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BP saqarTvelos da erovnuli muzeumis TanamSromloba _
memkvidreobis dacva da ukeTesi momavlis Seneba

saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumi 2004 wlis dekemberSi, prezidentis brZanebis safuZvelze daarsda, 

Tumca misi fesvebi bevrad ufro Rrma warsulidan modis, rodesac TbilisSi 1852 wels saimperatoro 

geografiuli sazogadoebis kavkasiis departamenti gaixsna. 

erovnuli muzeumi aerTianebs or samecniero dawesebulebas da Cveni qveynis umniSvnelovanes 

muzeumebs. samuzeumo gaerTianeba qmnis qsels, romelic faravs dedaqalaqsa da saqarTvelos bevr 

kuTxes. xolo saganZuri, romelic masSia daculi moicavs _ bunebis istoriis, geologiis, arqeolo-

giisa da eTnografiis, Sua saukuneebisa da Tanamedrove xelovnebis Zeglebs.

dRes muzeumi moqmedebs, rogorc samecniero da saganmanaTleblo dawesebuleba da misi mTavari mova-

leobaa kulturuli memkvidreobis dacva, mecnieruli Seswavla da sazogadoebisaTvis wardgena. 

am misiis ganxorcielebaSi monawileobs erovnuli muzeumis yvela TanamSromeli da agreTve, part-

niori organizaciebi kulturul-saganmanaTleblo Tu kerZo seqtorebidan. Sesabamis instituciebTan 

gaxsnili, ndobaze dafuZnebuli da ormxrivad sasargeblo urTierTobebis Camoyalibeba saqarTvelos 

erovnul muzeumis fundamenturi principia. amgvari midgoma saSualebas iZleva kidev ufro efeqtu-

rad warimarTos dawesebulebis saqmianoba.  

BP saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis gansakuTrebuli partnioria. Ees publikaciac BP-sa da misi part-

niorebis da erovnuli muzeumis TanamSromlobis Sedegia. masSi Sevida is samecniero statiebi, rom-

lebSic aisaxa baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanisa da samxreTkavkasiuri milsadenebis mSeneblobisas e.w. gadar-

CeniTi arqeologiuri programis farglebSi Catarebuli arqeologiuri aRmoCenebi. igi 2000-05 wlebSi 

ganaxorciela saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis oTar lorTqifaniZis arqeologiuri kvlevis centrma.

gadarCeniTi arqeologiuri programa uprecedentoa Tavisi masStabebiT milsadenebis saerTaSoriso 

proeqtebs Soris; pasuxobs garemosa da kulturuli memkvidreobis dacvis TvalsazrisiT rogorc 

saerTaSoriso, ise BP-isa da misi partniorebis mier SemuSavebul umaRles standartebs. am strategiam 

qarTveli arqeologebis nayofieri muSaobisTvis saTanado piroba Seqmna da, amave dros, umZimesi, 1990-

iani wlebis Semdeg axal proeqtebs gauxsna gza.

BP-sa da misi partniorebis da saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis TanamSromloba mravalmxrivia. is 

scildeba gadarCeniTi arqeologiuri programiT gaTvaliswinebuli savele samuSaoebebs.  BP-sa da 

misi partniorebi keTili neba da pasuxismgebloba samuSaoebis mTel ciklze vrceldeba: sadazvervo 

arqeologia, savele da laboratoriuli kvlevebi, nivTebis konservacia da dacva, gamofenebis mowyoba. 

maTive mxardaWeriT erovnul muzeumSi gaixsna saTanado uaxlesi teqnikiT aRWurvili sakonferencio 

darbazi; Catarda dmanisis arqeologiuri Zeglis kvleva, aigo damcavi nageboba da daarsda vizitorTa 

centri; Seiqmna sakonservacio laboratoria; ucxoeli specialistebis monawileobiT gaimarTa semin-

arebi qarTveli arqeologebisaTvis; gamoica AaraerTi samecniero naSromi da katalogi.  

am ori instituciis _ BP-sa da misi partniorebis da saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis _ erToblivad 

ganxorcielebuli iniciativebi saxelmwifo da kerZo seqtorTa nayofieri TanamSromlobis saukeTeso 

magaliTia, radgan igi mraval mimarTulebas moicavs da misi mosargeble mTeli sazogadoebaa. 

daviT lorTqifaniZe, saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis 

generaluri direqtori
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Partnership between BP and the Georgian National Museum
Heritage Protection and Public Benefit

The Georgian National Museum (GNM) is a complex of ten museums and two research institutes. Together they con-
stitute a rich network devoted to the fine arts, archaeology, ethnography, and natural history. The present legal status 
of the GNM was created by presidential decree in December 2004, but its oldest constituent member was established 
as early as 1852.  

The GNM acts as a research base and centre for scholarly excellence. Its mission is to uphold the highest standards of 
research, conservation and presentation of Georgia’s cultural and natural heritage; to increase public involvement; to 
maintain an effective organizational structure; and to ensure the sustainability of the institution. One way in which 
the GNM hopes to accomplish these goals is through constructive collaboration with other cultural, educational, and 
research institutions as well as with the private sector.  

The GNM’s highest aim, however, is to play a major role in the cultural life of the country and to present Georgia’s rich 
heritage to a wide audience through exhibitions, educational programmes, and publication. 

BP is one of the largest energy companies in the world, and its local representatives at BP Georgia have been excep-
tional partners of the GNM. The present publication is the fruit of collaboration between BP Georgia and the GNM. It 
includes studies resulting from the Rescue Archaeology Programme sponsored by BP and its partners as part of their 
efforts to protect the cultural resources discovered during the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) and the 
adjacent South Caucasus pipelines. These activities took place in 2000-05 and were carried out by the Otar Lordkipan-
idze Archaeological Research Centre of the GNM. 

The Rescue Archaeology Programme represents one of the most significant commitments to cultural heritage ever 
made by an international pipeline project. It met both the highest international requirements and BP’s own internal 
standards for environmental and cultural protection. This approach provided a useful life-line to Georgian archaeolo-
gists, and opened the door to new projects after the difficult period of the 1990s.  

Cooperation between BP Georgia and the GNM goes far beyond sponsoring fieldwork at the archaeological sites 
identified during the construction process. The responsibility of BP and its partners extended over the whole cycle of 
work: survey archaeology, field and laboratory work, the conservation and storage of the objects, and the presenta-
tion of the results through exhibitions, publication, and various media. In addition, the GNM has, with the support 
of BP Georgia and its partners, implemented the following: the construction of an auditorium; research on and the 
conservation of the site of Dmanisi; the establishment of a conservation laboratory at the Simon Janashia Museum of 
Georgia; the professional development of Georgian archaeologists; the publication of catalogues, etc.

The collaboration between these two leading institutions, BP Georgia and the GNM, is a prime example of public-
private partnership. The special significance of these relationships is a fruitful cooperation that is beneficial for the 
whole community. Here the economy, culture, and public policy are united in a single endeavour.

David Lordkipanidze
General Director, Georgian National Museum
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Tanamedrove saqarTvelos istoriul-kulturuli memkvidreobis da kerZod, arqe
ologiuri memkvidreobis gamomzeureba-SenarCunebaSi did rols TamaSobs saerTaSo
riso navTobkompania BP, romelic partnior kompaniebTan erTad aSenebs da marTavs sa
qarTvelos teritoriaze gamaval navTobisa da gazis milsadenebs. is saqarTveloSi sami 
milsadenis operatoria: baqo–sufsis navTobis milsadenis, romlis saSualebiTac xdeba 
navTobis transportireba kaspiis zRvidan Sav zRvamde, kerZod ki sufsis terminalam
de; baqo-Tbilisi–jeihanis milsadenis, romelic navTobs saqarTvelos gavliT azerbai
janidan TurqeTSi atarebs da erTmaneTTan akavSirebs kaspiisa da xmelTaSua zRvebs; da 
e.w. samxreT kavkasiuri gazsadenisa, romlis saSualebiTac xdeba azerbaijanuli gazis 
saqarTvelosa da TurqeTisaTvis miwodeba. 

kompania BP-isa da misi partniorebis mier inicirebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Se
degad milsadenebis trasaze ara erTi sayuradRebo arqeologiuri Zegli da unikalu
ri arqeologiuri nimuSia gamovlenili, Seswavlili da farTo sazogadoebriobisTvis 
saCveneblad gamofenili muzeumebSi. BP-is mxardaWeriTa da arqeologiuri menejmentis 
wyalobiT ganadgurebas gadaurCa saqarTvelos kulturuli memkvidreobis sxvadasxava 
epoqis mravali arqeologiuri Zegli. saqarTvelosTvis uaRresad mniSvnelovania, rom es 
partnioruli urTierToba kvlavac grZeldeba, rac momavalSi didad waadgeba saqarTve
los kulturuli memkvidreobis, da kerZod arqeologiuri memkvidreobis Seswavlisa da 
movlis saqmes. 

warmodgenili krebuli aseTi milsadenebis mSeneblobis Sedegad gamovlenil arqe
ologiuri monapovrebs Seexeba. es aris saqarTvelos teritoriaze ganxorcielebuli 
erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi saerTaSoriso proeqti – baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsa
denisa da samxreT kavkasiis gazis milsadenis mSenebloba, romelic saqarTveloSi kom
pania BP-s xelmZRvanelobiT mimdinareobda. samSeneblo proeqtSi kompaniis mier gadad
gmulma strategiulma nabijebma didi roli iTamaSa axal da metad saintereso arqeo
logiur aRmoCenebSi.

baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadeni da samxreT kavkasiuri gazsadeni erTmaneTis 
paralelurad miemarTeba da maTi mSeneblobac 2003-2006 wlebSi TiTqmis erTdroulad 
mimdinareobda. baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis sigrZe baqodan jeihanamde 1760 km-ia, 
aqedan 249 km saqarTveloze gadis; milsadeni azerbaijanidan gardabnis raionSi, sofel 
jandaraSi Semodis, Semdeg uaxlovdeba q. rusTavs, gadadis marneulis raionSi, kveTs 
TeTriwyaros, walkas, Semdeg - borjomis, axalcixisa da adigenis raionebs da q. valesTan 
Sedis TurqeTis teritoriaze. es regionebi didi xania ukve cnobilia Tavisi istoriuli 
da kulturuli mniSvnelobiT; amdenad, milsadeni gadis istoriul qvemo qarTlSi, sam
SvildeSi, bedenis platoze, TrialeTSi da Torisa da samcxe-javaxeTis teritoriebze.

bunebrivia, rom iseTi Zveli da mdidari istoriuli warsulis mqone qveynisaTvis, 
rogoric saqarTveloa, kulturuli memkvidreobis dacvis sakiTxi Zalian aqtualuri 
iqneboda; amitomac is Tavidanve gaxda ucxoeli da qarTveli mkvlevarebis gansjis sa
gani. BP-is, rogorc Tanamedrove saerTaSoriso standartebis mqone kompanias, valde

nino erqomaiSvili

BP-sa da misi partniorebis roli 
saqarTvelos kulturuli memkvidreobis  

SenarCunebaSi
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buleba hqonda aRebuli daecva milsadenebis arealSi moqceuli arqeologiuri da ar
qiteqturuli Zeglebi; samSeneblo proeqti ar unda gamxdariyo istoriuli obieqtebis 
dazianebis mizezi da kompania srulad – specialistebiTac da finansuradac _ uzrun
velyofda kulturuli memkvidreobis dacvis programis ganxorcielebas. 

