circle was combined with the square or the rhombus (as in
the case of the mandala — A7: 6 compare with A4: 4). Thereby, the cosmic axis was encoded through some
kind of central motif in the form of a dot, circle or rosette, while the other elements (e.g. mountains, trees,
animals, plants) were depicted lying on these surfaces, oriented with the upper part towards the center or
towards the periphery.

Practiced in the vertical projections was some form of vertical cross-sectional depictions of the
universe i.e. its division into two or more often three horizontal zones, the lower of which represented the
earth (with or without the underworld), the upper - the sky, while the space between them - the middle zone
(A8: 5). In the cubic-hemispherical models, the upper part of this projection is arched in order to suggest the
roundness of the sky (A8: 2, 4). The basic structure of these images is often taken over by the Cosmic Tree,
whereby the three zones are encoded by appropriate animals: the lower zones by fish and reptiles, the middle
by terrestrial animals, and the upper by birds (A8: 4).%

vy, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 18-20, 320-322.

¥y, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 18-20.

iy, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 21, 314-316, 325, 326, 361-364.
By, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 32-35.

¥y, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 36-45, 321, 322.

% H. Yaycuauc, Kocvonowxu, 36, 37, 46-55, 320, 321.
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Both the vertical and horizontal two-dimensional projections of space have one drawback - if they are
consistently projected, they lose their spatial dimension, whereby their elements turn into opaque geometric
images that do not evoke their meaning, especially depth i.e. spatiality of the individual zones, the distance
between sky and earth and the empty space that stretches between them. Therefore, archaic consciousness
takes a compromise solution - it depicts the elements that encode earth and sky one below the other as
horizontal projections, whereby the cosmic axis is drawn between them in the form of some kind of vertical
element. Thus, despite the geometric inconsistency, an image is obtained in which the three main cosmic
elements can be recognized in their realistic layout, whereby their shape and mutual distance are clearly
represented (A9: 9 - 11 compare with the others).*!

One variant of this concept is reflected in the shape of the already mentioned Luristan bracelet and in
its geometric ornamentation executed in the engraving technique (A7: 1).?? Based on numerous iconographic
parallels, within them one can recognize a specifically combined (horizontal-vertical) two-dimensional
projection of the cubic-hemispherical model of the universe (an ideal three-dimensional reconstruction of this
model A7: 2 compare with 1). Within that framework, the lower part of the cosmos (the earth and the earthly
waters that surround it) are represented in horizontal projection, divided according to the concentric principle,
through squares inscribed in each other (early medieval examples: A6: 8 — 10). The middle zone is depicted
through the mountains (a bordure of triangles) and above them the "lower sky" in the form of a semicircle
with some of the celestial bodies (rosettes = sun, stars, full moon?). These elements are duplicated i.e. shown
on both ends of the bracelet which, in the context of its arched shape, completes a cubic-hemispherical model
of the universe conceptualized as a square structure covered by a vault. We believe that the central square
field with a rosette depicted in the middle of the bracelet, within this model most probably represents the
"high sky" (the most sacred celestial zone) with a depiction of the North Star located in its center (A7: 1, 2). It
is not excluded that it also represents the sun, which is often depicted in the middle of the sky (as a
representation of noon or the summer solstice). This concept most closely corresponds to the depictions of the
universe presented in the work "Christian Topography" by Cosmas Indicopleustes from the 6th century CE
(A7: 2 compare with 3, 4). The similarity between these models may not be accidental if we take into account
the origin of Cosmas Indicopleustes from Alexandria and his travels through the Middle East (Iran, Arabia,
India) during which he was able to get acquainted with this cosmological model. The cosmological notions
presented in his work became very popular within Christianity, especially in the East, as a negation of the
ancient Greco-Roman notions of the spherical cosmos.?

With the differentiation of the unperceivable cosmos into its indicated three main elements, the
impulse of archaic consciousness for further division of these parts did not stop there. Mythical notions of a
sky composed of several skies appeared all over the planet, organized in the form of layers stacked on top of
each other or as circles placed concentrically - one inside the other. An analogous procedure was also carried
out with the earthly level, which resulted in mythical notions of some kind of analogically structured zones of
the earth i.e. underworld (A3: 3, 4). In the pictorial medium, these notions were manifested through the
division of the circle and the quadrilateral that denote the sky and the earth, mainly by dividing them into
concentric circles or semicircles or into concentric squares and rhombuses (A6; A9: 3, 8). Behind these
procedures actually lies the aspiration to hierarchize these cosmic zones according to the degree of their
sacredness. The highest zone of the sky, located simultaneously at its center, was identified with paradise or
the seat of the gods, while the center of the earth was equated with the holy land, the holy mountain, the
capital or the main sanctuary of the given culture (A3: 3, 4).%

g, Yaycuauc, Kocmonowku, 56, 57, examples: 57-90.

%2 For the object (without the indicated interpretations): E. de Waele, Bronzes, 196 (No. 331, Fig. 166), 199 (Fig.172).
% H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 33, 34 (with presented bibliography).

%y, Yaycunuc, Kocmonowrku, 22, 23.
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4. Iconographic parallels

a) Openwork bronze objects from Armenia

The most corresponding analogies that indicate the existence of the geometric level among Luristan
standards can be found on a group of bronze objects from the 8th - 6th century BCE, discovered mainly in
Armenia, but also in neighboring regions (Georgia, Azerbaijan and Iran) (A4; A5: 2, 6, 8). The three main
parts of the universe are depicted on them in almost elementary geometric form, namely - the circular plate as
the sky (A4: 1 — 4; A5: 2, 6, 8), the rhombus as the earth i.e. lower levels of the universe (A4: 4, 7 — 10) and
the vertical bar between them as a cosmic axis that stretches between sky and earth (A4: 4). We consider the
division of the circular and the rhombic part into concentric rings i.e. concentric rhombuses as the result of the
notions regarding the division of the sky and the earth into several “skies" and several “earths" arranged in
layers one above the other i.e. one below the other or in concentric zones placed one within the other. As we
have already pointed out, in the absence of the concepts of perspective and other methods of consistent
transposition of three-dimensional notions into two-dimensional ones, here it is achieved in an archaic way -
by "flattening" and "stretching™ the vertical into horizontal, whereby the center signifies what is up, and the
periphery what is down (or vice versa). In the center of the concentric circles, one can recognize a
geometricized anthropomorphic figure with a depicted head and outstretched arms whose body coincides with
the bar that extends from here down to the rhombus (A4: 1 — 4). We consider it to be a mythical character - a
personalization of the Cosmic Axis, which bears the function of a macrocosmic giant standing between sky
and earth, who holds the sky, maintains its distance in relation to the earth and functions as the axis around
which the cyclic processes in the universe take place (A5: 1, 4, 8 compare with the others).®® The
multiplicated radial rosettes depicted around the rhombus, in this arrangement encode the course of the time
cycles i.e. the movement of the sun around the earth, and possibly above and below it (A4: 4, 6, 7, 9, 10). As
we have seen, analogous meanings, with certain specific details, are also carried by similar objects from later
periods (A6: 8 — 10; A9).”" It is quite expected that in some objects the rosettes are alternated with "Maltese"
crosses, if we take into account the solar significance of the cross even in the ancient cultures of Mesopotamia
(A4: 8).%® The rosettes and crosses are combined with stylized depictions of humans in the orans posture,
which in this context probably signify the adorants who, with their prayers and other rituals performed on
earth, glorify and support the proper course of the solar cycles in the sky (A4: 4, 6 - 9).%°

But, with the exception of one object (from Nor Bayazet/Gavar — A4: 4), the indicated composition is
divided into two different types of objects: the circular part with concentric rings is formed as a pendant (A4: 1
—3; A5: 2, 6), while the rhombic one functions as a head for decorative pins (A4: 7 — 10). In view of this, it has
recently been suspected that the above mentioned find is in fact composed secondarily, from two different
objects (A4: 4 — 6).*° Regardless of the outcome of this discussion, we can treat the two separate types of
objects as elements of the same iconographic system and a complete depiction of the universe, because they

% In detail on these objects with an interpretation of their iconography: P. Avetisyan et al, Axes; also see: P. M. Topocsi
(u 1p.), ApesHuii.

%y, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxku, 56-62.

" H. Yaycumuce, Kocmonowku, 57, 58, later examples: 58-90.

By, Yaycumuc, Maxedonckume, 457-461.

% |n detail on these objects with an interpretation of their iconography: P. Avetisyan et al, Axes. Although in global terms
we agree with the cosmological interpretation of the iconography proposed by the authors, our interpretations differ from
their (see below, as well as in: H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowru, 56-59). The relations between these and the Luristan
examples have already been indicated by P. R. S. Moorey (P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 235, 236).

%0p. Avetisyan et al, Axes.
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functioned withing the same culture and period, and have been found as grave goods in the same necropolises
and even in one and the same grave.

At this point we want to propose a hypothesis about these objects that would be in context of the
mentioned cosmogonic concept regarding the creation of artifacts within archaic cultures. Its validity can only
be confirmed through a detailed analysis of the existing or some other future archaeological finds of such kind
and the contexts in which they would be discovered. According to it, the two groups of objects presented here
(the circular and the rhombic ones) were created as single objects that depicted the entire universe (such as the
one from Nor Bayazet/Gavat — A4: 4). Then, in the metallurgical workshop itself or during some specific
event (for example, the depositing of the object as a grave good), the object, within a ritual or magical
procedure, was divided into the mentioned two halves, which were formed as separate objects (pendants or
pin-heads) (A4: 4 — 6). This procedure would actually evoke (and repeat) one of the key cosmogonic actions -
the separation of the sky from the earth as an act of arranging the universe and creating the middle zone as a
space for the existence of man and the rest of the living world.*" This procedure would not be a rarity within
the framework of archaic cultures that are studied by archaeology, but another example in the numerous,
especially typical of prehistoric cultures, in which certain objects are subjected to deliberate fragmentation and
some kind of secondary treatment of the obtained pieces, primarily due to certain symbolic reasons.*

As we already mentioned, similar pendants, in the form of concentric circles connected by a single
bar, are present among the Iron Age cultures of the Middle East, including the regions of northwestern Iran
(Amlash, Dajlaman/Deylaman), which are in the wider vicinity of Luristan (A6: 1, 2, from the Ashmolean
Museum). According to P. R. S. Moorey, these objects date between the 6th and 4th centuries BCE, whereby
their origin is tied to the Caucasus (A6: 3, 4) where such objects gravitate towards the 10th century BCE.*
Similar objects have also been found in the Balkans (A6: 5 — 7).

A more direct connection between the Armenian finds and the Luristan standards can be seen at the
level of the basic contours and especially through the partial anthropomorphization of their vertical axis from
which two (or more) arched segments stem out (A5: 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 compare with 3, 7). On the Luristan bronzes
this element is present in the type "idols with protomes" through the head and torso of the central figure and
the pair of arched zoomorphic protomes (A5: 3, 7; A2), and the same arrangement also occurs in a category of
openwork pins (B48: 2 — 4, 6, 7). The difference is that in the Luristan objects the central columnar figure is
surrounded by one open hoop, composed of a pair of animal protomes, in contrast to the Armenian ones where
this element is duplicated or multiplicated, but without protomes. This difference can be mitigated to some
extent by an openwork Luristan pin where the central character is surrounded by two pairs of protomes which
at the level of silhouette much more directly coincides with the Armenian finds (A5: 5 compare with 2, 6, 8).
The fact that this composition appears on various types of Luristan bronzes shows that in the given culture it
existed in and of itself, regardless of the objects, as a defined mythical i.e. symbolic image, which could be
embedded in various objects (in the specific two, and perhaps in some others, probably made of organic
materials).

In the following paragraphs we present several archaeological finds that clearly show that the
presented Armenian objects should not be treated as a result of some kind of random inventions by the local
craftsmen, but as products of a more general pictorial concept with a much broader geographical and
chronological range that is manifested through other iconographic varieties spread outside of the specific
period and region.

1y, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 20-22.

%2 On this topic, with examples and presented bibliography: JIx. YenwmaH, b. lNatinapcka, @paemenmayus.

¥ p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 235, 236; H. Samadi, Les découvertes, 188 (Fig. 24: d); P. Avetisyan et al, Axes, 5, 6, Fig.
5: Al

# Examples from Slovenia: S. Pahi&, Maribor, 25 (SI. 5); in general on similar objects from the Balkans and Italy,
although not with one but with four inner bars: H. Yaycunuc, Makedonckume, 577-583.
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b) Bronze openwork object from the Verona collection

One such find was recently made available on the online market of antiquities, previously in the
ownership of a private collection in Verona. It is a bronze pendant, made in an openwork technique, whose
corpus in the smallest details is identical to the above presented examples from the neighbouring regions of
Luristan (A11: 3, 4 compare with 1 and with A6: 1 — 5).% In this case too the concentric rings (this time four
instead of three) are connected by a single bar, whereby each of them is supplemented on the outer edge by a
series of granules. But, unlike them, in this case the anthropomorphization of the object is clearly expressed.
The mentioned bar extends up and out of the rings, ending in the form of a plastically shaped human head
with distinguishable facial elements of which the nose and ears are especially emphasized, while at the back
of the neck is a formed small loop for hanging. Shaped at the lower part is a pair of human feet, while on the
sides - two loops (that slightly resemble the hands of the depicted character) through which a small ring is
passed, apparently intended for hanging some kind of additional pendants. We are also familiar with other
pendants, close to this one in terms of character, iconography and the applied conception. They are present
within the Marlik culture, synchronous to the Luristan bronzes, which was widespread in northern Iran, along
the southern shore of the Caspian Sea (All: 5, 6 compare with 3, 4). They have all the elements of the
previous pendant, with the difference that in this case the arms of the figure are clearly depicted, and in the
middle part is an inscribed central cross, between the bars of which are placed four smaller groups of
concentric circles.*

It is quite obvious that the character of the pendant from the Verona collection is a personalized
variant of the analogous motif from the Armenian objects (A1l: 3, 4 compare with 2 and with A4). If we
agree with the interpretations that the circular part of the latter represented the upper level of the universe
divided into "several skies", then in this case it could be a mythical figure that carried the character of a
celestial god or more precisely God-Sky, who with his body actually forms this part of the cosmos. We have
seen that, unlike him, in the Armenian specimens the stylized human figure represents only the cosmic pillar
that extends through the celestial layers continuing further towards the earth. If the pendant from the Verona
collection is taken as an ideal paradigm, its varieties could be found in regions that are geographically
considerably distant from the Caucasus and Western Asia.

¢) Elements of ceramic and bronze vessels from Italy

One such example (synchronous with the previous ones) originates from the “Villanova” culture, in
the northern part of Italy (8th - 7th century BCE), which on a basic compositional level coincides with the
previous ones, but executed in a different style, material and context, which is quite expected given the
geographical distance between the regions in which they were discovered (Al12: 1, 2 compare with A4; All:
3, 4). This time it is a ceramic application added to the vertical handle of a vessel for liquids, probably with a
cultic character. Within the framework of the same culture we are familiar with another ceramic vessel, with a
different shape but a similar applique, this time with one ring around the human figure (A12: 5).%" If we lower
the criterion of similarity, other examples from the same culture could also be included in this group, but this
time cast in bronze, in which the two concentric rings around the central figure are joined at the top, in some
cases resembling protomes of birds (A12: 3). In these specimens, additional protomes or whole animals are
arranged along the edge of the outer ring, and two animals are depicted besides the legs of the central
anthropomorphic figure (A12: 3, 4, 6, 7, 12, 13). These objects had the same purpose as the ceramic ones - to

% Lot 331 two Luristan 2020. Together with the one described, another object was offered - “pin, with an openwork
sphere and an added terminal of an upturned head of an ibex", with a very similar patina, probably discovered together
with the previous.

3 Pendentif 2016; Pendant LACMA 2020.

%7 B. Bagnasco Gianni, Presenza, 437 — Fig. 5; F. Delpino, Una identita, 42-46; A. Rathje, The Ambiguous, 114-116, Fig.
4,
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complement the rim of some bronze vessels, obviously with a certain symbolic purpose (A12: 3).* There are
indications that these ware vessels with a funerary purpose, almost always deposited in female burials which,
judging by the form, probably served for ritual libations.*®

Several interpretations of the iconography of these elements have been proposed, focusing on the
solar spheres, the "solar barge" and the "master of animals".*> We believe that they are mainly based on
certain stereotypes and patterns that in the given case are not the most appropriate. Not every circular motif
can be given a solar meaning, especially if it is composed of two or more concentric rings, nor can each pair
of symmetrically joined protomes be treated as a "solar barge". And the term "master of animals™ does not in
itself explain anything, but more often functions as an empty phrase. We believe that in this case, as in the
Armenian objects, the concentric rings are much more likely to carry a celestial meaning, within the frames of
which the other elements of the composition also make sense: the animal figures or protomes arranged on the
ring - in the sense of the phases of the time cycles (solar, lunar, stellar) that take place in the sky; the human
figure in the center - in the sense of the mythical figure i.e. deity that guides these cycles on the basis of the
dual principles denoted by the symmetrical animals placed besides his legs (A12: 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12); the
zooanthropomorphic figure that holds the pillar with this composition - in the sense of the mythical figure
with the character of Atlas who supports the cosmic axis on which the sky rests (A12: 4). The combination of
this "image of the sky" with a vessel for liquids, obviously intended for some kind of cultic activities, can be
justified by the belief that its presence above the drink will cause its sanctification i.e. acquisition of some
positive properties. This correlation puts the objects presented here in direct relation to the Luristan standards
which, judging by the recently discovered finds, were also placed in some mutual relation with the cultic
vessels intended for the consecration of some kind of sacred drink (H7: 5; H9: 10 — 12; see p. 596).

A similar iconographic arrangement is also present on objects from the same cultural circle
(“Villanova culture™), but with a different purpose - as belt buckles i.e. dividers or other types of jewelry
(A12: 10), which certainly indicates the wider significance of the scene that was not limited to only one kind
of objects and the narrower sphere to which they referred.**

d) The ""crucifixion of Ixion

In our comparisons we could also include other examples, if they are perceived in relation to the
previous ones. First off are the scenes of the "crucifixion" of Ixion, painted on ancient vessels from southern
Italy from the 4th century BCE. Although the textual records of this mythical act say that this character was
punished by "crucifixion" on a wheel, in these examples it is a motif in the form of two or three concentric
circles that does not resemble a wheel at all, among other things due to the absence of spokes (Al1l: 8, 9). This
solution differs from other such scenes painted on older vessels from the 5th century BCE, where Ixion is
crucified on a wheel with four spokes, and not in a standing and frontal, but in a convulsed and profile
position (All: 7). A. Painesi justifies this inconsistency with the adaptation of the scene by the Italic painters
on the basis of some kind of pictorial concepts of their own, or other visual or textual templates.*” Taking into
account these components and the origin of the vessels from the Apennine Peninsula, we think about the

% B. Bagnasco Gianni, Presenza, 437 — Fig. 3; A. Rathje, The Ambiguous, 115, 116, Fig. 5; S. Haynes, Etruscan, 22-24,
Fig. 23; T. Trocchi, Ritual, 789, 790, Fig. 42.4; P. von Eles, Le ore, 153-155, Fig. 10, Fig. 12; about the meaning of the
scene: H. Yaycuauc, Kocmonowrku, 362, 370,371,412, 413, J128: 15, 16; U. EptumoBcku, Ilpumenama, 63, 64, B15-
b17.

% 'P. von Eles, Le ore, 153, A. Rathje, The Ambiguous, 115-117; T. Trocchi, Ritual, 789.

“Op.von Eles, Le ore, 153

41 p, Jacobsthal, Early, Pl. 237: a; Verucchio 2020.

2 A, Painesi, Objects, 166-171. On p. 171, she lists (without favoring) the elements and interpretations on the solar
meaning of the wheel, of Ixion, and the whole scene.
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possibility that the replacement of the wheel with concentric rings occurred under the influence of some local
traditions that may have been rooted exactly in the mentioned vessels from the “Villanova” culture (A11: 8, 9
compare with A12: 1-7).

e) Lead votive objects from Ain-al-Djoudj at Baalbek

From the later examples, deserving of special attention are several cultic objects discovered in the
holy spring Ain-al-Djoudj near the famous sanctuary in Baalbek i.e. Heliopolis (Lebanon), left there as cultic
gifts by pilgrims who visited this holy place. They represent dozens of lead plates from the Roman period,
cast in relief in the form of various figures and compositions (A13: 1 — 9). On this occasion, we are especially
interested in one group of them (A13: 1 — 6) which with its emphasized geometrism and non-figurality stands
out from the rest whose iconography moves within the frames of the usual ancient Greco-Roman realistic
concepts (A13: 7 — 9).”® It seems that in this case they are miniature models of some other cultic objects,
probably made of organic materials. They are formed in the shape of one or two concentric rings, open at the
upper part, in the center of which is a crosshatched circular disk, supplemented by a human head. In this case
also, the rings and the disc are connected by a bar which this time continues downwards and out of them,
ending with a socket which, according to the authors, was intended for fastening on some kind of pole i.e.
pillar (“la douille dans laquelle devait s'emmancher une hampe de bois™). In these objects also, the rings have
granules, but much larger and in smaller numbers than in the objects from northwestern Iran (Al13: 1, 4
compare with A6: 1, 2).*

Previous researchers, driven by similar iconographic templates specific to this part of Asia, have
tended to treat the open ring-like segments as a lunar sickle, while the central circle - as a solar disk. They are
also encouraged in their interpretation by some specimens in which the head above this disc has radially
parted hair (A13: 5, 6) or others where in its place is a bust, made in a Greco-Roman manner, that resembles
Helios (A13: 7).” Without denying these meanings, which could represent the second phase of the
conceptualization of the mentioned objects, we believe that their global composition corresponds much better
to the template behind the Armenian objects. We think that sufficient arguments in favor of this are the
concentric rings (which do not look like a lunar sickle at all), the bar that connects them and extends beyond
them, as well as the geometricized anthropomorphic figure in the center of the composition. Having in mind
these similarities (compare A13: 1 — 6 with 10, 11) and the not too great geographical distance between
Lebanon and Armenia, the finds from Ain-al-Djoudj could take on the character of some kind of late remnants
of the same traditions that stood in the basis of the bronze openwork objects from Armenia. One should also
not exclude some kind of indirect relations with Luristan, if we take into account that the objects from
Lebanon (or their assumed larger prototypes) were fastened on a pole, similar to the Luristan standards (A13:
1 — 6 compare with 12). Also indicative of these relations is the location where they were discovered. As we
have mentioned, this is the sanctuary of Baalbek where, among others, the Heliopolitan triad of gods was
worshiped, as part of which, besides Atargatis and Hadad (equated with Hera and Zeus/Jupiter), another god
was honored who was not depicted in a figural form, but in the shape of an aniconic pillar, not much different
from the Luristan standards (H21: 5 — 9). On the presented lead objects we can look for him in the figures of
the god Hermes i.e. Mercury and the caduceus shown in his hand (A13: 9)* - elements that in the last chapters
of this monograph will occupy an important place in revealing the character and function of the Luristan
standards (see p. 634). Appearing among the lead plaques is another iconographic composition that is also
present amidst the Luristan bronzes. It is the depiction of an anthropomorphic deity standing on a symmetrical

. Badre, Les figurines; H. Seyrig, La triade.

“ L. Badre, Les figurines, 193, Fig. 5: USEK 2; Fig. 11; H. Seyrig, La triade, 339, 340, Pl. XXXVI.
** H. Seyrig, La triade, 338-354.

“® . Badre, Les figurines, 189, Fig. 9, Fig. 10.
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composite structure composed of an ancient temple and the front part of two bulls,*” which coincides with the
iconography of a type of Luristan cheekpieces (A13: 8 compare with 13), but also with the central motif of the
mentioned objects from the “Villanova” culture (A12: 3 -7, 10, 12).

f) Metal objects from Tibet

Openwork metal objects with a composition and iconography quite similar to almost all here analyzed
examples are also found in the collection of G. Tucci, collected in Tibet. They are two bronze pendants or
appliques formed by two (and in one of them probably three) concentric rings complemented by loops, animal
figures and a central anthropomorphic or hybrid (according to the descriptions monstrous) figure, flanked by a
pair of four-legged animals or birds (according to the descriptions roosters) (Al12: 8, 9). Although the items
are published as prehistoric, there is no reliable information on their dating. In his attempts at chronological
and cultural determination, M. Bussagli takes into account the nomadic peoples that occasionally, in various
historical periods, entered Tibet from the north. The analysis of their form and style of execution also leads
him to relations with the "art of steppes toward Mesopotamia” and even further north - with the "art des
steppes”. He does not doubt the symbolic i.e. religious character of these objects, which he connects to
Buddhist traditions and shamanism, whereby he considers the circle, combined with the figures of roosters
and the central character (monster, monkey), as an indicator of their eschatological meaning, with symbolism
referring to cyclicity and the connection between sky and earth.*®

B. Goldman notes the striking resemblance of these objects (which he considers to have been worn as
"protective amulets™) to almost all of the above presented groups: the Luristan bronzes, the bronze handles
from the “Villanova” culture, and the lead votive objects from Ain-al-Djoudj (A12: 8, 9 compare with the
others and with A6: 1 — 7; All: 3, 4; A13; B28). Through comparisons he tries to reach the meaning of the
"master of animals™ and the birds i.e. roosters present on the Tibetan, Luristan, and Italic objects. He also
analyzes the culture-historical routes on which the similarity between these objects could be based, whereby,
within the frames of the Tibet - Luristan - Etruria line, he gives certain advantage to the Luristan objects
which he considers closest to their assumed "prototype”. Although in an indirect way, within the indicated
communications, he also gives certain importance to the Eurasian steppes that functioned “as an open “sea’
carrying commerce between the settled lands of East and West.”*

The apostrophized Luristan-Tibetan relations are very indicative because they refer not only to the
mentioned, but also to other iconographic motifs (112). It is possible that they reflect the spiritual culture of
some Indo-Aryan group settled in this region during the movement of Indo-Aryans from Eastern Europe
through the Caucasus and Iran towards India. The same applies to the Luristan-Italic similarities which are
also represented through other pictorial motifs, presented in the following chapters (for example F3: 1 -
6; G22; see p. 707 and pl. 116).

A schematized variant of the mythical image analyzed here is present on a petroglyph from Moynak
in Kazakhstan,> which indicates the possible nucleus from which this motif could have reached Armenia and
the surrounding regions, especially if we take into account the assumptions about the Indo-Aryans as their
hypothetical carriers (A12: 11).

g) Early medieval and ethnographic examples

The above presented geometric base consisting of a circle and a rhombus (or quadrilateral) is found in
the early Middle Ages on numerous types of jewelry widespread in Eastern, Central Europe, the Balkans and
broader. They are mainly two-plated bow fibulae and belt buckles consisted of a circular (= sky) and a square

L. Badre, Les figurines, 183, Fig. 1 — Fig. 7.

8 M. Bussagli, Bronze, 331-333, 337, 338 (No. 6; No. 12).

“B. Goldman, Some.

%0°U. Sansoni, Reflection, Tav. 2: 3; U. Edrumoscku, Ilpumenama, xar. 6p. 507.
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or rhombic segment (= earth), whereby the circular one often also takes on a semicircular shape that
represented a vertical projection of the sky in the form of a celestial vault (fibulae — A9: 2, 3, 5, 8; buckles —
AG6: 8 — 10; A9: 4, 6, 7). This is supported by the various smaller elements (circular segments, rings, rosettes
or depictions of animals) placed along the edges which in the given arrangement acquire the meaning of the
phases of the sun's movement through the universe (A9: 9 — 11 compare with the others and with A4). In both
types of objects the rhombic or square part is often supplemented by a zooanthropomorphic figure or head of
some mythical representative of the chthonic regions (A6: 8, 9; A9: 2 — 6, 8). The meaning of the cosmic axis
i.e. cosmic pillar among the fibulae is carried by their bow, while in the buckles it is acquired by the prong
that extends from the fitting towards the loop.**

Similar arrangements, in which a circle or semicircle is combined with a square or a rhombus also
occur in various ethnographic objects. In our previous studies on this topic we have included two types of
such objects from Eastern Europe and the Balkans. These include wooden distaffs for spinning (A10: 3 — 8)
and painted Easter eggs (A10: 1, 2) in whose geometric ornamentation, supplemented by zoomorphic motifs,
one can recognize the image of the cosmos depicted through the circle or semicircle as the sky and the square
or rhombus as the earth.*

The cosmological paradigms of these objects have been discussed in detail in our previous studies.
This is why on this occasion we only present a summarized overview, referring to them and the detailed
arguments, examples and references presented therein.

5. Cosmological aspects of the rhombus (Western Asian seals)

As an indirect parallel for the mentioned geometric models of the cosmos, including those present on
the Armenian plaques and the Luristan standards, one can take some motifs from Western Asian seals. They
are motifs in the shape of a rhombus, rising from which is a vertical pillar with a star-like motif at the top
(A14: 1 — 4).°® We assume that this was a sign, standing behind which were cosmological representations in
which the rhombus would indicate the four-sided earth equated with the female genitalia, while the vertical
axis would represent the Cosmic axis (compare with A3: 1). Within that context, the star-like motif could
represent the Polar Star whose position really coincides with the center of the sky i.e. the axis around which it
rotates, due to which the star at the same time also becomes the center of the whole universe. Simultaneously,
this last motif could also indirectly represent the sky, i.e. the upper zones of the universe, the zenith of the sun
or the phase of the summer solstice.

Occurring on the seals is also a variant where the rhombus is replaced by a triangle oriented with its
top downwards, which, in relation to the previous examples, could be interpreted as its alternation with the
depiction of the pubis, once again as a symbol of the female aspects of the earth (A14: 5, 6, compare with 1 —
4).> This motif, combined with a depiction of a tree instead of a pillar, appears on various other objects such as
the ceramic figurines of the Eneolithic “Anau” culture of southern Turkmenistan (Al4: 9), and the
prehistoric cultures of the Mediterranean and Eastern Europe (Al4: 7; B42: 4 — 6). Somewhat later it can also
be detected on a category of Bronze Age gold pendants from Palestine (Al4: 10; B42: 2, 3). A similar
arrangement is also present within the circle of the Luristan bronzes (Al4: 8; B42: 7, 8). In most objects,

5L H. Yaycumuce, Kocmonowxu, 69-82 (with presented bibliography).

*2 H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 82-90 (with presented bibliography).

>3 For the examples (without the mentioned interpretations): E. Bleibtreu, Zur nicht publizierten, 484 (Abb. 379), 519
(Abb. 518a); photo: H.-U. Steymans, Die Sammiung, 558 (Abb. 4); on the female aspects of the rhombus: T. van Bakel,
The magical, (sign “pes: n.”).

> For the object (without the mentioned interpretation): E. Bleibtreu, Zur nicht publizierten, 519 (Abb. 518a); on the
female aspects of the triangle: T. van Bakel, The magical, (PIE *g"em(e)).
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5. Cosmological aspects of the rhombus (Western Asian seals)

within this composition one can recognize the equation of the depicted female character with the universe,
whereby the lower parts of her figure, represented here through the triangle as a sign of the pubis, symbolize
the earth, while the upper parts - the sky. The tree depicted above the triangle acquires the meaning of the
Tree of Life (a symbol of the productive power of the goddess), but also of the Cosmic Tree as one of the
variants of the Cosmic Axis (B42) (in more detail about these objects on p. 129).

A similar element appears on the Western Asian seals with a triangular motif pointed upwards, from
the top of which rises some kind of plant motif (A15: 3 — 8).%® The third combination could be interpreted as a
schematized depiction of the Cosmic Mountain from which the Cosmic Tree rises towards the sky, which on a
symbolic level would represent a combination of two symbols of the Cosmic Axis.*

We believe that through the concepts, analyzes and comparative material presented in this chapter we
have succeeded, if not to prove, then at least to give arguments in support of the assumption that in the basis
of the Luristan standards, underneath the other iconographic levels that make up these objects and actually
determine their shape, is a geometric image of the universe, most often present implicitly, as their contour and
global composition. We are convinced that additional arguments in support of proving this assumption will be
presented in the following chapters relating to the other iconographic levels of these objects. The presentation
of the content and meaning of these levels, and within that framework of the cosmological aspects of their
iconography, will have a retroactive effect on the proving of such an aspect also on the geometric level of the
Luristan standards.

> E. Porada, The Oldest, 565 (Fig. 2), 566 (Fig. 4); H. Frankfort, Cylinder, PL.IV: j; T. van Bakel, The magical, KHO the
Sumerian sign (Jaritz 99a) reads ku4.

*® On the Cosmic Mountain: N. Causidis, Myth. of the Mountain; H. Yaycunuc, Mum. na nianunama (with presented
bibliography).
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V. ZOOMORPHIC AND PHYTOMORPHIC LEVEL

1. Pair of symmetrical animals on the ""'zoomorphic standards"

a) Basic features

The zoomorphic level dominates among a large group of the Luristan standards that have so far been
referred to by multiple names. The most common terms are "Finials™ ("Wild-Goat Finials", "Feline Finials"),
"Animals Finials", "Heraldic Animal Finials", "first type standards".® The base of these objects consists of
two figures of animals standing on their hind legs and facing symmetrically towards each other (B1; B2; B5
— B10). The objects have two identical faces, which means that they were conceived for observation from all
sides. Although rare, there are examples with three animals depicted in the same pose and the same mutual
orientation (B2: 7 — 9). In our study, we decided to call this group of objects “zoomorphic standards” -
according to their basic feature.

