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Abstract. The tectonic subdivision of a given territory should be based on thorough field work, as a synthesis of its principal results
and of the bulk of tectonic and stratigraphic knowledge on this territory. It should serve together with litho- and chronostratigraphy as a
basic framework both for future mapping and prospection, and for metallogenic, hydrogeological, geotechnical, etc. research.
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The present short remarks have been provoked by
a scientific communication (Vangelov, Gerdjikov,
2022) at the annual conference Geosciences’2022
of the Bulgarian Geological Society. The authors
approach two main problems: the place and inter-
relations of the units belonging to the West Sredno-
gorie subzone, and the application of the example
of tectonic subdivisions to geologic field work. My
discussion is addressed mostly to the first problem.

First of all, the idea to raise the problems of the
tectonic subdivision of Bulgaria or of parts of its
territory has to be welcomed. New research in re-
gional geology especially new geological mapping
always leads to amelioration and revision of exist-
ing schemes or the compilation of new ones.

When addressing critically the paper we must
take into consideration that it is a short 3-page pre-
liminary note, and could not cover the multiple sides
of the problems discussed. This concerns also the
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very short reference list (only 3 general schemes in
4 geological monographs). Both authors and readers
should be aware that the production of a tectonic
scheme passes through several steps of generaliza-
tion, and namely: a) first generalization of the new
field evidence combined with existing data; at this
stage, the generalization is already influenced by
dominant tectonic paradigms; b) second-step gen-
eralization on a more regional scale, omitting some
part of the evidence judged superfluous, useless,
and expendable; c¢) third-step generalization on a
wider regional or national scale. Next 2 steps are
related to further generalizations on continental or
world-wide scale. The four references the authors
rely on clearly belong to the third step, i.e. they are
far off from the field evidence, and subject of “ideo-
logical” and other influences. This reference choice
omits both the initial sources of geological infor-
mation and the basic detailed information about the
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Fig. 1. Two well-forgotten maps with tectonic subdivisions of parts of SW Bulgaria and the neighbor countries. A, Tectonic
subdivision map (from Zagorchev, 1990, 1996). MU, Melovete Unit, RU, Radomir Unit. B, Generalized geological map with the
position of the Late Cretaceous Babushnitsa-Fucha zone/trough (from Zagorchev et al., 2006; Ivanov et al., 2007). Main outcrop
areas: S, Si¢evo, B, Babusnica, M, Melovete, R, Radomir, F, Fucha.

®@ur. 1. /IBe 106pe 3abpaBeHy KapTH ¢ TEKTOHCKHU 30HUpanHus Ha yacty oT KO3 Bbenrapus n ceecennn crpann. A. Kapra Ha TeKTOH-
ckata mozsiioa (ot Zagorchev, 1990, 1996). MU — MenoBcka enuanna, RU — Pagomupcka equanma. B. O600mieHa reoioxkka Kap-
Ta C MOJIOKEHHUETO Ha KbCHOKpeHaTa badymnuiko-Oyyancka 3oHa/tpor (ot Zagorchev et al., 2006; Ivanov et al., 2007). ['naBuu
obnactu Ha paskputne: S — CnueBcka, B — baGymmumka, M — Menoscka, R — Pagomupcka, F — @yqancka.

structural geology of the area addressed (Vangelov,
Gerdjikov, 2022, Fig. 1B). The position and subdi-
vision of the Srednogorie have been first discussed
by Boncev (1936, 1956, 1971, 1986), and further in
a series of papers by representatives of his school,
as Ju. Karagjuleva, P. Gochev, V. Kostadinov, Zh.
Ivanov, Ch. Dabovski, Tz. Tzankov. Boyanov et
al. (1989) and Dabovski et al. (2002) followed by
Dabovski, Zagorchev (2009) developed ideas based
on evidence already published. Many of the faults
shown on Fig. 1C have been mapped and introduced
in the geological literature first by E. Boncev and
his followers, and many details have been reported
and discussed in their papers.