BP-is midgoma arqeologiuri Zeglebisadmi zustad emTxveva amJamad aRiarebul stan
dartebsa da saqarTvelos da saerTaSoriso kanonmdeblobas kulturuli memkvidreobis 
Sesaxeb. aqedan gamomdinare, gadawyda, rom Tuki es SesaZlebeli iqneboda, kompania ki ar 
gaTxrida Zegls, piriqiT, Seecdeboda is miwaSi in situ daetovebina da gverdi aeara misTvis. 
proeqtis dagegmvisas swored arqeologiuri da arqiteqturuli Zeglebis arseboba gax
da mizezi milsadenis marSrutis cvlilebebisa samSvildesa da TrialeTSi; TeTriwyaros 
tyeebSi gavlisas milsadenis marSruti ramdenjerme Secvales, raTa mSeneblobas Zveli 
namosaxlarebi ar daezianebina, aseve daaSores is nadarbazevis arqiteqturul kompleqss; 
TrialeTSi ki brinjaos xanis Zeglebma gadaadgila milsadeni Tavdapirvelad SerCeuli 
adgilebidan. im teritoriebze, sadac teqnikuri mizezebis gamo (landSafti, ekologia, 
adgilobrivi mosaxleoba da a.S.) marSrutis cvlileba SeuZlebeli iyo _ arqeologiuri 
gaTxrebi daigegma. gaTxrebi mSeneblobis dawyebamde samSvildeSi, TrialeTsa da samcxeSi 
Catarda. qarTveli specialistebis mier gamovlenili da Seswavlili iqna sxvadasxva is
toriuli periodis ramdenime umniSvnelovanesi arqeologiuri Zegli.

amgvarad, milsadenis marSruti dadginda da TiTqos srulad ganTavisuflda xilu
li arqeologiuri Zeglebisagan; amiT unda dasrulebuliyo kidec kulturuli memkvid
reobis programa, magram SerCeuli marSrutis mimdebare teritoriebze arqeologiuri 
Zeglebis niSnebis siuxvem, aucilebeli gaxada mSeneblobis dros mudmivi arqeologiu
ri meTvalyureoba. swored mSeneblobis dros moxda umniSvnelovanesi arqeologiuri 
aRmoCenebi; milsadenis mSeneblobam Sansi misca qarTvel arqeologebs, raTa gamoevli
naT da SeeswavlaT adre ucnobi Zeglebi da sinaTle moefinaT farTo arealebze gavrce
lebuli arqeologiuri kulturebisaTvis. yvelasaTvis, visac ki odnav mainc hqonia Se
xeba arqeologiasTan an, zogadad kulturul memkvidreobasTan, cnobilia, Tu raoden 
informatiulia 249 kilometrze gadaWimuli 50 m siganis sakvlevi teritoria, romelic 
saqarTvelos aRmosavleT da samxreT provinciebs aerTianebs.

milsadenis mSeneblobisas daaxloebiT 300-mde axali, samecniero sazogadoebisaT
vis aqamde ucnobi kulturuli memkvidreobis Zegli gamovlinda, romelTa didi nawili 
marTlac unikaluri iyo, rogorc Tavisi samecniero RirebulebiT, aseve geografiuli 
da landSafturi mdebareobiTac. milsadeni iseve gadis Waobian adgilebSi, subalpur da 
alpur zonebSi, rogorc balaxian mindvrebSi, kveTs mdinareebs da uReltexilebs. adre 
es adgilebi ugzoobis gamo miuwvdomeli iyo mkvlevarebisTvis, xSir SemTxvevebSi verc 
ki warmoidgendnen, rom konkretul landSaftur garemoSi SesaZlebeli iqneboda arqe
ologiuri Zeglis arseboba. daaxloebiT 70 arqeologiuri Zegli gaTxrili da Seswavli
li iqna qarTveli arqeologebis mier; Zeglebis gavrcelebis sixSire araviTar kanonzo
mierebas ar eqvemdebareboda, magaliTad, gardabnis raionSi arc erTi Zegli ar aRmoCe
nila, marneulic ar iyo gansakuTrebiT uxvi, magram TeTriwyarodan moyolebuli vidre 
TurqeTis sazRvramde, milsadeni mZiviviT iyo axunZluli arqeologiuri ZeglebiT.

qarTvelma arqeologebma arnaxuli profesionalizmi da gamZleoba gamoavlines; eq
spediciebs, Zalian xSirad, muSaoba yinvaSi, wvimaSi, Zlier qarSi da papanaqeba sicxeSi 
uwevdaT. gaTxrebis gadadeba da xelsayreli amindis lodini ki SeuZlebeli iyo mSeneb
lobis mkacri reJimisa da tempebis gamo. TeTr-wiTeli lentiT SemosazRvruli terito
ria gamafrTxilebeli niSniT “arqeologiuri Zegli” kargad iyo cnobili inJinrebisaT
vis, rac imas niSnvda rom am adgilas miwas veravin Seexeboda iqamde, sanam arqeologiuri 
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gaTxrebi ar damTavrdeboda da eqspediciis xelmZRvaneli werilobiT daskvnas ar gas
cemda teritoriis ganTavisuflebis Sesaxeb.

aRmoCenili Zeglebi TiTqmis srul istoriul speqtrs moicavs – aq Segvxvda Zegle
bi dawyebuli eneoliTidan _ damTavrebuli ganviTarebuli Sua saukuneebiT. zogi Zeg
li erfeniania, zogi – mraval kulturul fenas Seicavda. BTC/SCP proeqtis kulturu
li memkvidreobis programis farglebSi Seswavlili Zeglebi ZiraTadad Semdeg tipebad 
SeiZleba daiyos: adre brinjaos xanis samarxebi, Sua brinjaos xanis nasaxlari da go
ra-samarxebi, gvian brinjaos xanis samarxTa kompleqsebi, eneoliTuri – spilenZis xa
nis nasaxlari sacxovrebeli miwuriTa da samarxebiT, rkinis xanis nasaxlari, antikuri 
periodis nasaxlari da samarxebi, adreuli Sua saukuneebis sasaflao (gaiTxara 100-mde 
samarxi) da wina-qristianuli samarxebi, Sua saukuneebis marnebis kompleqsi, Sua sauku
neebis akveduki, romelic wyliT amaragebda axalcixis cixe-simagres, Sua saukuneebis 
monastris naSTebi sofel cixisjvarSi da mravali sxva. aseve Segvxvda mravalfeniani da 
multikomponenturi arqeologiuri Zeglebic, romlebic gansxvavebuli periodebisa da 
daniSnulebis mqone kompleqsebs warmoadgendnen. ase, magaliTad, TeTriwyaroSi aRmo
Cenili Zegli Seicavda eneoliTursa da adre brinjaos xanis nasaxlarTa naSTebs, Sua 
brinjaos xanis sacxovrebel miwurs da gvian brinjaos xanis sameurneo ormoebsa da ke
ras. aseve saintereso arqeologiuri Zegli, gaTxrili borjomis raionSi. Seicavda ro
mauli periodis samarxebs (rac Zalian uCveuloa am regionisaTvis). is arqeologiuri 
Zeglebi, romlebmac mcire naSTebis saxiT moaRwia Cvenamde, garkveulwilad mainc iq
na Seswavlili ise, rom Zeglis stratigrafia, misi periodi da gavrcelebis sazRvrebi, 
funqcia da xasiaTi met-naklebad mainc yofiliyo gamokvleuli. 

milsadenis 249 km-ian seqciaze gadaWimuli sxvadasxva arqeologiuri kultura far
Todaa warmodgenili mravalferovani arqeologiuri masaliT _ keramikuli WurWeli, 
brinjaos saritualo da sayofacxovrebo inventari, aseve mravladaa samkaulebi – sxva
dasxvagvari mZivebi, beWdebi, samajurebi, sayureebi, aRmoCenil iqna arqiteqturuli de
talebi, sxvadasxva periodis monetebi da sxva. 

kompaniis pasuxismgebloba arqeologiis mimarT ar Semoifargleboda mxolod gaTx
rebis CatarebiT; rodesac mopovebuli masala regionebidan TbilisSi Cavida, BP-m or
ganizeba gaukeTa artefaqtebis restavracias da maTTvis srulfasovani laboratori
uli kvlevebis Catarebas, rac niSnavda arqeologiur samuSaoebSi iseTi specialobebis 
CarTvas, rogoricaa anTropologia, paleozoologia, paleobotanika, palinologia 
da trasologia; momzadda arqeologiuri Zeglebisa da masalebis foto- da grafiku
li dokumentacia, naxazebi. Catarebuli laboratoriuli kvlevebis Sedegebi saSuale
bas gvaZlevs aRvadginoT Soreuli warsulis yofiTi momentebi, magaliTad, cxovrebis 
wesi (mesaqonleoba, momTabareoba, miwaTmoqmedeba da a.S.), kvebis racioni, sicocxlis 
xangrZlivoba, daavadebaTa tipebi da maTi gavrcelebis sazRvrebi, genderuli Tanafar
doba, Sobadoba da sikvdilianoba da sxva. am tipis analizebma mravali da uaRresad sa
intereso faqti warmogviCina, magaliTad arqeoklimatis, landSaftis cvlilebebisa da 
konkretuli mcenareebis gavrcelebis Sesaxeb. yvelaferi es ki saSualebas gvaZlevs mo
vaxdinoT Soreuli warsulis rekonstruqcia. yvela gamovlenili Zegli dafiqsirebu
lia GIS-is (geografiuli informaciuli sistemebis) monacemTa bazaSi.

kompania amJamadac agrZelebs mWidro TanamSromlobas saqarTvelos erovnuli mu
zeumis oT. lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centrTan, rac gulisxmobs milsadenebis mSe
neblobis dros mopovebuli arqeologiuri aRmoCenebis gamofenas Tbilisisa Tu saqar
Tvelos regionaluri muzeumebis, maT samecniero JurnalebSi gamoqveynebas, risi erT-
erTi naTeli magaliTia winamdebare krebuli. 
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N i n o  E r k o m a i s h v i l i

BP and its partners'  
Contribution to Cultural Heritage  

Protection in georgia

BP in Georgia has played an important part in the discovery and preservation of Georgia’s historical and 
cultural heritage, and in particular Georgia’s archaeological heritage. The oil company has been responsible, 
in partnership with other companies, for the construction and management of oil and gas pipelines that run 
through Georgia. There are three major pipelines operated by BP in Georgia: the Baku-Supsa oil pipeline, which 
carries oil from the Caspian to the Black Sea, and in particular to the Supsa terminal; the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan 
oil pipeline, which runs from Azerbaijan to Turkey via Georgia and links the Caspian to the Mediterranean; 
and the South Caucasian pipeline, through which Georgia and Turkey are supplied with oil from Azerbaijan. 

Thanks to archaeological excavations initiated by BP and its parthners a number of remarkable sites and 
remarkable finds have been discovered, studied, and put on display in museums for the general public to en-
joy. As a result of BP’s support and archaeological intervention, many archaeological heritage sites of several 
periods have been saved from destruction. It is especially important for Georgia that this partnership should 
continue, for it will be extremely beneficial for future research, and for the support of the cultural heritage of 
Georgia, and especially its archaeological aspects.

The present publication is concerned with archaeological finds made during the construction of two of 
these pipelines. Together they constituted one of the most important international projects ever carried out 
on Georgian territory, namely, the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline led by BP in Georgia. Stra-
tegic measures with regard the cultural heritage taken by the company in the construction project played an 
important role in making possible a series of fascinating new discoveries. 

The Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline and the South Caucasian gas pipeline run parallel to each other, and 
their construction was carried out almost simultaneously in 2003-2006. The length of the BTC pipeline from 
Baku to Ceyhan is 1760 km, and 249 km runs through Georgia. From Azerbaijan the pipeline enters Georgia 
at the village of Jandara in Gardabani district, approaches the town of Rustavi, crosses Marneuli district and 
Tetritskaro, Tsalka, then Borjomi, Akhaltsikhe and Adigeni districts, and at the town of Vale enters Turkish ter-
ritory. These regions have long been known for their historical and cultural importance, and pipeline runs 
through the territories of historical Kvemo Kartli, Samshvilde, Bedeni Plateau, Trialeti, Tori and Samtskhe-Ja-
vakheti.

Naturally, the problem of protecting the cultural heritage was very pressing for a country like Georgia 
with its ancient roots and rich historical past. For this it was the subject of debate among foreign and Georgian 
researchers from the initial stages of the construction project. Conscious of its status as a company of mod-
ern international standards, BP took on the commitment of protecting any archaeological and architectural 
monuments that might present themselves in the course of construction or operation of the pipelines. The 
construction project should not be the cause of the destruction of historical sites, and the company provided 
a complete guarantee, in the form of both specialist and financial support, of the cultural heritage protection 
programme. 

BP’s approach to archaeological sites meets not only currently recognized standards, but also Georgian 
and international legislation in the area of cultural heritage. It was consequently agreed that wherever pos-
sible, the company would try to leave a site below ground in situ and by-pass it rather than excavate it. During 
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the planning process, the presence of archaeological sites and architectural monuments became the reason 
for the diversion of the pipeline route in Samshvilde and Trialeti. In traversing the woods at Tetritskaro the 
route had to be altered several times in order not to damage ancient settlements; it was also diverted from 
the Nadarbazevi architectural complex; in Trialeti, Bronze Age sites caused the pipeline route to be redirected 
from the originally selected areas. In places where it was impossible to alter the route for technical reasons 
(landscape, ecology, local population centres, etc.) they planned archaeological excavations. These were car-
ried out in Samshvilde, Trialeti and Samtskhe before construction began. Georgian specialists revealed and 
investigated several especially significant archaeological sites of different historical periods. 