Formed at the joint of the front and rear legs of these animals are two rings and/or a tube through
which an elongated vertical element in the form of a pillar i.e. rod was passed (according to some opinions it
could have been the Luristan pins with a decorative head), the lower end of which was inserted into the neck
of a bronze bottle-shaped support that was placed underneath the standard (B2:1; B5: 7 - 9; B6: 9; B8: 7). It is
thought that, in addition to its practical function - to raise and fasten the standard, this element also had a
symbolic character.? Numerous previous researchers have suggested that this is the oldest group of standards,
which was later also confirmed by the several rare finds of this type discovered in situ as grave goods (Bard-i
Bal, Khatunban) and in shrines (Sangtarashan) (B1: 4, 6, 7; B5: 4; B7: 4). Based on other deposited finds from
the closed archaeological contexts, some "zoomorphic standards™ are dated to the Iron Age 1A (1300 — 1150
BCE) or IB (1150 — 1000 BCE), and others to the Iron Age I - 11 (1000 — 800/750 BCE).®

It should be noted that zoomorphic figures with an identical body shape, posture and style of
execution, also appear as part of Luristan bronze vessels - this time in the function of handles (H7: 1 - 4, 6;
see p. 596).*

! For more details on these and other terms see p. 8.

2 E. de Waele, Bronzes, 109, 117-121, Fig. 74, 95, 97; see p. 129.

® E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, The Chr. of the Pusht-i Kuh, 129-132 (Fig. 6); B. Overlaet, The Early, 185-193 (Fig. 153),
216 (Fig. 184); E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115, 132, PI. 2, P1. 8; M. Malekzadeh et al, Fouilles, 85, 86, 96, 97, PI. 18,
PI. 19 (No. 160), PI. 36.

“P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 276 — Fig 27 (522); O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 141; R. Ghirshman, The Art, 78 (Fig.103).

81



1. Pair of symmetrical animals on the "zoomorphic standards"

82

Bl



B2

IV. Zoomorphic and phytomorphic level

83



1. Pair of symmetrical animals on the "zoomorphic standards"

b) Species and sex of the animals

In the earliest "zoomorphic standards" the pair of animals is most commonly represented through
ibexes/wild goats, which, on certain objects, have been identified by some researchers as mouflons and
gazelles (B1: 4, 6, 7; B2; B5; B6). Numerous standards of this type, especially those that are generally
considered to be somewhat later, also include animals from the family of felines, in which researchers often
recognize panthers or lions (B1: 1 -3, 5, 8, 9; B7: 1 — 4, 8, 9). There are a small number of specimens in
which one can also clearly identify the horse, based on the profile of the head and the curved neck
supplemented by teeth-like elements denoting the mane (B5: 1, 2, 5; B6: 2, 8). Despite the relatively rare
presence of explicit depictions of the horse, its more intense presence can be sensed in the visual appearance
of the ibexes and panthers - the two most dominant animals on the standards. Here we have in mind their
necks, which with their elongated, arched shape and mane along the back edge are not at all typical for these
animals.® In principle, in later specimens it is more difficult to determine the species of these zoomorphic
figures, which appear in a more stylized form, and in hybrid variants combined from various animals.®
Multiple researchers indicate the tendency for bringing the head of these animals (in the zoomorphic and other
standards) closer to that of a bird. H. Potratz, thinks that the main pair of protomes (according to him
originally pantherine) acquire an almost bird-like, and even specifically a rooster-like appearance.” This
ambivalence is also noted by P. R. S. Moorey,® while E. Porada suggests the transformation of the primary
animals into gryphons (B3 compare with B4 - examples of gryphons from West Asia, the Mediterranean and
the North Black Sea region).’

Based on the global insight into all types of standards, it can be concluded that in the "zoomorphic
standards” the transformation of the animal from the family of felines into birds commences, but is not
finalized into a head with a more clearly formed appearance of a bird or gryphon (B3: 1 — 12). This occurs in
other types, especially in the "idols with protomes™ where the main pair of protomes acquire not only a fully
formed beak, but also a comb specific to birds (B3: 13 — 15; C13 — C22).

Although in most standards of this type the sex of the animals is not designated, when it comes to the
ibexes, based on the accentuated horns and the presence of a beard, it can be concluded that they are males
(B2; B5). However, in several specimens the male sex of these animals is also marked explicitly - through the
depiction, and even certain accentuation of the phallus (B6: 3 — 5, 9). On a so far unique "zoomorphic
standard" from the Metropolitan Museum, the animals are alternated with human figures, but depicted in the
same pose and arrangement and with the same horns, whereby one of the figures is depicted with an erect
phallus, while the other with a vulva executed in relief (but not with breasts too) (B6: 1 compare with 11 -
cylindrical seal motif). There are indications of similar sexual differentiation on another standard with quite
realistic depictions of carnivorous animals (B1: 8).'° The example from the Metropolitan Museum could point
to the possibility that in some other "zoomorphic standards" the animals were conceptualized with a different
sex, although on a visual level this was not adequately denoted. On a standard with figures of horses (from
LACMA), it seems that the male sex was denoted symbolically, through the depiction of a horn between
the ears, most probably only in one of the animals (B6: 6 — 8). This interpretation would be based on the

® This inadequacy has also been pointed out by H. Potratz (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 46).

® 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 142-144; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 140-153, for the specific species of goats: 146 (capra
ibex, capra aegagrus); S. G. Schmid, Neue’ Luristanbronzen, 30-34; E. de Waele, Bronzes, 109-112; on the presence of
the horse: H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 35, 36; P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 90, No. 202, 203.

"'H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsiitze, 28; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 211; W. Culican, Bronzes, 3.
8P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 154.

°E. Porada, The Art, 86; numerous examples of gryphons from the mentioned regions: A. P. Kauroposuy, Hcmoxu;
some more typical examples among Luristan bronzes in relation to other Mesopotamian analogies: P. Amiet, Les
Antiquités, 59.

0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 143 (No. 218), 144 (No. 219).
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emphasized phallic symbolism of the unicorn throughout history.™ A similar arrangement, also with a pair of
stylized horses, is present on a standard from the Louvre, this time with much more dominant arched horns
curved upwards (B6: 2). An animal figure with a single horn formed on the forehead between the ears,
according to P. Amiet, is depicted on a Luristan pin from the David-Weill collection.”* As a parallel and
possible template for these objects, one could point to a seal from the Elamite period, discovered in Luristan,
depicted on which is an analogous composition with a pair of winged animals flanking a tree (B6: 10 compare
with 2 and 8). Here, depicted on the foreheads of the animals (according to the contours, most probably
winged horses) is a single horn, which this time also is not completely straight, but slightly curved upwards.*?
An animal (according to some interpretations a horse) with a horn on its forehead or muzzle also appears on a
specific category of Luristan pins.™*

E. Porada, thinks that the figures of ibexes from the Luristan standards are not a product of the
culture of the new peoples that settled in Iran, but of the traditions of the Elamites, ascertained on the motifs
from the seals and on the stele of Untash Gal. She points to the connection of these animals with the Iranian
demons of nature, and considers their appearance as a result of the restoration of some older indigenous
traditions (compare with B6: 11; I1: 7, 8, 13, 14)."®

Several previous researchers have sought to justify the presence of specific species of animals as part
of these objects. O. W. Muscarella emphasizes the possibility that the depictions of animals from the family
of felines may indicate a symbolic association with certain deities and activities that would be different from
the ones on which are depicted ibexes.'® H. Potratz, within the frames of his lunar interpretation of Luristan
objects, considers the "panthers™ from the "zoomorphic standards" as symbols of the lunar goddess, and gives
the same meaning also to the "mouflons”, although in his older works he treated the latter as solar symbols.*’
He defines the panthers as representatives of the cult of the goddess of fertility, the mistress of the moon and
the waters, giving them a pronounced apotropaic function which, according to him, was based on their
frightening appearance, and was related to the protection of this goddess. He thinks that their wide open
mouths are not aimed towards her but at the demons, whereby the whole triple composition, although
resembling a fight, is actually defined by him as an apotheosis of the lunar goddess and her zoomorphic
companions.®® This author notes that the horse and its protomes are present on the standards much less
frequently than the mouflon and panther, whereby he indicates the possibility that the horse was introduced at
a later date and was associated with the cult of the sun, unlike the lunar character of the other two animals.®
The tendency for transformation of the main pair of panther protomes into avian ones (and specifically into
rooster-like), is justified by him with changes at the level of the cult (“mit einem veranderten Kultort zu
erkléren sein diirfte”).?

1 On the unicorn: F. Tagliatesta, Iconography; D. Hunt, The Association, 77, 78, 81 (associations related to the Luristan
bronzes, but without reliably identified examples); basic data and meanings, with presented literature: Unicorn 2018.
2p. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 72, 78 (No. 170).

3 E. F. Schmidt et al, The Holmes, 425, 460, 462 (the animals are identified as winged bulls), PI. 236: 82, another
potential specimen with a straight horn and a central human figure instead of a tree — 459, PI. 235: 71.

" J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 36, 37, Taf. XXIV: 141, Taf. XXV: 142-150.

S E. Porada, Nomads, 23, 24; on the motif from the seal: W. H. Ward, The Seal, 177, 178 (Fig. 481).

0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 144.

"W, Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 23.

8 H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 33. In some works this author refers to them as representations of the deity (“...
stellvertretend furr ein Gétterbild zu stehen hatte.”): J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 42, 45.

Y H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsitze, 35, 36; an essay (not particularly successful) on the place of the horse among
Luristan bronzes: F. A. Hasanvand et al, Horse.

? H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsditze, 28; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 211; on this issue, but mainly related to the
"idols with protomes": W. Culican, Bronzes, 3.
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The tendency for alternation and transformation of the protomes of animals from the family of felines
and of goats into horses (in the older Luristan standards) and especially into birds i.e. gryphons (in newer
ones) could indicate some kind of cultural or demographic changes in the Luristan region (B3). If we accept
the previous views that the first two animals, with their naturalistic depiction, reflect the local traditions of the
Middle East, then the emergence of the other species could manifest the affinities of some new inhabitants
that in Luristan had appeared later. The transformation of the ibexes and panthers i.e. lions into a gryphon i.e.
a bird-headed mammal, especially due to its relatively late occurrence (7th — 6th century BCE, when the
standards of the type "idols with protomes" are dated; B3: 13 — 15) could be associated with the arrival in this
region of some populations from the north (Caucasus, North Black Sea region). A review of the material
shows the presence of the gryphon in those areas starting from the 7th - 6th century BCE, but under the
influence of Western Asia and/or ancient Greece (B4: 24 — 29).% In contrast to these relatively late and rare
examples, hybrid creatures similar to the gryphon have appeared in those regions even before, as part of the
local Late Bronze and Iron Age cultures, formed independently of the indicated regions. They represent
variations of a creature (this time much more common) with the beak of a bird of prey and the horns of a ram,
most often present on horse harness elements executed in bone and horn (B4: 1 — 18).% The autochthonous
character of the creatures of this type is also indicated by the depictions of a bird with ears present on various
objects within the frames of the Scytho-Siberian animal style, made out of wood and other organic materials
(B4: 19 — 22).% In support of this one can also take the Scythian mythologized deers with horns supplemented
by bird protomes, whose muzzle is often transformed into some kind of beak-like ending (B11: 5, 7; B16: 2,
5). Does this mean that this creature actually represents some Scythian version of a gryphon (this time a
"ram-gryphon')? It is indicative that in the Luristan standards we also have alternation of the three animals
that participate in the figure of the gryphon, and exactly in its "Scythian" variant (ram-gryphon): a horned
herbivorous animal (ibex, mouflon), an animal from the family of felines (panther, lion) and a bird of prey.
Another unusual element could fit into these relations - the elongated addition formed above the forehead or
above the upper beak of some Scythian and Mediterranean gryphons (B4: 24 — 29) which interferes with the
several unicorn zoomorphic figures (horses) from the Luristan standards (B6: 2, 6 — 8).

N. L. Chlenova has made a hypothesis that the heads of the Luristan “lions" were conceived in the
Scythian world as bird heads, under the influence of the "cult of the bird of prey" that was specific to them.?
The Scythian-Luristan relations are also sought in the symmetricaly paired depiction of animals on the
zoomorphic standards, in comparison to the Scythian bone cheekpieces with animals that were combined in
pairs - on both sides of the horse's mouth, thus forming a similar composition (B4: 1 — 18).%

c) Stylization and "*baroquesation’ of the animals

Noticeable in the later "zoomorphic standards" is a tendency for thinning out the bodies of the
animals, their stylization and supplementation with various small accessories, which leads to complication i.e.
"baroquesation” of the composition, and even marginalization of the figures of the animals themselves
i.e. their transformation into some kind of abstract elements (B7; B8: 4 — 7; B9: B10; B13).”® Some authors seek

2L A. P. Kautoposuu, Mcmoxu, 190-192, 195-205, 215, 216; on the motif of a bird (rooster) in the objects from Ziwiye:
M. H. Torpe6oga, . C. Paesckuii, Pannue, 122-131, on the Luristan relations (and influences) — 124.

2 A P. Kanrtoposuy, Acmoku, 210-218, Puc. 16 — Puc. 19.

2 A. P. Kautoposuu, Hcmoxu, 206, 207, Puc. 12.

2 M. H. ITorpe6osa, [I. C. Paesckuii, Pannue, 133.

M. H. ITorpe6oga, JI. C. PaeBckwii, Pannue, 133, 134, Puc. 22, 6.

% E.de Waele, Bronzes, 109; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 142. A detailed elaboration and analysis of this process of
stylization is given by H. Potratz, whereby he rightly concludes that it to some extent bypasses the animals' heads in
order to retain the features that exactly define the species of the animal, and thus its divine character. (J. A. H. Potratz,
Luristanbronzen, 46-48).
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the motivation of such a process in the aspiration of the metallurgists to emphasize the expressiveness of
these figures, i.e. their savagery, cruelty and monstrosity.?” Without denying this view, we believe that such
tendencies could be justified by two more components. The first (which is also pointed out indirectly by E. de
Waele) relates to the process of making these objects in the "lost wax" technique and would consist in
simplifying the modeling of the wax model of these objects by reduction of the figures to the level of the basic
wax rods by use of which this procedure began (most extreme examples B7: 7, 9). The second component
relates to the iconography and meaning of these objects, and would be based on the aspiration to, through such
"dissolution” i.e. abstracting the bodies of the animals, shift the focus to their cosmological meaning. In this
context, the figures formed in this way would not be present on the standards in order to evoke the animals
themselves, but the elements of the universe symbolically represented through the parts of their bodies.
Viewed in context of the previous geometric level of the standards, this tendency can be understood as an
aspiration, at this zoomorphic level as well, through the deformed bodies of the animals, to evoke (or
intuitively reach) the notions on the shape of the universe encoded in archaic consciousness or subconscious
as geometric structures (B8: sky = circle, earth = rhombus, cosmic axis = vertical line; see p. 53).

d) Supplementing the animals with zoomorphic elements

In many "zoomorphic standards" the main pair of animals is complemented by other smaller
zoomorphic figures or by individual elements on their body that appear in three main positions: in the upper
i.e. front part of the animals' figure, on their back, and at the tip of the tail. In this order we will present them
in the following paragraphs.

- Upper i.e. front part of the animals’ body

Above the upper ring formed at the front legs of the animals and on the inner or outer edge of their
curved necks appear protomes of birds or protomes i.e. heads of herbivores (goats, gazelles). They are most
often present in symmetrical pairs (B9: 1, 2, 4, 5, 8), but in some specimens also in the form of a single bird
depicted on the pin that goes through the ring at the front legs of the animal pair (B9: 6; B2: 1).

The bird or herbivore depicted near the mouth and front paws of the large animals, especially if they
are carnivorous, suggest a scene in which they are attacked and devoured by the latter. In the examples where
only the head of the animal is depicted, this impression gains even more potency, suggesting the act of their
dismemberment (B9: 4, 5, 8). A similar, but more explicitly depicted composition of this kind is present on a
Luristan pin with a discoid head where the carnivorous animals are represented by a pair of symmetrical lions
that with their wide open mouths clench the head of a herbivorous animal (gazelle?) (B9: 9). Another such
scene, but with one lion, is present in the lower section of the disc (B9: 7; image of the entire object C9: 1).

For the motif of a bird depicted at the neck of the large animals we cannot present more direct
parallels. As closest to them, we can take the numerous Scythian depictions of a deer, as well as the rarer
Thracian variants of such kind, whose horns are metamorphosed into bird protomes (B18).

- The animals’ back

In a number of "zoomorphic standards"”, depicted on the back of the large pair of animals is a small
animal figure, in some cases with a designated male sex, in a standing position, often very stylized, oriented
with its head upwards, and somewhat less frequently also downwards (B10: 1 — 4, 6 — 9).? P. R. S. Moorey

2" E. de Waele, Bronzes, 110, 111.

%8 Examples: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze,143 (217), 144, 145 (223); E. de Waele, Bronzes, 92, 93, (Fig. 74: 106), 97 (Fig.
78:112); H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, Taf. I1l: 7, Taf. VIII: 24; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 50, No. 182, 201-
203, 206; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, Pl. 30: 163, PI. 31: 164.
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thinks it is a carnivorous animal,? while H. Potratz hesitates between dogs and panthers.®® S. Przeworski

thinks that it is a depiction of small panthers attacking the ibexes, which had a purely decorative character.®!
In some specimens this motif is present in a quite realistic form (B10: 1), while in the "baroque™ specimens, it
is involved in a process of stylization which results in barely recognizable figures (B10: 2, 3, 7 especially 4, 6,
8, 9). As a separate motif, this arrangement appears on a category of Luristan pins and whetstone handles, in
which the ibex is depicted in a singular form, and only with its protome and back, mounted on which is a
small carnivorous animal aimed at its horns (B11: 6, 9; B27: 6; B50). In some cases, depicted under this small
animal with a designated male sex, is a bird (B11: 6).* In another variant, probably depicting a protome of a
winged deer, the small animal is shown on its front edge (B25: 1, 2).%

A similar motif appears on a category of openwork bronze buckles from the Caucasus (4th - 2nd
century BCE) depicting a deer or a horse, on whose rear part of the back, above the bent tail, is shown a
smaller animal that usually has the features of a carnivorous, but in some cases also of a herbivorous animal
(B12). Two additional animals, usually a bird and a snake, are depicted under the belly of the large animal and
in front of it. There have been opinions that the visual appearance of these buckles is due to the influence of
the "Koban variant" templates of the Scytho-Siberian animal style and the bronzes of Anatolia and Luristan.*
The same arrangement, in forms very close to these buckles and to the Luristan standards, is also present on a
Thracian matrix, this time as a clear depiction of a small figure of a carnivorous animal standing on the rump
of a giant deer whose horns are supplemented by animal protomes (B11: 10). An analogous composition also
appears on the Scythian relief appliques, with the difference that in this case the small carnivorous animal is
not standing on the body of the big one (once again a deer), but in front of it and in a position that reflects an
attack on it (B11: 5, 7).* Such motifs are also present on the petroglyphs and the so-called ,,0.enHbIe
xamun® (“'deer stones'™) from the Eurasian steppes (B10: 5; B11: 8).% The contrast between the size of the
two animals is clearly emphasized in all of the mentioned examples, which we have seen is also present in all
of the Luristan examples, including not only the "zoomorphic standards", but also the mentioned pins and
whetstone handles.

A symmetrical arrangement very similar to that of the standards is also present among Balkan Iron
Age pendants, almost synchronous with the Luristan standards, with the difference that in this case the
animals (also symmetrical) stand on the edges of the corpus that is complemented by a pair of symmetrical
animal protomes, which this time complete a stylized anthropomorphic figure with arms in the form of
protomes, obviously conceived with gigantic dimensions (B11: 1, 2).*

In some "zoomorphic standards"”, the small animals located on the back of the large ones are depicted
only by their head or protome (B13). Analyzing several such examples with a goat's head depicted on the
back of a pair of "panthers”, P. R. S. Moorey concludes that they are a reduced version of the previous

#p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 146-148.

Y. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 22, 25; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 44.

31'S. Przeworski, Luristan Bronzes, 258, 259.

%2 Other such specimens: P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, No. 167, 168: J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 35, Taf. XXIV: 138,
139; a specimen with a duplicated ibex protome: E. F. Schmidt et al, The Holmes, Pl 260 — d.

%), A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 16, Taf. X11: 62, Taf. XIII: 63.

% T. H. BonsHas, Momussr; 299-409, on the indicated influences: 405, 407-409; B. B. Texos, 06 asicyprbix; 0N their
character and purpose: G. Kipiani, Openwortk.

% For the Thracian object: M. Damyanov, The matrix; for the Scythian examples: 10. B. Tlomugosuy, Xuwnux, 356, 378
(Puc. 3: 6, 8, 9); A. 1. MaptsinoB, O muposgoszspenueckoti; on this type of pictorial depictions (especially for the bird
protomes on the horns): H. Yaycuauc, Exen; H. Haycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 345-350; M. H. ITorpe6osa, /. C. PaeBckuii,
Pannue, 149, 150.

% M. E. Kunyrosckasi, Humepnpemayus, 105.

%" H. Yaycunuc, Makedonckume, 101, 102 (A51: 13, 15), 114, 127, 791; H. Yaycuauc, 300anmponomoppruiii, 75 (T.1:
9, 15, 19); M. Ble¢i¢ Kavur, Grobnicki, 44 - Sl. 3.
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compositions, in which the head represents the whole animal.*® The variants in which the head is combined
with an elongated and arched neck can be understood as the wing of the large animal, whose tip is
metamorphosed into an animal protome (B13: 4 — 9). H. Potratz touches upon this interpretation,*® although
A. Roes analyzes it much more systematically, as part of his study on the genesis of the appearance of
Chimera. In doing so, besides the Ancient Greek and Etruscan examples, he presents analogies from the
Middle East, and within that framework several Luristan examples, although not standards but cheekpieces
and rings (examples B14: 1, 3, 6, 7). He believes that the appearance of the Mediterranean Chimera,
especially the unusual goat head that appears from its back, is a product of the transformation of the eastern
templates of this character in which this head was depicted on the wing tip of the mentioned mythical creature
that gradually lost such meaning (compare B13; B14: 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 9 with 10 — 12).40 The transformation of
wings into protomes can also be identified in the zoomorphized mythical birth-giver of the Etruscans and
Scythians whose legs also transform into animal protomes (B14: 4, 8).*

Parallels for this Luristan motif can be found in the finds from the Ulsky kurgan (Ynbckwuii kypran)
and the Zhabotinsky kurgan (JKaborurckuit kypran), but on a basic and not on a stylistic level, which speaks
not of direct typological relations but of indirect relations at the level of basic iconography. However, there
are also examples that give the impression of their true prototypes.**

In some "zoomorphic standards”, the rear part of the small animal figure loses its meaning,
transforming itself into an indefinite curved bar. In one specimen, one can follow the dissolution of this
animal into two separate elements, whereby its head, neck and forelegs separated as a different protome, while
the back, hind legs and tail were transformed into a bird standing on some kind of spiral pole (B13: 8 compare
with B8: 5). In two specimens from the Ashmolean Museum, a large leonine or human head is depicted on the
backs of the large animals, which will be discussed in the following chapters (B26: 2, 3).** H. Potratz
identifies these protomes as pantherine, whereby he considers them as symbols of the increased supernatural
power of the mouflons on whose backs they are depicted. In this case, too, he associates both animals with the
moon cult.**

As we have seen, these elements are also present on some Luristan cheekpieces, this time depicted
on the back of a zoo-anthropomorphic figure with a horned human head, in some cases accompanied by
another anthropomorphic head placed on its back (B14: 1, 3, 6, 7). In one such specimen, the base on which
the animal treads is formed by the bodies of two symmetrical rabbits (B14: 3). The last element refers to the
cosmological symbolism of these scenes, having in mind the meaning of the rabbit as a chthonic symbol,
which in this case appears in the role of a representative of the lower zones of the universe.* Ph. Ackerman
relates the mentioned object to the Iranian myths on the creation of the beneficial (domestic) animals from the
body of a primordial bull, whereby she defines the specific figure as a cow, associating it with the cult of the
moon. *®

% p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 151, 152, (No. 169).
% H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 22.

“0 A. Roes, The Representation, for the Luristan examples: 24 (Fig. 6).

*! On the characters of this type: H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 168-205.

“ M. H. Iorpe6osa, JI. C. Paesckuii, Pannue, 94 (Puc. 3-8), 151 (Puc. 30), 153-155; I'. H. Kypoukun, Cxugckoe.
“P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 152 (No. 170 — a specimen with a human head, without information on the sex), 153 (No.
174 — a leonine head and an analogous specimen from a collection in Stockholm).

* Y. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 22, 23.

*® On the rabbit as a representative of the lower zones of the universe among the Scythians and Thracians (often
alternated with a fish): ¥O. b. ITonunosuy, Xuwmnuk, 364, 365, 370, 374; 10. b. ITomunosuy, I'. H. Bonsnas, Obpas
satiya; M. H. IlorpeGosa, J. C. Paesckuii, Pannue, 147, 148; U. Mapasos, Pozozenckomo, 227, 230, 241; several
examples from the Luristan bronzes: H. Potratz, Bdr und Hase.

%6 Ph. Ackerman, The Moon, 187.
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As an analogy to this motif one can reference the already mentioned ancient Greco-Roman depictions
of Chimera, on the back of which there is always a goat protome (see further) (B14: 10; B16: 7, 10).
Considering that in many Luristan examples this protome represents a transformation of the animal’s wing
(B14: 3, 6, 7, 9), as indirect analogies we can also reference the numerous examples of hybrid zoo-
anthropomorphic figures in which one can detect the same transformation (B14: 11, 12).

The small supplemental zoomorphic figures and protomes presented here also persist in the standards
of the type "idols with protomes"”, exactly in the same zone of the objects, obviously as a result of their
transformation from the corresponding "zoomorphic standards™ (examples B11: 4; B14: 5). It is indicative that
these elements are almost completely absent in the type "zoomorphic standards with a human head" (one of
the rare exceptions B11: 3).

- Tip of the animals' tail

In rare cases, the tail tips of the pair of large animals from the "zoomorphic standards" are also
supplemented by a protome.*” We are familiar with several specimens of avian or more likely gryphon
protomes (given the combination of a beak and ear) with varying degrees of stylization (B15: 1, 6, 7).
Particularly interesting is one specimen in which, in addition to the leonine or pantherine heads of the basic
pair of animals, there are three other pairs of protomes: a pair of goat-like heads at their front legs and two
pairs of leonine or pantherine heads at their back and the tail tips (B15: 2).*® Thereby, the tails are thickened
and arched to the point that they match the main protomes as their symmetrical counterpart. With this form
they introduce this object into the specific type of "'six-pointed standards'*, which are symmetrical not only
along the axis left-right and forward-backward, but also along the axis up-down. Multiple specimens of this
type are formed within the standards of the type "idols with protomes" (B15: 3, 4 compare with 2; D3: 4, 5;
D25: 1 - 5). If we take into account the older age of the "zoomorphic standards”, the mentioned specimen
could be treated as a representative of the possible prototypes of the later standards of this kind.*

The number of "zoomorphic standards” with protomes on their tails is significantly increased if we
also view through this template the elongated arched protomes that stem from the rump of the main animals,
regardless of the fact that already there are tails that extend along their hind legs, probably forgotten and
marginalized by their makers (B15: 5; B14: 2).

As analogies for this motif one can take the already mentioned Scythian depictions of a deer whose
tails can also often be supplemented with an avian i.e. gryphon head (B16: 2, 5, 9).*° Similar solutions are also
present in Thracian culture (B16: 8). This may point to some deeper systemic mythical-symbolic relations
between these and Luristan culture. As a regular feature, this motif also appears in the depictions of the hybrid
character of the Chimera type, with the difference that in those cases the tail always ends with a snake head
(B14: 10; B16: 7, 10). It is quite indicative that two more motifs also present on the "zoomorphic standards"
appear among the characters of this type. It is the animal head and protome and/or anthropomorphic head
present on the back of the animal. Although the most striking examples of such figures are formed within the
frames of Hellenic and Roman culture, their more archaic examples can also be found within the ancient
cultures of Anatolia and Egypt (in the latter case with a tail transformed into a protome of a dog, jackal or
wolf) (B16: 3, 6). An example of a gryphon, with a tail tip in the form of a snake, combined with a woman's
head, is also present on a silver vessel from Thrace (B16: 4).*

“7 0. W. Muscarella notes one such example: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 145 (No. 224).
*8 On the last specimen: P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 55 (No. 222).

** In detail about these standards see p. 14.
%0 A. P. Kanroposuu, Kraccugurayus, 99-101; 10. b. Tlomunosuy, [liacmuna-o6xiadka, 100-102.
L A. Roes, The Representation, 22; Y. Mapazos, Pozozenckomo, 207-219, O6p. 135.
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- Interpretation

The supplementation of the main pair of animals from the "zoomorphic standards" with smaller
animal figures or with separate parts of their bodies can be justified through the concept of cosmization of
these figures and the scene as a whole. By this term we mean the process of encoding the three zones of the
universe through animals specific to each of them, taking into account the real living environment in which
they exist and move. Within the frames of this concept one should also seek the motivation for the verticality
of the two large animals i.e. their upright stance on the hind legs, whereby the three main zones of their body
are equated with the vertical three-part structure of the universe (compare B17: scheme 1 with 2 — 5):>

- Front part (head, horns, neck, shoulders, front legs) = up, sky = birds, flying.

- Middle part (back, torso) = middle zone, ground surface, above ground = terrestrial animals,
walking.

- Rear part (rump, genitals, hind legs, tail) = down, earth, underworld, earthly waters = reptiles, fish,
waterfowl, swimming, diving.

Only some elements of this ideal scheme can be identified among the "zoomorphic standards". The
reasons for this should be sought in the forgetting or abandoning of this concept or its contamination with
other iconographic concepts. Corresponding well with it are the indicated standards with depictions of birds
in the area of the curved necks of the main animals, for which we saw that they could encode the sky through
their unrealistically circular form (B9: 2; B8: 7). Also corresponding are the specimens with birds at their
front legs, which are also located in the circular (celestial) zone or at least gravitate towards it (B9: 1, 6).

Almost all zoomorphic figures, protomes, and heads depicted on the backs of the large pair of animals
belong to the category of four-legged terrestrial animals, thus they could consistently represent the middle
cosmic zone (B9; B10; B13). In some cases, the stylization of these elements in the form of a zigzag or wavy
line may indicate their presence in these compositions as signs i.e. symbols of some other cosmic elements
which, from a spatial aspect, would fit well into the mentioned triple structure (B10: 8, 9). Here we have in
mind the aquatic meaning of the indicated geometric motifs which in this case, due to the vertical
disposition, could denote the rain currents that descend from the sky towards the earth.

It would be ideal, within this concept, for the tail of the two animals to be metamorphosed into a
snake as a paradigmatic representative of the chthonic regions (as in Chimera). But this is not the case,
because in three of the presented specimens, the tail ends with the head of a gryphon (B15: 1, 6, 7) and in one
case with the head of a lion or panther (B15: 2). We have seen that in this context one could also
conditionally include other potential examples of arched tails that end in the form of leonine or gryphon heads
(B15: 5). In principle, in all these cases the serpentine character is encoded by the very shape of the tail
(elongated, curled, undivided) that in combination with the heads of these animals forms a hybrid creature
with the body of a snake and the head of a carnivorous animal or bird, which as a combination is typical for
mythologized snakes i.e. dragons. In fact, the gryphon itself belongs to this category of animals whose
hybrid body reflects the three cosmic zones: the head and wings of a bird = sky, the legs of a beast = earth, the
scales and tail of a fish or a snake = water/underworld.>

This same concept of cosmization of the figure of an animal by its supplementation with
accompanying zoomorphic elements is present in the ancient cultures of the North Black Sea region. Here we
have in mind the already mentioned pictorial depictions in which the figure of a deer, in addition to other
things, is accompanied by animals from the three zones of the universe (B18: 1, 3, 8). One of the most
complete examples of this kind is the golden applique from Ilyichovo (Crimea), which depicts a deer attacked

52 On this concept of encoding: . Mapasos, Pozosenckomo, 208, 227-230; 10. b. [Toaunosuy, Xuwnux, 362-364; H.
Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 217-219, 244-246; a similar concept: H. Yaycuauc, Maxeoonckume, 67.