The paper lacks a suitable summary of its au-
thors’ ideas about the principles of the tectonic sub-
division. Some of them are only enumerated in a
single sentence. As the authors write, “The main
problems are the criteria for subdivision, on which
every scheme is based on, the recognition of the tec-
tonic units’ characteristics and their boundaries on
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the field, not only in one outcrop or one transect
but all along their distribution. The practical ap-
proach of the tectonic schemes is handicapped by
the changeable characteristics of the main units
and boundaries.” This is certainly a sound starting
point but the authors have not formulated their own
criteria. As for the practice to base the tectonic sub-
division scheme on a single “main” or “principal”
tectonic phase and the necessity of producing a se-
ries of paleotectonic sketches that would exhibit the
evolution of the tectonic structure during the main
tectonic phases, such an approach has been pro-
posed by Boyanov et al. (1989), and partially ap-
plied (without the full paleostructural information)
in the book on the Mesozoic geology of Bulgaria.
The seven “main questions” in the discussion are
sound logically and some of them have been dis-
cussed in the literature at least during the last 80
years. Thus, the problem of the appurtenance of the
Svoge unit (questions i—iv) to the Srednogorie or to
the Balkan zone has been subject of argument in



the same lines for decades. Regarding the questions
about the Melovete, Lyubash and Golo-Bardo units,
the authors should consult the basic structural field
work which has introduced these units, and namely
(besides many precursors) the papers by Zagorchev
(1990, 1996, 2001), and especially these by Stoyko-
va et al. (2003), Zagorchev et al. (2006) and Ivanov
et al. (2007). The last 3 papers have introduced a
Late Cretaceous Babushnitsa-Fucha zone of avol-
canic sedimentation situated to the southwest of
the Srednogorie and superimposed over the Struma
unit, i.e. another example of the general impossi-
bility to find direct links between the sedimenta-
tion basins and their “bordering faults” (of course,
with the exception of well-confined graben basins
with coarse boundary fault-bound facies more typi-
cal for the Paleogene). Therefore, most of the zone
and subzone boundaries are secondary ones, being
represented by later thrusts, upthrusts, normal faults
(low-angle faults/detachments included) and strike-
slip faults.

A few fundamental questions may be added, too.
They concern the place, boundaries and role in the
Alpine orogen (as a compound and multiphase tec-
tonic edifice) of the Srednogorie zone itself. Hav-
ing in mind also the superimposed trough character
of the satellite Babushnitsa-Fucha zone, the Sred-
nogorie zone may be regarded itself as a part of a
superimposed Late Cretaceous Apuseni-Timok-
Srednogorie zone. Thus, a pre-Late Cretaceous
(mid-Cretaceous, “Austrian”) tectonic subdivision
of the Balkans may emerge as equally if not more

important for the Alpine tectonics of the Balkans
as already hinted at in the past (e.g. Boyanov et
al., 1989; Zagorchev, 1996, etc.). The place of the
“Austrian Srednogorie” in this edifice should be
also subject of new field studies and tectonic sub-
division.

In conclusion, I would not fully agree with the au-
thors in their conclusions that “the tectonic subdivi-
sions should remain only a regional and academic
method and the local investigations should not be
strongly attached to it. Or the tectonic subdivisions
must involve clearer criteria, to be more precise and
more detailed in characterizing the separated tec-
tonic units and especially their boundaries, and last
but not least, to be recognizable on the field, not only
on the maps on the walls of the offices.” Certainly,
the tectonic subdivision of a given territory should be
based on thorough field work, synthesizing the prin-
cipal results, and should serve together with litho-
and chronostratigraphy as a basic framework both
for future mapping and prospection, and for metal-
logenic, hydrogeological, geotechnical, etc. research.
Being involved both in field work and in tectonic
subdivisions for more than 60 years I can fully ap-
preciate the necessity for further amelioration of both
activities and their importance for the complex geo-
logical research and practice in Bulgaria. However,
such amelioration can be done only when taking into
considerations the wealth of geological information
gathered in the past. In many cases, as Academician
E. Bonchev liked to say, “The new (observations,
ideas) is the well-forgotten old™!
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