The route of the pipeline was thus determined and seemed to be free of visible archaeological sites. 
This ought to have been the end of the Cultural Heritage Programme, but an abundance of signs pointing to 
archaeological sites in areas adjacent to the selected route made it inevitable that there should be constant 
archaeological monitoring during the construction process. This was in fact when the most significant ar-
chaeological discoveries were made. The construction of the pipeline gave Georgian archaeologists a chance 
to reveal and investigate previously unknown sites and bring to light archaeological cultures spread across 
vast areas. Anyone who has had some kind of contact with archaeology or with cultural heritage in general, 
knows how informative has been the detailed study of the territory in question, this piece of ground 249 km 
long and 50 m wide that unites the eastern and southern provinces of Georgia. 

While building the pipeline about 300 new cultural heritage sites, previously unknown to scientific cir-
cles, were recovered. Most of them were unique for both their scientific value and their geographical and 
landscape situation. The pipeline goes through swampy areas, sub-alpine and alpine zones as well as grassy 
meadows; it crosses rivers and passes. Previously, these areas were inaccessible to scholars who in many cases 
could not even have imagined the presence of an archaeological site in a particular landscape environment. 
About 70 archaeological sites were excavated and studied by Georgian archaeologists. There was no pat-
tern to the way in which sites occurred. For instance, Gardabani district did not reveal a single site; nor was 
Marneuli district especially abundant, but the pipeline route from Tetritskaro to the Turkish border appeared 
to be a chain of archaeological sites. 

Georgian archaeologists showed incredible professionalism and stamina; sometimes the expeditions 
had to work in frost, rain, strong wind and scorching heat. It was impossible to delay excavations and wait for 
convenient weather because of the strict routine and pace of building. Engineers were well aware of the areas 
confined with red and white tape and the warning signs “Archaeological Site”, which indicated that nobody 
was allowed to even touch the ground here until the archaeological excavations were complete and the 
leader of the expedition had officially signed the site off to the pipeline builders. 

The sites studied within the framework of the BTC Cultural Heritage Programme can be divided as fol-
lows: Early Bronze Age burials, Middle Bronze Age settlements and burial mounds, Late Bronze Age burial 
complexes, an Eneolithic-Bronze Age settlement with a dugout dwelling and burials, an Iron Age settlement, 
a settlement and burials of the Classical period, an Early Medieval cemetery (of which about 100 graves were 
excavated) and pre-Christian burials, a complex of Medieval wine cellars, a Medieval aqueduct which sup-
plied the Akhaltsikhe fortress with water, remains of a Medieval monastery in the village of Tsikhisjvari, and 
more. There were also complex multi-strata and multi-component sites of various periods and with various 
purposes. For example, the site excavated at Tetritskaro contained remains of Eneolithic and Early Bronze Age 
settlements, a dugout residence of the Middle Bronze Age and late Bronze Age household pits, and a hearth 
of the same period. Another interesting archaeological site excavated in Borjomi district contained Roman 
period burials (quite unusual for this region). These archaeological sites that have barely survived have now 
been studied to the degree that it is possible to define their stratigraphy, date, extent, nature and function.

The range of the various archaeological cultures spread over the 249 km section of the pipeline is amply 
demonstrated by the diverse archaeological material that includes: pottery, bronze ritual and everyday items, 
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jewellery, including beads of various kinds, finger rings, bracelets, and earrings, architectural details, and coins 
of different periods.

The company’s archaeological responsibilities were not limited to excavation alone. When the excavated 
material was taken from the regions to Tbilisi, BP with its partners organized restoration and comprehensive 
laboratory research of the artefacts. This involved specialists in such areas as anthropology, palaeozoology, 
palaeobotany, palinology and traceology. Photographic documentation and drawings of archaeological sites 
and material were prepared. The results of laboratory studies allow us to restore aspects of everyday life in 
the remote past, such as the way of life (livestock breeding, transhumance, farming, etc.), diet, life expect-
ancy, types and distribution patterns of disease, gender correlation, or birth and death. This type of analysis 
revealed many interesting facts about, for example, the climate in antiquity, changes in landscape, and the 
distribution of particular plants. All these enable us to reconstruct the remote past. All the recovered sites 
have been recorded in a GIS (Geographical Information System) database.

The company continues to have close cooperation with the O. Lordkipanidze Archaeological Centre of 
the Georgian National Museum. This involves the display, in Tbilisi and regional museums of Georgia, of ar-
chaeological material recovered during the construction of the pipelines, and their publication in specialist 
journals. The present collection of articles is a impressive example of this practice.
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saqarTveloSi Zveli nivTebis koleqcionerobas didi xnis istoria aqvs. am siZvele
ebis Seswavlisa da maTi istoriasTan dakavSirebis cda ki gacilebiT gvian moxda. Sua 
saukuneebSi Zveli nivTebis sacavi qarTvel mefeTa karze iyo. sulxan-saba orbeliani 
romis muzeumis daTvalierebisas ixsenebs, rom amgvari nivTebis sacavi mas unaxavs mefe 
vaxtang VI karze, `salaroSi~. sacav-salaros TbilisSi, sadac samefo xazinasTan erTad 
inaxeboda miwaSi napovni nivTebic, kerZod, Zveli monetebi da iaraR-saWurveli, moixse
niebs istorikosi Teimuraz bagrationic. igi iqve dasZens, rom, samwuxarod, 1795 wels 
sparselebis mier saqarTvelos dedaqalaq Tbilisis aReba-dangrevisas mefis sasaxle da 
masTan erTad es sacav-muzeumic daurbeviaT da gauZarcvavT.

XIX saukunemde saqarTveloSi siZveleTa Seswavlas fragmentuli xasiaTi hqonda. Se
mogvrCa mxolod kantikunti cnobebi zogierTi Zeglis Sesaxeb. es cnobebi sainteresoa 
Tavisi aRwerilobiTi xasiaTiT, radgan zogierTi Zegli Semdgom an sul ganadgurda, an 
dazianda da saxe icvala. siZveleTa aRwera gvxvdeba jer kidev sulxan-saba orbelianis, 
vaxuSti bagrationisa da Teimuraz bagrationis TxzulebebSi, agreTve ucxoel mogza
urTa nawerebSi _ arqanjelo lambertis, kristoforo de kastelis, frederik diubua 
de monperes, iohan giuldenStedtisa da sxv.

XIX saukunis saqarTveloSi siZveleTa Seswavla SedarebiT ufro sistemur xasiaTs 
iRebs. jer kidev 1837 wels saqarTvelos statistikurma komitetma miaqcia yuradR
eba istoriuli Zeglebis aRricxva-dacvis saqmes da saamisod Seadgina specialuri in
struqcia-miTiTeba, romelic saxelmwifo dawesebulebebSi gaavrceles. masSi yuradR
eba gamaxvilebuli iyo yorRanebis an msgavsi siZveleebis gamovlena-aRnusxvaze. am in
struqciis SedgenaSi monawileobdnen n. falavandiSvili da m. WilaSvili, romlebic 
statistikur komitetSi msaxurobdnen. m. WilaSvili siZveleTa dacva-SeswavlisaTvis 
SemdgomSic iRvwoda da aqtiurobda. misTvis, rogorc saxelmwifo statistikuri ko
mitetis TanamSromlisa da siZveleTa aRnusxva-dacvis Sesaxeb instruqciis erT-erTi 
SemdgenlisaTvis, kargad iyo cnobili siZveleTa Seswavlis maSindeli mdgomareoba sa
qarTveloSi. amitom, 1856 wlis 8 dekembers kavkasiis geografiuli sazogadoebis kreba
ze warmoTqmul sityvaSi man erT-erTma pirvelTaganma aRZra sakiTxi saqarTveloSi in
tensiuri arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Catarebis aucileblobis Sesaxeb. samwuxarod, misi 
winadadeba saqarTveloSi farTo arqeologiuri gaTxrebis warmoebaze maSin ar miiRes, 
radgan is geografiuli sazogadoebis mier Sesaswavli sakiTxebis sferoSi arsebulad 
ar miiCnies.

marTalia, geografiuli sazogadoebis kavkasiis ganyofilebis msgavsad arc statis
tikur komitets Cautarebia gaTxrebi da arc raime mecnieruli daskvnebi gamoutania 
(radgan es ar Sedioda mis funqciebSi), magram man mainc garkveuli roli Seasrula Zeg
lTa aRnusxva-dacvis saqmeSi, rasac maSin didi mniSvneloba hqonda; amiT ganadgureba-
gaqrobas gadaurCa bevri istoriul-arqeologiuri Zegli. magram marto aRnusxva-dac

gela gamyreliZe 

saqarTveloSi arqeologiis  
ganviTarebis istoriidan
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viT siZveleTa Seswavlis saqme win ver waiwevda. amitom XIX saukunis Sua wlebidan saqar
Telos siZveleTa ufro farTo, mravalmxrivi SeswavlisaTvis saWiro gaxda gaTxrebis 
dawyeba da amiT saqarTveloSi safuZveli Caeyara gaTxriT arqeologias.

pirveli gaTxra, romelic mecnierul miznebs isaxavda, Catarda 1852 wlis zafxulSi, 
q. goridan daaxloebiT TxuTmetiode kilometriT dacilebul naqalaqar ufliscixeSi. 
aq gaTxrebs awarmoebda saqarTvelos arqeologiis pioneri dimitri meRvineTuxucesi
Svili (1815-1878 ww.). samwuxarod d. meRvineTuxucesiSvilis Sesaxeb Zalze mcire cno
bebia Semonaxuli, rac aZnelebs am pirovnebaze sruli warmodgenis Seqmnas. misi Tana
medroveebis azriT, `dimitri meRvineTuxucesiSvili niWieri kaci iyo da saqarTelos 
istoriis didi mcodne; igi, sadac ki SeeZlo, yvelgan cdilobda saqarTvelos istoriis 
sasargeblod. bevri sxva da sxva samecniero, saistorio da saarqeologio sazogadoe
baTa wevri iyo~(ix. Jurnali `saqarTvelos kalendari~, tfilisi,1895). maRal Sefasebas 
aZlevs d. meRvineTuxucesiSvilis samecniero moRvaweobas cnobili frangi qarTvelo
logi mari brosec, romelic erT-erT Tavis naSromSi aRniSnavs mis sibejiTes da im dax
marebas, romelic misgan miiRo.

d. meRvineTuxucesiSvilma aRwera da Seiswavla mravali sayuradRebo Zveli Zegli, 
Seagrova da STamomavlobas dautova araerTi mniSvnelovani xelnaweri Tu nivTi. man mo
iara da Seiswavla qarTli, imereTi, guria, mesxeTi, aWara da sxva. d. meRvineTuxucesiS
vili Tavis erT-erT werilSi aRniSnavs: «me msurs, rac saqarTveloSi Zveli eklesiaa Tu 
monasteri, jvari, xati da razedac Zveli warwerilobaa, yvela aRvwero TviToeulad da 
naweric egreT gardmoviRo~. 1849 wels igi daajildoves specialuri sigeliT samecnie
ro saqmianobisa da saintereso moxsenebebisaTvis.

d. meRvineTuxucesiSvili msaxurobda q. goris sasamarTloSi, rac mas xels uSlida 
samecniero muSaobis farTod gaSlaSi. amitom 1851 wels goridan gadavida q. Tbilis
Si saxelmwifo kancelariaSi samuSaod, sadac samecniero moRvaweobisaTvis ufro meti 
dro rCeboda da materialuradac ukeT iyo uzrunvelyofili. aq mas, sxva saqmeebTan er
Tad, daavales moewyo eqspediciebi saqarTvelos sxvadasxva kuTxeSi, raTa aRewera da 
Seeswavla istoriuli siZveleebi. samwuxarod, am eqspediciebs mTavrobisagan dafinan
seba-daxmareba male Seuwyda. 