Bq. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 217-219, 244-246; on the indicated features of the gryphon: A. P. Kauroposuu, Hcmoxku,
190.
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by an eagle, panther and snake (B18: 1).** It is also clearly expressed on the mentioned Caucasian openwork
buckles in which the central large animal (deer or horse) is accompanied by three other smaller animals: most
often present on the back is a carnivorous animal, under the abdomen - a bird, and in front of the chest - a
snake (B12).% Some researchers have already pointed to the relations between the last mentioned category of
objects and the Luristan bronzes, though not in terms of the key component apostrophized here, but regarding
some marginal elements such as an atypical specimen in which on the back of the main animal, depicted with
two protomes, sits a human figure (B23: 10 compare with 4, 11).*® Although these similarities are mainly
considered an influence by the traditions of Western Asia, and in that context also of the Luristan bronzes, on
the Caucasian Iron Age cultures, we are inclined to treat them as manifestations of some kind of much more
essential - organic closeness between the two cultures (see p. 688).*"

In all the presented examples, the accompanying animals are several times smaller than the main one
(deer or horse), which we believe has a function to determine the giant scale of the latter, and even its
macrocosmic character. A similar concept can be sensed in the depictions of the mythical zoomorphic
creature from the Thracian beakers, depicted with eight legs and horns metamorphosed into bird protomes
(B18: 4, 7). In one such specimen, the cosmological encoding was executed by covering the front of its body
with feathers (birds = sky), the middle with fur (mammals = earth) and the back with scales (fish, reptiles =
water, underworld) (B18: 4).%®

As we have mentioned, in numerous Scythian specimens, the antlers of the giant deer are
metamorphosed into bird protomes (B18: 1, 2, 5, 6, 8; B11: 5; B16: 2, 5), which as a phenomenon is also
present in some Thracian examples (B18: 4, 7; B11: 10; B16: 8).>° We believe that in our previous research
we have been able to argue the hypothesis that such transformed antlers were intended to represent the sky,
within the frames of which, the multiplicated protomes would represent the different phases of the sun's
movement across it. In support of this interpretation, one can reference multiple arguments, of which, on this
occasion, we will point out a few. First of all, it is the real phenomenon of the periodic annual falling off and
re-emergence (in the spring) of the deer's antlers, which interferes with the time cycles that take place in the
sky. The second component is the equation of both the sky and the deer's antlers with the canopy of the
Cosmic Tree or the Tree of Life (see further) (B18: 5, 6). The third argument are the pictorial depictions of a
deer whose horns are accompanied by solar disks, as well as the existence of corresponding myths in which
the same arrangement is apostrophized on a verbal level (see further) (B20).%

Preserved among the Finno-Ugric and other peoples from the northern parts of Asia and Europe are
various versions of the myth in which the universe is equated or created from the body of some kind of
mythical primordial deer or moose, which implies its division into three parts and the creation from those
parts of the three levels of the universe.®* The same cosmogonic mythical model is also apostrophized by
the scholars of the mentioned "Scythian" pictorial depictions. According to them, the attack on the deer by the

*10. B. Tonumosud, ITnacmuna-ooxradka, 96; 10. b. Tlommnosuya, Xuwnuk, 363-365.

*I'. H. BoxsHas, Momussi. The author does not touch upon the concept of cosmological encoding noted here, but puts
the hunting scene at the basis of these objects, which in our opinion is not justified. As analogies for the small animal,
depicted above the back of the big one, she points out some alleged Luristan examples which are either not specified or
are not supported by appropriate references (pp. 405, 408).

1T H. Bounbnas, Momusewt, 407, 408.

%7 On these relations, based on the above mentioned pictorial depictions (with presented bibliography): M. H. [TorpeGosa,
3axaexazve, 131-148.

%8 On this concept: H. Haycuauc, Enen, 48, 49; H. Haycunuc, Kocmonrowxu, 350; V1. Mapasos, Pozozenckomo, 222-242.
*® For the Scythian examples: A. P. Kauroposuy, Knaccuguxayus, 89-92; for the Thracian ones: 1. Mapasos,
Pozozenckomo, 233-234.

 H. Yaycunuc, Enen; H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 345-350; on the connection of this motif with the Tree of Life: fO. B.
omumosuy, Xuwnux, 371; YO. b. Ilomunosuy, ITiacmuna-obxnaoxa, 100-103.

o1y, Yaycumuc, Enen, 40-44; H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowu, 347, 348.
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three animals, representatives of these cosmic zones, encodes exactly this dismemberment of the animal,
which also receives the meaning of its sacrifice in the name of the creation of the universe (B18: 1).®? The
same essence is also reflected in the Vedic sacrificial ritual asvamedha, during which the sacrificed horse was
divided into three parts, whereby apostrophized on a verbal level was the equation of these parts with the
corresponding cosmic zones, and even more specifically the transposition of some organs into separate
elements of the universe (see further). The presence in this ritual of a horse instead of a deer does not
contradict these relations at all, since numerous facts confirm the alternation, and even the semiotic and
symbolic identification of the two animals. At the level of linguistics it is reflected in the similar names of the
two animals, while at the archeological level - the remains of sacrificed horses in the tomb of Pazyryk, which
through appropriate appliques in the form of antlers were disguised as deer.®

e) Supplementing the animals with geometric elements

In some "zoomorphic standards" the main pair of animals are often supplemented by multiplicated
circular motifs, which are rhythmically arranged along the outer edge of their arched necks, on their backs,
on the tips of their tails, or on the arched segments that most likely denoted their wings (B19; B20: 10 — 12).
They are mainly small granules (B19: 3, 6), loops (B20: 12) and discs filled with spirals or concentric circles
(B19: 2, 4, 5, 7; B20: 10, 11) that do not correspond with some real element of the body of the depicted
animals. Our current insight into the standards of this type indicates the much more frequent and more
impressive combination of these motifs with the figures of the ibex, whereas in those of the panther i.e. lion it
occurs much less frequently and in less noticeable forms, most often as a notched bordure that extends along
the outer edge of the neck (B7: 1 — 4).% The thickening of the horns of the ibexes should also be noted here,
which, although having a real basis, in some cases are so emphasized, with a regular circular shape and
rhythmic arrangement, that they can be treated as a geometric ornament (B19; B21: 2). In one standard they
are transformed into small loops that are also arranged on the wings (B20: 12, compare with the analogous
Scythian examples B21: 6 — 8). Depicted on one handle of the Luristan whetstones is a protome of an ibex
whose horns are completely disintegrated i.e. transformed into two abstract arcs composed of granules (B21:
5). A circular motif can also be identified at the tail tips of the main animals, if we take into account that it is
very often curled in the form of a ring and not only in the "zoomorphic standards™ (B22: 1, 6, 7; B1: 1 — 3)
but also in other types (examples B22: 8, 9). This solution probably also had a practical function - as a loop
intended to tie the standard to its support,®® or to hang on it some additional elements, perhaps pendants that
produce sound or some kind of accessories made of organic materials (H4: 1, 2, 5). But, this does not exclude
its appropriate place in the iconography of the standards. The tip of the tail curved in the form of a loop is not
uncommon in other Luristan bronzes (B14: 3; B26: 5) but also beyond, in similar objects from the Late
Bronze and Iron Ages (B22: 12, 13), and even in subsequent epochs (B22: 11).%

H. Potratz also dedicates some attention to the elaborated components of the Luristan standards,
whereby he emphasizes some of their formal and stylistic aspects - as expressive "baroque” elements that
bring liveliness and dynamism to the composition.®’

62 10. b. [omuzoBuy, Xuwnuk, 362-365; YO. b. Tloaunosuy, [1iacmuna-obkniaoka, 96.

Bcu. Pynenko, Kyaemypa, T.LXXI; on these equations: H. Yaycuauc, Enen, 42, 43; H. HYaycuauc, Kocmorowxu, 348.
% A more impressive example with granules on the neck: E. de Waele, Bronzes, 98 (Fig. 79) compare with 95 (Fig. 76).
% p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 142; also see p. 593 of our monograph.

86 Examples: H. Yaycunuc, Mumckume, 307, 309, T. LXXX: 6, 13; H. Haycunuc, Makedonckume, 523-525; b. A.
Pribakos, 3. op. Pycu, 528-531.

® H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsditze, 22.
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- Interpretation

Within the cosmological concept of perception of the scene from the "zoomorphic standards", all
these circular motifs can be interpreted as separate phases of the sun's movement through the universe or
more specifically - through those cosmic zones represented by the corresponding body part of the pair of
macrocosmic animals (B19: 1). As an ideal model for this interpretation one can take numerous similar
examples of petroglyphs from Central and North Asia, mainly dated synchronously or closely to the Luristan
bronzes, in which the radial supplements much more explicitly define the circular motifs as solar disks. They
mainly depict deer or elk whose figures are complemented by such solar disks (B20: 2, 5, 6, 8).%

f) Supplementing the animals with solar disks

- Solar disks at the horns

In the mentioned petroglyphs, a radiant motif is most often depicted on the tips of both antlers of the
deer (B20: 2, 5, 6, 8). Taking into account the indicated identification of the body parts of the cosmic deer
with the levels of the universe, its horns are equated with the sky, whereby these motifs should denote the
movement of the sun along the celestial vault. In this context, the presence in some petroglyphs of a small
centrally placed rosette acquires the meaning of the North Star located in the middle of the sky (B20: 8).% A
slightly different solution is offered on one petroglyph, whereby the horns are depicted in the form of a
notched semicircle, above which is only one radial disk that obviously represents the movement of the sun
along i.e. above the celestial vault (B21: 1).” There are also examples in which the horns of the animal are
transformed into a ring, in some cases also surrounded by rays, in which one or several concentric circular
motifs are inscribed (B20: 1, 3, 4; B21: 3). This element, too, based on humerous analogies, can be defined as
a solar disk, but also as a horizontal projection of the sky divided into multiple "skies" i.e. celestial levels
(compare with A4; see p. 56).

Based on these examples and the previously mentioned variants of horns supplemented with
multiplicated protomes, this image can be recognized on a group of Scythian and Caucasian bronze appliques
in which the deer's antlers are depicted as an arch, whereby the sun's movement would be encoded on them
through the circular or semicircular segments into which the arch is divided (B21: 6 — 8).™

The indicated paradigms correspond to the similar supplementation or division of the ibexes' horns
from the "zoomorphic standards" into some kind of ring-like or spherical segments (B19; B20: 12; B21). The
depiction in pairs of the such supplemented horns, both in the standards and in the presented analogies, in
relation to the proposed solar interpretation, implies the equation of one horn with one half of the solar cycle
(the progressive one, from sunrise to noon or from spring to summer), while the other - with the second half
(the regressive one, from noon to sunset or from autumn to winter). These two halves of the solar cycle
indicate an analogous division in two halves of the sky itself, which merge together in the position of the
midday sun or of the sun during the summer solstice. This image of the two horns that make up the celestial
vault is not most adequately represented on the standards, because in their case the ibexes are oriented one
towards the other, so the horns cannot merge into a single semicircle (B19, one of the rare exceptions — C4:

% A. . MaptsisoB, O mupososspenueckoii, 15, 16 (Puc. 1); B. I1. KyGapes, Mugui, 42 (Puc. 2), 46.

9 g, Yaycupauc, Kocmonowku, 339, 340, 345-348 (J116: 11-17).

/. D. Kubarev thinks that both motifs represent the sun: B. II. KyGapes, Mugei, 43 (Puc. 4: 12), 48.

TAN MapteiHoB, O Mupososspenueckoi, 15, 17, 18 (Puc. 1: 15-17); H. Yaycunuc, Enren, 36, 37; H. Uaycuauc,
Kocmonowxu, 346.
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10).” But, this image could potentially be projected onto a Luristan pin made up of a pair of ibex protomes
oriented with their backs towards each other, whereby their horns merge into a heart-shaped arch (B23: 3).”

The most complete i.e. most consistently formed version of this mythical image can be found on a
category of metal combs present in northern Russia in the 19th century.”* Depicted on them in an openwork
technique is some kind of dual hybrid animal with heads at both ends of the body (B23: 2). Its horns enclose a
semicircle denoting the celestial vault, while the teeth of the comb interfere with the multiplicated legs of the
dual animal (B23: 2 compare with 1). Thereby, the protomes (of horses or birds), rhythmically arranged on the
horns, acquire the meaning of the separate phases of the sun's movement along the celestial vault (additionally
accentuated by the bordures of imprinted circles), while the central loop coincides with the sun at the zenith.
In this context, the body of the dual animal acquires the meaning of the lower zones of space (earth,
underworld), whereby the mouths located at opposite ends are included in the explanation of the key phases of
the solar cycle: the sunset is identified with the devouring of the sun, realized by one head, while the rising -
with its disgorging from the other (B23: 1).” We reference these objects also because such a dual fantastic
animal also appears on some Luristan bronzes, although without the mentioned horns. They represent several
examples of cheekpieces in which the animal is accompanied by a human figure (a female one, judging by the
breasts and hairstyle) which, mounted on its back or fused with its body, holds both protomes (B23: 4, 11;
another variant — B26: 6). Pictorial depictions with the same composition appear in the cultures of Armenia,
the Caucasus and Scythia, almost synchronous with the Luristan ones (B23: 5, 10, 12), but also in later
cultures from the territory of Iran (B23: 6). It is quite interesting that this motif continued to exist in the
Middle Ages (especially in Central Asia and Eastern Europe), and in exceptionally archaic forms it also
existed in the East Slavic and South Slavic folk embroideries from the 19th and the beginning of the 20th
century (B23: 7 — 9).”® The presence of this motif in the Caucasus, Europe, and even in Mohenjo-Daro in
India, leads R. Ghirshman to a dilemma whether these motifs originated in Luristan or elsewhere. However,
he does not deny the possibility that it was exactly the Luristan objects that played the key role in the creation
of the Achaemenid capitals with this motif and then in its spread east to India and west to the Aegean.”

- Solar disk at the tail

We mentioned that in some of the indicated petroglyphs, the sun is represented in the form of a circle
or oval, formed by the horns of the animals, depicted in which is a smaller circle i.e. point (B20: 1, 3, 4). In
some depictions, from a stylistic aspect close to the previously mentioned ones, a similar motif is also
depicted at the tip of the tail (in these cases they represent cattle i.e bulls, judging by the emphasized phallus)
(B22: 2, 4, 5). Also occurring are variants in the form of a radiant motif (B22: 3). The unrealistic basis of this
element and its resemblance to the previous one, indicate that in this case, too, it is a solar motif, this time
depicted at the opposite end of the animal's body - the tip of its tail. The depicted element, projected onto the
""zoomorphic standards", interferes with the mentioned loop formed at the tail tips of the main pair of animals
(B22: 2 — 5 compare with 1, 6 — 9). If within the frames of the proposed cosmological concept the circular
segments in the area of the neck and horns of the animals denoted the culmination phases of the solar cycle,
then in the case of these loops one could recognize its lowest point i.e. the stay or travel of the sun through
the chthonic regions (B19: 1). If we view this motif in relation to the variants with the zoomorphized
tail (B15; B16), then the presence of the animal protome at the tip of the tail could be related to the image of the

"2 A standard with protomes facing outwards: J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 44, 90 (No. 184).

" For the object (without the proposed interpretation): E. de Waele, Bronzes, 108 (Fig. 87, No. 128 B).

™ For the presented example: JI. [omaaposa, Mednsie, 101; other examples: Mazuu. Bpons. Ipebens 2020.

“H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 53, 54, 223, 242, 341, 342, 346, 349, 350; H. Yaycuauc, Enen, 37.

BT Kopois, Cesepoxaskasckuii; M. H. Tlorpe6osa, 3axaskasve, 131-142, 180-185; O. W. Muscarella, Archaeology,
670, 671; H. Yaycuauc, Mumckume, 130-132, T. XXIV.

"R, Ghirshman, The Art, 59.
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chthonic dragon that has trapped the sun in the underworld by swallowing it with its mouth or by coiling
its body around it. If the proposed interpretation proves to be well-founded, then in this mythical image one
could seek for another reason for the great persistence of the mentioned motif within the Luristan standards.

- Solar disks along the whole body

As the most appropriate iconographic paradigm for the mentioned multiplicated circular motifs from
the ""zoomorphic standards" we can take a petroglyph from the Mongolian part of the Altai that depicts a
deer or moose, over the body of which are arranged five radial discs connected to it by thin bars (B20: 2).
Based on the previous examples, it is quite possible that the front two were conceived as part of the horns,
while the last - of the tail.”® Its composition corresponds quite well to the standards in which various
multiplicated circular segments are arranged along the back and neck of the animals, including the horns and
tail (B20: 2 compare with 10 — 12 and B19).

Among the petroglyphs from the Altai region, one can also point out other forms of execution of the
same mythical image, in which the multiplicated sun is depicted on the very body of the animals (B24: 3, 6,
7). These examples are not as transparent as the first one because in them, the sun is more stylized, in the form
of various circular motifs or rosettes.” Taking into account the macrocosmic nature of the deer and the moose
elaborated in the previous chapters, in these cases the indicated motifs arranged along the animals' bodies
could, at least in some cases, represent the individual phases of the sun's movement across the sky or across
the whole universe.

We believe that this is an iconographic concept that was quite widespread throughout the territory of
Eurasia, but mainly maintained in the medium of organic materials i.e. through images executed on leather,
textiles or wood that are generally not available to archaeology. In this context, one can justify its seemingly
sudden and unexpected presence on a late and, at first sight, banal object such as a ceramic toy from Russian
folklore (the specific example is from the vicinity of Tula, Russia — B20: 9 compare with 2).% As indicators of
the pervasiveness of this concept one can take the countless small bronze objects, usually shaped in the form
of a figure of a horse or a deer, on the torso of which are imprinted motifs in the form of concentric circles or
a circle with a dot (B24: 8, 11 — 13). These are mainly pendants, amulets, appliques and fibulae present
throughout Eurasia, starting from the Iron Age, and up to the Middle Ages. Due to its numerousness, rich
ornamentation and closeness to the Luristan bronzes, one should especially emphasize the presence of this
concept within the Iron Age cultures of the Caucasus, which, given their geographical and chronological
proximity to the Luristan examples, could have had some kind of more direct mutual relation with them (B24:
4,5).%

Although H. Potratz does not recognize this solar-cosmological paradigm in the indicated circular
supplements from the "zoomorphic standards"”, he nevertheless does come to it, but on a more general level.
Namely, this researcher notes that the mouflons, as well as some other animals on the Luristan bronzes often
have on their body geometric signs with a solar meaning, which leads him to the conclusion that this animal is
a bearer of the ideas of solar mythology. But, on the other hand, the horns of the central (female)
anthropomorphic character that they accompany, according to him, point to the lunar meaning of these
animals.®

8 B. II. Ky6Gapes, Mugsl, 42 (Puc. 2: 8), 48.

" B. JI. Ky6Gapes, Mugui, 42 (Puc. 3: 1-6), 45.

8 1. M. Jlenucosa, 3oomopghnas, 29 (Puc. 3: B), 34 and other examples executed according to the same cosmological
concept.

8 H. E. Ypymamse, Onvim cemanmuueckozo, 133 (Puc. 3: 6, 8); I'. H. Bonshas, K sonpocy, 270 (Puc. 1).

8 H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 20-24. The author thinks that one of such examples (the scene from the cheekpieces) is
based on Mesopotamian templates, but accepted in Luristan only as a compositional framework in which new mythical
contents were introduced.
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In the study of H. J. Kantor on the prevalence of this motif in the Middle East (specifically rosettes
on the shoulder and thigh of the animals), this author also elaborates on the examples present on the Luristan
bronzes which she considers to be the product of Assyrian influences on the artisans of Luristan.® She thinks
that the motif originated in Egypt in the 14th century BCE (B24: 9), and in the following centuries gradually
expanded in the Middle East (B24: 2). She mentions some of the previously stated interpretations regarding its
meaning, mainly related to the sun. Not denying such a possibility, she believes that there are still not enough
facts in favor of these interpretations, especially not in relation to the finds from the new Asian territories
through which this motif had spread. However, she notes that in certain environments it could have changed
its character from a decorative element to an element with a certain symbolic meaning and vice versa.®*

Within the "'zoomorphic standards™, this concept of cosmization can be identified on an atypical
specimen with highly stylized animals, on the body of which there are several imprinted pairs of circular
motifs (B24: 1). The upper two pairs have a realistic basis, denoting their eyes and ears. But, the following
two pairs, depicted on the shoulders and thighs, on one hand do not have a realistic paradigm, while on the
other - correspond exactly to the positions of the solar geometric signs apostrophized by H. Potratz. Another
pair of circular motifs (this time spiral ones) on the same specimen can be recognized at the tail tips, denoting
the eyes of the animal heads formed in this place.

In a much more impressive form the same motif is present on a type of Luristan appliques depicting
a horse whose shoulders and thighs are complemented by concentric circles (B24: 14, 15). Given the probable
solar meaning of these motifs, it is is not excluded that the same idea was also behind the accentuated radiant
mane of the animal, whose paradigms can once again be found among the petroglyphs (B21: 1; B22: 3).%
Among the medieval tombstones from Bosnia and Herzegovina there is an example in which it is obvious that
such overemphasis of the horse mane exceeded all realistic grounds, denoting some supernatural (most
probably celestial or solar) dimension of the animal. Among other things, this is also indicated by the snake
which it tramples with its hooves and strangles it with its mouth (B24: 10).%

Reduced variants of this mythical image can also be recognized on other types of Luristan bronzes.
Thus, in the rectangular field of an applique, there is a depiction of an ibex in a kneeling position, above
whose back, from the surrounding frame, protrudes half of a rosette (B25: 4).% On one applique of unknown
purpose (probably from Luristan) there are depicted four ibexes with a rosette under their feet (B25: 3). In
one type of Luristan pins decorated with a protome of a winged animal formed between their neck and wing
is a disc divided into concentric circles or a spiral. Judging by the horns and the small animal on the chest, it
probably represents a giant deer (B25: 1, 2). The scene depicted on these objects belongs to a very large group
of mythical images present in various cultures from almost all epochs, in which the rosette or some other
circular motif represents the sun (it is also not excluded that it could represent some other celestial body)
(B25: 6 — 15). From a geographical aspect, as the closest parallel one can take the motif from a cylindrical seal
in which the rosette on the back of the animal is interpreted as a star (B25: 5).*° The animal depicted below or
less frequently above the celestial body could symbolize its dynamics (the factor i.e. the force that moves
it through the universe) or the cosmic level (most often the earth) above or below which that movement takes

8 H. J. Kantor, The Shoulder, 257, 258, T.IX, Fig. 7: A; see also: A. B. Menbuerko, Tpaduyus.

Sl SN Kantor, The Shoulder, 264-267; A. B. Menbueuko, Tpaduyus.

® Catalogue data on the object: P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 54 (No. 220).

8 v. D. Kubarev interprets this motif on the petroglyphs as a mane shaped in the form of sun rays: B. JI. Kybapes,
Mugpoi, 44 (Puc. 8: 1), 45.

8 H. Yaycunuc, Jyamcmuuku, 201, 214 (T.XXV: 1).

8 E. F. Schmidt et al, The Holmes, PI. 212: ¢; B. Overlaet, Cale Gar, 136 (Fig. 25).

¥ p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 259 (Fig. k); an analogous example: R. Ghirshman, Notes IV, 183 (Fig. 3).
% T, van Bakel, The magical, Number 26 (Planche 85, fig. 13).
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place.®® There are variants in which the circular or rosette-like motif is alternated with a human head as a
result of the personalization of the sun (B27; see the next chapter).

The proposed interpretations of the motifs presented here, although seemingly similar to the existing
solar interpretations, differ substantially from them, and at the same time correct their logical inconsistency.
Namely, if the sun is depicted on the body of an animal (especially in a multiplicated form), then that animal
itself cannot represent the sun, but the thing along which the sun moves. In this case, that thing could be the
whole universe, the sky or some other space that is part of it. This animal can also represent the factor (force,
principle, mythical character) that ensures the movement of the sun.

g) Supplementing the animals with anthropomorphic elements

In one "zoomorphic standard" and one “zoomorphic standard with a human head", formed on each
back of the two animals is a head, in the first case an anthropomorphic one (probably with features of the
male sex), while in the second - a leonine head, which within the frames of Luristan bronzes usually also
carries certain anthropomorphic characteristics (B26: 2, 3).% A similar form of supplementation is also
applied to some other types of Luristan bronzes with the difference that the anthropomorphic heads, given the
two-dimensionality of the objects, are facing the viewer. In the first case, they are decorative plagues from
cheekpieces, whereby in some variants a human head or bust (supplemented ny horns) is placed on the back
of a hybrid four-legged animal that itself has a horned human head, while from its rump appears another head,
this time an animal one, with an open mouth (B26: 4, 5).* As in the above presented examples, it could be a
tail transformed into a protome even though the creature already has a tail lowered along its hind legs. In
another cheekpiece, the head (this time also anthropomorphic and horned) is depicted on the back of a hybrid
animal with four legs and two front sides (presented in previous chapters) which, judging by the mane,
probably belongs to a horse (B26: 6). The third example is a ring supplemented by an ibex figure, from the
rump of which protrudes a horned human head (B26: 1).** Given the hairstyle, the head is most likely female,
in this case perhaps transformed from the tail of the animal. This motif is also present on a Luristan bronze
whetstone handle (B27: 6). It is formed in the shape of an anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic head
with small horns, which, fastened on a pillar, rises from the neck of an ibex that is depicted only with its front
part of the body. The composition is accompanied by a human "mask™ without a mouth, which is depicted on
the chest of the ibex, and a figure of an animal from the family of felines, which, standing on the ibex's back,
touches the detached head with its snout.*

The same motif is also present on an openwork Luristan pin, depicted twice - left and right of the
centrally placed horned human figure, probably with female features (short skirt, neck rings and various head
accessories) (B27: 1 — 3). The human figure in fact lifts with its arms the two animals with a human head on
their backs, whereby another stylized head is depicted under its legs. The whole composition, also
supplemented by other smaller zoomorphic elements, is placed inside a ring formed by two elongated ibex
protomes. The central figure of this object is defined by R. Dussaud as the master of animals (Maitre des
animaux sauvages), while the human heads depicted above the bodies of the animals (according to him lions)
are considered by him as copies of the main character (réplique de notre héros). He treats this meaning within
the concept of multiplication of the main hero of the Luristan bronzes, which he tries to argue with other

L H. Yaycumuc, Mumckume, 279, 280 (T.LXVII), 281; H. Yaycumuc, Maxedonckume, 619, 620 ([173), 621; one such
depiction of a bull with a radiant rosette on its back, (Cyprus, 7th century BCE) is interpreted as a zoomorphic symbol of
the daily heat (R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 207 — Fig. 102).

%2p_R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 152 (P1.32: 170), 153 (Pl. 34: 174).

% H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 26 (Tab. VI: 21).

% A. Godard, Bronzes, 68, Pl. XXXII: 115; A. Roes, The Representation, 24.

% P, Amiet, Les Antiquités, 40-42 (Fig. 71).
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examples.® R. du Mesnil du Buisson proposes a slightly different conception in the basis of which are
mythologems associated with the appearance and disappearance of Venus in the sky, represented as the
Morning and Evening Star. He defines the arched protomes that surround the main figure (Ashstart, Ishtar) as
snakes with antelope heads. The animals with human heads on their backs did not attract his attention.”’

In the collection of the Ashmolean Museum is a "zoomorphic standard" in which on the backs of both
animals, similar to the previous two standards, there is a formed anthropomorphic head (B26: 7, 8). But, in
this case, thanks to the description and the available side photo, we find out that the backs and rumps of both
animals, viewed from the side, are shaped in the form of human figures whose female sex is clearly indicated
by the depicted breasts. Thereby, the body elements of these figures (hip, legs, waist, raised arms) match the
corresponding parts of the animals' bodies.®® P. R. S. Moorey, referencing Middle Eastern analogies, thinks
that behind this combination lies the symbolic identification of the lion with the local Mother-Goddess.*
Due to the absence of side photographs, we have no information whether a similar parallel image was also
formed in the previous two similar specimens (B26: 2, 3). This example could mean that the pair of animals in
the "zoomorphic standards" should, at least in some cases, be treated as hypostases of the Luristan gods (in the
last case goddesses) conceptualized not only in an anthropomorphic, but also in a zoomorphic form. This
particular interpretation would be in line with the frequent combining of female deities into pairs (on the
pair of mythical mothers see p. 297). These interpretations would correspond to the toughts of G. Dumézil,
according to which the animal pair from the Luristan bronzes could function as epiphanies of the gods, as
"auxiliary animals™ (animaux auxiliaires), or as ""symbolic expressions of the powers that the gods possess
or bestow" (I'expression symbolique des puissances que le ou les dieux possédent ou donnent).'®

As parallels to the iconographic arrangement "a detached human head placed on the body of an
animal™ one can present numerous examples dating from the Bronze Age and up to contemporary folklore,
geographically distributed from Central Asia to Western Europe and south to the Mediterranean (B27: 4, 5, 7
-13; B25: 7, 9)."™"

- Interpretation

The presence on the animal's back of a detached human head — without the body, indicates a specific
iconographic arrangement, quite common on European early medieval jewelry (B27: 9, 13), but also on
Eurasian petroglyphs (B25: 9; B27: 10). In our previous studies we presented the various interpretations on
the meaning of this mythical image. In them, we pointed to the possibility that it represents the personalized
solar disk i.e. the God-Sun, whereby the animal that carries it acquires the meaning of the factor i.e. the force
that effectuates the dynamics of the sun i.e. realizes its movement through the universe. This is supported
by the alternation of this image with analogous examples, presented in previous chapters, in which, in place of
the human head is some other motif that denotes the solar disk (radial circle, rosette, wheel) or other solar and
celestial symbols (cross, swastika, head with accentuated hair and beard as symbols of rays — B25).2%? Also

% R. Dussaud, Ceinture, 195 (Fig. 6), 196.

¥ R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 220-222.

% Pp._R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 149, 150, 152 (the author is familiar with four other standards similar to this one and the
previous two specimens), PI. 33: 171.

% P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 149, 150. Within the framework of Scythian iconography, the identification of
carnivorous animals with the female deity is also advocated by Yu. B. Polidovych (YO. B. ITomunosuy, Xuwmnux, 366-370,
373, 374).

10 G, Dumézil, Dieux, 24.

Wiy, Yaycuauc, Mumckume, 283-288; H. Yaycunuc, Maxeoonckume, 619-621; medieval Balkan amulets with this
form: E. Komatarova-Balinova, P. Penkova, The “Horse Amulets”.

w2y Yaycuauc, Mumckume, 283-288; H. Uaycunuc, Maxedonckume, 619-621; different interpretations of the detached
head as a reduced depiction of the rider: 1. Mapa3zos, Pozozenckomo, 212.
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pointing to a solar meaning is the horse, the most common animal component of these images, which in itself
functions as a solar symbol. The Slavic god of the sun was called Hrs i.e. Hors, whereby his genesis is placed
in relation to the Iranian i.e. Persian xwarséd/xorsid (meaning sun), and even more likely to the Vedic Arsu
(sexual arousal = life energy). Therefore, the relations of these lexemes with the Old Germanic and Anglo-
Saxon hros/horse (horse) are not at all accidental, considering that the horse was one of the most common
zoomorphic symbols of the sun and of the fertilizing power.'%

The symmetrical combination in pairs of this motif in the "zoomorphic standards™ would indicate the
two complementary tendencies of the solar cycle - the progressive one (in relation to morning and spring)
and the regressive one (evening and autumn) (B26: 2, 3, 7, 8 compare with B19: 1; B23: 1). In the example of
a Mycenaean/Minoan gem, such meaning is indicated by the presence of two animals which, inscribed in the
circular field, in principle allude to some kind of circular motion (B27: 4). This meaning is even more
pronounced in the circular composition of the described Luristan pin whose ring-like frame formed by two
ibex protomes suggests the cyclicity of this cosmic process (B27: 1 — 3). Thereby, the central figure, holding
the two animals by their hind legs, represents the deity that conducts this process or literally "the solar
cycles are in its hands". In this context, the figure's head represents the culmination of the sun, the heads
placed on the backs of the two animals - the progressive and regressive phase of the solar cycle, while the one
under its feet - the chthonic phase, and perhaps the act of rebirth of the personalized sun from its womb.

The leonine heads present on one of the mentioned standards (B26: 3) fit well with this
interpretation, given their visual relations with the sun (lion's mane = sun rays). Such a meaning of the lions is
indicated by C. Lancaster, who thinks that on the Luristan bronzes, the wide-open mouths and the accentuated
manes of this animal indicate the "blazing sun" in its destructive aspect - as a destroyer of crops and pastures.
He justifies this identification with the golden color of the lion's fur and the fact that in the given period this
animal still existed in the Middle East, posing a real danger to herds.'®

In previous chapters we interpreted the presence of the animal head on the backs of the pair of large
animals from the "zoomorphic standards” as a reduced depiction of the whole animal, which in some
specimens appears in the same position but depicted with its entire figure as a classifier of the middle cosmic
zone (B13; B14). Although this interpretation does not negate the parallel solar meaning of these heads, in
some cases, such as the example with ibex heads, the second meaning does not seem more justified to us due
to the absence of some more pronounced symbolic relations between this animal and the sun. However, in the
previous chapter we presented enough arguments that also point to such a possibility.

h) The meaning of the ibex on Luristan objects
- Relations with the ritual asvamedha

If we take into account the equivalence and alternation of the deer i.e. moose and the horse, which we
pointed out in previous chapters, then as an ideal paradigm of the mythical images presented here one can take
the textual explanation of the Vedic ritual asvamedha (annual sacrifice of a horse), which in a chronological
sense is close to the Luristan bronzes.'® In continuation, we reference a passage from the Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad which presents the cosmogonic essence of this ritual i.e. the inclusion of the animal's body in the
re-creation of the universe denoted by the equalization of its body parts with certain cosmic elements or
phenomena:

WL Borissoff, Non-Iranian; M. A. Bacuibes, fzviuecmeo; H. Yaycuauc, Maxeoonuckume, 459; H. Yaycumuc,
Jyanucmuuxu, 181-185, 225-231; H. Yaycuauc, Mumckume, 314-331.
104 ¢ Lancaster, Luristan, 96.