1852 wlis zafxulSi d. meRvineTuxucesiSvilma mTavrobisagan miiRo garkveuli Tan
xa da Seudga ufliscixis naqalaqaris gaTxras. mas Tbilisidan mouwvevia mxatvari da 
SeuZenia saTanado aRWurviloba Zeglis gaTxra-fiqsaciisaTvis. arqeologiuri gaTxre
bis dros d. meRvineTuxucesiSvili awarmoebda savele dRiurs. rogorc Cans, igi apireb
da ufliscixis gaTxrebis Sedegebis gamoqveynebas. samwuxarod, gaTxrebis Sedegebis ga
moqveyneba ver moxerxda, xolo savele dRiurebi da mopovebuli arqeologiuri masala 
daikarga (jerjerobiT ar xerxdeba maTi mikvleva). amitom am gaTxrebis Sesaxeb warmod
genas ZiriTadad gazeT `kavkaz~-Si (#43, 66; 1852 w.) dabeWdili mokle angariSebi gviqmnis.

ufliscixis naqalaqaris arqeologiuri Seswavla d. meRvineTuxucesiSvils zedapi
ruli dazverviT dauwyia _ augegmavs nagebobebi, aRmouCenia ramdenime warwera da gad
mouweria. amisaTvis mas mouxda maRla, frialo kldeebSi nakveTi naxevrad Cangreuli 
nagebobebis naxva, rac arcTu usafrTxo iyo.

d. meRvineTuxucesiSvils pirvelad ufliscixis didi darbazis gaTxra dauwyia. ga
uWria daaxloebiT ori metris sigrZis Txrili; aq aRmouCenia svetis fragmentebi da ke
ramikis natexebi, didi darbazis gverdze mdebare oTaxSi ki qvevrebi. misi azriT, didi 
darbazi da mimdebare nagebobebi warCinebuli piris sasaxles warmoadgenda. d. meRvi
neTuxucesiSvils Seuswavlia ufliscixis Sesaxeb arsebuli yvelanairi cnoba, kerZod, 
vaxuSti bagrationisa da frederik diubua de monperes cnobebi ufliscixis Sesaxeb da 
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adgilobriv mcxovrebTa folkloruli gadmocemebi. igi erTmaneTs adarebs uflisci
xisa da varZiis kldeSi nakveT nagebobebs. ufliscixis arqeologiuri Seswavlis dros d. 
meRvineTuxucesiSvils gauTxria samarxebic.

d. meRvineTuxucesiSvili gardaicvala 1878 wels da dasaflavebulia gorTan, sof. 
xidisTavSi. d. meRvineTuxucesiSvilis nawerebidan Cvenamde moaRwia istoriuli xasi
aTis ramdenime naSromma: `mefoba da cxovreba erekle II~, `aRwera gorTan mdebare ek
lesiebisa, monastrebisa da maT zeda Rirssaxsovar warweraTa sruliad~, `mogzauroba 
gorTan, xidisTavsa Sina 1849-sa welsa~, `mogzauroba da moxilva imereTisa 1850 welsa~ 
(moxsenebebi inaxeba s.-peterburgSi, aRmosavleTmcodneobis institutis xelnawerTa 
sacavSi, broseseul fondSi _ #47).

XIX saukunis Sua wlebisaTvis saqarTveloSi 1832 wlis erovnul-ganmanTavisufle
bel gamosvlas moyolili represiebis Sedegad Camkvdari kulturuli cxovreba ramde
nadme gamococxlda. daarsda samecniero sazogadoebebi; gaixsna muzeumi, biblioTeka; 
daiwyo perioduli gamocemebis dastambva, sadac samecniero statiebic ibeWdeboda. am 
periodul gamocemebSi xSirad naxmar sityva `arqeologia~-s maSin sakmaod farTo, mrav
lismomcveli mniSvneloba hqonda, is friad modur sityvad iqca. gamoqveynebul weri
lebSi arqeologiuri masalis Seswavla da fiqsireba xSirad SemTxveviT xasiaTs atareb
da. am masalis aRwera umetesad CarTulia an areul-gadaxlarTulia sabunebismetyvelo 
da folklorul monacemebTan. sityva ̀ arqeologiaSi~ maSin ZiriTadad yovelgvar siZve
leTa _ wignebis, eklesia-monastrebis, xatebis, epigrafikuli Zeglebis _ aRwera-Ses
wavla igulisxmeboda. miwisqveSa Zeglebis kvlevas ki ufro naklebi yuradReba eqceoda. 
es bunebrivic aris, radgan im dros arqeologia, rogorc mecniereba, jer kidev ar iyo 
Camoyalibebuli dRevandeli mniSvnelobiT. erT-erTi pirveli sazogadoeba, romelmac 
ramdenadme miaqcia yuradReba saqarTvelos siZveleebs, iyo geografiuli sazogadoeba. 
is 1850 wels gaixsna TbilisSi. pirvelsave sxdomaze sxva sakiTxebTan erTad aRiniSna, 
rom daarsebulma sazogadoebam unda Seqmnas muzeumi da arqivi. misi aqtiuri wevrebi iy
vnen: r. erisTavi, p. ioseliani, d. yifiani, g. orbeliani, g. erisTavi, v. sologubi, a. berJe, 
p. uslari, m. WilaSvili da sxv.

axlad daarsebulma sazogadoebam gadawyvita TbilisSi muzeumis mowyobasTan da
kavSirebiT sazogadoebis wevrebisaTvis daevalebina eqsponatebis Segroveba-katalo
gizacia da sakvlev eqspediciebSi monawileoba. muzeumi gaixsna 1852 wlis gazafxulze. 
misi imdroindeli adgilsamyofeli iyo dRevandel al. WavWavaZis quCaze mdebare saxli. 
es iyo pirveli muzeumi maSindel kavkasiaSi. TbilisSi daarsebuli muzeumi Sedgeboda 
eTnologiuri,sabunebismetyvelo da istoriul-arqeologiuri ganyofilebebisagan. 
1854 wlisaTvis muzeumi ukve 3300 eqsponats iTvlida. muzeumis saistorio-arqeologi
uri koleqciebi Seavso miwis wiaRSi aRmoCenilma bevrma eqsponatma. aq Tavi moiyara didi 
raodenobiT numizmatikurma masalam, saWurvel-iaraRis naSTebma, samkaulebma da sxv. 
muzeums urTierToba hqonda sxvadasxva ucxour samecniero dawesebulebasTan. 

1863 wels es muzeumi daiSala. misi koleqciebi gadaeca TbilisSi axlad gaxsnil kav
kasiis muzeums, romelsac saTaveSi Caudga g. rade. am muzeumsac, iseve rogorc mis wina
morbeds, ufro eTnologiur-sabunebismetyvelo xasiaTi hqonda. magram aq arc istoria
-arqeologia iyo daviwyebuli. SemdgomSi kavkasiis muzeumis safuZvelze dRevandeli 
saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumi aRmocenda.

pirveli muzeumis daarsebaSi aqtiuri monawileoba miiRo, geografiuli sazogado
ebis erT-erTma wevrma platon ioselianma (1809-1875 ww.), romelmac Tavis droze sayu
radRebo qarTvelologiuri gamokvlevebi Seqmna. kerZod, CvenTvis friad sainteresoa 
misi istoriul-arqeologiuri xasiaTis Sromebi, sadac igi exeba saqarTveloSi qalaqe
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bis warmoSobis sakiTxebs. misi mosazrebiT, saqarTveloSi qalaqebi ZiriTadad warmoiq
mna mTavar mdinareTa napirebze da maT ZiriTad SenakadebTan, samxedro-strategiuli 
TvalsazrisiT mniSvnelovan punqtebTan, religiur centrebTan; ufro iSviaTad, warmo
ebis Tavisufali koncentraciis an vaWrobis ganviTarebis Sedegad. Tavisi mosazrebis 
dasasabuTeblad p. ioselians mcire masStabis dazverviTi gaTxrebi uwarmoebia dRevan
del sof. JinvalTan, Zveli naqalaqaris adgilze. mas aq aRmouCenia da gauTxria riyis 
qvis nagebobis naSTebi, moupovebia keramikisa da liTonis nivTebis natexebi (samwuxa
rod, ufro dawvrilebiTi cnobebi am gaTxrebis Sesaxeb ar SemorCenila).

jer kidev 1844 wels (e.i. gacilebiT ufro adre, vidre mcxeTa miiqcevda sayovelTao 
yuradRebas) p. ioseliani Tavis erT-erT naSromSi werda, rom mcxeTaSi aris bevri nan
grevi, romelic jer aravis Seuswavliao.

1867 wels mcxeTaSi, sarkinigzo xidis maxloblad, md. mtkvris napirze, gzis rekon
struqciasTan dakavSirebiT miwis samuSaoebis dros SemTxveviT aRmoCnda qvaTlili 75 
wels amokveTili warweriT. Semdgom wlebSi mcxeTaSive, samTavros velze da bebrisci
xis midamoebSi, isev SemTxveviT, uZvelesi samarxebi aRmoCnda. am aRmoCenebma gamoiwvia 
mTavrobis daintereseba da 1871 wels TbilisSi mcxovreb naturalist fridrix baierns 
sTxoves samTavros mindorze gaTxrebis warmoeba. aq gaiTxara qvis filebisagan Sedgeni
li samarxebi. amoRebul iqna keramika, liTonis iaraRebi, samkaulebi da sxv. xsenebulma 
nivTebma Semdeg kavkasiis muzeumis fondebi Seavso. marTalia, arc savele samuSaoebi Ca
tarebula saTanado doneze da arc ganaTxaris istoriuli gaazreba momxdara sworad, 
magram TviT arqeologiurma masalam sazogadoebriobis didi interesi gamoiwvia. 1885 
wels q. berlinSi daistamba fr. baiernis naSromi, romelSic sxvebTan erTad ganxilu
lia samTvros velis samarxebic. 1879 wels frangi anTropologi e. Santri samTavroSive 
Txris ramdenime samarxs.

mcxeTis am arqeologiuri aRmoCenebis Semdeg kavkasiisadmi da, kerZod, saqarTve
losadmi istorikos-arqeologTa interesi kidev ufro gaizarda. amitom 1872 wels Tbi
lisSi Seiqmna kavkasiis arqeologiuri komiteti, romelsac istoriul-arqeologiuri 
samuSaoebis koordinacia unda moexdina kavkasiaSi. komitetis saqmianobis Sesaxeb cno
bebi ibeWdeboda specialur JurnalSi, romelic gamodioda TbilisSi 1872-1873 ww. aq 
moyvanili cnobebi ZiriTadad eklesiebis aRwerilobebs Seicavs. male es komiteti Seu
erTda `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebas~, romelic daarsda 1873 wels 
q. TbilisSi.

~kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis~ daarsebas win uZRoda garkve
uli samzadisi. kerZod, 1873 wels Jurnal `ciskarSi~ (ix. #3-4) gamoqveynda d. baqraZis 
statia, romliTac qarTvel mkiTxvels saSualeba mieca gascnoboda Tavis samSobloSi 
arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis perspeqtivebs. statiis saTauria – `Sesaxeb kavkasiis ar
qeologiis mosiyvarule sazogadoebisa, romlis dafuZnebasac apireben tfilisSi~. da
sawyisSi saubaria saqarTvelos da, saerTod, kavkasiis regionis istoriul-arqeologi
uri Seswavlis aucileblobasa da saqarTvelos geografiuli mdebareobis mniSvneloba
ze qveynis istoriuli ganviTarebisaTvis; Sefasebulia istoriuli Zeglebis warwerebis 
adgili qveynis warsulis SeswavlaSi. Semdeg is aRniSnavs, rom arqeologias CvenTanac 
mieqca yuradReba da gadawyvetilia arqeologiuri sazogadoebis Seqmna, raTa `moiyva
non cnobaSi Zvelni saxsovarni, akldamebis gaTxra, sadaca moipovebian Zvelis droebis 
kvdarTan Catanebuli nivTebi, zed warwerebis Sekreba da ra moiyvanos yvela es cnoba
Si, gaavrcelon es cnobebi xalxSi. am arqeologiis Sewevna aRidgina kargaT Zvelis, didi 
xnis gamqralis xalxebis mdgomareoba kavkasiaSi, am azrs jer aqomamde ar Sexebian, Tumca 
amas, qveynis zurgzed, arqeologiis mxriv TiTqmis uWiravs pirvel adgilTagani~. iqve: 
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`es saxsovarni marto TvalsaCinarni ki ar arian, ramdenni arian daflulni TviT miwaSi, 
rogorc gvarwmunebs, mcxeTa, sadac, ra gadaTxares akldamebi, ramdeni Rirs SesaniSnavi 
Zvelis drosani, aRmoCndnen~. rac aRmoaCines, iRupeba haeris Sexebisgano _ SeSfoTebu
lia d. baqraZe. mas agreTve awuxebs is, rom xalxi Zveli nangrevebis qvebs samSeneblo ma
salad xmarobs da amiT zians ayenebs Zeglebs; igi Tvlis, rom arqeologiuri sazogadoe
bis Seqmna amitomac aris saWiro _ sazogadoebam unda `... moiyvanos cnobaSi Rirs saxso
varni Senobebi; gaufrTxildes, aravin waaxdinos, fotografiebiT gadmoiRos isini da 
imaTi mxatvroba; gadmoweros zed warwerebi; Seisyidos, sadaca hpovebs, Zveli fulebi, 
oqmebi, manuskriptebi da imisTana nivTebi, romelnica warmogvidgnen Zvelis drois sax
sovarsa; gadaaTxrevinos is akldamebi, sadaca dainaxavs saWirod~.