195 Our previous observations on this ritual and its Pontic-Caucasian, Italic and Balkan parallels (with presented
literature): H. Yaycunuc, Maxedonckume, 905-910.
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“Om. The head of the sacrificial horse is the dawn, its eye the sun, its vital force the air, its open
mouth the fire called Vaisvanara, and the body of the sacrificial horse is the year. Its back is heaven, its belly
the sky, its hoof the earth, its sides the four quarters, its ribs the intermediate quarters, its members the
seasons, its joints the months and fortnights, its feet the days and nights, its bones the stars and its flesh the
clouds. Its half-digested food is the sand, its blood-vessels the rivers, its liver and spleen the mountains, its
hairs the herbs and trees. Its forepart is the ascending sun, its hind part the descending sun, its yawning is
lightning, its shaking the body is thundering, its making water is raining, and its neighing is voice.“'%

Some of the equations in this quote fit quite well with our interpretations of the above presented
images. In this case we especially think of the equation of the animal with the year (“the body of the
sacrificial horse is the year"), of its back with the heavens and of the identification of the sunrise with the
front and the sunset with the rear half of its body.

- Meaning of the ibex

The performed analyzes and the presented parallels point to the conclusion that the ibex in Luristan
culture represented the cosmos, both in its spatial and time-related sense, analogous to the horse in the
Vedic ritual asvamedha, and the deer in Scythian and other Central Asian and North Asian cultures that
created the mentioned petroglyphs.

In support of this, and especially of the symbolism associated with time cycles, we can take the
Luristan openwork rings (horse harness elements) supplemented with the head of this animal (B28: 7 — 10),
which in one type are alternated with a spoked wheel that has a central opening (B28: 3)."" In most of these
objects the head is formed in their upper part, accompanied by large arched horns, obviously as a zoomorphic
equivalent of the horned anthropomorphic head which is more often present in another category of similar
objects (B28: 2, 6 compare with 3, 7 — 10).*® These objects clearly suggest the identification of the ring or
wheel with the ibex and the horned human character, which implies that they actually make up the body of
these characters i.e. that the circle i.e. wheel are the characters themselves. If we agree that the circular
corpus of these objects represents the sky, it means that the depicted ibex or its equivalent horned
zooanthropomorphic mythical figure are equated with this part of the cosmos, but also with the time that
takes place within it.

The mentioned rings and wheels can also help in revealing the meaning of the pair of animals from
the "zoomorphic standards” if we take into account that the rim of numerous such objects is supplemented
(B28: 2, 3, 5 - 10), and even constructed (B28: 1, 4), by the same pair of symmetrical animals. If we agree
with the previous conclusion that the indicated circular elements symbolize the sky and the time cycles that
take place within it, then it would follow that this pair of animals represent the two complementary halves of
the sky and the corresponding phases of those cycles. This could mean that these animals carried analogous
meanings also within the frames of the "zoomorphic standards".

On some rings of this kind the mentioned triad is accompanied by additional anthropomorphic
heads (judging by the hairstyle more likely female), usually depicted with small (bovine?) horns. They are
mainly depicted in pairs, placed on the ring, left and right of the ibex's head (B28: 7, 8). In some cases it is a
single depicted figure with the same features, shown inside the ring, but this time as a half-length portrait,
with hands raised in an orans pose that touch or grasp the ring, and in some cases with barely indicated breasts
(B28: 9, 10). In both cases, the hierarchy of these characters is clear i.e. that the dominant status belongs to
the ibex or its anthropomorphic equivalent. The pair of animals and horned human heads, due to their

196 (Brihadaranyaka Upanishad. 1, 1); English translation and commentary: The Brhadaranyaka 1950, 8-11.

197 Detailed review and classification of the objects: J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 22-27, on the divine character of
the central character: 24, 25; on some older hypotheses and on their purpose: S. Przeworski, Luristan Bronzes, 249, 250.
198 This equivalence is noticed by H. Potratz, who considers the anthropomorphic figure to be a moon goddess
(Mondgdttin): H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 31-33, Fig. 54-60.

127



1. Pair of symmetrical animals on the "zoomorphic standards"

lateral position and smaller dimensions, gives the impression as its companions with a rank lower than its.
The same also applies to the character placed inside the circle, which in this case is also suggested by its
location underneath the ibex. If we agree that the circle i.e. the ring represents the body of the main character
(man-ibex) then the position of the former indicates that it is located inside its body i.e. womb. The indicated
relation gives us a reason to include in these interpretations the myth of Zurvan and the birth of his sons,
which will be discussed in the following chapters (see p. 366).'%°

In iconography, animals normally have a lower status than humans. The fact that in these cases the
situation is reversed could mean that the central animal is actually only an epiphany of some mythical
character i.e. deity whose essential nature (and appearance) surpassed the rank of an animal, that is, it was
either human or superhuman, and perhaps even immaterial, and therefore visually undepictable. A similar
conclusion is also reached by H. Potratz who thinks that the central head belongs to a divine creature, whereby
the spiral horns as the dominant element of these objects functioned as its cryptogram.™® In support of these
observations, to which we are led by the iconography itself and the pictorial structure of the presented
Luristan objects, there are some examples from the cultures in the more immediate or distant surroundings of
Luristan.

Among the ancient lIranians, the wild goat i.e. ibex was one of the ten hypostases of the god
Verethragna that reflects some of his functions, such as military power, victory, the power of healing and
miracles, and in this case perhaps the most appropriate ones - masculinity and sexual potency.™ The
zoomorphic hypostasis in the form of a goat is also characteristic of the Indian god Daksha, whose main
functions are close to the previous deity, and relate to the male life force, sexuality and fertilizing power
directed towards nature and especially towards plants.**? Goats are also an attribute i.e. companion of the
Vedic and Hindu god Pushan who harnesses these animals in his chariot instead of horses. The solar
character, the connections with traveling and the dual birth of this god (once in the heights and another time in
the depths) indicate his connection with the dynamics of the sun and with the phases of the solar cycle. Also
emphasized are his fertilizing functions, manifested, among other things, in the incestuous pretensions
towards his mother and sister.™* In this context we should also mention the Mediterranean mythical characters
such as Pan, Satyr and Silenus, whose anthropozoomorphic body is complemented by goat elements and an
accentuated phallus. Some of the mentioned features are also possessed by the Nordic celestial god Thor, who
can be included in this group because he rides a chariot pulled by two goats. In addition, he uses these animals
as a renewable source of food by resurrecting them with his hammer, which, among other things, functions as
a phallic symbol and a source of vital force.**

The "zoomorphic standard” from the Metropolitan Museum (B6: 1) shows that the pair of ibexes in
Luristan culture also had their own zooanthropomorphic i.e. anthropomorphic hypostasis, which could also
indicate some kind of divine status (compare B6: 1 with 11).*° As we will see further, the wheel as a symbol
of the sky and time is in relation to the god Zurvan and some of his specific hypostases (pp. 391, 572, 577).

199 | we accept H. Potratz's interpretation that this half-length portrait represents the goddess of the moon (H. Potratz,
Das “Kampfmotiv”, 33), then the head of the ibex above her should belong to some other deity with a rank higher than
hers.

110 An dem nunmehrigen Beweise ist aber nicht diese allgemeine Korrespondenz von Belang, sondern vielmehr die
Tatsache, dass es sich um das Kopfbild eines gottlichen Wesens gehandelt hat, von dem die Brillenvolute ein
Kryptogramm war.* (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 24).

1 (Bahram Yasht. 14); G. Gnoli, P. Jamzadeh, Bahram; YO. B. Tlonugosud, Xuuynuxk, 368.

Y2 T, 1. Opanckas, IIpoussoousie, 59. The author accentuates the relations between the goat and the tree, quite common
in various cultures, which (as we will see) is also present on the "zoomorphic standards".

3B, H. Tonopos, ITywan, 353.

" H. R. Ellis Davidson, Gods, 73-91.

115 E Porada, points to the possible relations of the characters of this type with older Elamite prototypes such as the
example of a figure (perhaps a pair) of this kind on the stele of Untash Gal, depicted standing by a tree and holding it by
the branches (E. Porada, Nomads, 23-25, Fig. 2).
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These objects can be compared to the pictorial depictions of the Buddhist "Wheel of Existence"
(Bhavacakra), especially popular in Tibetan traditions (112: 4 compare with 3). In these images, a
zooanthropomorphic character is holding the wheel with its claws and teeth, identified with the demon Mara
or the god of death Yama. The image on a visual level symbolizes the main goal of Buddhism - liberation
from the circle of continual reincarnations (Moksha/Nirvana) and the claws of the depicted demonic figure
by following the Buddhist principles of living.**®

2. The central pillar of the "'zoomorphic standards™

The central pillar of the “zoomorphic standards™ still represents an enigma. We have already
presented the dominant position among scholars that through the tube or through the two rings formed
between the front and rear legs of the pair of animals, a metal rod was inserted that connected and fastened
the standards to their bottle-shaped supports (B2:1; B5: 7 —9; B6: 9; B8: 7). But, within the collections, these
rods are often absent, probably because the illegal diggers did not consider it worthwile to also collect them
from the field as peripheral (and unattractive) elements of the main object. However, in some cases they are
present, but even then accompanied by doubts about whether they really belonged to the specific items or
represent a compilation created by modern antiquities dealers or collectors. There have also been expressed
opinions, based on several preserved specimens, that some of the Luristan pins with a decorative head were
inserted in the indicated rings or tubes, which we will discuss in more detail in one of the following chapters
(see p. 160).

a) Previous observations regarding the appearance and
meanings of the central pillar of the "*zoomorphic standards™

Some researchers have tried to reconstruct the form and appearance of this element on the basis of
iconographic and symbolic analyzes followed by appropriate parallels. One of the first to do so was E.
Herzfeld who finds older templates for this motif, among others also on the Karkuk seals dating from 1600-
1200 BCE, the era when Mitannia was ruled by an Aryan dynasty (I11: 7, 8)."*" E. Porada, but also some other
authors, comparing the pair of animals from the oldest "zoomorphic standards" (especially the variants with
ibexes) with various pictorial compositions from the Middle East, mainly from seals (examples B29: 7 — 11),
hypothesizes that they reflect the traditions of the indigenous culture (especially that of the Elamites), and not
of the new populations that settled in Luristan around 1000 BCE. Thereby, she points out specific Elamite
prototypes (motifs from seals and other objects with a pair of goat figures) which she believes have served as
stimulus in the creation of the "zoomorphic standards". Based on these templates, she concludes that the
central pillar, which in the standards stretched between the front and hind legs of the animals, actually
symbolized the "Tree of Life'" — a motif especially common in the Middle East, associated with some female
deity.’® P. R. S. Moorey also thinks that the genesis of this composition is due to the Elamite iconographic
prototypes from the 13th century BCE, based on the real position in which goats, standing on their hind legs,
nibble leaves from the upper branches of trees."® M. N. Pogrebova, in these comparisons also includes
examples from the Koban culture of the Northern Caucasus region.'?

However, the hitherto known "zoomorphic standards™ in which such a pillar is preserved do not fully
confirm this hypothesis because in their case, the specific element is composed of a vertical tube or rod which,

185 F. Teiser, The Wheel; O. JI. Ornesa, O6pas; R. E. Buswell, D. S. Lopez, The Princeton, 309, 310; in general on the
symbolic depictions of this kind: 1. EbtumoBckwu, Ilpumenama.

YWE Herzfeld, Iran, 164-167 (Fig. 281 — Fig. 283).

"8 E. Porada, Nomads, 14-16, 20, 22-26, 30.

9P R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 146, 147.
120 M. H. Tlorpe6osa, 3akaskasve, 145-148.
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2. The central pillar of the "zoomorphic standards"

at best, at the upper end has only a decorative thickening or some kind of zoomorphic element (B2: 1; B5: 7
- 9: B6: 9; B8: 7)."! The hypothesis is supported only by some rare exceptions in which the upper part of
such a pin is supplemented by certain phytomorphic elements.'?? E. Porada thinks that such floralized
pins are in fact a reflection of the process of insertion into the mentioned rings or tubes of some real plant
elements (flowers, twigs) or their pictorial depictions made of easily degradable materials (for
example wooden pins).'?

If it nevertheless turns out that these pillars most often did not have any supplements that would
complete their phytomorphism, it would not mean rejection of the mentioned thesis. In that case, this central
vertical motif could be treated as a symbol of the other axial equivalents of the Cosmic Tree, such as the
Cosmic Pillar that supports the sky or the Cosmic Pivot around which it rotates. In both cases, this element
of the standards retains its cosmological significance, denoting these elements as symbols of the Cosmic Axis
that extends through the zones of the cosmos, separating them from each other, but also connecting them as a
whole, at the same time appearing as symbol of the Center of the universe, in its spatial and sacred sense.

The strongest argument that the pillar of the "zoomorphic standards" depicted (or at least on a
conceptual level symbolized) the Cosmic Tree or the Tree of Life are the other categories of Luristan
bronzes in which the same symmetrical pair of animals forms a composition that would be analogous to the
hypothesized one. Raised on their hind legs or alternated with upright zooanthropomorphic figures, they flank
a vertical motif composed of various plant elements which in this case, without doubt, can be identified as a
stylized tree, in some cases a palm tree, and even as some kind of unrealistic tree with a symbolic i.e. mythical
character. We will present these examples in the next chapter.

b) A tree flanked by a pair of animals in other types of Luristan bronzes

This scene is quite common on Luristan pins with an openwork or discoid head. In those of the
first category, the pillar, flanked by a pair of animals (herbivorous or carnivorous), is shaped in the form of a
plant with branches at the top (usually three in number), supplemented by leaves, buds or fruits (B30: 5, 6).**
There are also variants inscribed inside a ring (B31: 6). The same composition is quite often also found on
pins with a discoid head, as their central and most often only scene (B29: 5; B31: 1 — 5; B33: 1 — 3). One of
the exceptions is a pin with two discs, on one of which, below the motif of a tree accompanied by a pair of
symmetrical figures, there is a sexual act taking place (see further) (B33: 6). It is very indicative that in some
specimens the scene is oriented 90 degrees in relation to their pin, which can only be justified by the act of
their horizontal fastening (B31: 1, 3, 4). The scene is also common on the hammered bronze plaques, which
mainly served as coverings for quivers, and probably for some other objects (B29: 2, 4; B30: 1, 3, 4, 7). It
also appears among the reliefs of the Luristan bronze vessels in which we also have an asymmetrical example
with a lion on one side and a bovine on the other (B29: 1, 3, 6; B30: 2). This composition is also present on
the openwork plaques of Luristan cheekpieces, represented by scenes that have a fairly stable composition
(B32: 1 —4). It consists of a central phytomorphic motif formed by a vertical trunk that branches out into three
branches and two more on the side, which, in some cases, with their arched and feathery shape overlap with

12LE. de Waele, Bronzes, 109, examples: 92, 93 (Fig. 74: 106); P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 88; M. Malekzadeh et al,
Fouilles, 85; A. Godard, Bronzes, Pl. LIV: 200, 202, PI. LV: 203.

122 p R. S. Moorey gives a short description of one such specimen: “A finial in the Schmidt collection, Solothurn, cast as
double-headed rampant ibexes, has such a tube passed through the rings between their feet. It is finished at the top with
pendant leaves as if to suggest a plant. A pin, its head cast as a flower with pendant calyx, is inserted at the top. The
mount is of the usual bottle-shape, but cast in openwork.” (P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 141).

128 £ Porada, Nomads, 22; E. Porada, The Art, 86; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 141; L. Vanden Berghe, Excavations,
267, 268.

124 E. Porada, Nomads, 22, 23 (PL.V: 1).
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the wings of the lateral figures. In the middle of the trunk there is always a formed central ring that had its
functional purpose — insertion of the mouthpiece bar.*?

The lateral figures in these mentioned depictions are zoomorphic, zoo-anthropomorphic or
anthropomorphic. The zoomorphic ones are represented by the usual herbivorous species (ibex, bovine,
horse, gazelle, antelope), and less often by carnivores (lion i.e. panther) or hybrid animals (gryphon). They
stand on four legs or upright on their hind legs, and are often supplemented by wings. In the hybrid
zoomorphic and zoo-anthropomorphic variants (the latter mainly present on the cheekpieces), the figures are
combined from the mentioned animals.

c) Analogies

The scene depicting a centrally placed vertical plant, accompanied laterally by a symmetrical pair of
animals, belongs to the group of archetypal images, universal to all mankind, which spans through all
epochs. It occurs in a number of variants, whereby the central motif can be represented by a tree, a palm tree
or some ornamented phytomorphic motif, while the animals can be alternated with figures of various real
animals, hybrid zoomorphic or zooanthropomorphic figures, and even anthropomorphic ones, supplemented
by smaller zoomorphic details. It is especially common in the circle of the ancient Middle Eastern civilizations
(Mesopotamia, Phoenicia, Hittites, Phrygia) but also in the Bronze Age cultures of the Aegean region. It is
very indicative that, in spite of the diversity of the central plant motif, the goat occurs quite commonly among
the animals, in most cases standing upright on its hind legs, with its front legs leaning on the plant and its
mouth striving towards the plant's branches, leaves or fruits (B34). The variants with lions and gryphons are
somewhat rarer, with some progression in later periods (B35). Also rare are the examples in which the figures
show various forms of deviation from the symmetry, which usually does not refer to the basic contours but to
some smaller details. These scenes are realized in all possible artisanal techniques and materials. They also
persist within Christianity (B35: 6, 7) which is the best indicator that in previous epochs, too, they changed
their meaning by adapting to different religions, regardless of the fact that their basic composition remained
largely unchanged.'?

d) Iconographic variants of the centrally placed tree in Luristan bronzes

- Combining the tree with geometric elements

On most of the presented Luristan examples, the central tree is accompanied by a pair or a larger
number of symmetrically organized circular motifs or rosettes. In some cases they are arranged around the
tree (B31: 1, 4) while in others, as in the cheekpieces, they are incorporated into its canopy as supplements to
the tips of its branches (B32: 1 — 3; B30: 6). The presence of these elements (especially in the latter case) can
be justified in several ways. Viewed from a naturalistic point of view, they acquire the meaning of flowers or
fruits of the plant. From a stylistic-artistic aspect, they can be understood as the result of the creator's
aspiration to fill in the empty space of the composition (horror vacui). Perceived on a mythical-symbolic level,
having in mind the cosmological meaning of the whole composition, the same elements acquire the meaning
of celestial bodies (sun, moon, stars) which in ancient and archaic cultures are stylized in such a way. This is

% Lur. Br. in the LACMA 2020, M.76.97.122, M.76.97.126, M.76.97.123; H. Potratz, Das ~Kampfmotiv*, Taf. X: 37; G.
Zahlhaas, Luristan, 100, 101 (Cat. 210). A similar but older example from the territory of Iran ("Jiroft" culture, 3rd
millennium BCE): O. W. Muscarella, Archaeology, 510, 516 (Fig. 13).

126 G. Lechler, The Tree of Life; U. Holmberg, Der Baum; O. A. Kudumuna, Ceayennoe; A. J. Evans, Mycenaean Tree,
E. D. van Buren, The Fauna. About the mythical, symbolic and religious meaning of the tree: M. Eliade, Patterns, Ch.
VIII; P. Kyx, Ipso; B. H. Toniopos, Jpeso muposoe. E. O. James, The tree of life; on the Western Asian seals: H.
Frankfort, Cylinder, 204, 205; E. Herzfeld, Iran, 165 (Fig. 281), 166 (Fig. 282), 167 (Fig. 283); T. van Bakel, The
magical.
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IV. Zoomorphic and phytomorphic level

testified by numerous examples in which such a meaning is supported by other iconographic elements or by
corresponding verbal interpretations of the creators and users of these images. Thus, the solar meaning of the
circular motifs, rosettes and wheels is best reflected in examples in which they are supplemented by a smaller
circle and surrounded by rays (B37: 1 — 3, 6, 7). Such a meaning is also clear in those examples where the sun
is depicted on one side of the tree, while on the other - the moon, depicted in the form of a sickle, semicircle
or "C" - motif (B38: 1 -3, 6).**

It is not possible to estimate with certainty which of the above three concepts prevailed in a particular
composition. For example, in some cases, the first or second concept could have dominated during the
composition's execution by the artisans, while in its perception by the users — the third one, based on the
mental images formed in their consciousness or subconsciousness under the influence of the culture in which
they were raised. Opposite situations are of course also possible.

In Sumero-Akkadian myths, such a cosmological meaning is encoded in the Sarbatu tree, whose
broad shadow (and of course canopy) extends from sunrise to sunset. In Chinese myths, associated with the
movement of the sun is the Fusang tree. They speak about how the sun, after bathing in the Pool of Xian,
ascends the tree and from there sets off on a journey across the sky. Then, in the west, it dives into the waters
of the Yellow Springs which are ruled by dragons, and after passing through the underground waters - the
world of darkness, it is born again on the opposite side of the world. In some myths, the multiple suns rest on
this tree (personified in the form of birds) before embarking on their journey across the sky. In Indian
traditions, too, the Cosmic Tree (equated with Brahman i.e. the Universe) is identified with time and
specifically with the year. These mythical notions are also reflected in European folklore, through various
riddles and legends, in which the year is represented as a tree or pillar with birds, nests or other
supplements.*?®

In these mythical notions and their pictorial manifestations, the individual stages of the sun's
movement are represented as circles or rosettes arranged along the edges of the tree's canopy, often identified
with its fruits. Such are, for example, the stories of the magical golden apples that grow on some hard-to-
reach mythical tree.*”® In some myths these multiplicated phases of the solar dynamic are treated literally as
the presence of multiple suns in the sky. Such is the case with the ten suns in Chinese mythology that reflect
their ten-day week (compare with B37: 1 -3, 6, 7).**

The identification of the sun with the flowers and fruits of the Cosmic Tree is best represented on
Luristan cheekpieces, whereby the stable triple depiction of these motifs can be justified by the three key
phases of the sun's movement along the visible parts of the universe - sunrise, noon and sunset (B32: 1 — 4).
Of the numerous parallels for the indicated image, on this occasion we have selected several motifs from
South Slavic folk embroidery and from European alchemical illustrations (B32: 7 — 10). The tree with three
branches is especially common in the folklore of Siberian peoples, where its cosmological meaning is
accompanied by corresponding verbal interpretations that refer to traditions related to shamanism (B32: 5). It
can also be found among the relief motifs on the medieval tombstones from Bosnia and Herzegovina (B32:
6).*! The triple division of the tree can also be sensed in some of the Luristan pins with a discoid head (with
one vertical and two oblique lateral branches) in which there is also a tendency for transformation towards
an analogous quadruple structure (B33: 3, 5). The last variant could have been motivated by two paradigms, the

2T'H. Yaycnmuc, Kocmonowru, 314-316, 399-401.

128 On the Sumero-Akkadian example: Y. C. Kpamep, Mugonozus, 144; some stylized palm trees from Sumerian seals
that resemble the combination of the signs for a star and a circle - an ideogram for the "whole heaven” (T. van Bakel, The
magical, No. 10, 11). On the Chinese examples: T. Bomne, Mughwt, 392, 393; T. Bynera, Jlecroscke, 164-167. On the
Indian ones: B. H. Tomopos, O cmpyxmype, 31-33, 47; L. Parmly Brown, The Cosmic Hands, 16, 17. In general on the
topic and for the folklore examples: H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 314-316.

1299 Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 314-316.

130 These ten suns are born by Xihe, on the other side of the East Sea (JI. Boane, Mughst, 392).

B For the analogies: H. Yaycuauc, Kocmonowru, 365, 366. 390, 399; H. YUaycunuc, Korvyo, 531.
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2. The central pillar of the "zoomorphic standards"

first of which would be the horizontal projection of the cosmos with four trees encoding the sides of the
world, while the second — the four-spoked wheel denoting the four phases of the cyclical processes in the sky.
In the "zoomorphic standards™ this concept could be reflected through the mentioned pins, if it is shown that
they were inserted into the tube or rings formed between animals (B47: 8; H3: 5).

One of the mentioned pins with a discoid head depicts a stem with a human head at the top and a
rosette above it (B33: 1). If we take into account that in this case the head represents the sun in the phase of its
culmination (see further), then in this case the rosette could represent the Polar Star that encodes the center of
the sky and the whole universe, whose vertical projection (in the form of the Cosmic Axis) in this case would
be represented by the stem (compare with B20: 8)."* In support of such a meaning one can take numerous
depictions of trees at the top of which, instead of a human head, is a radiant solar disk (B37: 4, 5). It is
believed that in the presented ancient Egyptian example (B37: 4) this position of the sun marks its birth from
the tree, which in this case appears as an epiphany of the Mother Goddess.™*

In some examples the branches of the depicted tree end in the form of arrows (B31: 4; B32: 4). In this
instance, too, it could be a case of stylization of a certain realistic plant element, such as, for example, an ivy
leaf. But, it could also be a form of symbolic representation of the Light Tree (usually turned upside down -
with its roots up), as a symbol of the sun or the sky, whereby its branches acquire the meaning of rays that
descend from there towards the earth (B37: 7). The equation of their tips with the arrow would have been
motivated by the desire to represent the active aspect of light - the positive i.e. fertilizing, but also the
destructive i.e. deadly."*

- Combining the tree with zoomorphic elements

The tree can be given a cosmic character by procedures analogous to those in the case of the
macrocosmic animal — through its supplementation with animals specific to the three zones of the
universe. Numerous such images have been recorded in the folklore traditions of Siberian populations, most
often within the equipment of shamans, in which the birds depicted in the tree's canopy equate it with the
sky, the reptiles and fish depicted in the lower zone identify its roots with the underworld, while the
terrestrial animals placed next to the trunk place it in relation to the middle cosmic zone (B38: 7). This
concept also survives in Christianity through the replacement of the tree with a cross (B38: 4), obviously with
gigantic dimensions, given that it is often accompanied by small figures of animals, arranged according to the
same concept (B38: 8, 9).'* Reptiles as representatives of the chthonic regions, which are absent from the
presented examples, are regularly depicted on iconostasis crosses in Orthodox churches through the pair of
symmetrical dragons (and in some cases fish) placed at their bottom.*®* Only remnants of this concept are
present on the Luristan bronzes, fragments of which can be sensed in certain objects.

Such zoomorphic encoding of the celestial zones could be detected on the small scene from a Luristan
pin with a discoid head (B36: 1), in which the tree consists of a central trunk with a few leaves in the upper
and bottom part, while in the middle - branching out from it is a pair of symmetrical branches, slightly
resembling arms bent at the elbows, which both end in a single bird protome. They are held by the two zoo-

132 |n the Sumerian language and script, the star sign is associated with the palm tree, both in relation to the meanings
"top-one", "heavens”, "plant-top" (T. van Bakel, The magical, No. 7); for this motif on Luristan pins: D. de Clercqg-Fobe,
Epingles, 22.

133 E. Neumann, The Great Mother, 241-243 (Fig. 53); another example with the sun at the top of a tree (on shamanic
drums from Siberia): U. Holmberg, Der Baum, 155 (Abb. 76); G. Lechler, The Tree of Life, 379.

134 On the upside-down tree: Rig Veda 1. 24. 7; M. Eliade, Patterns, Ch. VI11: 100; P. Granziera, The Indo-
Mediterranean, 610; on the symbolism of the arrow: H. Yaycunuc, Jyarucmuuxu, 35-39; N. Chausidis, The Funeral,
651-654; in the Sumerian language and script the arrow had the meaning of “timber” and “life” (T. van Bakel, The
magical, No. 6).

¥y, Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 49, 50, 210, 363, 364, 372.

3 H. Yaycumuc, Makedonckume, 491.
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anthropomorphic figures standing left and right of the tree.”®” In an ideal case this element should be
accompanied by the presence of reptiles or fish in its lower zone and terrestrial animals in the middle. As an
older visual parallel to this example we can take a similar motif, supplemented by symmetrical protomes,
present on an Old Babylonian cylindrical seal from Larsa. In it, the vertical stem, at the bottom is
supplemented by a transverse element, at the top by a few twigs or leaves and below them by a pair of animal
(supposedly leonine) protomes (B36: 2, 3).* It is interesting that in this case it is not a tree but some kind of
cultic or ceremonial prop in the hands of the god Nergal, which puts this object on the list of potential
prototypes or inspirers of the Luristan standards. We will address these aspects in more detail in the chapter
dedicated to the purpose of these objects (H16 — H19; see p. 624).

If we accept that the central pillar of the *zoomorphic standards"” represented or conceptually encoded
the Cosmic Tree, then as a manifestation of this concept one could treat the avian i.e. gryphon heads of some
of the large pair of animals inclined towards its supposed canopy (gryphon/avian head = sky) (for example
B7: 1 — 3, compare with B3). The mentioned birds present in the upper i.e. front part of these animals would
also bear the meaning of classifiers of the celestial zones (B8: 7; B9: 1, 2, 6).

The zoomorphic encoding of the lower parts of the Cosmic Tree is also not explicitly represented on
these standards, but it can be expected given its presence on the remaining Luristan bronzes. Here we have in
mind the cheekpieces and some other objects in which the figures of rabbits (as animals with a chthonic
meaning) with their body literally build the line of the ground i.e. substrate of the scene on which the main
characters tread (example B14: 3).** As a remnant of this procedure one could take the mentioned tails of the
pair of main animals metamorphosed into dragons (with the body of a snake and the head of a gryphon or
lion) (B15: 1, 2, 5- 7). This would also include the heads depicted at the bottom of the central trunk, given
their zoomorphic features, most commonly represented through the animal ears (see further: B31: 2; p. 547).

The chthonic animals depicted at the bottom of the Cosmic Tree in the mythical actions acquire the
meaning of its guardians or of the negative factors that have seized and deny the use of the benefits of this
tree by humans or the gods. Given the territory in which the Luristan bronzes were discovered, on this
occasion it is important to mention the myth in which Ahura Mazda plants the Hom tree on the sacred
mountain, while his opponent Angra Mainyu creates a reptile that attacks the tree.’*® The fish (Kara), as
another typical classifier of the cosmic tree, in the Avesta acquires a new function — a guardian that protects
from the "'lizard™ or "‘dragon of the depth' the roots of the Tree of Life that grows in the middle of the
sea.'™

The encoding of the middle zone of the Cosmic Tree by terrestrial animals is widely represented, at
least in a potential sense, in all of the Luristan examples presented here, including the *“zoomorphic
standards"”, if we take into account that the pair of large animals (all of them, without exception, terrestrial)
belong to this zone of the universe. But, their meaning does not come to the fore without proper encoding of at
least one of the other two cosmic zones. It can be assumed that in the formation of the "zoomorphic standards"
the selection of specific species of terrestrial animals was primarily motivated by these goals, as well but it is
evident that in the later stages of existence of this scene some other meanings of these animals were brought to
the forefront (see further).

The zoomorphic cosmological encoders of the mythical tree, besides this one, can also bear other
functions and meanings within the same or some other mythical-symbolic contexts. Thus, the presence of

137 Sketch of the scene: A. Godard, The Art, 60 (Fig. 44).

138 . Black, A. Green, Gods, 19 (Fig. 13).

139 Other examples: H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, Tab. I: 4,5, 6, T. I1I: 9, T.IV:15, T. V: 18, T.XVIII: 68, T. XIX: 72;
in his article on the presence of the rabbit (and bear) on the Luristan bronzes, the author does not give attention to these
specimens (H. Potratz, Bdir und Hase).

Y0 M. Eliade, Patterns, 290 (108). The same ambivalent functions are also retained by the dragons that accompany the
mentioned iconostasis crosses in Orthodox temples (H. Yaycunuc, Maxedonckume, 491).

11 (Yasht, 14. 29; Bundahishn, 18. 16); G. Lechler, The Tree of Life, 379; R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 215.
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birds at the tips of the branches of the Cosmic Tree, especially if they are multiplicated and rhythmically
arranged along the edges of the canopy, can be treated as a zoomorphic alternation of the mentioned circular
or rosette motifs with the same function - as symbols of the sun or separate phases of its movement across
the sky (B39 compare with B37). This meaning is indicated by the verbal mythical forms in which the sun is
explicitly represented as a bird, usually accompanied by some surreal features that bring it closer to this
celestial body (bird with golden feathers, firebird, phoenix). At the pictorial level, this identification is
represented through various forms of combination of these birds with circular motifs (discs, wheels, rosettes)
as geometric symbols of the solar disk, such as: depiction of these motifs on i.e. inside the body of the bird,;
depiction of the bird inside these motifs; depiction of the bird's body in the form of a sun disk; replacing the
sun with a bird as its symbol.**?

Given the territory in which the Luristan bronzes were created and used, as the most appropriate
verbal parallel in the interpretation of the images elaborated here, one can take into account the mythical
traditions of Iranian culture. One such example is present in the work of Ferdowsi. We are talking about two
riddles that could be related to the images of the tree equated with the sky in which time takes place. R. C.
Zaehner, defines them as older motifs which, according to their features, could belong to the Zurvanite
doctrines. The first one tells about 12 noble and lush cypresses, each with 30 branches, which denote the
movement of time with the 12 months, each of them with 30 days. The second motif refers to the presented
images of a tree combined with depictions of birds as zoomorphic equivalents of the sun. In this case it is one
bird that alternately lands on two tall cypress trees. When the bird lands on one of them in the evening, its
leaves and fruits become fresh and lush, and when it flies off and lands on the other, those of the first one dry
out, while those of the second one become fresh. In the answers to the second riddle, the two trees represent
the two halves of the high celestial vault (“the two arms of the lofty firmament"), while the bird is the sun that
occasionally lands on them.'*

If we accept the view that the central pillar of the Luristan standards symbolized the Cosmic Axis i.e.
the Cosmic Tree, then the presence next to it of gryphons (especially typical of the "idols with protomes" C16
— C19) can be connected to similar iconographic arrangement from the Middle East. Here we have in mind the
examples in which a tree or a similar axial motif is accompanied by these or some other similar winged hybrid
creatures (sphinxes, cherubim). Duplicated or multiplicated in the number of four, they symbolize the four
corners of the world or the Earth's plate, and at the same time bear the function of guardians of the
Cosmic Tree and supporters of the sky.'*

- Combining the tree with anthropomorphic elements

On some of the mentioned Luristan depictions, one can sense the anthropomorphization of the tree
flanked by the two animals. This process is especially noticeable in the examples of quivers in which the
image includes some details that are completely unsuitable for the tree, in order to resemble parts of the
human body (B30: 1, 3, 4, 7). Thus, the vertical trunk of the tree is complemented by two pairs of symmetrical
branches, the upper ones of which allude to arms, most often raised in an orans posture, while the lower ones
are bent downwards, reminiscent of spread legs. The top of the tree with its fan-shaped leaves or branches
resembles a head with bristled hair or a crown. The two semicircular segments interfere with breasts, if they
are in the upper part of the trunk, or with the abdomen — if it is a single one and placed in the lower part.