rogorc vxedavT, am statiaSi momavali arqeologiuri sazogadoebisaTvis dasaxu
lia friad progresuli azrebiT gamsWvaluli programa; dasmulia sakiTxi ZeglTa dac
vis, grafikuli fiqsaciis, aRweris, Sesyidvis da gaTxris Sesaxeb. am saprogramo statiis 
avtori dimitri baqraZe (1826-1890 ww.) `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoe
bis~ erT-erTi damaarsebeli da aqtiuri moRvawe iyo.

d. baqraZe saqarTvelos istoriis sakiTxebze muSaobis erT-erT mTavar gzad saqar
Tvelos istoriis wyaroebisa da masalebis Ziebas Tvlida. mas, sruliad samarTlianad, 
miaCnda, rom saqarTvelos istoriisaTvis masalebis Segroveba ZiriTadad istoriul-
arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis SemweobiT unda momxdariyo. amitom d. baqraZe awarmoebda 
kvleva-Ziebas svaneTSi, aWaraSi, guriaSi, mesxeT-javaxeTSi, samegreloSi, saingiloSi da 
sxv. [baqraZe 1889: 1-15].

es istoriul-arqeologiuri mogzaurobebi d. baqraZis mier SemuSavebuli saerTo 
gegmis nawils Seadgenda. misi saerTo didi mizani mTlianad saqarTvelos siZveleebis 
Seswavla iyo. am miznis miRweva, bunebrivia, marto erTi mecnieris Zalebs aRemateboda. 
amitom saWiro Seiqmna garkveuli samecniero Zalebis gaerTianeba. am droisaTvis saqar
TveloSi moRvawe mecnierebi karga xnis ganmavlobaSi araorganizebulad, magram mainc 
didi gulisyuriT krebdnen da swavlobdnen saqarTvelos istoriisaTvis mniSvnelovan 
masalebs. amitom iyo, rom arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis daarsebis ideas mo
winave sazogadoeba sixaruliTa da aRtacebiT Sexvda. dainteresebul wreebSi ukve sak
maod kargad icnobdnen qarTveli mecnier-moRvaweebis _ p. ioselianis, s. baraTaSvilis, 
r. erisTavis, d. yifianis, g. orbelianis, d. baqraZis da sxvaTa saqmianobas, rac naTlad 
Canda maSindel saqarTveloSi gamomavali perioduli gamocemebis furclebze.

1873 wlis 23 marts damtkicda `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis~ 
wesdeba. daadgines, rom am sazogadoebis centri iqneboda q. TbilisSi da misi mizani iyo 
Zveli nagebobebisa da, saerTod, siZveleTa gadarCena dangreva-ganadgurebisagan. sa
zogadoebas SeZlebisdagvarad unda SeeZina siZveleebi mosaxleobisagan, TviTonac mo
epovebina masalebi da yovelive es mecnierulad Seeswavla. amgvari Seswavlis Sedegebi 
TiToeul wevrs unda moexsenebina krebaze da sazogadoebis komitetis dasturiT gamo
eqveynebina. sazogadoebas samecniero kavSiri unda hqonoda rogorc kavkasiis, ise evro
pis sxvadasxva sazogadoebasTan, raTa axali informacia mieRo. sazogadoebis wesdebaSi 
aRniSnulia, rom is moawyobs specialur eqspediciebs da awarmoebs gaTxrebs. wesdebaSi 
aRniSnuli iyo isic, rom yvela samecniero Sroma gadaecemoda sajaro biblioTekas, xo
lo arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad mopovebuli masala gadavidoda sazogadoebis mu
zeumSi. SemdgomSi es muzeumi SeuerTda kavkasiis muzeums,

sazogadoebas mTavrobisagan mieca Sromebis beWdvis nebarTva. amgvarad, 1875 wels 
TbilisSi gamoica sazogadoebis pirveli wigni. wignSi daibeWda sazogadoebis oqmebi da 
samecniero statiebi. rogorc irkveva, sazogadoebis wevroba SeeZloT rogorc adgi
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lobriv, ise ucxo qveynis qveSevrdomebs. sazogadoebis ZiriTadi wevri samocamde kaci 
iyo. is arsebobda sawevroebis, saqvelmoqmedo SemowirulobaTa xarjze da did xelmok
leobas ganicdida. swored am xelmokleobis gamo sazogadoebam ver moaxerxa Tavisi saq
mianobis farTod gaSla. mas arqeologiuri gaTxrebi TiTqmis ar uwarmoebia da Semoi
sazRvra ZiriTadad miwiszeda istoriuli Zeglebis aRwera-publikaciiT; gamoica sazo
gadoebis Sromebis sul ori krebuli.

gansakuTrebiT unda aRiniSnos `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis~ 
damsaxureba q. TbilisSi arqeologiuri konferenciis Catarebis saqmeSi. is arqeologTa 
am Tavyrilobis Catarebis erT-erTi iniciatori da organizatori iyo.

1873 wels kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis gaxsnis dRes, kavkasiaSi 
arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis perspeqtivebis Sesaxeb mokle mimoxilviTi moxseneba gakeT
da, romelic Semdeg daibeWda sazogadoebis krebulSi. aRiniSna, rom saWiro iyo SavizR
vispireTis arqeologiuri Seswavla, radgan aq aRmoCnda iseTi saintereso nagebobebi, 
rogoric dolmenebia. aqve aRiniSna soxumis, foTis da biWvinTis midamoebis arqeologiu
ri Seswavlis aucilebloba, Semdeg CamoTvales istoriuli Zeglebi, romelTa Seswavlac 
sasurvelad miaCndaT. esenia: dasavleT saqarTveloSi _ bedia, noqalaqevi, foTi-fasisi, 
ozurgeTi, quTaisi, vardcixe, oni, xoni, Sorapani; aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi _ surami, 
oZrxe, Tmogvi, axalcixe, axalgori, kaspi, bolnisi, dmanisi, mcxeTa, Jinvali, gremi, nekre
si, ujarma, Weremi da sxv. aqve iyo dasmuli sakiTxi kavkasiis mxaris arqeologiuri rukis 
Sedgenis Sesaxeb. aRiniSna, rom saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Catarebis Sesaxeb 
sakiTxi pirvelad 1856 wels m. WilaSvilma aRZra, magram amas realuri Sedegi ar mohyolia. 

arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebis erT-erT Sekrebaze moxsenebiT gamovida d. 
baqraZe. man ilaparaka imaze, Tu rogor unda ganviTarebuliyo saqarTveloSi arqeolo
giuri kvleva-Ziebis saqme; yuradReba gaamaxvila momavali gaTxrebis obieqtebze da ima
ze, Tu sad unda movelodeT ukeTes Sedegebs. d. baqraZem wamoayena winadadeba, rom im 
etapze upiratesad unda Seswavliliyo kavkasiis adreuli epoqebi, radgan maT Sesaxeb 
yvelaze ufro mcire informacia hqondaT. Zveli werilobiTi wyaroebis gamoyenebiT man 
mogvca Savi zRvis aRmosavleT sanapiros istoriul-arqeologiuri mimoxilva. Semdeg 
igi sagangebod aRniSnavs da moixseniebs or punqts _ mcxeTasa da vaSnars. am punqtebSi, 
misi azriT, arqeologiuri kvleva-Zieba Zalian nayofieri da saqarTvelos istoriisaT
vis bevris momcemi iqneboda. 1874 wels d. baqraZes am mosazrebis dasasabuTeblad sof. 
vaSnarTan (guriaSi) Cautarebia arqeologiuri dazvervebi. gaTxrebis Sedegad mas mou
povebia keramikis, minis, rkinis da brinjaos nivTebi. mas aqve unaxavs nagebobis naSTebi, 
kerZod, marmarilos svetis nawilebi, aguri, kramiti.

d. baqraZis xangrZlivi istoriul-arqeologiuri kvlevis Sedegi iyo misi monogra
fia - `kavkasiis Zveli qristianuli Zeglebi~, romelic daibeWda `kavkasiis arqeologi
is moyvarulTa sazogadoebis~ krebulSi. naSromSi mocemulia ZiriTadad saqarTvelos 
qristianuli Zeglebis aRweriloba da kvlevis Sedegebi. Zeglebis aRweras Tan axlavs 
mecnieruli analizi, miTiTebulia wyaroebi, romelTa safuZvelzec daiwera gamokvle
va. TiToeuli Zeglis aRweras win uZRvis mokle mxareTmcodneobiTi mimoxilva im regi
onisa, sadac es Zegli mdebareobs. am naSromSi gamotovebuli ar aris arc erTi umniSvne
lovanesi Zegli. d. baqraZisaTvis Zeglis daTariRebisas mTavaria misi arqiteqturuli 
stili. naSromSi sul samas ocamde Zeglia aRwerili da Seswavlili. am monografiisaT
vis 1877 wels d. baqraZe oqros medliT daajildoves.

d. baqraZe erT-erTi pirvelTagani iyo, romelic cdilobda saqarTvelos istori
is kvlevisas gamoeyenebina axlad aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masala. mas kargad esmoda, 
rom saqarTvelos istoriis uZvelesi xanis Sesaswavlad arqeologiuri kvleva-Zieba iyo 
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saWiro. igi Tavis naSromSi `istoria saqarTvelosi~ aRniSnavs, rom `... istoriis winad
roTa arqeologia Cven, rom gamokvleuli gvqondes, SeiZleba imaT yofa-cxovrebas, da
mokidebulebas erTisa meoresTan da ucxo tomnaTesavebTan SevxebiyaviT; magram am Sem
TxvevaSi Zalian naklulada varT~. iqve: `ueWvelia, rom qarTl-kaxeTSi, imereTSi, mes
xeTSi da Savi zRvis pirad unda aRmoCndes mravali Zveli nivTeuloba, romelic naTels 
mohfens Cvens warsuls saukunoebsa~.

“kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoeba~ d. baqraZis aqtiuri monawileo
biT aRnusxavda da uyuradRebod ar tovebda kavkasiis teritoriaze SemTxveviT arqe
ologiur aRmoCenaTa TiTqmis arcerT faqts. amgvarad aRinusxa axalcixisken md. kur
cxanis da ocxis SesarTavTan saxlis saZirkvelis Txris dros aRmoCenili sami moTeTro 
feris patara doqi; sof. ninowmindaSi SemTxveviT napovni spilenZis maxvili; artanujis 
cixesTan mopovebuli brinjaos zari da Tixis qoTani. am zars asomTavruli warwera 
hqonda; sof. saguramoSi da sof. urbnisTan 1876 wels SemTxveviT upoviaT Tixis sarko
fagebi. urbnisSive monetebis aRmoCenis Sesaxeb cnobas gvawvdis p. ioseliani. TbilisSi 
qalTa gimnaziisaTvis (CitaZis quCa) fundamentis gaWris dros upoviaT monetebis ganZi.

mcxeTis Semdeg im periodSi, arqeologiuri TvalsazrisiT yvelaze didi interesi 
stefanwmindis (yazbegis) uZvelesma nivTebma gamoiwvia. am punqtma da misma mimdebare te
ritoriam ukve XIX s.-is 60-iani wlebidan miiqcia siZveleebis mkvlevarTa yuradReba Sem
TxveviT napovni Zveli nivTebiT. cnobilia gaTxrebis Sedegad mikvleuli didi raode
nobiT arqeologiuri masala daba stefanwmindasTan (yazbegTan), romelic amJamad inaxe
ba moskovis istoriuli muzeumis, s.-peterburgis ermitaJisa da saqarTvelos erovnuli 
muzeumis arqeologiur fondebSi.

daba stefanwmindaSi, axlandeli al. yazbegis saxl-muzeumis gverdiT, saxlis saZir
kvlis Txrisas upovniaT brinjaos nivTebi _ sakinZeebi, samajurebi da sxv. am aRmoCenas
Tan dakavSirebiT stefanwmindaSi Camovida g. filimonovi, romelmac 1877 wels, am niv
Tebis aRmoCenis adgilis aRmosavleTiT gaWra Txrili. aq dadasturda e.w. sxivana sayu
re, oqros balTa, pastis mZivebi, brinjaos jaWvis nawyvetebi, vercxlis Tasi, spilenZis 
situla, sul orasamde sxvadasxva nivTi. Semdgom am nivTebis nawili s.-peterburgis da 
moskovis zemoT xsenebul muzeumebSi moxvda. gamTxrelis azriT, mis mier mopovebuli 
masala samarxeuli inventari iyo. am samarxs ki is rkinis xanis dasawyis etaps akuTvnebda 
da miiCnevda adgilobrivi maRalganviTarebuli kulturis nayofad.

amave adgilis momijnave farTobi 1878 wels gaTxara f. baiernma. aRmoCnda oqrosa 
da vercxlis nivTebi, brinjaos samajurebi, beWdebi da rkinis Subispirebi. gamTxrelis 
azriT, es adgili unda yofiliyo salocavi, sadac swiravdnen sxvadasxva nivTebs. f. bai
ernma agreTve arqeologiurad dazvera md. snos xeoba. kerZod, sof. juTaSi man gaTxara 
sami samarxi, romlebSic aRmoCnda rkinis isrispirebi, brinjaos sasafeTqle rgolebi, 
brinjaos da rkinis samajurebi da sxva. aqve sof. arTxmoSi gauTxriaT samarxebi.

1879 wels stefanwmindaSi Casula arqeologi al. uvarovi, romelsac f.  baiernis mi
er gaTxrili monakveTis samxreTiT gaWril sacdel TxrilSi aRmouCenia sami uZvelesi 
samarxi. aq upoviaT oqros, vercxlis, brinjaosa da rkinis nivTebi. 1882 wels daba ste
fanwmindis CrdiloeTiT, md. Tergis xeobaSi sof. gveleTTan aRmoCenila Zveli nivTebi, 
romlebic Semdgom moxvda s.-peterburgis ermitaJSi.

erT-erTi sayuradRebo arqeologiuri Zegli, romelmac adreve, kerZod, 1876 wels 
miiqcia Zveli istoriiT dainteresebul pirTa yuradReba, aris vani (mdebareobs md. su
loris da md. rionis SesarTavis maxloblad). 1876 wels gazeT `droebaSi~ #52 aRniSnu
lia sof. saCinos (vani) axvledianebis goraze samarxebisa da oqros sxvadasxva nivTebis 
xSiri aRmoCenis faqtebi. aqve gamoTqmulia azri - `rogorc Cans, didi simdidre unda 
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iyos am goraSi. vin icis, istoriis ramdeni masalebi aris napovni da patronebis ucodi
narobisagan daRupula da ramdeni kvlav ipoveba am goraSi~. vanSi napovnma calkeulma 
sagnebma Tavi iCina jer kidev 1848 wels, roca q. quTaisSi gavliT myof cnobil qarTve
lologs m. broses vanSi napovni mamakacis TxuTmetiode santimetris simaRlis qandakeba 
gadasces. nivTi m. broses s.-peterburgSi gadaugzavnia. nivTi amJamad dakargulia.

1880 wels mwerals da sazogado moRvawes giorgi wereTels (1842-1900 ww.) vanSi napov
ni nivTebis Sesaxeb informacia miuwodebia arqeologiuri konferenciis mosamzadebeli 
komitetisaTvis. erTgvarad amis Sedegic iyo albaT is, rom 1889 wels vanSi, axvledia
nebis goraze arqeologiuri sazogadoebis davalebiT mcire gaTxrebi CautarebiaT. aq 
gauTxriaT ramdenime samarxi, upoviaT liTonis nivTebi da keramika.

g. wereTels 1878-80-ian wlebSi arqeologiuri dazvervebi Cautarebia da mouxilavs 
mRvimevis gamoqvabuli, romelic md. yvirilas xeobaSi q. saCxeresa da q. WiaTuras Soris 
mdebareobs; saCxeresTanve, cixe modinaxes goris ferdobze unaxavs samarxebis naSTe
bi. aq yofila keramikisa da liTonis nivTebi; md. yvirilas xeobaSi Sorapnis cixesTan 
unaxavs Tixis Zveli wyalsadenis naSTebi; sof. SorapanTan, adgilobrivi mcxovreblebis 
gadmocemiT, rkinigzis xazis gayvanisas muSebs SemTxveviT upoviaT samarxebi, romelTa 
nivTebic gzis muSebs dautaciaT; q. quTaisSi, md. rionis napirTan, axlandeli wiTeli 
xidis axlos aRmoCnda Zveli abano; bagratis taZris CrdiloeTiT SemTxveviT unaxavT 
samarovnis naSTebi. quTaisSive, axlandeli bazris midamoebSi, sadac winaT baRi yofila 
gaSenebuli, aRmoCnda keramika. aRweridan Cans, rom is e.w. kolxuri keramika unda yofi
liyo. g. wereTelsve Seutyvia, rom sof. cixisZirTan, kvirikes goraze axali safortifi
kacio nagebobis mSeneblobis dros upoviaT marmarilos sarkofagi. aq nanaxi oqros da 
vercxlis nivTebi muSebs dautaciaT.

1880 wels foTi-Tbilisis rkinigzis xazze sof. Wognarsa da sadgur ajameTs Soris 
miwis samuSaoebisas aRmoCnda ori Zveli namosaxlari gora adgil nasajvarevTan. aq, da
dasturda keramikuli nawarmi; liTonis iaraRi _ culebi, danebi, isrispirebi, brinja
os samajurebi da sxv.

XIX saukunis 80-ian wlebSi q. soxumis erT-erT skolaSi yofila mcire arqeologiur-
mxareTmcodneobiTi muzeumi, romelic Semdeg, saomari moqmedebebis gamo, qveynis Sida 
raionebSi gadautaniaT. SemdgomSi es Zveli nivTebi dakargula. daaxloebiT amave dros, 
q. soxumSi CautarebiaT kvleva-Zieba: unaxavT Zveli dioskuriis nangrevebi. amis Sesaxeb 
miuwodebiaT cnoba arqeologiuri konferenciis mosamzadebeli komitetisaTvis. cno
baSi aRniSnulia arqeologiuri TvalsazrisiT saintereso adgilebi. esenia: q. soxumis 
sanapiro dRevandeli sazRvao portis CrdiloeTiT, sadac zRvis napirze poulobdnen 
xolme Zvel nivTebs; agreTve biWvinTis teritoriasTan inkitis tbis sanapiro, md. we
beldis xeoba.

1886 wels q. soxumSi arqeologiuri sazogadoebis davalebiT, axlandeli rusTave
lis baRis dasavleT nawilSi mcire masStabis gaTxrebi CautarebiaT. ganaTxarSi aRmoC
nda keramika, maT Soris amforis, Sav da wiTellakiani WurWlis natexebi. aqve naxes q. 
amisos moneta.

1880 wels sof. diRomTan, iq sadac diRmiswyali uerTdeba md. mtkvars, mcire gaTx
rebi awarmoes. am adgilze napovn siZveleebs jer kidev 1866 wels miuqcevia yuradReba. 
nanaxi nivTebis mixedviT gamoiTqva azri, rom isini mcxeTis samTavros samarovnis mona
povars hgavda. xsenebul teritoriaze gaiTxara TerTmeti samarxi. maTSi vercxlis sam
kaulebi da Tixis WurWeli aRmoCnda. 

rogorc zemoTac aRvniSneT, `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoebam~ 
pirvelma wamoWra sakiTxi q. TbilisSi arqeologiuri konferenciis Catarebis Sesaxeb. 
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Camoyalibda mosamzadebel-saorganozacio komiteti, romlis muSaobasac xels uwyobda 
`kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoeba~. 1878 wels q. TbilisSi airCies kon
ferenciis momwyobi adgilobrivi saorganozacio-mosamzadebeli komiteti d. baqraZis 
xelmZRvanelobiT. komitetma didi muSaoba gawia _ mas unda Seekriba masalebi kavkasiis 
istoriis, arqeologiis, eTnologiis, folkloris da enebis Sesaxeb. Tbilisis komite
tis mosamzadebel samuSaoebSi aqtiurad monawileobdnen _ d. baqraZe, d. jorjaZe, a. 
cagareli, r. erisTavi, a. komarovi, a. berJe, e. veidenbaumi, g. rade da sxv. xalisianad Ca
eba konferenciis mosamzadebel saqmianobaSi q. Tbilisis inteligenciac. arqeologiu
ri konferenciisaTvis es mzadeba Zlieri biZgi iyo saqarTveloSi humanitaruli mecnie
rebebis, kerZod, istoriis, arqeologiis, eTnologiis da enaTmecnierebis ganviTarebis 
saqmeSi.

arqeologiuri yrilobis saorganizacio komitetma Tbilisis yrilobaze moiwvia 
ormocamde cnobili ucxoeli mecnieri. maT Soris _ os. monteliusi (stokholmi), r. 
virxovi (berlini), h. Slimani (aTeni), a. rambo (parizi), e. Santri (lioni), g. mortilie (pa
rizi), e. rosi (romi) da sxv.

arqeologiuri konferencia TbilisSi 1881 wlis 8 seqtembers 13 saaTze gaixsna, xo
lo daixura 21 seqtembers. konferenciam qalaqSi didi aJiotaJi gamoiwvia. mas eswreboda 
850-mde kaci, romelTac hqondaT specialuri saSvebi da samkerde niSnebi. konferencia 
daiyo rva ganyofileba-seqciad: pirvelyofili sazogadoebis Zeglebi; warmarTuli da 
klasikuri xanis Zeglebi; qristianuli xanis Zeglebi; musulmanuri siZveleebi; xelov
nebis da mxatvrobis Zeglebi; damwerlobis Zeglebi; lingvistika; istoriuli geogra
fia. seqciebis sxdomebze 81 moxseneba iqna wakiTxuli. konferenciis Tavmjdomarem, sxva 
sakiTxebTan erTad, damswreT mokled moaxsena arqeologiuri konferenciis mosamzade
beli komitetis mier Catarebul saqmianobaze. konkretulad saqarTvelos teritoriis 
arqeologiuri Seswavlis TvalsazrisiT saintereso iyo mxolod mcire arqeologiuri 
moxseneba-informacia stefanwmindaSi (yazbegSi) da md. rionis gayolebaze mdebare ar
qeologiuri Zeglebis Sesaxeb. momxseneblebs saubari hqondaT konferenciis win am pun
qtebSi Catarebul arqeologiur dazvervaze, razec zemoT ukve iyo saubari. sayuradR
eboa, rom am konferenciaze, ukve meored, wamoiWra sakiTxi kavkasiis teritoriaze ar
qeologiuri aRmoCenebis rukis Sedgenis Taobaze. samwuxarod, SemdgomSic es Canafiqri 
ar ganxorcielda. konferenciis stumrebisaTvis specialurad moewyo arqeologiuri 
nivTebis gamofena; amasTanave ganaaxles kavkasiis muzeumis eqspoziciebi. konferenciis 
monawileebisaTvis eqskursiebi moewyo mcxeTaSi, ufliscixeSi, gelaTSi.

saxeli `arqeologiuri~ Tbilisis arqeologiuri konferenciisaTvis friad piro
biTia, radgan misi muSaobis dros sxva mecnierebebi ufro farTod iyo warmodgenili, 
vidre arqeologia. konferencia kavkasiaSi humanitaruli mecnierebis ganviTarebisaT
vis didmniSvnelovani iyo; magram saqarTvelos arqeologiuri SeswavlisaTvis, saerTod 
arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis meTodikis gaumjobesebisaTvis, misi, rogorc mecnierebis 
winsvlisaTvis TiTqmis araferi gakeTebula. cnobili istorikos-arqeologi eqvTime 
TayaiSvili ixsenebs, rom am arqeologiur Tavyrilobaze `...ratomRac arc baierni ga
moCenila, arc misi mcxeTas namuSevari da, saerTod, arc CvenSi warmoebuli Txris Se
degebi~. amgvarad, es konferencia mxolod imiT aris niSandoblivi, rom man kidev ufro 
gaaRviva kavkasiis, kerZod, saqarTvelos siZveleebisadmi interesi.