These elements are more pronounced on one of the Luristan pins with a discoid head (B31: 4) where
in the upper part of the tree, under the triangular segment (a cap?), one can recognize the face of a phyto-

12 On this motif in the verbal forms of myth and in the pictorial depictions from the East (especially in China): T.
Byunera, Jlecnoscke, 164-166; an example from Indian culture: H. HYaycuauc, Kocmorowxu, 314, 14: 7.

3 R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 243; R. C. Zaehner, The Dawn, 240.

144 A.B. Ilonocunos, Cumesonsi.
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anthropomorphic figure with emphasized eyes, and below it also a pair of circular elements that occupy the
position of breasts. A slightly larger circular motif is formed in the middle of the trunk, which alludes to the
abdomen, whereby the central point acquires the meaning of the navel, and all of it together — the abdomen of
a pregnant woman. In this case, too, the lower pair of branches alludes to the figure's legs, spread out in a
position typical of coitus or childbirth (similar motifs B29: 4, 5). On a pin with an openwork round head
one could recognize some of the final stages in the anthropomorphization of the tree flanked by the animal
pair (B33: 4). Here, the columnar torso of the central figure, divided into transverse grooves and spirals,
would interfere with the stylized trunk, while the raised long stick-like arms — with the branches of the tree.
The hairstyle with wavy curls and especially the clearly designated breasts would indicate the female sex of
this hybrid figure.

On a bronze belt from Luristan, depicted in the central part is a symmetrical composition with a pair
of ibexes facing each other, but instead of the usual tree, between them is a stylized human figure with spread
legs and arms raised in the orans posture (B31: 7)."* Judging by the specific pose, we think that it is a
mythical character or goddess with the function of mother and nurturer, which in this case, judging by
its place in the composition, represents an alternation of the Tree of Life and the Cosmic Tree. This is
indicated by the circular motifs above and below the character's hands which, in addition to the "golden fruits"
of the sacred tree, also symbolize the phases of the sun's movement through the universe — a motif that, as we
have seen, often accompanies variants of the anthropomorphized tree (B31: 4). The presence of two more
pairs of analogous figures, left and right of the central composition, could be explained by the desire to
disperse the categories represented by the central one - through nature or through the abdomen (probably
female) on which the belt was positioned.

Several previous researchers have touched upon the anthropomorphic aspect of the central tree from
the presented compositions. A. Porada, based on analogies, assumes that the central pillar of the Luristan
standards, behind which stood the meaning of tree, was associated with the Mother Goddess."*® G. M.
D'erme thinks that the central depiction of a tree on the discoid-headed pins, as in some other Luristan
objects, carries the meaning of the Cosmic Axis (axis mundi), functioning at the same time as an aniconic
representation of some deity equated with it. The combination of a palmette and rosette present on one such
pin (C11: 3), is considered by him as a symbol of the union of the male and female principle and an
equivalent of the androgynous god Zurvan.'"’ Perceiving the Luristan bronzes and some Scythian objects
in relation to each other, S. S. Bessonova points out that in both cultures the equating of the tree with the
mythical mother is quite emphasized. She also finds this symbolic interwovenness on the standards of the
type "idols with protomes", represented on which, according to her, is the ""totem tree".**® P. R. S. Moorey
also thinks that in Luristan the tree was a symbol of the local Mother Goddess and protectress of
childbirth.**

The identification of the tree with the human figure, and primarily with that of the woman, is based on
some real functional equations between the two elements. Apart from the fact that both of them give birth to
some kind of "“fruits’ i.e. they are bearers of life, fertility and creation, the fact that they also have the
function of nurturers of man plays a special role here. Although the tree in these images is often represented
by some indeterminate fruit-bearing trees, in this case it is actually present as a symbol of the entire plant
world on which human existence is based. The nutritional functions of the woman include both their natural

¥ p R, S. Moorey, Adam Collection, Fig. 118 (according to: M. H. Ilorpe6osa, 3axaskaswe, 106, 107 — Ta6. 1X: 5).

Y8 E Porada, The Art, 86. This would be indicated by the identification in Sumerian language and script of the tree (palm
tree), uterus and vulva (T. van Bakel, The magical, No. 3, 4, 5, 16, 17).

Y7 G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 406 (Fig. 3), 413, 414.

148 C. C. Becconosa, Peruzuosnsvie, 90-97, Puc. 17.

9P, R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 149, 150.
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(breastfeeding) and cultural manifestations (production i.e. preparation of food).™ On a visual i.e. artistic

level, this identification is manifested through iconographic depictions in which the tree is replaced by a
figure of a woman. These are usually images of the above discussed type, with two symmetrical animals
flanking a plant motif alternated with a depiction of a phytoanthropomorphic figure with spread arms and legs.
In some cases the equation of tree and woman is achieved with a hybrid motif executed in the spirit of realism
(B40: 1 - 6), but also occuring are strongly ornamentalized variants in which, in the contours of the plant
one can recognize the contours of a female figure in the mentioned pose (B40: 7 — 12). Numerous facts
indicate that in all variants, the central motif, among other things, could have also represented the goddess
Mother Earth (see p. 299).%**

- Supplementing the tree with an anthropomorphic head i.e. face

In some Luristan bronzes, especially in the case of discoid pins, the stylized tree is combined with an
anthropomorphic head with a regular circular contour (in some cases surrounded by a kind of halo), which is
actually depicted on the hemispherical umbo formed in the center of the disc (B41: 1, 2; B33: 1 — 3, 5). These
heads have a beardless face of indefinite sex or a hybrid zoo-anthropomorphic face (human-lion). In some
cases they are located at the top of the plant (B41: 1), and in others in the middle of its trunk so that the
branches of the tree continue above it, and sometimes laterally from it (B33: 2, 3, 5).

This combination can be interpreted in two ways. According to the first, it would be the already
pointed out concept of anthropomorphization of the tree i.e. its transformation into a phytoanthropomorphic
character. But, the ideally circular and hemispherical shape of the head, its separation from the tree with a
regular frame that resembles a halo, as well as the presence of other solar features (present in other pins with
this shape), give us reason to assume that in these cases it represented the personalized solar disk placed on
the Cosmic Tree. The presented arrangement could indicate some dominant phase of the solar cycles such as
noon, summer or the summer solstice. The interpretation of E. D. Philips also goes in this direction, who
defines this element as the face of the sun god Mithra.*® The above proposed interpretation of the rosette
above the head as a Polar Star (B41: 1) supports the axial status of the tree, by which the personalized sun at
its top also acquires a central position, within the frames of the sky represented by the entire circular
composition of the pin's disc.™

On this occasion, we present three analogies of this scene, whereby in the first one (a carpet from
Macedonia from the 19th century) the anthropomorphic face is located on top of a tree supplemented by birds
and richly ornamented rhombuses (B41: 3). The solar meaning of the face is indicated by the radiant halo
around it, whereby its rhombic shape and such shape of numerous other similar motifs on the tree is due to the
specific weaving technique by which the circular motifs are transformed into rhombuses i.e. obliquely placed
squares.™ The second example is a depiction from a Siberian shamanic drum followed by a certain reduction
of the tree's branches, but with an obvious cosmological meaning (B41: 5). The third example belongs to the
illustrations from the European alchemical writings where it is obvious that the anthropomorphic figure
placed in the middle of the trunk represents the sun surrounded by stars (B41: 4). As a paradigm for this last
image probably served some kind of cosmological notion (quite similar to some of the Luristan ones), which
in this case was put in service of the esoteric alchemical ideas. In support of the solar character of the depicted
figure, one can take the Hindu tree cast in bronze, with clear cosmological features (a pair of zoomorphic and
anthropomorphic figures at the trunk and birds at the tips of the branches). In the center of its canopy, depicted

1500n this symbolic relation: M. Eliade, Patterns, Ch. VII1: 102-105; E. Neumann, The Great Mother, 240-267; U.
Holmberg, Der Baum, 63-86; archaic forms of this identification in South India: P. Granziera, The Indo-Mediterranean.
By, Yaycumuc, Mumckume, 163-176, 238-240, 252-256; H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowru, 143, 144, 146, 146, 161, 163; N.
Chausidis, Myth. Representations, 13.

Y2 E. D. Filips, Iscezle, 226.

153 Drawing of the pin: A. Godard, The Art, 75 — Fig. 77; photography: E. D. Filips, Iscezle, 226.

154 J. PucroBcka [Mummukosa, Maxedonckama, 235, 235 (with presented similar examples from Bulgaria).
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on the trunk is a rosette that we could interpret as an alternation of our motif with a very probable solar
meaning (B39: 5 compare with B41).

In some Luristan examples, the anthropomorphic face (this time bearded and with animal ears) is
also depicted below - embedded in the very bottom of the trunk of the tree i.e. palm (B31: 2 compare with
B33: 4 and with B41: 4). We think that, unlike the previous one, this face belongs to some chthonic deity
with anthropo-zoomorphic features, in the role of a representative i.e. symbol of the chthonic regions of the
universe.*® The presence of only its head could evoke the myth of the Cosmic Tree (symbol of the cosmic
axis) or the Tree of Life (symbol of all vegetation and of all life) that grows from the top of its head or from
the mouth.’ This ancient mythologem also found its Christian variant in the myth according to which the
Golgotha cross was made of the tree that grew from the three seeds placed in the mouth of the late Adam
(compare G50).%*® The head in this location could also denote the chthonic phase of the solar cycle i.e. the
stay of the solar disk in the underworld (for these aspects see p. 547). In a late folkloric variant of the
Cosmic Tree with radiant rosettes at the tips of its branches (visible phases of the daily path of the sun), the
bottom pair of branches is accompanied by rosettes with embedded faces similar to the previous one - with a
dark physiognomy which, given their bottom position, probably also carried an analogous chthonic meaning
(B41: 6 - 8).

In one place of the Greater Bundahishn, Ohrmazd, creating the world, also creates the first tree in
the middle of the earth: “Fourth plants were created: first one plant only grew in the middle of the earth
‘without branches, bark, or thorn, moist and sweet’; and from this all vegetable life proceeded”; ,,and every
manner of plant life was in their seed“.”® It seems that this tree is identical to the Hom tree, mentioned
elsewhere in the same source: “The white, healing, immaculate Hom grows in the fount of Ardvisur:
whosoever drinks thereof becomes immortal.”*® An essential characteristic of both is that they are the source
of life understood as the creation of new beings and as the provision of immortality. A similar function is also
held by the rhubarb herb, which sprouted after the seed of the murdered Gayomard fell to the ground. The
first married couple Masye and Masyang& was born from its stem, and subsequently from them the whole
human race.®* The cosmological symbolism of this tree (as Center of the World and as Cosmic Axis) is
denoted by its location in the middle of the earth. This corresponds to one of the Luristan pins, in which such a
character of the tree is determined by the placement of a star-like motif above it, which denotes the Polar
Star also located in the middle of the sky (B41: 1).

- Excurse on the tree growing from the lap

Studying the relations between the tree and the human figure, here we decided to analyze a few more
Luristan objects, although they generally do not belong to the "zoomorphic standards”, but are important to
the topic we are analyzing. Common to them is the stylized tree depicted on the abdomen of a human figure,
giving the impression that it grows from its pubis i.e. genital area. The immediate reason for this analysis is a
standard from the type "idols with protomes' in which, depicted on the part corresponding to the abdomen
of the central character that encompasses the object, are four broken lines that allude to branches of some
kind of tree or other plant (B42: 8). Engraved below them, in the area of the figure's hip, are two bundles of bent

%5 Drawing: A. Godard, The Art, 54 (Fig. 30).

156 About the abode of the chthonic god in the roots or trunk of the Cosmic Tree: B. B. Banos, B. H. Tonopos,
Hccneoosanus, 31-39; H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 271, 272, 303-304, 399-401, 415.
57 On this mythical image: H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowku, 226-240.

18 G, Lechler, The Tree of Life, 370.

159 (Videvdat A20. 220-225); R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 136, 319 (in the presented translation the tree is referenced in plural
form).

160 (Greater Bundahishn 116. 2); R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 215.

1L (Greater Bundahishn 100. 14. 5-7); R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 137, 177, 192, 367; R. C. Zaehner, The Dawn, 267.
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vertical lines that are followed by an elongated segment which, extending between the spread legs, can be
identified as an oversized phallus.'®® In the interpretation of the broken lines as a tree, we are encouraged by a
bronze relief plaque discovered in the Luristan sanctuary at Sangtarashan, which depicts a stylized figure of
a woman (B42: 7). Her head and swollen abdomen are executed plastically, by hammering, while her breasts,
arms (probably arched below them), legs, and another circular motif at the knees, are designated by
puncturing. Extending from the abdomen towards the chest is an engraved "herringbone pattern” motif, which
researchers have interpreted as ribs of the figure.®® We cannot agree with the proposed interpretation of the
last motif, primarily because of the inappropriate location that is far below the chest, but also the shape that
does not at all correspond to ribs. It is much more likely that it represents a stylized tree or branch, for which
numerous analogies can be presented. However, it is not excluded that, in some older pictorial template, these
lines represented the bones of the depicted character (ribs and spine) equated with the Cosmic Pillar and the
Cosmic Tree. In that context, the shamanic aspect of such figures would not be excluded either, taking into
account that an important place in shamanic rituals (especially in Siberia) was occupied by the bones i.e.
skeleton of the shaman, on which his supernatural powers were actually based, specifically as a factor of
connection with "the other world". At the pictorial level, these aspects are manifested through the
"radiographic” images of the figure of the shaman with a depiction of his ribs and spine, which, perceived
together, also refer to the Cosmic Tree, thereby giving the figure a macrocosmic nature as well (B42: 8
compare with 13 and with E2: 9).**

Of the presented analogies, they are mainly prehistoric objects quite widespread in the Middle East
and Central Asia, which depict a more realistic or stylized female figure from whose pubis rises the same
motif for which there is no doubt that it depicts a stylized tree. The first group consists of ceramic figurines
from the Eneolithic “Anau” culture of South Turkmenistan (B42: 1).**® The second one is represented by
gold pendants-amulets from Palestine (Middle Bronze Age i.e. 16th century BCE) which are assumed to
depict the Canaanite goddess Astarte (B42: 2, 3). The previously mentioned composition, in these objects is
broken down into its basic constituent elements: depicted in the upper part is only the face of the figure and
the breasts are reduced to small bulges, while in the lower part, instead of the hips and legs, only the triangle
is present, as a sign of the pubis, as well as the tree that grows from it.**®® These forms of schematization can
be traced back to the bone objects from the Late Neolithic or Early Chalcolithic period, discovered on the
territory of Israel (B42: 10 — 12). On them one can detect a very interesting form of fusion i.e. equation of the
figure of the female character with the universe, whereby the pubis, in combination with the tree, takes on
the meaning of the earth, while the face, represented only through the eyes, seems to be equated with the
sky.'®” This motif in a slightly different format can also be found in the prehistoric cultures from the
Mediterranean and Eastern Europe (B42: 4 — 6), all the way to India.'®

The Sangtarashan plaque does not depict the pubis - the key element of this mythical image (B42: 7).
In that case, its meaning is taken over by the protruding abdomen of the figure, which, alluding to pregnancy,
defines the tree as a symbol of fertility.

162 Basic information (without the presented interpretations): P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 58 (No. 241). The
Sumerian sign “gis” i.e. “gish” means tree, but also penis (T. van Bakel, The magical, No. 8, 9, 17).

163 M. Malekzadeh et al, Fouilles, 87.

184 E. Devlet, M. Devlet, Siberian, 132-134; E. I. Jloner, Ansmamupa, 196-202.

185 On this mythical image: H. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowrku, 138, 150-152, on the Eneolithic figurines: B. M. Maccow, B. 1.
Capuannnn, Cpedneasuamckas; E. B. AutoHoBa, Apxeonozuueckue, 163, 165, 166, 168; M. Hoppal, The Birth.

1661 Cornelius, The Many Faces, 46, Fig. 35c; U. Holmberg, Der Baum, 117 (Abb. 54, 55).

187 On the objects, without the presented interpretations: E. Galili et al, Figurative.

1%8 M. Gimbutas, The Language, 101-103; M. Hoppal, The Birth; examples from India: P. Granziera, The Indo-
Mediterranean, 611.
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3. Gigantic (macrocosmic) character of the composition

Going back to the Luristan bronzes we can try to connect the analyzed objects with a cosmogonic
myth from Central and East Asia which is believed to have been created under the influence of Iranian
traditions and specifically the myth of Zurvan and the birth of his two sons (for more details see p. 366). In
one of its variants, the choice of which of the two brothers will rule the world will belong to the one whom,
during the night, will have a flower grown from his knees.'®® The context of the whole action indicates that in
this case the word knees is present in its second meaning - as an equivalent of the thighs i.e. the lap. As a
visual manifestation of this myth, we can take a figure depicted on the carpet from Pazyryk, dating to the 5th
century BCE (B42: 9). It shows a figure sitting on a throne, whereby growing from its thighs is some kind of
floral motif.*"

3. Gigantic (macrocosmic) character of the composition

The macrocosmic character of the central pillar of the "zoomorphic standards", presented in the
previous chapter, at the same time implies such dimensions for the two animals flanking it, which are the
same height as it (B17: 1). The gigantic and supernatural character of these animals is indicated by E. Porada
based on parallels from Middle Eastern seals.'’* In support of this we can take the above mentioned examples
in which, depicted on their backs are other much smaller animals, which seem as climbing along their giant
body. We believe that the myth of the universe's creation by the division of the figure of some primordial
macrocosmic animal can be placed at the basis of the gigantic dimensions of these animals. Supporting this
are numerous myths from the North Asian regions speaking of some kind of giant deer or moose that is
located in the underworld (while its horns protrude from the ground like a tree) or moves across the sky
carrying the sun attached to its horns.'”* Taking into account the equivalence of the deer i.e. moose and the
horse, as a manifestation of the indicated cosmogonic act we can also take the Vedic ritual asvamedha which
consisted of dividing the sacrificial horse into three parts (front, middle and rear) equated with the three levels
of the universe.

If we view the pair of animals from the "zoomorphic standards" through such a macrocosmic
perspective, the front (in this case upper) parts of their body with their heads, horns, wings and curved
protomes, acquire the meaning of the elements of the upper zones of the universe (sky, sun). Going in support
of this would be their deformation, especially regarding the protomes that within this iconographic level
transform into some kind of abstract zoomorphized arcs which, in our opinion, is motivated by the desire for
them to represent the two halves of the *'celestial circle™ (B8: 2 compare with 4 and the others). Within this
context, one could also explain the supplementation of these animals with stylized wings, present in some of
the "zoomorphic standards" in the role of celestial classifiers (wing = bird = sky). The transformation of the
hind legs into a rhombus (quadrangle/vulva = earth), and the tails into dragons (snake = earth/underworld)
would encode the creation of the lower cosmic zones from these parts of their body (B8: 2 compare with 3, 8;
B17: 1). The presence of the multiplicated geometric and other symbols of the sun placed on the body of the
animal pair indicates not only their equation with the cosmos in its spatial, but also in its temporal sense
(B19: 1). In this context, these zoomorphic figures can be understood not only as symbols of the space
through which time takes place, but also as symbols of time itself objectified in a concrete form.

189 M. Waida, Some remarks.

170 On the motif, without the presented interpretations: B. b. Kysemuna, Mugonoaus, 62, T.XIII: 2.
"L E. Porada, Nomads, 14, 15.

112y, UYaycumuc, Enen, 40-42; H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 347, 348.
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4. Dual i.e. complementary meaning of the pair of animals

In most of the “zoomorphic standards”, the male sex of the ibexes is clearly indicated (B6), which
could be justified by the character of the goat as an eminent symbol of male fertility also represented by the
anthropomorphic gods with traits of this animal (Verethragna, Daksha, Pushan, Pan, Satyr). But, the presence
of these animals in pairs is an indicator that, besides the indicated fertility function, it was also motivated by
some other meanings. Multiple researchers point to the dual i.e. oppositional meaning of the two animals from
these standards, assuming that they reflect two complementary aspects of some phenomenon, which in itself
is indicated by their symmetry i.e. confrontational posture.

One aspect of this complementarity is clearly indicated by the mentioned standard from the
Metropolitan Museum, in which the two symmetrical figures, in this case represented by their horned zoo-
anthropomorphic variants, are depicted with different sexes - one with an emphasized phallus and the other
with a vulva executed in relief (B6: 1).'" Taking into account the unequivocal belonging of this object to the
""zoomorphic standards" type, whose composition is usually constructed by two purely zoomorphic figures
with the same goat horns, this could also indicate the different sexes of these animals, although they are not
depicted with female sex characteristics.'™

However, many examples clearly show that this concept did not stand behind the multitude of
""zoomorphic standards". Here we have in mind several such specimens, in which both horned figures are
male, indicated by the clearly designated and even overemphasized phalluses, and indirectly by the presence
of a beard that is specific only to males of this animal species (B6: 3 — 5, 9). It seems that in the mentioned
specimen from the Ashmolean Museum, both animals had the same sex, this time female, given that,
viewed from the side, an anthropomorphic female figure was embedded within each of them as a parallel
image (B26: 7, 8).

The observations of some researchers also indicate the more general (cosmological) aspect of the
complementarity of the pair of Luristan animals. G. M. D'Erme in his comparative studies points to the
painted symmetrical compositions, analogous to the Luristan ones, in which one of the animals (in the specific
case lions) is painted in a light color, while the other in a dark one. He also gives examples where at the
junction of the lions' heads a single head is formed, common to both animals (compare C11; C12). Based on
comparisons with analogous structures preserved in myths and rituals, he points to some complementary
(dualistic) meaning of the two animals, manifested through sun and moon, light and darkness. He thinks
that they also carry this oppositional meaning in the variants in which an anthropomorphic character appears
between the animals, holding them or otherwise signifying his dominance over them, such as the scenes from
a Luristan quiver from the "Heermaneck Collection” (today in LACMA — F5: 6).'" The same concept is also
present in the interpretations of C. Lancaster, although they do not refer to the pair of identical and
symmetrical animals but to two different (often confronted) zoomorphic figures such as the lion and the bull.
According to him, they symbolize "the conflicting forces of the universe, the alternating hegemony of summer
and winter, heat and cold, drought and flood".*"

Some authors seek another reason for the symmetrical duplication of the animals from the standards.
Thus, H. Potratz thinks of the concept of multiplication, aimed at visualizing the potency of the depicted

3 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 143 (No. 218).

174 A pair of goats (or mouflons) which on a Mesopotamian cylindrical seal are flanking a central tree growing on a
mountain, are interpreted by T. van Bakel as representations of the married couple of deities Ashur and Mullissu (T. van
Bakel, The magical, No. 18).

1> G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 409, 410 (Fig. 8); for our observations on the image of two animals with a common
head see further (p. 196).

178 C. Lancaster, Luristan, 96.
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subject, or avoiding the depiction en face, which in ancient cultures bore the meaning of confrontation."”” In

his interpretation of the Luristan bronzes, R. du Mesnil du Buisson introduces a concept based on the
appearance and disappearance of the planet Venus, represented by animal figures. The appearance of this star
in the morning and evening was first interpreted as the presence of two different stars - in the morning as
the Morning Star (Etoile du matin), symbolically represented by the figure of a lion, while in the evening as
the Evening Star (Etoile du soir) — represented by the figure of a lioness. Thereby, the lion was treated as a
negative character because it introduces the deadly heat of the day, symbolically represented by the figure of
the bull (le taureau de la chaleur) and eliminates the freshness of the night (la fraicheur nocturne) denoted by
the figure of the antelope.*”® Although to our knowledge the author does not apply this concept specifically to
the pair of feline figures from the standards, such implications can be indirectly detected by his references to
the assumptions of R. Dussaud regarding the pair of lions that support the sky.'"

In some standards, including those of the type "zoomorphic standards"”, several parallel transverse
grooves or ribs extend in the middle of the bodies of both animals, giving the impression of some kind of
cords, belts or girdles by which the two animals are tied to each other (B7: 1; B9: 4; B15: 2, 7). This
element could be understood as a justification for the inexplicable cohesion, and even complete mutual fusion,
of these figures. But it could also be interpreted as a symbolic element that signifies some essential component
of the categories that stand behind them.® Building upon the indicated interpretations of the animals as
symbols of the two complementary principles standing at the basis of the dual systems (male and female
principle, principles of creation and destruction, of progression and regression) we think that the tying of their
figures could indicate the causal relation between these principles: the mutual affinity between the male and
female principles, the conditionality of life and death, of light and darkness, of creation and destruction.

It is obvious that a system of solid canons did not function among the Luristan bronzes, due to which
each iconographic type developed relatively freely, in numerous sub-variants and in interaction with the
iconography of other Luristan objects, and it seems with other pictorial paradigms from the same or
surrounding cultures. Thus, in this case too, in addition to the *"zoomorphic standards' with two animals,
although less common, there are variants with three analogically conceived figures (so far known only
through specimens with ibexes B2: 7 — 9). It is hard to believe that this change applies only to the form of
these objects, created as a result of the innovations of artisans. Taking into account that these are objects with
a religious character, it seems more likely that they are the product of certain hesitations or innovations within
the framework of the religious paradigms that generated these objects. Specifically, here we have in mind the
esoteric speculations regarding the advantage or primacy of the binary systems and the systems of triads and
their mutual interactions, which will be discussed in the following chapters (see pp. 217, 520 — 525).

- Double-zoomorphized sky

We have already mentioned that in the "zoomorphic standards”, shaped less naturalistically and more
stylized, which are at the same time considered to be later, occurs extreme elongation and curvature of the
necks of the animals to such an extent that they transform into abstract geometric elements that form
some kind of separate ring, almost enclosed, with ends in the form of animal protomes. The rear part of of
animals' bodies enters a similar process of stylization (B7; B8). This process will be finalized in the "idols with

177 Gewiss bediente sich die Kunst der Alten des Mittels der figuralen Dopplung u.a. auch, um die Massierung der
Potenz im dargestellten Sujet optisch anschaulich zu machen. Ebensosehr galt aber auch ein anderes und diesmal rein
bildnerisches Formprinzip, die Dopplung von Profilansichten zur gewissermassen vervollkommneten Darbietung im
Sinne einer vermiedenen En face-Wiedergabe zu praktizieren.” (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 40, 41).

" R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 201-227.

1 R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 220; R. Dussaud, Hanches, 257.

180 The belt that connects the two animals is considered by H. Potratz as an emblem of the female sex, but also as an
element that unites them (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 50-52).
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protomes" to the extent where the protomes, with their rear part, will completely merge with the vertical pillar,
marginalizing the connection with the torso and hind legs of the animals which, incidentally, completely lose
their original meaning (B8: 1; B11: 4; B14: 5). These features have been considered by previous researchers
as a degradation of the original image contained within the oldest standards ("zoomorphic standards"),
which occured as a result of the application of a specific stylistic manner.*® We consider it primarily as a
result of the process of resemiotization of the standards aimed at introducing within them of new meanings
that are born inside the framework of the old composition inherited from their older iconographic prototypes.

The perception of these protomes within the context of the celestial meaning of the circle from the
geometric iconographic level, leads us to assume that they acquire such an unreal and partial shape (extremely
elongated and with semicircularly curved necks) to deviate from the real appearance of the animals, in order
to redirect the old meaning contained within them towards the cosmological spheres (B43: 5, 8 compare
with 1 —4; B8).

In support of this assumption, we can reference numerous prehistoric and medieval parallels in which
a similar combination of symmetrical protomes represents the sky (B43: 6, 7, 9 — 13). We seek the reasons
for such depiction in the need of the mythical consciousness to actualize the two dual structured tendencies
of the sky: one of which manifests itself through the progressive phases of the cyclical processes that take
place in it (sunrise, day, spring and summer, increase of daylight, warming of the weather, growth of the
moon), while the other - through the regressive ones (sunset, night, autumn and winter, reduction of daylight,
cooling of the weather, waning of the moon). The merging of protomes into a single whole (circle i.e. ring),
analogous to the above-mentioned binding of animals to each other, can be justified by the aspiration to
signify the causal connection between the activity of these two tendencies. We still consider this
interpretation of the protomes from the standards insufficiently argumented because in the mentioned
analogies their heads are usually oriented from top to bottom, which fits better with the notions of the
"celestial vault" as a vertical projection of the sky (B43: 11 — 13). The fact that in the Luristan standards they
are oriented from bottom to top and form an almost completely closed ring (B43: 1 — 4), could be justified by
the intention to represent the sky in its horizontal projection - as a ""celestial circle', *'celestial ring™ i.e.
"'sky wheel' (B43: 5, 8 compare with A3: 1 —4)."¥ This image, in a much more explicit form, combined with
the same triad consisting of one anthropomorphic and two symmetrical zoomorphic elements, appears in the
already presented category of Luristan openwork objects, used as cheekpieces and some kind of decorative
rings (B28). In these objects it is far more obvious that the two animals participate in the rotation of the circle,
here much more clearly defined as a ring or a spoked wheel, whereby in some cases they even form the wheel
with their metamorphosed bodies: the two halves of the hoop are made up of their torsos, heads and tails,
while the spokes - from their limbs (B28: 1, 4). In the interpretation of these objects, a second possibility is
imposed according to which the ring and the circle would not be symbols of some visible spatial element
(the sky or the whole universe), but of some invisible abstract category. Here we have in mind time in some
of its specific (day, year) or more general sense (time without a beginning or infinite time).

Besides the relations with the geometric level, the cosmological meaning of the pair of arched
protomes from the standards would also be supported by the above-presented interpretations according to
which the vertical bar, with which the protomes are combined, actually represents the Cosmic Axis, be it
depicted as a Cosmic Tree (B17: 1), Cosmic Pillar or a Cosmic Pivot (B19).

Analyzing the extreme stylization of the animals' bodies from the "zoomorphic standards”, H. Potratz
rightly concludes that this process was influenced more by their cultic context than by their realistic
appearance.’® Building upon this view we can add that this "cultic context" actually consisted in the

8L E. de Waele, Bronzes, 109-111; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 142.

182 An analogous arrangement is very common in medieval jewelry (especially on buckle rings), also in combination with
a central anthropomorphic motif (examples: A. I'. lllmunes, Yxkpawenus, Puc. 1, Puc. 2, Puc. 3).

183 1. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsiitze, 24.
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cosmization of the animals, due to which both the curvature of their necks and the supplementation with
various other accessories (animals, circular motifs) was increased - all in order for these parts to be equated
with the sky. We will address this issue several more times during the analysis of the subsequent
iconographic compositions from the standards.

Ferdowsi has another riddle that could be linked to the “zoomorphic standards” — this time with the
pair of animals. Although it does not mention the tree, it is possible that it was present in the template from
which the poet took this motif, especially since this riddle is located between the two previously mentioned
ones in which the tree is equated with the sky along which the sun moves. Here is how it reads: “Two horses,
precious and fleet of foot, move forth, the one like unto a lake of pitch, and the other lustrous as white crystal:
they move, and they both hurry on, but never do they catch each other up.” The answer says that the two
horses are time i.e. day and night that "measure” time in the celestial vault.’®* This is another key for the
proposed cosmological and dual interpretation of the pair of animals from the “zoomorphic standards" and not
only of the horses, but also the other animals depicted in the same arrangement, especially the ibexes whose
connection with the sun, sky and universe was indicated by several elements. In the absence of the chromatic
code (white — black = day — night), on the standards (B1 — B10; B13), as well as on the Luristan openwork
rings and wheels (B28), their complementary character is encoded through their position oriented
symmetrically in reference to the central axis which, in this case, denotes the Cosmic Axis that divides the sky
and time cycles into two equal but complementary halves.

5. Pins with a flat or openwork head
fastened onto the ""zoomorphic standards"

a) Previous assumptions and observations

Multiple previous researchers have assumed that inserted into the tube or rings formed at the front and
hind limbs of the animals from the "zoomorphic standards" (as well as in the cavity of most other standards),
were the Luristan pins with an openwork or flat head, and according to some — only those with a discoid head
(B27: 1; B30: 5, 6; B31; B33; B44: 1 - 3: B45: 1 - 6; B47: 1 - 3; B48: 2, 3, 6, 7)."** P. R. S. Moorey assumes
that, passing through the support, they also penetrated the ground on which it was placed, ensuring the fixing
of the whole set to the substrate (H1: 4; H2: 7)."® Some researchers, such as H. Potratz and O. W. Muscarella,
and it seems also P. Amiet, do not accept this assumption given the fact that there is no known specimen of a
standard supplemented with such a pin, not even among the several finds discovered in situ.**’ E. Porada, E.
de Waele and some other authors give examples, even joint together by corrosion, in which the authentic
combination of a bottle-shaped support with a standard is preserved, but no pin with any kind of decorative
head was used as a shaft (B5: 8)."*® In the monograph of A. Godard there are such examples of pins with
heads shaped like a ball, a bird or a more complex motif.** On one "zoomorphic standard" from the Louvre
Museum, inserted between the protomes is a pin with a circular discoid head (B45: 10, an analogous pin — 9),

184 R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 243, 244; R. C. Zaehner, The Dawn, 240, 241.

185 P R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 141; E. Schmidt, The Second, 210, 211; E. Porada, The Art, 81, 86; C. Lancaster,
Luristan, 95; an overview of these theories: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 139.
186 « A pin with long shank and decorated head was passed down the central aperture joining finial and mount, perhaps

also fixing it to the ground” (P. R. S. Moorey, Ancient, 29, 32).