1881 wels `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sazogadoeba~ usaxsrobis gamo da
iSala. 1881 wlis 28 noembers am sazogadoebis yofili wevrebi gaerTiandnen `kavkasiis 
istoriisa da arqeologiis sazogadoebaSi~. am axali sazogadoebis wesdebis mixedviT 
gafarTovda misi moRvaweobis are. sazogadoebas unda Seeswavla kavkasiis istoria, upi
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ratesad misi istoriis werilobiTi da nivTieri wyaroebi; SesaZleblobis farglebSi 
unda daecva es istoriuli Zeglebi ganadgurebisagan; gaTxrebis Sedegad mopovebuli 
an mosaxleobisagan Sesyiduli Zveli nivTebi bardeboda kavkasiis muzeums (amJamad sa
qarTvelos erovnuli muzeumi), xolo Zveli xelnawerebi Tbilisis sajaro biblioTekas.

am axali sazogadoebis daarsebis erT-erTi iniciatori iyo istorikosi d. baqraZe, 
romelic mas 1886 wlamde xelmZRvanelobda. 1881-85 wlebis ganmavlobaSi moxerxda naS
romebis ori tomis gamocema. aq gamoqveynebuli Zeglebidan arqeologiuri Tvalsaz
risiT sainteresoa ramdenime punqti, sadac moupovebiaT zedapiruli arqeologiuri 
masala. esenia: axalcixe, axalqalaqi, soxumi, axali aToni, xucubani, anakofia da sxv. 
sainteresoa sazogadoebis SromebSi dabeWdili samxedro mosamsaxuris polkovnik n. wi
losanis informacia diliJanTan (amJamad somxeTSia) Catarebuli gaTxrebis Sesaxeb. n. 
wilosanis azriT, aq aRmoCenili samarxebi Tavisi aRnagobiT da inventariT hgavs mcxe
Tis samTavros samarxebs.

sazogadoebis Sromebis meore krebulis gamosvlis Semdeg, `kavkasiis istoriis da 
arqeologiis sazogadoeba~, mis winamorbed `kavkasiis arqeologiis moyvarulTa sa
zogadoebasaviT~, usaxsrobis gamo daiSala. sazogadoebas arqeologiuri gaTxrebi ar 
uwarmoebia.

miuxedavad am sazogadoebis daSlisa, saqarTvelos siZveleebisadmi interesma mainc 
ar iklo. amas mowmobs troisa da mikenis aRmomCenis da gamTxrelis henrix Slimanis da
intereseba saqarTvelos SavizRvispireTiT, Zveli kolxeTiT, saberZneTis istoriasTan 
kavSirSi. kerZod, argonavtebis oqros sawmisisaTvis Camosvlis ambavi. h. Slimans 1883 
wels saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Catarebis nebarTva uTxovia, magram samu
Saoebi ver Catarda. 

XIX s-is bolosaTvis erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli ganwyobilebebis gaaqtiure
basTan dakavSirebiT, ixureboda yovelgvari sazogadoeba, sadac ki SeiZleboda adami
anebis TavSeyra da msjeloba. aman kavkasiaSi da, kerZod, saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri 
kvleva-Ziebis garkveuli Cakvdomac gamoiwvia. eq. TayaiSvilis TqmiT, 1887 wels, roca 
igi evropidan saqarTveloSi dabrunda, TiTqmis sul mitovebuli daxvda arqeologiuri 
kvleva-Zieba. am mxriv mxolod 1889 weli gamoirCeva, roca mcxeTis siZveleebma isev miiq
cia yuradReba. uZvelesi nivTebi imJamad bagineTTan, armazcixeze aRmoCnda. bagineTSi 
nivTebis aRmoCenis faqts yuradReba miaqcies ilia WavWavaZem da dimitri baqraZem. am 
ukanasknels xnovanebis gamo TviTon aRar SeeZlo Txris meTvalyureoba da Tavze dad
goma, amitom gaTxrebis warmoeba bagineTSi eqvTime TayaiSvils da daviT quTaTelaZes 
daavala.

bagineTTan muSaoba sul sami kviris ganmavlobaSi mimdinareobda, xolo Semdeg usax
srobis gamo Sewyda. gaTxrebi, xanmokleobis miuxedavad, saintereso da sayuradRebo 
gamodga. gaiTxara nageboba, sadac dadasturda sami sxvadasxva periodis kulturuli 
fena. nagebobis nangrevebSi aRmoCnda qvaTlilebi, alizis aguri, marmarilos natexebi, 
minisa da Tixis WurWeli, spilenZis culi. nagebobis SemorCenil kedelze gamoxatuli 
yofila qalis gamosaxuleba. bagineTSi muSaobis xelmZRvaneloba qarTvelologiis swo
rupovari mkvlevaris da didi mamuliSvilis eqvTime TayaiSvilisaTvis (1863-1953 ww.) er
T-erTi pirveli arqeologiuri gaTxra iyo.

mcxeTis am gaTxrebidan moyolebuli saqarTveloSi arqeologiur kvlevas saTaveSi 
udgeba eq. TayaiSvili. kerZod, sadgur mcxeTis dasavleTiT, armazisxevis maxloblad, 
igi Txris samarovans, sadac yelsabamebi, beWdebi, sayureebi, samajurebi, minis naSTebi 
da WurWli aRmoCnda. xsenebuli Zveli nivTebi eq. TayaiSvilma ax.w. I-V saukuneebiT daa
TariRa.
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1896 wels eq. TayaiSvili, arqeologiur gaTxrebs atarebs md. suloris xeobaSi, vanis 
axvledianebis goraze da amis Sesaxeb gvTavazobs ramdenime sayuradRebo mosazrebas. 
axvledianebis goraze man pirvelma daadastura Tlili qviT aSenebuli nagebobebis naS
Tebi, Tixis WurWeli, sxvadasxva samkaulebi, monetebi, liTonis sameurneo da sabrZo
lo iaraRi. aq agreTve aRmoCnda egvipturi, berZnuli, iranuli da romauli nivTebi. eq. 
TayaiSvili vanis arqeologiuri Txris Sedegs ganixilavs saerTo istoriul WrilSi; 
mkvlevari iTvaliswinebs agreTve aq wina wlebSi napovn masalas da ukve im dros aRniS
navs, rom axvledianebis goraze klasikuri periodis Zveli naqalaqaris naSTebTan unda 
gvqondes saqme; igi ucxouri nawarmis da monetebis mixedviT varaudobs, rom es naqala
qari Zvel savaWro-satranzito magistralTan mdebareobda, xolo naqalaqarze napovni 
oqros samkaulebi adgilobrivi nawarmia, radgan aqve, md. suloris Senakadis _ saqvabi
as Relis qviSa garkveuli raodenobiT oqros Seicavs.

1896 wels dasavleT saqarTveloSive _ sof. sajavaxosTan, md. rionis marcxena mxa
res (amJamad samtrediis r-nSi) da sof. xucubanTan, md. kintriSis marjvena napirze (am
Jamad qobuleTis r-nSi) eq. TayaiSvils Cautarebia arqeologiuri Txra. sof. xucubanSi 
SemTxveviT aRmoCenilma Zvelma nivTebma imTaviTve miiqcia yuradReba da am punqtisad
mi eq. TayaiSvilis interesi gamoiwvia. dasaxelebul adgilze eq. TayaiSvils miukvlevia 
kulturuli fenebisaTvis, sadac aRmoCenila keramika da liTonis ramdenime nivTi. sof. 
sajavaxosTan drandaReles napirze arqeologiuri dazvervisas didi raodenobiT kera
mika aRmoCnda, ris mixedviTac eq. TayaiSvili aq keramikuli saxelosnos arsebobas vara
udobda.

1902 wels arqeologiuri TvalsazrisiT yuradReba miiqcia sof. borma md. borime
las marjvena napirze. aq adgilobrivi mcxovreblebi miwis xvnis dros SemTxveviT waawy
dnen mdidrul samarovans, sadac aRmoCnda oqros da vercxlis samkaulebi, WurWeli. aq 
gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa vercxlis Tasi sakurTxevelTan mdgomi cxenis gamosaxule
biT; romauli da parTuli monetebi. sof. borSi napovni Zvirfasi nivTebi s.-peterbur
gis `ermitaJis~ muzeumSi moxvda (axlac iq inaxeba). 

1904 wels cixisZirTan (qobuleTis r-ni) saxlis saZirkvlis gaWris dros II saukunis 
mdidruli nivTebi aRmoCnda. esenia oqrosa da vercxlis samkaulebi, WurWeli, monetebi, 
amokveTil gamosaxulebiani qvebi (gemebi). sul ormocamde sagani (inaxeba s.-peterbur
gis `ermitaJSi~).

1908 wels md. qsnis xeobaSi sof. saZegurTan miwis samuSaoebis dros SemTxveviT waawy
dnen mdidrul nivTebs, romlebic cnobilia `axalgoris ganZis~ saxeliT. samwuxarod, am 
Zvirfasi nivTebis mxolod nawilis Segroveba da kavkasiis muzeumisaTvis SeZena SeZlo 
eq. TayaiSvilma. es nivTebia oqros sayureebi, sakisre rkalebi, sasafeTqleebi, samaju
rebi, yelsabami, beWdebi, vercxlis fialebi, cxenis aRkazmuloba da sxv.

amave wels sof. axalqalaqTan (axla kaspis r-nSia) miwis samuSaoebis dros ipoves 
brinjaos culebi da liTonis ramdenime zodi. nivTebi eq. TayaiSvilma kavkasiis muzeu
misaTvis SeiZina. am nivTebis aRmoCenam eq. TayaiSvils, jer kidev maSin, aq liTonsadnobi 
saxelosnos arseboba avaraudebina.

1912 wlis zafxulSi eq. TayaiSvils arqeologiuri gaTxrebi Cautarebia md. banisxe
vis da md. mtkvris SesarTavTan. aq aRmoCnda brinjaos samajurebi, sakinZeebi, sardionis 
mZivebi. amave periodSi eq. TayaiSvils arqeologiurad dauzveravs agreTve saCxere, sa
dac spilenZis ramdenime culi, samajurebi, sakinZeebi da Tixis WurWeli upovia.

eq. TayaiSvili, romelic am dros axladdaarsebul saistorio-saeTnografio sazo
gadoebas edga saTaveSi, cdilobda saqarTvelos miwis wiaRSi SemTxveviT napovni arcer
Ti nivTi ar gamohparvoda mxedvelobidan, raTa kavkasiis muzeumisaTvis SeeZina.
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saqarTvelos arqeologiis ganviTarebis am etapze eq. TayaiSvilma pirvelma gamoT
qva zogierTi friad sayuradRebo mosazreba: arqeologiuri monapovris gaazrebisas 
adgilobrivi eTnologiur-folkloruli faqtebis moSveliebis aucilebloba; mosaz
rebebi vanis naqalaqaris Sesaxeb (ix. zemoT); oqrosa da sxva liTonis iaraRis da samkau
lis adgilobrivi warmoSobis Sesaxeb (adre TiTqmis yvela lamaz, pewian nivTs Semotani
lad da ucxourad Tvlidnen); miuTiTa aucileblad Sesaswavl Zeglebze _ vanSi, saCxe
reSi, TrialeT-walkaSi, bagineTSi da JinvalSi.

1918 wels cnobilma enaTmecnierma niko marma eq. TayaiSvili miiwvia mis mier Tbilis
Si axlad daarsebul kavkasiis istoriul-arqeologiur institutSi. es instituti far
To profilis dawesebuleba iyo. n. maris mouclelobis gamo instituts ZiriTadad eq. 
TayaiSvili uZRveboda. amave periodSi eq. TayaiSvili Tbilisis universitetis studen
tTaTvis adgens arqeologiis kursis programas da iwyebs am kursis kiTxvas. 

1924 wels saqarTvelos mTavrobis dadgenilebiT – `siZveleTa da xelovnebis Zegle
bis dacvis Sesaxeb~, saTanado samecniero dawesebulebaTa nebarTvis gareSe saqarTve
los teritoriaze yovelgvari TviTneburi arqeologiuri gaTxrebi aikrZala. am wlidan 
moyolebuli, arqeologiuri memkvidreobis movla-mzrunvelobaze saxelmwifo iRebda 
pasuxismgeblobas.