87 1. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 19; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 139; P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 72, 88.
188 £ Porada, The Art, 86 — footnote 13; E. de Waele, Bronzes, 92 (Fig 74: 106), 109, 120, 121 (Fig. 97: No.126, 131,

106, 141).

189 A Godard, Bronzes, 84, 85, Pl. LIV: 200, 202 (“zoomorphic standards"); PI. LI1: 195, 196, (“idols with protomes");
87, 88, PI. LVI: 205, PI. LVII: 209 ("columnar figurines"). Some of these supplements are missing from later
photographs of the same object, probably because they were deemed inauthentic and therefore removed.
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while on another — a truly unusual pin, with a large ball-shaped head, for which P. Amiet says that it is not a
modern montage (B49: 7).'%

O. W. Muscarella, polemicizing with E. de Waele, suspects that these are modern compilations of old
objects, which is why he proposes to check if they are authentic ensembles and whether the corrosion formed
between the joined elements is old or created secondarily, in more recent times.'** H. Potratz supports the
disagreement with these proposals with one, in our opinion, completely inadequate argument: that the pins
would be too valuable for such an inferior purpose (“fiir einen solchen inferioren Zweck").'®* We ask
ourselves: is it possible that the cultic purpose of the standards (which is accepted also by this author) could be
considered inferior? He also finds arguments for this view in the iconography of the pins and standards.*® P.
R. S. Moorey hypothesizes that some of the pins inserted into the “zoomorphic standards™ ended not only with
a phytomorphic motif but also with an anthropomorphic head.*** One such specimen is present in the Nasli M.
Heeramaneck Collection (LACMA), with a pin in the upper part of which there is a cast anthropomorphic
head (B45: 11).**°

Some previous researchers cite another fact which, although indirect, supports the presented
assumptions. Namely, many of the Luristan pins with a discoid or openwork head could not function as
jewelry for wearing on the body due to their large dimensions and weight. It is much more likely that they
were used as standards by being fastened onto some other objects.**®

We think that a shaft with some kind of impressive tip must have been fastened onto a series of
standards that simultaneously bear the features of the "zoomorphic standards"” type (due to the absence of a
central anthropomorphic head), but also of the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" and the type "idols
with protomes"” (due to the fusion of the two animals) (B44: 5 — 8). We are led to this conclusion by their
central tubular corpus, which ends abruptly at the top, with a sharp horizontal edge.'®’ It is hard to believe that
there was no finial above it i.e. that the animal protomes i.e. their eyes were focused on the empty space
above the corpus. We are convinced that there must have been some kind of element with a higher
iconographic and symbolic status, and probably the very point of the whole composition.

A. Godard presents an (as he calls it "rare') example in which, fastened onto the bottle-shaped support
is not a standard, but only an openwork pin with a ring-like hoop formed by a pair of zoomorphic protomes
and a central anthropomorphic figure whose hands are placed on their necks (B48: 4). The pin is attached to
the support so that its shaft (the pin itself) is inserted into the cavity of the support, whereby the thickening at
the upper part of the pin did not allow contact between its upper edge and the protomes.*® This combination
seems convincing i.e. authentic to us due to two reasons. First, because it explains the iconographic

19 photographs: Coxposuwa 2020; P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 72, 89 (Fig. 48); a pin with a discoid head, identical as in
the first of the specimens: 4 Luristan Br. Pin 2020.

191 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 139, 141 (footnote 5).

192 14 Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 19.

193 Die in den Sammlungen relativ haufig zu sehenden durchgesteckten Bronzenadeln mit Kopfdekor scheiden fiir
derartige Zwecke mit absoluter Sicherheit aus. Der Grund ist seht einfach, weil ndmlich die Figurationen mit ihrem
geheimnisvollen Symbolgehalt von Standerling und Nadelkopf hétten absolut kongenial sein mussen, damit nicht die von
ihnen vertretenen Oberméchte sich gegenseitig aufhdben oder gar kontrdr zueinander agierten, was dem kerzenstiftenden
Erdenmenschen nicht bekdmmlich hatte sein kdnnen.“ (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 39, 40).

9 P R. S. Moorey, Ancient, 30; P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 141, 142. The author concludes that such combined objects
would not be particularly stable.

S Lur. Br. in the LACMA 2020, M.76.97.20.

196« elles prirent de plus en plus d’importance, en dimensions comme en valeur artistique, jusqu’a devenir les
splendides objets que représentent les planches (...), qui n’ont d’ailleurs plus rien a voir avec la parure.” (A. Godard,
Bronzes, 70); A. B. Mensuenko, Jlypucmanckas, 200, 201.

197 On one of the specimens (B44: 5): E. de Waele, Bronzes, 92 (Fig. 74), 106 (No. 126).

% A. Godard, Bronzes, 84, PI. LI: 194.
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similarity between the standards (especially those of the type "idols with protomes” — B48: 1, 5) and the
openwork pins of the here-presented type, depicted on which is a scene that not only has the same content (the
so-called "Master of Animals"), but also the same composition consisting of a central columnar
anthropomorphic figure surrounded by a ring of elongated and arched animal protomes (B48: 2, 3, 6, 7). The
second reason is that they are a more compact and simpler variant of cult objects which, containing all the
visual and iconographic elements characteristic of the standards, could also function as their cheaper and
simpler version, affordable to people with less financial power who could not afford a more luxurious
standard, or for those who preferred such objects that would be more compact and easier to manipulate. The
mentioned specimen also raises an essential question: it may have been one of the templates that influenced
the formation of certain types of standards - specifically some "*zoomorphic standards™ (those with
arched necks of the animals B9), the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" (B46: 1, 2, 5) and especially
the *"idols with protomes™ (B48: 1, 5; C15: 8 compare with the others).

In support of the combination of standards and openwork pins, we can take a standard from the
antiquities market in Frankfurt am Main (B49: 1), but conditionally, given that H. Potratz seems to treat it as a
modern compilation composed of parts of several original standards.'*® As arguments for this he references
the unusual combination of some iconographic elements in this specimen and especially the presence of
visible joints between the parts that make it up, which he had the opportunity to notice during his personal
observation of the object (he especially emphasizes the "seams" at the front legs of large animals). This
conclusion is supported by the unusual shape of this specimen due to which it cannot be strictly classified into
any of the typological groups of standards, because it bears the characteristics of several of them: of the
""zoomorphic standards" due to the still fully preserved rear part of both animals (B49: 1 compare with 3); of
the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", because between the animal protomes is an anthropomorphic
head that gives the impression that it was cast together with them (B49: 1 compare with 6); of the "idols with
protomes", because this head is also accompanied by the upper part of an anthropomorphic figure with a torso,
shoulders and arms and because of the birdlike appearance of the large protomes (B49: 1 compare with 5). If
it were an authentic specimen, it would be the most direct link between the "zoomorphic standards with a
human head" and the "idols with protomes™ (B49: 6 compare with 5) i.e. an early prototype of the latter, in
which both animals are complete, with preserved front legs, but at the same time the function of "master of
animals™ is not yet expressed in the central anthropomorphic character i.e. his hands are not directed towards
their necks (such a borderline specimen does in fact exists — B49: 4 compare with 1).

In addition to the above, this object has another unusual feature - in this case the most interesting for
us. It is the presence of another smaller and simpler triple composition formed above the head of the
central human figure, consisting of two protomes and an anthropomorphic bust between them (B49: 1 -
top of the object). From the words of H. Potratz we cannot discern whether it is a special segment that was
secondarily fused with the anthropomorphic character located between the large protomes or of it was cast
together with him. Judging by the shape, the first variant seems more probable to us, whereby it could be a
pin with a decorative head fastened onto the top of the standard (B49: 1 compare with 2 and other
examples of such pins B48: 2 — 4, 6, 7). The second possibility is also not ruled out, for which the
arrangement of the first option would serve as a paradigm. Namely, it is not excluded, that the practice of
combining the standards with such pins, over time had led to the casting of that element together with them
i.e. as their integral part, in order to obtain a more compact and stronger structure, which would prevent the
pin from coming out of the standard and its loss, or the mixing of the pins from different standards.

In any case, we consider this specimen very important, especially because of this last element. If it
were an ancient compilation, it would show that the pins with a decorative head (and specifically those with a
pair of protomes) really were fastened onto the top of the standards. The same conclusion, in an indirect way,

199 3. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 56, 57, Taf. XXXV: 223. The author does not consider the option (which is quite
possible) that the indicated compilation happened within Luristan culture.

163



5. Pins with a flat or openwork head fastened onto the "zoomorphic standards"

B46

164



IV. Zoomorphic and phytomorphic level

comes to the fore if it turns out that it is a modern assembly, because through that procedure, regardless of
whether it was inspired by completely different motives, the elements themselves found their place for
which they were intended. In fact, H. Potratz, too, rightly concludes that "this structure, according to the
composition, in itself should not be incorrect."

In our analyzes we decided to include a type of asymmetric Luristan pins because they contain the
same iconographic arrangement as the "zoomorphic standards", but in a single form instead of a pair. Here we
have in mind such openwork pins whose head is shaped like an ibex protome, supplemented with figures or
protomes of other smaller animals placed on its back and on the front or back side of the neck (B50: 3 -5, a
whetstone handle with the same iconography — B27: 6).”" We made an attempt through photomontage to
group two such pins symmetrically and to place them on a bottle-shaped support. The motive for this were
some variants of these pins whose base is not consisted of one, but of two ibex protomes, placed not
symmetrically, but parallel to each other (B50: 7, 9).%% It turned out that such a combination would result in a
composition quite corresponding to some zoomorphic standards (B50: 2, 8 compare with 1, 6 and B9; B10).
This does not necessarily mean that this type of pins were really used in such a way, especially in the second
of the variants where it would not make much sense to duplicate an object in which such a procedure has
already been done by doubling the main ibex protome (B50: 8 compare with 7, 9). We think that the second
variant can be taken as another argument in favor of the iconographic and semiotic relations between these
pins and the "zoomorphic standards”, because it points to some kind of iconographic and mythical-symbolic
paradigm common to them, according to which the ibex (with an obviously high mythological and symbolic
status) had to appear on various objects in duplicate form.

a) Photomontages, comments and dilemmas

We have tried to test the assumptions made in previous chapters through photomontages in which we
combined several "zoomorphic standards" and pins with an openwork or discoid head. We consider the
obtained results to be quite acceptable because they give sense to many components regarding the pictoriality,
iconography and semiotics of the standards (B44: 4, 5; B46: 3, 4, 6 — 13; B47: 3 — 8; B48: 8, 9). We will
comment on these components in the following paragraphs.

- The stated assumptions, accompanied by the indicated photomontages, give explanation on the
great similarities and even identities between the standards and the pins with an openwork or discoid
head, at the level of their pictoriality, composition and iconography. The head of the openwork pins is formed
very similarly to the upper part of the most common type of standards - the "idols with protomes", as both are
composed of two semicircularly bent animal protomes flanking a central vertical anthropomorphic character
(B48: 2 — 4, 6, 7 compare with 1, 5). The same arrangement also occurs on the pins with a discoid head, with
the difference that it those cases the central anthropomorphic character is often alternated with an
anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic head, or with a stylized (and anthropomorphized) tree, while the pair
of zoomorphic motifs is present analogously as in the "zoomorphic standards" — in the form of complete
animal figures standing upright on their hind legs (B31; B33).%®

20 In sich brauchte dieses Gebilde kompositionell nicht einmal falsch zu sein, wenngleich dem Verfasser auch
kein eindeutiger Vergleichsfund vorliegt.” (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 56, 57).

2L p Amiet, Les Antiquités, 78 (No. 168); Lur. Br. in the LACMA 2020, M.76.97.239, M.76.97.234.
22 p Amiet, Les Antiquités, 78 (No. 167); E. F. Schmidt et al, The Holmes, 494, PL. 260 d. (incorrectly defined as

“whetstone handle”).

203 Despite these obvious similarities, H. Potratz thinks that the figural ornaments and symbolic content of these pins do
not correspond to those of the standards (“ ... zum andern aber tragen die Kopfe dieser Nadeln Figurenschmuck, dessen
symbolischer Inhalt sich nicht einfach zur Motivik der Aufsatze konform verhalten haben wird.”): H. Potratz, Die
Stangen-aufsdtze, 19.
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- On a global visual level, the composition of the "zoomorphic standards" through the
anthropomorphic or hybrid head acquires a point that completes their symmetry, verticality and iconographic
composition (B46: 3, 4, 6 — 13). The pins with a centrally depicted tree complete the meaning of the pillar of
these standards as a Cosmic Tree or Tree of Life (B47: 7, 8).

- By placing the "decorative” tops of the pins between the animal protomes of the “zoomorphic
standards"”, they, with their roundness and the presence on them of an anthropomorphic head or an entire
anthropomorphic figure (B46: 3, 4, 6 — 13; B47: 3, 4; B48: 8, 9), receive the status of a protomodel i.e.
paradigm for the emergence (hitherto treated as "sudden"), in the same place, of a centrally positioned
anthropomorphic head or a more complete anthropomorphic figure that were cast integrally, as part of
the object itself (in the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" — B46: 1, 2, 5; in the "idols with protomes™
—B48: 1, 5). Besides the pins, this iconographic element could have been represented by cast tubular objects
with a head at the top specially intended for inserting into the rings between the legs of the animals in which
the shaft would then be implanted. We believe that one such Luristan object from the collection of the Royal
Museum of Art and History in Brussels could have bore this function (H2: 11; G8).2*

- At the iconographic level, the pin and its head can bear three interwoven meanings that correspond
to the proposed global cosmological concept of the standards: the sky as a circle, depicted above the Cosmic
Axis (B44: 1, 4, 5; B47: 2, 5, 6); as the canopy of the Cosmic Tree (B47: 7, 8); the sun depicted in the form
of a rosette or the head of a man or a lion (B46: 8 — 13). All three meanings are intertwined because the sky
is equated with the canopy of the Cosmic Tree, the sun is a central element and key component of the sky and
its dynamics, while the head (human and leonine) often functions as a symbol of the personalized and deified
sun. This interwovenness also corresponds to the iconography of the pins with a discoid head in which the
anthropomorphic or leonine head occupies a central position (probably as a personification of the sun and
possibly of the celestial light) often combined with a depiction of a stylized tree and a pair of symmetrical
animals (B31; B33).

- The presence of these central supplements can be taken as another reason for the enlargement
and curvature of the pair of protomes in some "'zoomorphic standards™, presumably to form a space and
a kind of "frame" around them, which will direct the observers' gaze towards the central circular element
placed above them (B46: 6 — 13; B47: 3 — 8), and in some cases between them (B46: 3, 4; B48: 8, 9).

In the following paragraphs we present some of our dilemmas regarding these solutions, formulated as
rhetorical questions, followed by answers that we deem the most appropriate.

- Do our observations of the iconography and semiotics of the "zoomorphic standards" provide
guidance on what the top of their pillars should have looked like i.e. what could and could not have been
present in their iconography?

- How would it function on a compositional and iconographic level if above or between the curved
protomes of the animal pair of the "zoomorphic standards" one would add an openwork pin on which a pair
of such protomes or animals are also present? Wouldn't that mean unnecessary duplication of the same
iconographic elements? (B44: 4, 5; B47: 5 - 8; B48: 8, 9)

In support of the justification for such a combination, we can reference some standards that
themselves have two pairs of protomes arranged one above the other (E7: 11; debatable B49: 1). We are
also familiar with a Luristan pin in which the central figure is surrounded by two pairs of protomes
structured as concentric rings (B44: 1). This is also supported by the plaques from Armenia and some other
similar pictorial representations in which the sky is depicted as a set of closed or open concentric rings. Within
that framework, the central anthropomorphic figure also receives justification, which in a stylized form is also
present on the mentioned plaques (A4; A5).

- Was the depiction of a human head allowed on the decorated top of the pins if it already existed
on the standards onto which the given pin was fastened? (BAT: 3, 4)

2% 1dol (IR.0553) 2020, IR.0553; Torch 2021, IR.0555; E. F. Schmidt et al, The Holmes, PL 260: b.
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In this case, too, the specific types show that on the pillar of one standard there are often two or
more human heads arranged vertically on top of each other. Then why would not there be another one at
its very top (examples B48: 1; E7: 1, 3, 6, 11).

- Was the pin with a human head combined with all zoomorphic standards or only those
with herbivorous (B44: 4,5; B45: 11; B46: 6, 7) or with carnivorous animals? (B46: 3, 4, 8 — 13)

Based on the later "zoomorphic standards with a human head" (B46: 1, 2, 5) and "idols with
protomes” (B48: 1, 5), which may be considered a product of the indicated combination, it seems that it were
mainly the standards with figures of carnivorous animals. Herbivorous animals are very rare in the first of
the mentioned two types (C2: 3) and, in our observations, completely absent in the second one, which is why
they may have been combined with pins in which dominated a phytomorphic depiction flanked by two such
zoomorphic or zooanthropomorphic figures (B47: 7, 8). However, one such real-existing combination (B45:
11) shows that the existence of such examples should not be ruled out (B46: 6, 7).

- Does this assumption contradict the fact that discovered in the sanctuary of Surkh Dum (Sokhdom-
i-Lori) were only pins with a circular head, but not standards?

It does not have to contradict it if the ritual in which they were involved meant the bestowal of only
the pin, but not of the standard with the pair of animals, as well as the bottle-shaped support. The
separation and deposition of only this part may have been due to the higher degree of its sacredness or, more
specifically, its belonging to the ""heavenly' or "light" spheres. It could have also been a case of ritual
separation of the two parts of the set as a symbolic repetition of the cosmogonic act understood as the
separation of heaven and earth. In the same way we tried to justify the presence of the circular and rhombic
elements from Armenia as separate types of jewelry, perhaps created secondarily, through the ritual halving of
the older prototypes in which the two segments formed a single object (A4).

We have seen that many researchers have expressed doubts about the authenticity of several existing
ensembles consisting of a standard and a fastened pin. Within the framework of this topic too, we present
several rhetorical questions and answers that refer to such hypercriticism.

- Whether the pin fastened onto a standard, according to the composition of the bronze alloy, the
technique of manufacture, the style of execution and the patina, should correspond to the same components
present in the standard?

Such homogeneity would be logical, if all the elements of the ensemble would be produced at once, in
the same workshop. But, it is quite possible that, due to the specific manufacturing process, the pins were
produced in other workshops specialized only for that process, which in itself entails differences in the
composition of the bronze, as well as in the technique and style of their execution. This is especially true of
most pins with a discoid head, for which is certain that they did not come from the same workshops as the
standards, because they were not produced and decorated in a lost-wax casting technique, but in a technique
of hammering, puncturing and chiseling of a beforehand prepared disc made of bronze or copper sheet.?®

Even if the pin would have been manufactured in the same workshop, of the same material and in the
same technique and style as the standard, during its existence it could have been replaced by another, due to
damage, deposition in sanctuaries or graves, or as a result of unintentional replacement with the pin of some
other standard. If we take into account that the structure and appearance of the patina on bronze objects,
among other factors, are influenced by the composition of the alloy, then it is clear that the differences
between the patina of the pillar i.e. pin and the standard cannot in and of themselves be proof that we are
dealing with an ensemble compiled in modern times.

- In some of the Luristan pins, formed under the openwork or discoid top is one, and in some cases
two small rings (B27: 1; B30: 5, 6; B31: 6; B44: 1; BA7: 2; H4: 3, 4), while in others they do not exist. Can
this element be taken as a criterion for differentiating the purpose of these objects in terms of whether they
were fastened onto a human body (its clothes or hair) or onto the standards?

205 On the technique of manufacture of the Luristan discoid pins: S. Ayazi, Luristan, 19, 20.
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This ring could have been used for at least two purposes - to attach some additional pendants
(perhaps some kind of amulets made of organic materials) or for tying the pin to the object onto which it
was attached, in order to prevent it from being pulled out and falling (H12: 3).%® The first function seems
less probable to us because, given the dominance of the principle of symmetry within the Luristan bronzes, it
would be more likely that this ring, as an integral part of the appearance and iconography and the cultic
character of the object, would have its counterpart on the other side, as is the case with other similar objects
from this and other cultures (example B33: 4; H4: 3). In the second case, this principle did not have to be met
because it would be a practical element that does not participate in the visuality of the pin, so its shaping
would be done according to the principle of economicity — one ring is enough to keep the pin from being
pulled out of the standard. This is supported by another factor: the pin attached onto the clothes or in the hair
would not be so susceptible to pulling out due to the higher degree of friction that would be due to the
elasticity of these materials (leather, textiles, hair). Such a risk would be much higher in pins combined with
the standards due to the gap between them and the tubes i.e. rings in which the pin was implanted. This
certainly does not mean that all implanted pins had to have such a ring, for which the best example are the two
specimens from the Louvre that are believed to be authentic, but do not have such a ring (B45: 10; B49: 7).
It is quite obvious that not fastened onto the standards were the discoid pins with a composition oriented at 90
degrees in regards to the axis of their pin and of the standard (B31: 1, 3, 4), because, in that case, the
composition would find itself in a horizontal position that would be completely unsuitable for the perception
of its vertically structured scene.

In this chapter, among other things, we have tried to open and discuss some questions related to the
appearance, character and purpose of Luristan standards. We will try to round up these questions in Chapter X
dedicated specifically to these aspects (see p. 585).

26 On the second option: P. R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 142; also see: A. B. Menbuenko, Jlypucmanckas, 201.
27 p Amiet, Les Antiquités, 72, 88.
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V. PAIR OF SYMMETRICAL ANIMALS
AND A CENTRAL ANTHROPOMORPHIC CHARACTER

According to current knowledge, the oldest standards (the type "zoomorphic standards™) consisted of
two symmetrical animal figures standing upright on their hind legs and facing each other i.e. oriented towards
the centrally placed pillar (C1: 1, 4). Summing up the observations from the previous chapter, it can be
concluded that they encoded the dual structure of the universe, with its complementary forces i.e. tendencies -
the progressive and regressive one. In later more stylized specimens, the elongated and arched necks of these
animals probably indicated both halves of the circular sky, the rhombic contour formed by their hind legs
suggested the earth, while the pillar between them acquired the meaning of the Cosmic Axis. In some
"zoomorphic standards"”, another element was introduced in this arrangement - an anthropomorphic head
placed between the protomes of the two animals, thus beginning the formation of new types, with specific
iconographies and meanings, to which we dedicate this chapter (C1: 2, 5).

1. Centrally placed anthropomorphic head between the animals:
type ""'zoomorphic standards with a human head"

This arrangement occurs on a specific category of standards that many researchers consider to be a
separate type (C1: 2, 5) and a transitional link between the “zoomorphic standards” (C1: 1, 4) and the "idols
with protomes" (C1: 7 — 9). O. W. Muscarella suggested that it be treated as a separate intermediate type
which he calls "Idol Standards", E. Porada defines it as "Second group” (of Standards), while H. Potratz
classifies these standards within "Il. Gruppe"”, along with some categories which we call "idols with protomes™
(for other terms see p. 11 and Fig. 2; 2a on pp. 9, 10).*

This type is quite similar to the "zoomorphic standards”, whereby it differs from them only in the
human head, with a face on both the front and back side, placed at the raised front legs of the animals (C1 -
C5). It was formed with their transformation, mainly in those variants where the pair of animals does
not belong to the herbivores, but to the animals from the family of felines. With the development of this, in a

1 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 146, 147; E. Porada, Nomads, 20; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 51- 59. For the views of
other researchers see pp. 11, 12.
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sense transitional type, it increasingly lost the connection with the category from which it originated,
eventually leading to the formation of a separate type "idols with protomes". Within the frames of this type
there are numerous borderline specimens that bear the features of the two groups, due to which they can be
classified in both one and the other (for example C3: 7; C5: 7; C13: 1 - 3).

The basis for this type were the "zoomorphic standards”, and judging by the currently available
material, mainly the variants with carnivorous animals, primarily those from the family of felines. We know
of rare specimens with ibexes whose genesis is certainly based on the variants with herbivorous animals (C2:
3 compare with C19: 5). These are objects in which the figures of the two confronted animals from the
""zoomorphic standards" have been preserved to varying degrees - in some cases completely separate (C2: 1 -
6), while in others - fused into a single structure (C2: 7, 9). The main innovation in this new type was the
introduction of an anthropomorphic or zoo-anthropomorphic head between the protomes of the two animals.
In most standards it is quite realistic, in some cases also with clear masculine features, mainly placed at the
raised front legs of the animals, giving the impression that they are holding it, pointing their muzzles towards
it (C2:1-7,9).3

The enigmatic and seemingly sudden appearance of the mentioned head is explained in various ways.
In some specimens it is accompanied from below by a segment that alludes to a neck (C1: 3, 6; C3: 6),*
bringing them closer to the “idols with protomes” in which a similar motif occurs in the same place (C1: 3
compare with 7 — 9). But, this closeness should by no means be treated as an indicator of the formation of the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" under the influence of the latter type because they are older than
it. H. Potratz, describing in detail the transformations of the animals' front paws into the neck of this
anthropomorphic head, thinks about the possibility that it is the result of forgetting their original meaning.® It
seems that R. Dussaud considers the variants without a central human head as secondary i.e. formed from
those with a head, as the result of its disappearance from these objects.® We are not convinced of the accuracy
of these theses for several reasons which we will present in the following paragraphs.

The first reason is that the introduction of the human head can be traced back to specimens that bear
all the characteristics of the "zoomorphic standards™ with quite plastically and realistically executed figures,
which points to the older stages of the existence of this type when it is considered that the "idols with
protomes” did not exist at all (C2: 1, 4; C4: 1). In another specimen, with features of the later "mannerist
style", the head (this time a leonine one) is depicted below the shoulders of the animals, reflecting the phase of
hesitation in relation to the shape and position of this element (C2: 8)."

The second reason is that the phallic tip is not common to the head in the older “zoomorphic standards
with a human head", while, on the other hand, it is typical of the "idols with protomes™ (C1: 7 — 9; C3: 9) and
the "idols" (G1 — G3). If the head originated from there, then it should carry the mentioned detail even in the
earliest specimens. Inversely, this element occurs in those specimens of the type "zoomorphic standards with a
human head" that are considered to be later, which is why their formation can be explained in two ways - as a
result of the influence of the "idols" on them (C15: 9, 4, 5) or of the reverse influence of the "idols with
protomes”, but after the basic type of the former had already been constituted (C15: 7, 6, 5, 4). At the same
time, these common components indicate a certain chronological overlap of all three types (C13; C22; G7).

2 For the indicated specimen: Ph. Verdier, Les bronzes, 46, 47 (Fig. 33); another specimen with a human head combined
with herbivorous animals: P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 92 (No. 211).

¥ 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 146, 147, 150.

* In the specimen C3: 6, the human head and neck are formed quite realistically, giving the impression as being literally
amputated from a human body (J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, Taf. XXXII: 209).

> H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 25, 26; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 209; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 59.
® R. Dussaud, Haches, 256 (Fig. 15).

" For the specimen: E. de Waele, Bronzes, 96, 110 (Fig. 77: 110).
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If the human head in the earliest "zoomorphic standards with a human head" did not get there from the
"idols" or from the "idols with protomes”, then its origin should be sought elsewhere. It could once again be
the "zoomorphic standards" - the undoubted precursors of this type, given the observations and specific
examples presented in the previous chapter. Here we have in mind the indications for the insertion of pins in
the rings or tubes formed between the two animals, on whose openwork or dioscoid decorative part was a
depiction of an anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic head (B45 — B48). This would mean that the
"zoomorphic standards” contained not only the template for the pair of confronted animals from the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head", but also for the human head placed between them or above them.
From these findings comes the conclusion that this new type did not actually represent an innovation at the
iconographic level, but only at the technological one. Namely, the anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic
head also present previously between the protomes of the two animals from the “zoomorphic standards"”
through the inserted pin, in this type for the first time was organically integrated within the object, so that it
started being cast together with all its others elements, through a single wax matrix.®

These are the reasons why the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", despite being close to the
type "zoomorphic standards™ on an iconographic level, completely differ from them in their material structure
i.e. technological execution. The complex composition of the oldest "zoomorphic standards" was usually
formed from separate elements: separate casting of the animals and their subsequent fusion; secondary
formation of rings or a small tube between their legs; insertion through them of a pin with an openwork,
discoid or some other type of head (H2: 7). As we have said, in the "zoomorphic standards with a human
head" all these elements were cast at once, from one wax matrix, which, in our opinion, also reflects on the
appearance of these objects (H2: 7 compare with 9, 10). In particular, here we have in mind the increase in the
compactness of their composition and the higher degree of visual cohesion of the elements that make it up.

Although these are numerous and significant standards, not enough attention has so far been dedicated
to them as a separate type with all its typological specifics and varieties. We will try to supplement that in the
following paragraphs.

In the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" one can distinguish two especially impressive
subtypes, based on the orientation of the two protomes. In the first one, without a doubt more numerous, they
are oriented inwards i.e. towards the anthropomorphic head (C2; C3; C5: 1 — 7, 9), while in the second one -
outwards (C4: 1 — 7, similar specimens with features of the "standards - statuettes” 8, 9). It is logical to
assume that the template for these types could have been the "zoomorphic standards" with analogous
orientation of the animal protomes present therein. It is quite indicative that currently we know of only one
such specimen (C4: 10).

Strongly argued assumptions have been made that the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" had
an important role in the formation of the "idols with protomes"”, which means that they were at least slightly
older than them.® Taking into account that in almost all standards of the latter type the large protomes are
turned inwards, it is evident that during their formation, the first subtype served as a template (C2; C3; C5
compare with C13 — C18). Given the pronounced semicircular shape and the high degree of stylization, it can
be concluded that the variants executed in this way have their roots in the more stylized "zoomorphic
standards with a human head" (C1: 2, compare with 1; C2: 2, 5, 6, 8, 9). We are familiar with only a few
potential "idols with protomes™ in which the heads are oriented outwards, whose protomodel could have been
the second subtype (example C4: 6 compare with 1 — 5, 7). But, as we shall see, it had a somewhat greater
influence on the formation of some subgroups of the "columnar figurines" (C27; C28) and the "standards -
statuettes™ (C4: 8, 9).

A certain classification of the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" can be also done based
on the degree of mutual intertwinement of the two animal figures. Putting this feature in correlation to the

& On this technological innovation see: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze 147.
° 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 150.
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""zoomorphic standards™ understood as their prototypes, it could also take on a certain chronological context.
Namely, one gets the impression that the more the two animals are separated from each other, the closer they
are typologically to the prototype or, conditionally speaking, are older i.e. more archaic (C2: 1, 2, 4, 5; C4: 1)
and vice versa - the more intertwined they are, the younger they are (C3: 2, 5; C4: 2 - 7).

At the end, we would like to single out several unusual specimens that do not fit into the proposed
patterns and classifications, probably due to some specific concept of theirs regarding their creation, which,
judging by the specimens known to us, did not develop i.e. did not result in a larger number of specimens that
would round out some kind of separate subtype or variant.

On the standard from the Princeton University Art Museum, the animal protomes, together with the
anthropomorphic head, enclose an almost regular ring, while their forelegs do not extend towards the head
vertically, but obliquely (C3: 4; a specimen with an analogous position of the front legs — 5).° The heavily
geometricized derivatives of this variant, with oblique forelegs, can also be traced among the "idols with
protomes™ (E17). The specimen from the Copenhagen Museum is exceptional not only from an iconographic,
but also from a typological aspect (C3: 7). It explicitly shows what implicitly, in compressed form, would
appear on the "idols with protomes": the so-called "Master of Animals" represented by his whole figure,
horned, with raised arms, mounted on the hind legs of the pair of animals, but also tied to them with some
kind of rope, belt or hoop. According to the position of the head, it is evident that this specimen also evolved
from the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", pointing to a potential branch of standards which,
judging by the finds that we know of, did not develop i.e. would not be very productive. We assume that
closer to the taste of the users was the compressed version where the body of the "master of animals™ was
fused with their pillar.

In various specimens of the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", the here-presented elements,
with their appearance and position, can build specific iconographic depictions, depending on which of them is
placed in the foreground, and which in the background, which of the elements are placed in mutual
connection, and in which of them that connection is marginalized. One and the same arrangement of these
elements can form completely different scenes, not only in different objects, but also parallel i.e. ambivalent
scenes within the frames of the same object, which are difficult to differentiate and follow at the level of the
typology of these standards. They introduce us into the spheres of the iconography of these standards, which
was not based entirely on their actual material form, but also on the mental notions of the people who created
and used them.

a) lconography and analogies

We have seen that O. W. Muscarella, treating the type "zoomorphic standards with a human head"
(C1: 5, 6) as a link between the "zoomorphic standards" (C1: 4) and the "idols with protomes™" (C1: 9), also
notices in them certain differences at the level of iconography, especially in relation to the latter. According to
him, the first type differs from the "idols with protomes" (called by him as "Master-of-Animals Standards")
because its iconography cannot reflect the image of the "Master of Animals" typical to them. Namely, the
head, which in the latter represents the character of the "master", in the "zoomorphic standards with a human
head" does not denote the active, but the passive entity, because it is situated in the paws of animals (C1: 2, 5
compare with C1: 8, 9). This author is aware that it reflects some other meanings that are absent in both the
"zoomorphic standards” and the "idols with protomes", which is supported by the presence of the same
element in other Luristan bronzes such as the pins with a discoid head and the quivers."* H. Potratz, too,
believes that in the formation of this specific type of standards, in addition to the simple transformations of the

193, €. Waldbaum, Luristan, 11 (Fig. 11).
1 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 146, 147.
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1. Centrally placed anthropomorphic head between the animals

older prototypes, also participating were the local varieties of some unified i.e. general myth.*? In the
following paragraphs we will try to delve into these "other meanings" and "local mythical specifics” sensed by
the mentioned researchers.

The presented arrangement consisting of a central human head placed at the front legs and the wide
open muzzles of the pair of animals, on an iconographic level can be justified by two actions - the animals
hold the head in their front legs as an act of attack on it i.e. its devourment, or as an act of handing it over
from one animal to the other (C1: 2, 5; C2; C3: 1 — 6). Of course, this action does not interfere with the
specimens in which the protomes are oriented outwards (C4: 1 — 7). The attack i.e. devourment seem more
probable to us since this action in most standards is further emphasized also through the direction of the
animals' wide open mouths towards the head. This interpretation is also pointed out by P. R. S. Moorey, who
believes that the occurrence of the head precisely among animals from the family of felines reflects their
predatory nature.*® Although it seems less probable to us, it can also be some act of raising the head by the
animals, in the sense of glorification i.e. apotheosis of the character that it represented.™

The same arrangement, in implicit form, also occurs on other Luristan objects executed in the
technique of casting or hammering and engraving. First we will mention two objects that had a character
similar to the standards i.e. served as finials intended for fastening on some kind of pillars (H. Potratz calls
them "Stangenbekrénung™) (C8: 4, 8). They consist of a central tubular socket, depicted above which is a
human head that, according to the author, represents the Moon Goddess (*Mondgéttin®). In one of the cases it
has bovine horns and is flanked by a pair of ibex protomes, while in the other - by a pair of complete figures
of animals from the family of felines.*

The centrally placed head, flanked by a pair of symmetrical animals, is one of the main scenes of the
Luristan discoid pins on which it is present as both the main and as a peripheral scene. In the first case, the
head (anthropomorphic, zoo-anthropomorphic or zoomorphic) is depicted in the center of the disc, sometimes
within the there-formed central umbo or medallion or slightly below it (C6: 5, 6; C7: 1, 2). In the second one,
it appears as one of several scenes (even duplicated) arranged in the cassettes into which the circular field of
the disk is divided (C6: 3, 4, 7, 8). In the main compositions, which are larger in scale, the head is often larger
than the animals, whereby with its position gravitates towards the upper or middle part of the scene. In the
peripheral ones, which are with smaller dimensions, it is smaller and located in the lower part, at the hind legs
of the animals. In various cases, the centrally placed head has a more pronounced anthropomorphic character,
mainly of indeterminate sex or with more or less pronounced zoomorphic features. In some cases, the animals
surround it with their bodies and limbs, and in some cases they may even trample it i.e. strike it with their
front legs (C6: 3 —8; C7: 2). On a pin from Surkh Dum, the two lions reach with one of their forelegs towards
the large anthropomorphic head placed between them in a gesture that indicates its supporting, raising, or
glorification (C7: 1). On another fragmented pin from Surkh Dum, it seems that this scene covered the upper
frame zone, with a large centrally placed human head flanked by two small symmetrical figures of lions (C6:
4). Due to the damage, we cannot be completely sure whether the head appeared as a separate element, as part
of a more complete figure or some other kind of depiction. Under this section, the same iconographic type is
repeated once more, this time with upright standing animals and bottom positioned head (see below).*

On several discoid pins, the central head is placed at the very bottom of the scene, at the hind legs of
the two upright standing animals. One of the two pins from the Montreal Museum of Fine Arts depicts such a
scene with carnivorous animals, while the other - with winged horses or bulls (C6: 5, 6)."" In the pin from the

124 Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 209, 210.

BP.R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 149.

1% H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 25, 26.

S'H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 33, Tab. XVI: 61, 63.
16 Basic information: S. Ayazi, Luristan, cat. 40.

" Ph. Verdier, Les bronzes, 44, 45 (Fig. 30).
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Metropolitan Museum, the head is accompanied by horned winged animals (C7: 2),*® while in the one from
LACMA - by animals resembling horses (C6: 3).* On the flat-headed pin from the collection of Baron von
der Heydt, this scene is depicted twice, in almost the same form, whereby the head in one of the cases is
anthropomorphic, while in the other - zooanthropomorphic, with animal ears (C6: 7, 8). In both cases, formed
above them, between the front legs of the animals, is a supplementary circular motif, without any additional
elements.?® A depiction with an analogous composition and location (perhaps duplicated this time as well) is
shown on the aforementioned pin from Surkh Dum, whereby the circular motif is divided in the form of a
rosette (C6: 4).%

In our analysis we decided to also include two examples in which the animals are not accompanied by
a detached head, but by circular motifs or rosettes, considering these elements as its alternation. These are
bronze plagues that served as coverings for quivers or some other objects. On the bronze plaque from the
Louvre, depicted in the lower zone is a frieze with lions or gryphon-like creatures looming over some kind of
circular objects (C7: 9),% while on the scene of the quiver from the Metropolitan Museum - a similar creature
is oriented towards the antelope standing in front of it, but also towards the two circular motifs i.e. rosettes
(C7:6).2

At the end, we should also mention iconographic variants, mainly present on Luristan discoid pins, in
which the centrally placed human head is flanked by a pair of standing male figures equipped with palm
branches, and one of them also with a snake (C8: 1 — 3).24 In this context, the mentioned scenes can be treated
as two iconographic variants of the same mythical image in which there is alternation of the zoomorphic with
anthropomorphic figures (C8: 1 — 3 compare with 4 — 8 and with C6; C7).

b) Analysis and interpretation

We know of only one more specific interpretation of the scene from the "zoomorphic standards with a
human head" in which the head is placed in the front paws of the two animals. It is the interpretation of H.
Potratz who recognizes in it the character of the Moon Goddess, whereby the presence of her head in the paws
of the animals is considered by him not as a sign of an enemy attack, but as a friendly touch and her
apotheosis. He bases this view on the horns present on some of these heads, which, according to him,
resemble a lunar sickle (C1: 2; C2: 6).%

In regards to the central head present on the Luristan discoid pins, predominating are the solar
interpretations. H. Potratz thinks that the pin as a whole, with its circular disk, symbolizes the sun, whereby
the central umbo with a depiction of a head represents the solar disk itself, while the surrounding surface - the
space through which its rays spread. Within that context, he concludes that these pins reflect the veneration of
the sun by the users of the Luristan bronzes. ° A similar solar interpretation of the head within the same pins

8 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 202, 203 (No. 312).

9 A. Godard, The Art, Fig. 44.

2 H. A. Potratz, Scheibenkopfnadeln, 45 (Abb. 3), 46.

g, Ayazi, Luristan, cat. 40.

22p. Amiet, Un carquois, 250 (Fig. 3).

% For the object: O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 192-202.

#* A. Godard, The Art, 60-62 (Fig. 45, Fig. 48); R. Dussaud, Anciens, Fig. 2, Fig. 3, Fig. 4, PL. IX: 1.

% Nach dem ganzen Zusammenhange kann ich nur glauben, dass auch dieses Bildgefiige nur eine Spielform jenes
einfacheren ohne Arme ist, dass auch dieses Bild in den Zusammenhéang des ausgedehnten Motivbereiches der
“Apotheose der Mondgéttin” gehort.” (H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 26, 27); ,,Damit wird aber der Gedanke eines
Kampfes logisch unméglich gemacht; denn es ware schon eine merkwiirdige Tatsache, dass man eine ganze Zeitlang nur
die Feinde, die Ddmonen dargestellt hatte, ehe man dazu iibergegangen wire, auch den heroischen Uberwinder hinzuzu-
fugen.“ (H. Potratz, Das “Kampfmotiv”, 29).

% H. A. Potratz, Scheibenkopfnadeln, 39, 53, 54.
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is suggested by Ph. Ackerman, whereby she identifies the rosettes that often fill the space around it as stars.
She attaches the same meaning to the anthropomorphic face depicted on the skirt of the male figure from the
Metropolitan Museum quiver, interpreting it as a "sun-face" (F5: 5).” The leonine head from the umbo of one
such pin is interpreted by R. du Mesnil du Buisson as a symbol of the planet Venus.?®

Analyzing the iconography of a pin from Surkh Dum, R. Dussaud thinks that the large head depicted
there represents the god Mithra, whereby the lions that accompany it are present as his attributes (C7: 1).%°

In support of the solar meaning of the above presented compositions from discoid pins (C6; C7: 1, 2),
there are some other specimens of this type in which such a character is more transparent. On one pin this
meaning is suggested by the central umbo, divided in the form of a rosette (= solar disk), but also the few
(probably 8) half-rosettes that appear from the outer frame of the disk (= rising or setting of the sun from the
horizon) (C9: 2). The cruciform bordure that extends through the circular field, transforms it into a wheel that
can function as a symbol of the solar dynamics. Thereby, the four sections between the spokes would encode
the phases of the day-night and annual solar cycle (morning, noon, evening, night; spring, summer, autumn,
winter). The four animals depicted in each of the sections could symbolize these same phases or the forces
that realize their dynamics (C9: 2 compare with 5).*

On another already mentioned pin from the Louvre, depicted above the umbo (this time empty) are
two confronting lions and another one below it (C9: 1).*" In this case, too, the figures are accompanied by
half-rosettes, this time four in number, which we believe represent the phases of the solar cycle. The lions in
this case could be equivalent to the sun itself (head = solar disk, mane = rays) but, even more likely, to the
forces i.e. principles according to which it moves i.e. the solar cycle is realized: the upper two - the principles
of progression (sunrise, spring) and regression (sunset, autumn), while the third one - the principle of
stagnation (night, winter), which would be indicated by the lower placement of the last lion and its detachment
into a separate framed field. In the mouth of the three lions there is a head, which this time belongs to some
kind of horned animal. Another similar Luristan pin is known in which the central umbo, this time
supplemented by a zooanthropomorphic head, is surrounded by four lions, the upper two of which dismember
a herbivorous animal, while the lower ones have their tails held by some kind of centrally placed human figure
(C9: 5). Many researchers have pointed to a composition very similar to the previous ones (especially the
first one), present on a shield umbo connected to Etruria, with the difference that in its center, instead of a
hemispherical protrusion (with or without a face), appears a rosette i.e. circle surrounded by rays (C9: 3
compare with 1).** The high level of similarity initiates the question of some kind of more direct contacts
between Luristan and the Apennine Peninsula, which we leave for the last chapter of this monograph. These
depictions, to some extent, fit into the mentioned conception of R. du Mesnil du Buisson, in which the lion as
a symbol of Venus i.e. the Morning and Evening Star appears in the role of a symbol of the heat of the day
that eliminates the freshness of the night represented by the antelope.® In the first pin, the mentioned act
would be encoded through the head of a horned animal (gazelle, antelope) in the jaws of the three lions (CO:
1).

" ph. Ackerman, The Gemini, 28 (Fig. 3), 29 (Fig. 4), 30; the solar meaning of the centrally placed circle, rosette or head
(often surrounded by radiant motifs) is also indicated by S. Ayazi (S. Ayazi, Luristan, 26, 28, 31, 36, 37, cat. 5, 9, 10, 16,
17, 18, 56, 57).

%8 R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 208 (Fig. 103).

# R. Dussaud, Anciens, 202, 203 (Fig. 6).

%0 Basic information on the object: G. Zahlhaas, Luristan, 66, 69 (kat. 132); on this type of circular friezes of animals: H.
A. Potratz, Scheibenkopfnadeln, 42; another example: S. Ayazi, Luristan, cat. 11.

%1 G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 415 (Fig. 16), 416.

%2 H. A. Potratz, Scheibenkopfnadeln, 39-44 (Abb.1).

% G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 416 (Fig. 17); H. A. Potratz, Scheibenkopfnadeln, 42, 43 (with other presented analogies
from Armenia, Urartu and Crete).

* R. du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles, 201-227.
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The whole concept of depiction on the Luristan discoid pins of the cyclical movement of the sun
through the universe, personalized in the form of a human head, could be rounded off with the specimen from
the Louvre where in the human head that appears between the spread legs of the female figure (= Mother
Goddess) one could recognize the birth of the sun i.e. the beginning of the new solar cycle (C9: 6; see pp. 287,
289).%

A different aspect of this solar dynamic can be recognized on the disk of another Luristan pin where
the centrally placed head (this time horned), combined with rosettes, is surrounded by fish and some other
hybrid creatures (C9: 4). A similar composition is also present on other pins: from Surkh Dum and another
unknown site,* from the collections of E. Graeffe®” and David-Weill.* In this case, they could symbolize the
dynamics of the sun through the chthonic regions represented as waters of the underworld, but at the same
time to indicate some kind of completely different chthonic character of the head.

Such a completely different suggestion for the meaning of this motif is given by R. Ghirshman,
according to which “The face in the centre of the pinheads may be assumed to be that of the mother-goddess
of the Asianic peoples, who was worshipped everywhere from Asia Minor to Susa.” Thereby, he considers the
possibility that standing behind this character could eventually be the goddess Ashi, sister of Sraosha.*® The
chthonic character of this motif is also indicated by B. Goldman, who connects the depiction of the detached
head with the great goddess of fertility, although he believes that in such Luristan examples it is not possible
to determine her name. At the same time, he considers it the inspiration for the later analogous depictions of
the Greek Gorgon.*’ D. de Clercq-Fobe, obviously accepts the previous proposals, whereby she believes that
the character of these heads from the Luristan discoid pins is determined by the additional pictorial elements
depicted next to them. Thus, the presence of garlands composed of leaves and/or pomegranates is, according
to her, an indicator that it represents a goddess of fertility, while the star above the head indicates the celestial
nature of the depicted character. However, it seems that she does not to rule out the possibility that some of
the heads also belonged to ordinary worldly people. In her overview of the iconographic motifs from Luristan
pins, she treats the detached human and leonine head also as "masks".*

Without excluding the indicated chthonic meanings of this motif, we will focus our attention to the
solar ones, considering them more dominant within frames of the Luristan bronzes.

The analysis of the mentioned Luristan pins and the interpretations of their iconography given by
previous researchers encourage us in the conclusion that the scene with a human head placed between two
confronted animals had a solar meaning. If we take into account that the separated head, in general and in the
specific objects, represented the solar disk, then we think about the possibility that the composition as a whole
represented the mythical "devouring of the personalized sun". Within the framework of this action, the two
animals acquire the meaning of complementary forces i.e. tendencies that realize the movement of the sun
through the universe: the first one in the evening swallows it with its mouth (= sunset, "death” of the sun),
while the other in the morning disgorges is from there (= sunrise, "resurrection™ of the sun) (ideal paradigm —
C10: 3). Given the active participation of their paws in these depictions (C10: 1, 2, 8), a second, less dramatic,
variant of this mythical action is also possible, in which these two creatures would realize the solar dynamics
by handing the sun one to another.

Why would the sun be depicted in the form of a detached human head?

% Basic information: N. Engel (et al), Bronzes, 163-165 (no. 152).

%S, Ayazi, Luristan, 30, 33, Cat. 18, 20.

%7y, Godard, A. Godard, Bronzes, Pl. 27 (cat. 312).

% p. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 75, 76, 81 (No. 187); R. Ghirshman, The Art, 49 (Fig. 58). Other examples: Z. Moradi, Fish,
249, 250 (Fig. 16-18); D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles, 22, 23.

¥ R. Ghirshman, The Art, 46 (Fig. 54); D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles, 20-23.

“0B. Goldman, The Asiatic Ancestry of the Gorgon, Berytus 14/1, 1961. (according to: D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles, 21).
“1 D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles, 6-8, 20-23, 49-52, 105-108.
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V. Pair of symmetrical animals and a central anthropomorphic character

It is thought that the key motive for that is the aspiration of mythical consciousness to animate and
personalize this celestial body i.e. present it as a living being, a mythical character i.e. a deity that is born, has
its own lifespan, dies, but also rises again. As a motive for this process one can also take other reasons, which
we have pointed out in our previous studies.*

This motif is present in European early medieval jewelry. Among the Slavic two-plated bow fibulae it
appears exactly on the semicircular plate that denotes the celestial vault (C10: 4, 5), and in a similar form it is
also present on synchronous jewelry from Central and Western Europe which is associated with populations
of Celtic and Germanic origin (C10: 6, 10, depiction on a funerary monument — 11).*® E. Salin, in his
comparative studies (in which the Luristan bronzes are also included) references several examples of medieval
jewelry with this motif which he treats as a "mask of the sun" (*masque du soleil"), whereby he also identifies
the two gryphons accompanying it as solar animals (C7: 3, 7). He thinks that in medieval Europe this motif
arrived from the Orient, under the influence of Scythian-Sarmatian prototypes.* Its roots, in an indirect way,
can be traced back to the Neolithic depictions from Catalhdyik, in which two hybrid winged creatures are
oriented towards a human figure, whereby the attack on the head is encoded precisely through its absence
from the body (C7: 8). The mythical images presented here also appear in a more moderate form, with a wheel
or a rosette placed between the muzzles of the two animals (C10: 9; B22: 11).

From a geographical and chronological aspect, as much more direct parallels for the mentioned
Luristan scenes, one can take two motifs from the Karkuk seals dating between 1600 and 1200 BCE (C6: 1
compare with the rest; C7: 4 compare with 1, 2). They were probably created at the time when Mitannia was
ruled by an Aryan dynasty. Based on the similarity with some motifs from the Luristan bronzes, assumptions
have been proposed that these objects played a part in the creation of their iconography (see pp. 685 — 687).%

On the Luristan discoid pin with three lions, situated in their jaws is the head of some horned
herbivorous animal (C9: 1) which, within the mentioned context, could encode the dynamic aspect of the sun
i.e. the aspect of its cyclical appearance in the universe understood as periodical dying and resurrection, in this
case symbolically depicted as its devouring and disgorging by the cosmic forces represented by the lions. We
have also had examples in which it (in anthropomorphic format) was combined analogously as in the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" - flanked by two lions that hold it in their front paws (C7: 1). In
this case, the whole ambient of the composition refers more to the glorification of the character it represents
than to its devourment.

If the mentioned images are placed in a macrocosmic spatial context, then their separate variants
could be connected to the different phases of the sun's movement through the universe. In this context, the
head placed at the top - between the two animals (C6: 4, 6; C7: 1) could denote the culmination of the
cycle (noon, summer, summer solstice) when its progressive phase ends, whereby the force that had led it (one
of the animals) passes it to the other one (second animal) which would lead the regressive phase of its
trajectory (compare with C10: 3). On the other hand, the head depicted at the bottom of the composition
should denote the culmination of the regressive phase, when the sun stays in the lower zones of the universe
i.e. the underworld or the earthly waters. In this context, one can justify the frequent presence of the head at
the bottom of the composition — at the hind legs of animals (C6: 3 — 5, 7, 8; C7: 2). The depiction of the
additional disk above it may reflect the reverse (culminating) phase of the cycle (C6: 4, 6 —8). Multiple
elements indicate that this chthonic phase of the solar cycle was also encoded on the plaque from the Louvre,
depicted on which are lions or gryphons that loom over a circular motif (C7: 9). We believe that precisely the

2y, Yaycumuc, Mumckume, 260-275; H. Yaycunuc, Kocmonowxu, 328, 337-344.
By. Yaycumuc, Kocmonowxu, 343, 344 ([114; J115).

M E. salin, Sur quelques, 229 (Fig. 5), 233, 234, 238.

** E. Herzfeld, Iran, 161-165; E. Porada, The Art, 81; E. Porada, Nomads, 21, 28;
monographic presentation of the seals: E. Porada, Seal.
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1. Centrally placed anthropomorphic head between the animals

absence of a face in this motif further indicates its solar significance, perhaps as a sign of the devourment of
the solar disk in the underworld by the chthonic forces, followed by the loss of its personality and power. The
scene was multiplicated in the form of a bordure, which could indicate the continual repetition of the process
that it symbolizes. A similar meaning can be attributed to the scene of the quiver from the Metropolitan
Museum, with a depiction of a similar gryphon-like creature oriented towards two things that could denote the
sun in different ways - on one hand, the circular motifs i.e. rosettes as a reflection of its shape, and on the
other, the antelope as a symbol of its dynamics (C7: 6).

We think that the separate phases of this mythical action could be sensed on an unusual specimen of
the "idols with protomes", created under the influence of the mythical image presented here. There, a human
head protrudes from the mouth of each of the two zoomorphic protomes (C10: 7).%

The Metropolitan Museum houses a gold buckle which, although from the later Achaemenid period,
in its composition comes quite close to the standards (C7: 5 compare with C4).*' It is important for us that on
it, as in the examples analyzed here, a circular disk appears in the front paws of the animals (in this case
hybrid ones, with the head of a lion, wings and horns), but also four other identical discs placed under their
hind legs, left and right of them and in the center. We think that in this case, too, the multiplication of the disk
can indicate its solar meaning and specifically the mentioned phases of the solar cycle. The general similarity
of this object with the standards indicates the existence in them (or behind them) of some kind of more
complete image that represented all the key phases of the sun's movement through the universe (compare with
B19).

If we would agree with the views (expressed by multiple researchers) that the iconography of the
""zoomorphic standards" represents the traditions of the indigenous cultures of Luristan and the surrounding
Middle Eastern regions, then the introduction of the anthropomorphic head, and the anthropomorphic figure
between them, could reflect the mythical-religious contents introduced to these objects by the new (perhaps
Indo-Aryan?) settlers in these areas.

¢) Fusion of the composition: a pair of animals with a shared/common head

The scene that we presented in previous chapters, perceived on a visual i.e. compositional level shows
relations with another mythical image that is also present on the Luristan bronzes. We are talking about the
depiction of two symmetrically placed animal figures that are facing each other, whereby, in this case, they
have one common head. Here we can reference several such explicit examples from the Luristan pins with a
discoid head (C11: 1 — 4) and three implicit examples belonging to the not particularly typical standards (C11:
8, 9; 12: 2). On the pin from Surkh Dum this scene is depicted twice, in the upper and lower part of the
circular disk, in the first case accompanied by a pair of birds (C11: 2).* On the specimen from LACMA it is
depicted in the lower half of the disc (C11: 3), while on the fragment from the Louvre and the specimen from
the David-Weill collection - in the upper half (C11: 1, 4). At the basis of the scene from the first (C11: 2) and
the last pin (C11: 4), G. M. D'erme places the tree in the meaning of Axis mundi and as a symbol of the god
Zurvan.” R. Ghirshman thinks that the objects with this motif were dedicated to the Avestan goddess of
fertility Ashi. He seeks its genesis in the structure of a specific type of axes whose blade protrudes from the
jaw of a lion, whereby its body is depicted twice, on both sides of the object.*

The first example of the mentioned standards most closely resembles the group "zoomorphic
standards with a human head", whereby the back of the bodies of the animal pair is clearly visible, but the
front, along with the legs, is completely unrecognizable (C11: 8). Thereby, instead of the heads of the animals,

*® Basic information: N. Engel (et al), Bronzes, 194 (cat. 196).

“" Information on the object: O. W. Muscarella, A4rchaeology, 1059, 1060, 1083 (Fig. 12).
*®'S. Ayazi, Luristan, 32, 33 (Cat. 20); P. Amiet, Les Antiquités, 76, 81 (No. 188).

* G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 406 (Fig. 3), 413, 414.

%0 R. Ghirshman, The Art, 50, 51; A. B. Menbuenko, Pedkue, 625-627.
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depicted here is a large anthropomorphic face, while above it - a spherical segment which, although located in
the place of the usual head, does not bear any elements of a face.”* The other specimen is also similarly
conceptualized, with the difference that the shared head is not depicted on the chest but in its proper place (12:
2). The third standard, according to its basic constitution, belongs to the type "columnar figurines"”, but it is
quite far from them in regards to the execution of the details (C11: 9).°* Unlike other objects of this type, it
shows direct relations with the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" in terms of the lower part of the
body where the symmetrical hind legs of the pair of animals and the characteristic tails with a spirally curved
tip are still recognizable (C5: 8 compare with the rest). Starting from this point of view, the upper part of the
figure could also be treated as a result of the transformation of the mentioned type. The specificity of this
specimen is that in it, as in the previous cases, the protomes of both animals are completely eliminated, and
their place is taken by the strongly accentuated human head towards which the former front legs of the
animals should have reached for. But, in this case, their shape is completely changed, gaining the appearance
of human arms, which leads to a change in the meaning of the global composition. The whole standard now
takes on the form of a human figure with zoomorphic legs, which with its hands touches the lower part of its
anthropomorphic head. This specimen, although formed within the frames of the "zoomorphic standards with
a human head" or the "columnar figurines", moves so far away from them that, in our opinion, it becomes
closest to the group "standards - statuettes™ (C33).

The iconographic parallels for the composition presented here can be found within the ancient
civilizations of the Middle East, the Mediterranean, but also later among the medieval cultures of the East and
Europe, crossing over even into the motifs created within the frames of Christianity (C12: 4 — 11). Most
researchers agree that this motif originated in the Middle East, sometime in the 2nd millennium BCE and that
it then moved to the west along the route Iran - Greece - Etruria. O. W. Muscarella disagrees with the view of
R. Ghirshman and some other authors that the Greek examples are the result of the cultural contacts of Greece
with Iran, in support of which he points to older Greek examples from the Bronze Age and to other facts
indicating that the oldest examples of this motif were not created in Iran. Particularly enigmatic is its presence
in Etruria which, despite the clear relations with Greek prototypes (mainly Corinthian painted pottery),
sometimes also suggests direct links with the East, without the mediation of Greece. In the Middle Ages,
through ancient traditions or through Syria, it entered the corpus of decorative motifs of Christian stone
plastics from the Romanesque and later styles. There are still dilemmas in academia whether in ancient
Europe this motif was used only as a decorative motif or it also had a certain symbolic, mythological and
religious meaning. The justifications for its unusual structure are sought at various levels: the spheres of optics
i.e. the pictorial concepts of "logical realism" (depiction of the two lateral sides of the animal, although they
are not visible from a single point of observation); the depiction in these images of three-dimensional objects
i.e. angular surfaces adapted for observation from two different positions); the spheres of semiotics
(representation of the two natures and/or functions of the depicted mythical character).>

In this context, due to the geographical and cultural proximity, the parallels from the Mesopotamian
seals are especially important to us (C11: 5 — 7 compare with the rest). As in the previous examples, depicted
on two of them is a hybrid creature, which from the waist down is composed of the rear half of the bodies of

%! Idole du Luristan 2018; an object with a similar appearance: P. Amiet, Les antiquités, 93 (No. 220).

52 Ph. Verdier, Les bronzes, 46, 47 (Fig. 34). For the observations of previous authors: S. Ayazi, Luristan, 32, 33 whereby
she points out the aforementioned assumption that this motif was inspired by a type of double axe (the two blades =
mouth of the lions; the two handles = their bodies) together with corresponding literature (by R. Ghirshman and P. R. S.
Moorey).

53 L. C. Koch, Der doppelleibige, with bibliography and emphasis on the Etruscan examples and their genesis; W.
Deonna, Etres, with a catalogue of numerous examples; O. W. Muscarella, Archaeology, 671; on the quite similar
examples from China, America and Oceania and the reasons for that similarity: K. Jleeu-Ctpoc, Cmpyxmypnas, 252-280;
F. Eber-Stevens, Stara, T.XII, with a comparative table of different cultures around the planet; H. Yaycuauc,
Kocmonowru, 248, 249 with emphasis on the triple nature of the character and its chthonic meaning.

199



1. Centrally placed anthropomorphic head between the animals

C15

200



V. Pair of symmetrical animals and a central anthropomorphic character

two terrestrial animals (back, abdomen, rump, hind legs and tail) (C11: 6, 7). At the point where they merge
into a symmetrical composition, a human bust is attached with arms spread and bent at the elbows, which in
one of the cases hold the tails that grow from the animal parts of the hybrid figure. Formed above the
shoulders of the bust is a head with zoomorphic and even demonic features (large eyes, open mouth, horns or
animal ears, hair and/or beard). In the third example, the lower part of the composition is not clear, and it even
seems that depicted there, instead of legs, are the fore parts of the animals, whereby their tails appear to end in
heads or protomes (C11: 5).>* Unlike most others, these examples are conceptualized vertically, which makes
them close to the examples from the standards, which is another argument in favor of their more direct
contribution to the emergence of this motif in Luristan standards (compare C11: 5 — 7 with 8, 9 and with C2 -
C5).

The genesis of the pictorial motif presented here could have also taken place on an iconographic level
as a result of the transformation of the image that is in the focus of this chapter of our monograph. During that
process, the central anthropomorphic or zooanthropomorphic head, due to the emphasized visuality and
significance, came to the forefront, thereby marginalizing the heads of the two animal figures (C12: 1 - 3).
The newly formed hybrid character also acquired an appropriate meaning - of two animal bodies with one
common/shared human head. We think that the symbolic implications of this hybrid character should again be
sought in the ambivalence of the single, the double and the triple - a topic with which the creators and users of
the Luristan bronzes were obviously preoccupied, and with which we will also deal in the following chapters.

Within the frames of the presented arrangement of iconographic elements from the "zoomorphic
standards with a human head", besides the mythical images elaborated here, one can also identify three more
compositions:

- A central human figure placed between two lateral animal ones.

- An ambivalent composition consisting of the bodies of a central human figure and two lateral animal
ones which are fused with it.

- A hybrid figure with zoomorphic hips and legs, an anthropomorphic head and arms in the form of
animal protomes.

Given that these three compositions occur primarily in the "idols with protomes”, we will discuss
them in the next chapter dedicated to the presence of the arrangement "pair of symmetrical animals and a
central anthropomorphic character" on the standards of this type.

2. Anthropomorphic figure between a pair of animals

This iconographic arrangement is characteristic of the most typical and numerous type of Luristan
standards, which in academic circles is named by several terms. We decided on the name "idols with
protomes' because of the two key features of these standards - the pillar-like shaft with a head at the top that
has the same shape as in the standards of the type "idols" (C22: 2, 4, 6 — 8 compare with 1, 3, 5; G7) and the
pair of large, arched protomes that protrude from it (C14 — C18). Like the "zoomorphic standards", the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" and the "idols", this type has two faces, which means that it was
conceived to be viewed from all sides.

> Some of the mentioned motifs are connected by W. H. Ward with Gilgamesh: W. H. Ward, The Seal, 46, 47 (No. 121,
125), 61 (No. 145).
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a) General features of the standards of the type
""idols with protomes™ and their relations to other types

P. R. S. Moorey calls these standards “Master-of-Animals’ Finials or Standard finials,>® O. W.
Muscarella - Master-of-Animals Standards,”® E. de Waele - Idoles tubular (“représentant un dompteur
ianiforme entre deux lions affrontés")*’ (for other terms see p. 12 and Fig. 2; 2a on pp. 9, 10). Apart from
being the most numerous, this type is also the most divided into subtypes and variants. Based on stylistic and
typological comparisons, as well as according to certain archaeological indicators, it is considered to be
younger than the "zoomorphic standards".>® In newer publications, these standards are defined as second type,
and are dated to Iron Age I1-B and the beginning of Iron Age I11.>® Specifically, in Tattulban, such a standard
was discovered in situ in a grave dating to Iron Age 111 (800/750 - about 650 BCE) (C22: 7, 8; H10: 1 - 8).%°

Although there is no doubt that many of the components of the "zoomorphic standards" were
transferred onto the "idols with protomes” (C1: 1, 4, 7 — 9), more recent analyzes indicate that this influence
was not direct. It happened through the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" because the human head,
as an essential part of the "idols with protomes”, is present in them (C1: 2, 3, 5, 6) but not in the "zoomorphic
standards” (C1: 1, 4).°* However, this conclusion does not have to be accepted if we take into account the
mentioned assumptions that in the "zoomorphic standards"”, it existed as a supplemental component,
represented by the pin that was inserted between the animals (B45 — B48). In any case, the comparisons
clearly show the more direct relations of both types with the "idols with protomes", especially with its subtype
where the central human figure placed between the two large protomes is without arms (C1: 6, 7; C14), which,
in principle, should mean that it is older than the one with arms (C1: 8, 9; C16 — C18).%

The subtype without arms, in turn, is divided into two main variants - one shorter and robust (C14: 1 -
3) and the other longer and with more graceful elements (C14: 4 — 6), whereby the first one shows more direct
relations with the "zoomorphic standards with a human head" (C14: 1 — 3 compare with C13: 1 — 3).%® The
robust variant of the "idols with protomes" is so close to some subtypes of the "zoomorphic standards with a
human head" that it is often not possible to distinguish between them (C13: 2 compare with 1 and 3). In these
variants one could also notice differences in regards to the shape of the large protomes. In the first one, they
form a semicircle or extend obliquely upwards, bent quite slightly (C14: 1 — 3), while in the second one, they
are always arched and form an almost completely rounded ring (C14: 4 — 6). The elongation of the neck of the
central anthropomorphic character is noticeable, which, according to some researchers, was aimed at its
elevation above the protomes.** Some additional elements that are common to the subtype with arms are
not typical of the one without arms. Thus, within the frames of the armless subtype, at the junction of the
large protomes with the pillar, appearing quite rarely are an additional anthropomorphic head (C14: 3, 4) and an

®p R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 153-160; P. R. S. Moorey (et al), Ancient Bronzes, 58-62.

0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 147-150.

*"E. de Waele, Bronzes, 98-103, 114, 115.

%8 B. Overlaet, The Early, 189 (Fig. 156: 7), 216 (Fig. 184).

%9 E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 115; B. Overlaet, The Early, 189, 216 (Fig 184).

% E. Haerinck, B. Overlaet, The Chr. of the Pusht-i Kuh, 134 (Fig. 6: 23); E. Haerinck et al, Finds, 114, 115; B. Overlaet,
The Chronology, 15, 16, 33 (Pl.14: 11); B. Overlaet, The Early, 188-189, 216 (Fig. 184). B. Overlaet, The Chronology;
L. Vanden Berghe, Excavations, 264-268; P. R. S. Moorey, Towards, 125 (Fig. 8); color photograph: E. Haerinck, B.
Overlaet, Les montagnards, 153 (Fig. 6).

% For this development line, from "idol standards" towards “master-of-animals standards": O. W. Muscarella, Bronze,
150.

%2 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 149.

% Division of this type according to the degree of elongation: J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 58.

3. A H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 59.
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2. Anthropomorphic figure between a pair of animals

additional pair of animal protomes (C14: 6), whereby the multiplication of the first element is completely
absent.

But, some elements of the "idols with protomes™ are absent from the "zoomorphic standards with a
human head", which means that their templates should be sought elsewhere.

The first such element is the mentioned pair of small symmetrical heads (most often of roosters)
formed at the junction of the large protomes and the pillar, but also the protomes or whole animal figures
that protrude laterally from the lower part of the standards.®® They can be found on the “zoomorphic
standards" in the same or a similar position (C19: 2, 3, 7 compare with 1, 4, 5), which shows that this type
also directly participated in the formation of the "idols with protomes"”, not just indirectly - through the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" (the only such specimen with additional animals C19: 6). This
could mean that in the time of the production of the "idols with protomes", their makers also had insight into
the older "zoomorphic standards".

The second element is the already mentioned arms of the central anthropomorphic figure, placed
between the large protomes (C16 — C18), which are not found in the "zoomorphic standards with a human
head" (C2 — C5, exception C3: 7), nor in the "zoomorphic standards" (B1 — B10). In regards to their
emergence in the "idols with protomes" one can suggest two possibilities. In some "zoomorphic standards
with a human head", the front legs of the two animals reaching towards the anthropomorphic head, observed
at the level of the basic contour, can also be perceived as the arms of the central anthropomorphic figure
that extend towards the animals (C20: 8). Perhaps it was precisely this association that could have initiated the
emergence of the arms in the central character of the "idols with protomes". According to the second
possibility, this element could have entered through a subtype of Luristan openwork pins where it is present in
a similar and even identical form (C20: 1 — 6 compare with 7, 9; C15: 6 — 8). This thesis becomes even more
plausible if we take into account the aforementioned assumptions according to which such or similar pins
were fastened onto the "zoomorphic standards” (C21: 1; B47: 5, 6; B48: 8, 9), and possibly onto some
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" and "idols" (C21: 3 — 5). In this context, one could justify the
parallel existence of the two subtypes - the one with arms, which was influenced by these pins (C16 — C18)
and the one without arms, which these pins, due to certain circumstances, did not influence (C14).

In regards to the emergence and origin of the emphasized columnar corpus and its phallic tip in the
"idols with protomes", there are two possible solutions that are not mutually exclusive. According to the first
one, this influence could have taken place directly from the "idols" in which the said feature is most strongly
expressed and present in its purest form (C15: 9, 6, 7; C22: 2, 4, 6, 7, 8 compare with 1, 3, 5; G7). According
to the second one (perhaps more likely) it could have taken place indirectly - through the "zoomorphic
standards with a human head" where the indicated element could have also (previously) entered through the
"idols" (C15: 4 — 7; C13: 1, 2, 3). This second line seems to us as less intense, because of the not so high
degree of morphological overlap of this element in the two groups. Thereby, one should also not rule out the
aforementioned reverse influence of the "idols with protomes™ over the "standards with a human head". These
relations are also indicated by the two-facedness of the centrally placed anthropomorphic head, which is
common to all three types. A common element of the "idols" and the "idols with protomes" are also the
transverse ribbings of the columnar corpus, which are not particularly typical of the "zoomorphic standards
with a human head". In both types they occur in similar forms and in the same positions, most often under the
anthropomorphic head, in the middle, and at the bottom (C22; G7).

In addition to the special morphological and iconographic features, the standards of the types "idols
with protomes”, "idols" and "zoomorphic standards with a human head" are also characterized by common
technical-technological specifics. Here we mean the casting of the whole object as a single piece i.e. from

% Several examples with figures of four-legged animals and birds and zoomorphic protomes: J. A. H. Potratz,
Luristanbronzen, 63, Taf. XLI: 256-259.
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one wax matrix, in contrast to the "zoomorphic standards™ in which the two animals were often cast separately
from the central tubular pillar and then merged into one whole.

If the "idols with protomes" are compared to the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", we get a
hypothetical developmental line that seems logical and plausible, although it currently cannot be proven in a
chronological sense through concrete, precisely dated specimens. As we have already mentioned, the separate
anthropomorphic head in the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", placed between the muzzles of the
animals, prompted the formation of a more complete anthropomorphic figure, so that its neck and torso were
recognizable in the raised front legs of the animals, which was in fact the main component in the constitution
of this new type of standard (C1: 4 — 6; C15: 3 — 7).% In the typical "idols with protomes" this indicated half-
phase is not transparent because the front legs of the animals are completely embedded into the torso and neck
of the newly formed anthropomorphic character (C14; C15 — C18). However, in humerous examples, at the
junction of the protomes and the pillar, the front legs, or more often only the paws, of the former pair of
animals survive, but as an isolated motif with almost completely lost meaning (C14: 2 /as most preserved/
compare with the rest; C16: 6). Their appearance points to a specific prototype in which the front legs of the
animals were not vertically extended towards the anthropomorphic head, but bent (C14: 2 compare with C13:
1,2,3).

In the same way, within this type, the remaining parts of the animal pair's bodies are also becoming
lost, although they factually are still present, but as separate disintegrated details that no longer construct their
figures, and are even difficult to recognize without comparison with the more realistic prototypes. These are
the following elements (C1: 5, 6, 9):

- The rumps are transformed into indeterminate semicircular segments.

- The hind legs are turned into bars that form a rhombic frame.

- The bent tails are reduced to thin strands whose round bent tips transform into small loops.

- With the disintegration of the animals, the primary meaning of the pair of protomes as an integral
part of their bodies is completely lost (C23: 1 - 3).%’

H. Potratz, thinks that this newly formed composition enters a crisis and becomes meaningless as a
consequence of the desire to suppress the pair of animals at the expense of the newly emerged central human
character (with a divine status). Thereby, the lateral animal figures are increasingly marginalized until this
character, at the end (in the other types of standards), is left alone.®® E. Porada, speaking globally about the
Luristan bronzes of the developed phase, accentuates the "fragmentation of the animal forms" and the
formation of a composition based on "abstract formal design". Thereby, she even points to the possible
influence of these concepts on Elamite artists.*®

The large pair of arched protomes moved further away from the "leonine™ appearance and got closer
to the appearance of a bird — specifically a rooster or a gryphon (C13 — C19). In a significant number of
specimens, a three-pointed comb appeared on their heads, analogous as in the smaller rooster protomes which,
in some subtypes, became a mandatory element (B3: 13 — 15 compare with the rest; C16: 4, 5; C17: 2; C18: 2
— 4; C19: 3, 7). W. Culican, although considers the possibility that the heads are of "hoopoes or some
mythical bird of prey", still decides on the rooster, in support of which he references the fact that these birds

% For these lines of transformation: H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsiitze, 25; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 52.

" H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 29, 30; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 212.

8 H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 29, 30: H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 212-214; J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen,
54, 55.

8 E. Porada, Nomads, 31.

"p R.S. Moorey, Catalogue, 154; H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 28; H. Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 211; J. A. H.
Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 60.
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V. Pair of symmetrical animals and a central anthropomorphic character

were brought to the Mediterranean precisely through Persia.”* Formed along the protomes of some specimens
is a bordure of small granular segments (C17: 2, 4; C18: 2, 6; C19: 3, 7).

The large pair of arched protomes is now subject of the imposition of some kind of meaningful
connection to the central anthropomorphic pillar that has the tendency to transform into a fully formed
anthropomorphic character. Most "idols with protomes" give the impression that they, in some indeterminate
way, originate from its columnar body, which in itself is also not quite clearly formed. H. Potratz evidently
has doubts regarding the meaning of the lower half of these standards. In some articles he says that the lower
part of the anthropomorphic figure couldn't emerge there due to the fusion of the two animals with the central
tube.”® But, in other of his analyzes, he nevertheless suggests that the hind legs of these animals impose
themselves as the lower part (hips and legs) of this central hybrid zooanthropomorphic figure.”

We think that within the usual "idols with protomes", this integration into a full figure will generally
not be finished, unlike the "zoomorphic standards with a human head™" where we find it in a more complete
form (C4: 3 — 4; C5: 1 - 3). This tendency is indirectly indicated by two more specimens that we are inclined
to classify under the type "standards - statuettes". Despite moving away from the standards, they can be
connected with them due to the bottle-shaped support that is usual to this group of objects (C23: 11; C33: 6
compare with C16: 4 — 6). They depict a relatively realistic female figure, with denoted breasts, in one case
with a hat on her head and a biconical motif above it (perhaps a vessel). Both her arms, denoted by incised
lines, are lowered towards the genitals (examples of "standards - statuettes" with similarly stylized shoulders
and arms: C33: 1, 7, 8 compare with 6; analogies for the posture — C31). In this case, important to us are the
oversized hips, in the silhouette of which one could simultaneously also recognize the contour of the rear
parts of the two animals, usual for the standards (C23: 1 — 3, 11 compare with 4, 5, 7, 8, 10). We believe that
these specimens should be treated as late products of the process of anthropomorphization that began with the
""zoomorphic standards with a human head" and also took place within the "idols with protomes", but never in
such a complete form. Such extreme emphasizing of the hips coincides with the terracotta figurines from
northwestern Iran, synchronous to the Luristan bronzes (C23: 6) and especially with those from Susa (C23: 9
compare with 11 and 3) dated to the Middle Elamite period ca. 1300 - 1200 BCE.” They are brought closer to
the Luristan bronzes also by another feature — the hands placed under the breasts (C23: 6, 9 compare with
D19; analogies for the posture C29; C30; for more details see p. 271).

In some "idols with protomes", the tendency for complication is clearly expressed, among other things
followed by the supplementation of the pillar with new protomes which, in addition to its junction with the
large protomes, are also added at their heads (C18: 4), but also at the top of the pillar - left and right of the
anthropomorphic head (C17: 3, 6; C18: 1, 5). The same applies to the anthropomorphic heads that are
multiplicated along the central axis, in some cases up to a number of six (C18: 1, 3, 5, 6; E7, a similar concept
in the pins G48: 3), and in rare cases, it also applies to the pair of large protomes (E7: 11).”

As we have said, an important and even mandatory element of these standards becomes the two-
facedness i.e. the presence of two anthropomorphic faces depicted on both sides of the pillar's top, but also the
regular doubling of other parts of the composition within the same contour of the objects (see further) (C13: 4
— 6; C24: 6, 7). Although very rare, there are also examples where the human head at the top is completely
eliminated (C17: 4).

LW, Culican, Bronzes, 2, 3.

24, Potratz, Die Luristanbronzen, 208.

8 H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 30; O. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 149.

™ On these figurines: A. Spycket, Les figurines.

™®J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 62, 63 (on the multiplication of the anthropomorphic heads), 64 (on the small
protomes added to the central head).
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Given the large production of specimens of this type, occurring within it are numerous subtypes and
varieties of which only a part was noted in the previous paragraphs. We will mention and analyze the others in
the chapters dedicated to the iconographic representations that these varieties form.

b) Previous interpretations of the iconography of the *"idols with protomes™

In the works of some (mostly earlier) scholars of the Luristan bronzes, the motif formed in the upper
half of the "idols with protomes", consisting of two zoomorphic protomes and a central anthropomorphic
character that holds them with its hands, is related to the epic of Gilgamesh and Enkidu whose genesis is
associated with Sumerian culture. This even resulted with the naming of those standards as "*Gilgamesh™
finials. But, with the newer, younger datings of these objects, this interpretation lost its relevance because it
did not coincide with the time in which this epic was experiencing its heyday.” In that context, A. Godard
presents a possible iconographic parallel for this motif executed on the partially preserved relief of a stone
vase from the royal necropolis in Ur (C16: 2 compare with 4 — 6).”" This parallel gains in importance if we
also take into account other similar Western Asian analogies present on the Mesopotamian seals that were
discussed in previous chapters (pp. 196, 199), and will be discussed in the following chapters (E15: 3, 5, 6).”
In some of the motifs depicted on them, W. H. Ward identifies Gilgamesh in a fight with animals that he holds
by the tails, turned with their heads upside down, but does not paying attention to the fact that their tails end in
heads i.e. protomes (C11: 5, 6)."

The above-presented arrangement formed by the "idols with protomes" is treated by H. Potratz as a
grotesque, and even as a comic human figure (actually a reduced version of his "Moon Goddess, Mistress of
the Moon and of Water") depicted with two winged extensions in the area of the shoulders and a pair of
animal tails that come down on either side of her hip (compare C23: 3). He thinks of the possibility that the
open mouths of the protomes are a consequence of the suffocation caused by the grip of this central character
on their throats.®® He believes that this goddess is the main character of the "idols with protomes" and the
"columnar figurines™, assuming that she belongs to the indigenous traditions of this region and that she
survived the invasions of the Aryans in Luristan and the influence of their gods. According to him, we later
find her under the name of the pre-Persian, Avestan goddess Aredvi Sura Anahita which, together with the
gods Ahura Mazda and Mithra, would dominate the religious life of the Aryans.®

C. Lancaster thinks that the paired protomes of these standards represent the dynamic, chaotic, and
destructive forces of the universe. The central character between them, formed on the pillar of standards,
according to him represents the constant force equated with the Polar Star ("Immovable Polaris”, "the North
Star, the Stationary") that maintains their balance and around which the cyclical processes in the universe take
place. In it he recognizes the deity as the creator and controller of the cosmos whom, in a modern context, he
calls "the Great Mechanic of the Universe".®

G. M. D'Erme, based on the analysis of other Luristan bronzes, concludes that the central figure of
the "idols with protomes" also depicts the god Zurvan that holds the two lateral animals “in the traditional

posture of self-introduction and self-declaration to the observer”.®

"® A. Godard, Bronzes, 83-85, in other standards 88, 94; E. D. Phillips, The People, 225, 244; on this problem: P. R. S.
Moorey, Catalogue, 15, 21, 154; E. Porada, Nomads, 23, 24; B. Goldman, Some, 179, 180.

" A. Godard, Bronzes, 73, 111, PI. L: 186.

78 A. Parrot, Assur, 131 (Fig. 153, 154); A. Parrot, Sumer, XXXI11-A, 140 (Fig. 169-c), 141, 360.

" W. H. Ward, The Seal, 46, 47 (No. 121, 125), 61 (No. 145).

8 H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 30-32 (“Mondgéttin, die Herrin ilber Mond und Wasser“); H. Potratz, Das
“Kampfmotiv”, 26-28.

81 Y. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsdtze, 32, 33.

8 C. Lancaster, Luristan, 96, 97.

8 G. M. D'Erme, The Cappella, 411, 413.
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V. Pair of symmetrical animals and a central anthropomorphic character

In the usual and most numerous standards of this type, the central character is shown with
outstretched arms, holding the protomes by the neck - an essential component that gives it the character of
"Master of Animals". But, we saw that in some specimens this character actually has no arms (C14). Because
of that, given their closeness to the previous "zoomorphic standards with a human head" (C13: 3 compare
with 1, 2), some researchers treat them as the oldest "idols with protomes”, believing that they reflect the
transition in regards to that type. According to O. W. Muscarella, with the appearance of the arms of the
central character and their reaching towards the necks of the protomes, the "Master of Animals" is constituted
and all ambiguities inherent to the previous types are lost.** We cannot fully agree with this view for two
reasons. Firstly, because ambivalent iconography is an essential specificity of almost all Luristan bronzes.
Secondly, because the author himself perceives that the ambivalence of this character still exists within the
frames of its body (from the waist down), but also in terms of the protomes themselves.

In the following paragraphs we will try to answer several questions that we consider essential in
regards to the iconography and meaning of the "idols with protomes".

Is the main pair of protomes a part of the body of the central character (as it is depicted) or are they
some kinds of separate creatures?®

What is the meaning of the other symmetrical zoomorphic elements such as the smaller protomes
(most often avian and specifically rooster-like), formed in the lower part of the large protomes or at the hind
legs of the former animals?®® (C19: 2, 3, 7)

What is the meaning of the additional anthropomorphic faces placed on the columnar torso of these
standards? (C18)

In most of the hitherto known "idols with protomes", the sex of the central figure is not determined,
with the exception of a few specimens where breasts are designated (D20: 2; D29: 7, 8), in one case perhaps
even four in number (C24: 3), indicating its female sex. In some objects, between the thighs of the former pair
of animals one can recognize a pubis with or without a protruding element (phallus) (C24: 1, 3,5-7) or a
circular motif that could represent the navel or the female genital organ (C24: 2, 4; C25: 1). In most cases this
central character has a youthful or feminine face, and only in rare exceptions elements that allude to a beard
(C17: 3; E10: 2, 3). It is mostly without clothes, although, in numerous cases, in the ornamented elements one
can recognize some kinds of belts, crossed straps, sleeves, collars, pectorals and vests, as well as the
obligatory hat or some other type of headgear.®’ In all specimens the ears are clearly represented (usually in
the form of small loops) or are additionally accentuated by their elongated and downward arched shape, which
may indicate long animal ears or horns (C19: 7; C20: 7). This would go in favor of the anthropo-zoomorphic
nature of this character, unless standing behind these elements is some specific part of a costume i.e. ritual
prop intended for wearing on the head.®

""Master of Animals' is the most common paradigm for the interpretation of this type, and also more
broadly of the Luristan standards. It much more often functions as a stereotype intended for the classification
of these objects and an occasion to invoke theses about the cultural influences that participated in their

¥ 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 149, 150.

8 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 149. It seems that H. Potratz here sees another small figure with protruding extensions in
the form of wings (H. Potratz, Die Stangen-aufsditze, 30, 31).

8 gpeaking of the small avian i.e. rooster-like protomes of the standards, we should also mention the view of E. de Waele
who thinks that they, within the frames of Luristan bronzes, carried some kind of "apotropaic or religious" meaning (E.
de Waele, Bronzes, 264).

8 0. W. Muscarella, Bronze, 150 — no. 230 (depiction of a pubis), no. 231 (a pubis and a protruding phallus). For a
possible depiction of a phallus: E. de Waele, Bronzes, 100, 114 — no. 116 (in our opinion, there may also be a vulva
among the protomes of this specimen, which would indicate its hermaphroditism); J. A. H. Potratz, Luristanbronzen, 55,
60 (a pubis, a circular motif like a navel, belts and necklaces at the waist, pectorals, crossed straps).

8 An example of similar two-horned hats in Russian folklore: [I. 3enennn, JKenckue, 320-326; I'. C. Macosa,
Hapoonas, 670-674; H. Yaycunuc, Makedonckume, 325,228 (B13a: 18, 19).
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creation. In far fewer cases it is used as an element to explain their symbolic meaning and mythical-religious
content.

P. R. S. Moorey, presents a detailed overview of previous interpretations of the iconography and
symbolism this scene. Thereby, he elaborates on the theses of its relations with the myth of Gilgamesh, as well
as the denials of such interpretations. He also references the interpretations of H. Potratz about the "Moon
Goddess", as well as those of E. Porada about the "demons of nature” and of R. Ghirshman - in regards to
Sraosha. He also mentions the interpretation of R. Dussaud, who thinks that the rooster-like protomes are
actually of eagles, connecting them with the veneration of the sun in Syria, and Bel-Marduk as a solar deity.*
The solar meaning of the rooster protomes is also indicated by C. Lancaster, according to whom they
proclaim the coming of the sun.” B. Goldman, citing the Avesta, refers to the rooster as an attribute of the
god Sraosha, in the role of the one who awakens the believers and calls them to fulfill their religious duties.®*

A. Roes highlights the cosmological dimension of these objects by recognizing within them the gods
of light who gain cosmic victory over the lions.® W. Deonna carries out a diachronic overview of the scene
(through a diffusionist approach), starting from the oldest cultures of Mesopotamia, up to Christian Europe,
also including the Luristan bronzes.* B. Goldman seeks the origin and meaning of this character within the
framework of a comparative study of similar finds from Luristan, Tibet, Italy, and even more broadly from
Babylon, Greece, and China.** In regards to the vertical axis of the "idols with protomes", C. Lancaster
thinks that it reflects the calm constant force complementary to the two dynamic components embodied
through the productive and destructive nature of the sun represented by the lions and roosters. He seeks its
paradigm in the stationary Polar Star (Immovable Polaris) around which all the constellations revolve, as the
personification of the God who stands at the base of the universe.® L. Vanden Berghe, analyzing the
standard from this group discovered in situ in a grave at Tattulban (C22: 7, 8), identifies the character
incorporated into the object as "a divinity from ancient Iranian mythology before the Zoroastrian refoms".*®
Serious attention to this topic is also dedicated by D. de Clercg-Fobe, though not in relation to the standards,
but to the Luristan pins with a discoid head, followed by a chronological overview of the analogies for this
motif, the possible nuclei in which it originated and developed, and the lines of its transmission throughout the
Middle East.”

c¢) Our observations on the iconography of the ""idols with protomes™

Our observations on the iconography of the "idols with protomes™ build upon some of the
interpretations of previous researchers and our conclusions regarding the elements of the previous types of
standards that participated in their constitution.

If we agree that the pair of large protomes, especially separated like this from the bodies of the former
animals, represent the celestial circle, and the central corpus - the Cosmic Axis, then, following the concept of
C. Lancaster, the transformation of the latter into an anthropomorphic figure should mean that it, retaining the
same function, represents a mythical character with the role of Atlas who supports or in some other way
maintains i.e. controls the sky. If both protomes represent the two forces i.e. tendencies of the sky that drive

%P R. S. Moorey, Catalogue, 154, 155.

% C. Lancaster, Luristan, 96.

% «In the Avesta the cock is an attribute of the god Srausa in his role of rouser of the faithful, calling them to their
religious duties.” (B. Goldman, Some, 183, 184).

% A. Roes, Greek, 42.

% W. Deonna, Daniel.

% B. Goldman, Some.

% C. Lancaster, Luristan, 96, 97.

% |, Vanden Berghe, Excavations, 268.

" D. de Clercg-Fobe, Epingles, 13-16, 104.
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the cycles that take place there (“conflict forces of the universe™), then this control should refer to the
management or balancing of these forces ("the Great Mechanic of the universe") (see pp. 155 — 160).%

We noted that in some specimens, a bordure of small granules or similar divisions extends along the
large protomes (C17: 2, 4; C18: 2, 6). We propose a hypothesis according to which this bordure, analogous to
the outer bordure at the curved protomes of the “zoomorphic standards” (there in the form of circular motifs in
the composition of the still visible animals - B19), could bear the meaning of multiplicated solar disks that
denote the movement of the sun across the sky.

In support of the celestial-solar interpretation of the "Master of Animals" i.e. the triad consisting of a
central anthropomorphic character and a pair of lateral zoomorphic elements, one could present numerous
parallels (see p. 406). In this context, a petroglyph from the Mongolian part of the Altai seems quite
illustrative to us, where the central anthropomorphic figure holds the necks of a pair of bulls, between the
horns of which is a circular motif that most probably denotes the solar disk (C16: 1 compare with B19;
B20).%

3. Ambivalent triune zooanthropomorphic character

We have already mentioned that in some of the "zoomorphic standards with a human head", there
occurs an ambivalent image in which the two animals, together with the central anthropomorphic head, unite
into a singular zoo-anthropomorphic figure, whereby the thighs and hind legs of the animals form the hips and
the legs of this character, their backs (apparently tied together with some kind of belt) make up its waist and
torso, the elongated necks - its raised arms that end in animal protomes instead of palms, while the front legs
and withers form its neck with the shoulders and chest (C3 — C5; C23). This image, in an even more complex
form, can also be recognized in the "idols with protomes" (especially in the first subtype, without arms) whose
realistic approach and composition indicate evident closeness with the "zoomorphic standards with a human
head" (C13: 1 — 3; C14). These elements could also indicate the relative dating of the emergence of the second
type, after the “zoomorphic standards"”, and before the "idols with protomes".

In numerous specimens, especially those of the type "zoomorphic standards with a human head", it is
evident that the manufacturers deliberately enforced and maintained the indicated ambivalence (especially C4:
3, 4; Cb). We are convinced that behind this concept is not chaos, ignorance and disorder (as some previous
researchers have concluded), but a serious religious idea. In our opinion, it is the idea about the
intertwinement of the dualistic and monistic concept, which, as it is known, occupied an important place in
later Iranian religious traditions. In that context, the two animals could symbolize the mentioned pair of
mutually complementary and causally connected forces, principles i.e. tendencies of the universe as necessary
factors without which its dynamics cannot be ensured. The human figure that appears at the junction of these
two animals represents the entity, with the character of supreme (and probably only) god, who stands behind
the seeming individuality and confrontation of the two mentioned categories, ensuring the order of cosmic
dynamics.

When it comes to the religious traditions of ancient Iran, the first association that usually comes to
mind is Zoroastrianism, and as a stereotype of a dualistic religion that is based on a pair of complementary
categories personified in the form of two confronting deities. On one side is Ohrmazd, as the embodiment of
the positive principle, of light, the spiritual, progressive and good, while on the other - Ahriman, as the
embodiment of the negative principle, of darkness, the material and evil. It is not always taken into account
that in addition to this strict and consistent dualistic system, in Iran there was also another in which, behind
the two mentioned principles, there is also a third. It is primary in relation to them and encompasses both
within itself, so from an ethical aspect it is neutral, while from the aspect of sex - androgynous. It represents
the category Time, in some cases also Infinite Time, and Space, personified in the character of Zurvan - the

% C. Lancaster, Luristan, 96, 97.
% B. JI. Ky6apes, Mugei, 46 (Puc. 13).
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primordial deity, infinite from a temporal and spatial aspect, from which the mentioned two characters would
be born, and subsequently through them the whole universe. This religious system, in academia known as
Zurvanism, existed in parallel with Zoroastrianism, according to some opinions as a separate religion, while
according to others as a heresy within its frames, which would even succeed in reversely influencing it with its
system. Consequently, elements of its triple structure are also present in the Zoroastrian dualistic system,
whereby the features and functions of Zurvan can often be recognized in the character of Ohrmazd. In a
modified form they would also be incorporated into Manichaeism.'®

Zurvan is a mythical character superior in regards to Ohrmazd and Ahriman, who controls the
inevitable Fate in relation to which even Ohrmazd is powerless.’™ The celestial vault (Spihr), as one of the
hypostases of Zurvan (called Zurvan of the long Dominion), has a dual nature. It distributes both good and
bad fortune, hence the names "the good Spihr" and "the evil Spihr".*® Zurvan himself represents neither good
nor evil. He is the Infinite God who embodies Infinite Time and Infinite Space.'® He is no more the
personification of light than of darkness.’® He is neither good nor evil, but represents the natural laws that
favor neither good nor evil.'® He is not concerned with either good or evil, righteousness or sinfulness,
salvation or damnation, rewards or punishments, nor with moral values or the fate of the soul.'®® His "law"
refers to the proceeding from primordial infinity and the return back to it.*’
dualistic system of Zoroastrianism would lead to its transformation into a kind of implicit "trialism" that is
based on not only two, but three principles: Ohrmazd - the good god; Ahriman - the evil god i.e. the devil; and
the Neutral principle as "prima materia”, the infinite Time-Space that is beyond good and evil, and possesses
neither intelligence nor will.*®

The inclusion of Zurvan in the

We will return to Zurvan and Zurvanism many more times in the following chapters. On this occasion
we only want to point out the interference between the trinity of the indicated type of ambivalent images from
Luristan standards and the analogous triple system of this religion. In that context, the two mutually
confronted animals, of the same size and position but with different orientation, would coincide with the
indicated two complementary principles. The binding of the two animals to each other would suggest the
connection i.e. the causal conditionality of both principles, while the hybrid zooanthropomorphic character
that appears at the junction of their bodies would denote the presence of Zurvan as their common principle
from which they originate and in which they eventually reintegrate.

0 R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan; R. C. Zaehner, The Dawn, 175-283.

0L« mythical figure of Time who is superior to Ohrmazd and Ahriman, and who controls an

inexorable Fate against which Ohrmazd is powerless”. (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 108).

192 «Byt Spihr, the firmament, like Zurvan of the long Dominion, has a dual nature; it distributes both good and bad
fortune, and is therefore called either “‘the good Spihr’ or “the evil Spihr’.” (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 111).

103 «Zurvan is the Infinite God — Infinite Time and Infinite Space — neither light nor darkness, neither good nor evil.” (R.
C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 182).

104 «“zyrvan is himself not a god of light any more than he is a god of darkness.” (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 206).

105 «Zurvan is not good; he is the natural law which takes no cognizance of good or evil.” “His law favours neither good
nor evil”. (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 236, 237).

108 “He js concerned with neither good and evil, right and wrong, salvation and damnation, rewards and punishments, nor
with moral values, nor with the destiny of the soul.” (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 260).

07 «“The law (datastan) of Time’ is simply to proceed ‘from original infinity through limitation involving action, motion
and passage, and finally to return back to ultimate infinity’.” (R. C. Zaehner, Zurvan, 236).

108 «“The result was that in the end their rigid dualism gave way to an unsure “trialism’ in which there were not two
principles only, but three — Ohrmazd, the good God, Ahriman, the Devil, and a neutral principle of primal matter, infinite
Time-Space which is beyond good and evil and possessed of neither intelligence nor will.” (R. C. Zaehner, The Dawn,
199).
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4. Human with arms in the form of animal protomes

In continuation, as support for this esoteric interpretation, we present citations from some ancient and
modern philosophers and mystics regarding the relation monism - dualism - trialism, which could stand as a
textual paradigm for the elaborated pictorial composition.

This image could be understood as a pictorial i.e. visual proto-version of the famous sentence by
Heraclitus according to whom: "That which is in opposition is in concert, and from things that differ comes
the most beautiful harmony; harmony consists of opposing tension, like that of the bow and the lyre".**
According to E. Cassirer, in this remark, "the temporal no longer appears as a deficiency pure and simple, as
limitation and suffering, in it, rather, is disclosed the innermost life of the divine. There is no peace and
beatitude in the negation of change, in perfection without tension; rather, disease makes health pleasant and
good, hunger satisfaction, weariness rest’. Now, even the opposition of life and death becomes relative. "And
what is in us is the same thing: living and dead, awake and sleeping, as well as young and old; for the latter
having changed becomes the former*".*'® The indicated relations gain their possible more concrete cultural-
historical justification if we take into account the hypotheses about the eastern (according to some and
specifically Zoroastrian) elements in the teachings of Heraclitus.**

This concept can also be illustrated through the teaching of the Pythagoreans, according to whose
system the triad reconciles contradictions, brings harmony to uniformity and diversity, and also transcends
both undivided singularity ("one") and the rivalry of the individual elements (“two™).**> The phenomenon of
triunity is also discussed by R. Guénon, defining it as "type of ternary composed of two complementary terms
plus a third term resulting from the union - or, if it be preferred, the reciprocal action and reaction - of the first
two."!t

E. Cassirer also emphasizes the archetypal character of the triple structure mentioned here, which
occurrs in all of humanity, in different places and in different historical periods, independently from one
another. "The problem of the unity, which emerges from itself, which becomes "another" second entity and is
ultimately reunited with itself in a third - this problem belongs to the common cultural heritage of mankind.
Although it takes this purely intellectual formulation only in the speculative philosophy of religion, the
universal distribution of the idea of a "triune God" shows that this idea must be based on some ultimate and

concrete foundations in feeling, to which it points back and from which it continually arises anew."*

4. Human with arms in the form of animal protomes

This image in the standards is actually formed within the previously presented ambivalent triune zoo-
anthropomorphic character, but also in some other compositions, through the equation of the protomes of
symmetrical animals with the arms of the central anthropomorphic figure. Given its affiliation with another
topic, it will be elaborated in detail in the next chapter devoted to the macrocosmic giant (E1; E16; E17; see p.
349).

5. Human with bird protomes on the shoulders

Another variant of the triune zoo-anthropomorphic compositions, similar to the previous one, appears
on the Luristan bronzes. This time too, in them, the pair of symmetrical protomes are depicted left and right of
the head of the anthropomorphic figure, but because it already has arms, they acquire the meaning of

199 (Heraclitus. fr. 8), according to: E. Cassirer, The Philosophy. Vol. II, 135.
YO E Cassirer, The Philosophy. Vol. II, 135, 136.

11 | detail regarding these hypotheses: M. H. Bonbd, Pannss, 133-184.
nzy Mapaszos, Xuepozamusma, 10; F. M. Cornford, Mysticism.

13 R. Guénon, The Great,