Tavdapirvelad arqeologiuri samuSaoebis warmoeba da mopovebuli nivTebis movla 
Tbilisis saxelmwifo universtets, saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumsa da saqarTvelos 
saistorio-saeTnografio sazogadoebas daevala. pirvel etapze arqeologiur aRmoCe
nebs umeteswilad SemTxveviTi xasiaTi hqonda da dagegmili winaswar momzadebuli ar
qeologiuri kvlevac ar tardeboda. am mxriv gamonakliss warmoadgens giorgi niora
Zis mier 1925-1931 wlebSi Catarebuli gaTxrebi karsnisxevSi, zemo avWalaSi, sasireTSi, 
devisxvrelSi da sakaJiaSi. g. nioraZes profesiuli arqeologiuri ganaTleba evropaSi 
hqonda miRebuli da kargad icnobda im periodis savele arqeologiuri samuSaoebis war
moebis meTodikas. 1925 wels igi dabrunda samSobloSi da saTaveSi Caudga savele arqeo
logiur kvleva-Ziebas. g. nioraZe dainiSna saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis arqeolo
giuri ganyofilebis xelmZRvanelad. man savele arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis gadaxali
sebis mizniT Semoikriba Zveli da axali Taobis mecnierebi _ s. makalaTia, g. gozaliS
vili, s. iordaniSvili, b. kuftini, l. musxeliSvili da g. Citaia, romlebic maSin savele 
arqeologiur kvlevas eweodnen saqarTvelos sxvadasxva kuTxeSi, kerZod, flavismanSi, 
TagilonSi, iyalToSi, noqalaqevSi, kikeTSi da wiwamurSi. 

1925 wels g. nioraZem gaagrZela da ganaaxla eq. TayaiSvilis mier jer kidev 1918 wels 
Tbilisis universitetSi dawyebuli arqeologiis kursis kiTxva. Tavdapirvelad g. nio
raZe Zveli istoriis kaTedraze muSaobda, xolo 1934 wlidan – materialuri kulturis 
istoriis kaTedraze, romelic istoriis fakultetze Camoyalibda da aerTianebda ar
qeologiis, eTnografiis da xelovnebis istoriis specialobebs. am kaTedras 1953 wlam
de xelmZRvanelobda g. nioraZe. 1953 wlidan, wlebis ganmavlobaSi arqeologiis kaTed
ras saTaveSi edga oTar jafariZe. Tbilisis sax. universitetis arqeologiis kaTedra 
saqarTveloSi profesionali arqeologebis aRzrdis mTavar kerad iqca. qarTveli arqe
ologebis umravlesoba swored am kaTedraze daeufla arqeologiis safuZvlebs.

Tbilsis sax. universiteti Tu arqeologebis axali kadrebis mTavari samWedlo iyo, 
saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumi respublikis teritoriaze mopovebuli arqeologi
uri masalis ZiriTad sacavs warmoadgenda. maT erTmaneTTan axlo samecniero urTier
Toba hqondaT.

1919 wlidan kavkasiis muzeums, romelic jer kidev 1852 iqna daarsebuli, saqarTve
los muzeumi ewoda. amJamad is saqarTvelos erovnul muzeumSia gaerTianebuli. 1929-30 
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wlebSi saqarTvelos muzeums saistorio da saeTnografio sazogadoebis, universite
tis siZveleTa muzeumis koleqciebi gadaeca. saqarTvelos arqeologiis samsaxurSi Zi
riTadad muzeumis erTi, winaistoriuli arqeologiis ganyofileba idga. 

rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, 1925 wlidan giorgi nioraZe saTaveSi Caudga saqarTvelos 
saxelmwifo muzeumis mier warmoebul arqeologiur kvleva-Ziebas. gansakuTrebiT aR
saniSnavia misi damsaxureba saqarTvelos qvis xanis Zeglebis Seswavlis saqmeSi. am ar
qeologiuri kvlevis Sedegad, sabolood, mecnierulad dasabuTda, rom brinjaos xanis 
win saqarTvelos teritoriaze qvis xanis adamiani cxovrobda. am dromde ki gavrcele
buli iyo azri, TiTqos paleoliTuri xanis adamians ar ucxovria ara marto saqarTve
loSi, aramed mTels kavkasiaSic.

1926-31 wlebSi mimdinareobda qvis xanis adamianis sadgomis devisxvrelis (xaragau
lis r-nSi) gaTxrebi. mopovebuli arqeologiuri masalebis safuZvelze g. nioraZem ga
moaqveyna monografia, romelic pirveli mniSvnelovani naSromi iyo saqarTvelos pale
oliTis Sesaxeb. Semdeg devisxvrelis arqeologiuri monacemebis safuZvelze saqarTve
los sax. muzeumSi gamoqvabulis maketi damzadda, romliTac sazogadoebas mieca saSua
leba qvis xanis adamianis cxovrebas gacnoboda.

devisxvrelis gaTxrebs mohyva qvis xanis sxva arqeologiuri Zeglebis Seswavla. ker
Zod, 1936 wels gaiTxara sakaJias gamoqvabuli (Terjolis r-ni). 1934-1936 wlebSi iTxre
boda mRvimevis gamoqvabuli (WiaTuris r-ni), xolo afxazeTSi qalaq soxumis maxloblad 
gaiTxara iaxSTxvas qvis xanis uZvelesi sadgomi.

1936 weli saqarTvelos arqeologiuri mecnierebis ganviTarebisaTvis friad mniS
vnelovani aRmoCnda. am wels kavkasiismcodneobis institutis (n. maris mier daarsebuli 
yofili kavkasiis istoriul-arqeologiuri instituti) bazaze Camoyalibda niko maris 
saxelobis enis, istoriisa da materialuri kulturis instituti (SemoklebiT `enimki~), 
romelic ZiriTad qarTvelologiur centrad iqca. institutSi sxva qarTvelologiur 
dargebTan erTad gaixsna saqarTvelos arqeologiis, anTropologiisa da eTnografiis 
ganyofileba, romelsac 1938 wels calke gamoeyo arqeologiis ganyofileba. am ganyo
filebas SeuerTda ganaTlebis saministros arqeologiis institutic. `enimkis~ insti
tutis arqeologiis ganyofilebis xelmZRvanelad imTaviTve dainiSna g. nioraZe. aqedan 
mokidebuli es ganyofileba saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri kvlevis ZiriTad kerad iqca. 
ganyofilebaSi Seiqmna saTanado samecniero–materialuri baza, romelic aucilebeli 
iyo gegmazomieri savele arqeologiuri samuSaoebis Casatareblad. 

“enimki~-s arqeologiis ganyofilebis garda mniSvnelovani arqeologiuri samuSaoe
bi Catarda rusTavelisa da misi epoqis muzeumSi. es muzeumi ZiriTadad Sua saukuneebis, 
kerZod, rusTavelis epoqis amsaxveli gamofenis mosawyobad iyo daarsebuli. am muze
umma 1936-1939 wlebSi gaTxrebi awarmova dmanisSi, gudarexSi, bolnisSi, geguTSi da sxv. 
aqedan gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovani gamodga bolnisSi aRmoCenili qvaze amokveTili 
493 w. asomTavruli warwera, romelic erT-erT uZveles qarTul daTariRebul warwe
rad iTvleba. 

ivane javaxiSvilma, iseve rogorc sxva qarTvelologiur dargebs, qarTul arqeo
logiasac dasdo amagi. man imTaviTve miuTiTa, rom `arqeologia istoriis uZvelesi xa
nisaTvis mTavar sagnad unda CaiTvalos~, `arqeologia, viTarca Tavisi sakuTari meTo
dis mqone mecnierebis dargi, saTanado specialistTa kvleva-Ziebis sarbiels Seadgens 
da Cveulebriv istorikosi misi monapovriT sargeblobs xolme Tavisi miznebisaTvis~.

iv. javaxiSvils saqarTvelos istoriis uZvelesi periodis Sesaswavlad arqeologi
uri monacemebis gamoyeneba aucileblad miaCnda. jer kidev `qarTveli eris istoriis~ 
pirvel gamocemaSi gamoyenebulia arqeologiuri masala, xolo amave wignis 1928 wlis 



gela gamyreliZe 

28	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

gamocemas win uZRvis specialuri nawili _ `kavkasiisa da qarTvelebis nivTieri kul
tura~, romelSic, maSindeli arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT, ganxilulia kavkasi
is brinjaos da rkinis epoqebis materialuri kultura. aqve mocemulia arqeologiuri 
masalis fotoebi da grafikuli Canaxatebi. 

gaTxriT savele arqeologiur samuSaoebSi iv. javaxiSvili 1930 wlidan monawileobs, 
roca igi noqalaqev-arqeopolisis arqeologiuri Seswavlis erT-erT xelmZRvanelad 
iniSneba. samwuxarod, noqalaqevis gaTxrebi mxolod oriode Tve mimdinareobda da mere 
Sewyda. 1936 wlidan ki iv. javaxiSvili ufro aqtiurad ebmeba savele arqeologiur kvle
va-ZiebaSi. igi saerTo xelmZRvanelobas uwevs dmanisis, gudarexis, geguTis da bolnisis 
arqeologiur gaTxrebs. iv. javaxiSvilma pirvelma SeimuSava saqarTveloSi Sua saukune
ebis arqeologiuri Zeglebis Seswavlis mecnierulad dasabuTebuli gegma. masSi saqar
Tvelos Zveli kulturis Seswavlis erT-erT sayuradRebo amocanad Zveli naqalaqare
bis Seswavlaa miCneuli. kerZod, gegmarebis, saSeni masalis da sxvadasxva daniSnulebis 
nivTebis kvleva. amave dros igi yuradRebas amaxvilebs wyalsadenebisa da sarwyavi arxe
bis Seswavlazec, risi kvlevac maSin sruliad axali saqme iyo.

1937 wels iv. javaxiSvili krebul `enimkis moambeSi~ beWdavs specialur werils, ro
melic sxva qarTvelologiur dargebTan erTad, saprogramoa saqarTvelos arqeologi
isaTvisac _ `Cveni amocanebi enaTmecnierebisa da kulturis istoriis sferoSi~, sadac 
aRniSnavs: `. . . aucileblad saWiroa, rom amieridan arqeologiuri kvleva-Zieba garkve
uli gegmisda mixedviT, istoriuli saaRebmicemo gzebis mimarTulebiT da gzaTa Sesaya
rebis gaTvaliswinebiT, Zveli yvela istoriuli cnobebis codniTa da kulturis isto
riis mTavari amocanebis gadasaWrelad yvela masalisadmi jerovani yuradRebis mipyro
biT warmoebdes~.

iv. javaxiSvilis mier mocemuli ZiriTadi mimarTulebis mixedviT mcxeTaSi 1937 
wels arqeologiuri gaTxrebi daiwyo. aq `enimki~-s institutidan gaigzavna arqeolo
giuri eqspedicia, romelmac armazisxevis SesarTavTan, md. mtkvris marjvena mxares aR
moaCina Zveli abanos naSTebi. am aRmoCenis garda mcxeTaSi yuradReba miiqcia samTavros 
velis cnobilma samarovanma. adgilobriv xelisuflebas am velis dasaxleba ganezraxa, 
rac Zveli saqarTvelos istoriisaTvis pirvelxarisxovan arqeologiur Zegls ganad
gurebas uqadda. am ambavma kidev erTxel miiqcia arqeologTa yuradReba da daaCqara 
gegmazomieri gaTxrebis dawyeba mcxeTaSi. samTavros velis dazianebuli samarovnis sa
kiTxi ganixiles `enimkis~ samecniero sabWos sxdomaze da misi arqeologiuri Seswavla 
gadawyda. amisQK safuZvelze Seiqmna da 1938 wlis 27 oqtombers muSaobas Seudga `mcxeTa-
samTavros arqeologiuri eqspedicia~, ToTxmeti kacis SemadgenlobiT. arqeologiuri 
eqspediciis xelmZRvanelad dainiSna iv. javaxiSvili. igi Cveuli pasuxismgeblobiT da 
energiiT Seudga saeqspedicio saqmianobas. 

mcxeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis yvela mecnier-TanamSromlis Sromis Sedegia 
dRes sayovelTaod cnobili, udidesi mecnieruli mniSvnelobis aRmoCenebi. esenia na
gebobebi, samarxebi da sxvadasxva daniSnulebis nivTebi, romlebic saqalaqo cxovrebis 
maRal doneze migvaniSnebs im epoqis saqarTveloSi. mcxeTis arqeologiuri eqspedicia 
profesiuli savele arqeologiuri daostatebis skolad iqca. aq arqeologiur da save
le-saeqspedicio saqmianobaSi mravali qarTveli arqeologi gamoiwrTo. mcxeTis arqeo
logiuri eqspediciis samecniero muSaobis im droindeli etapis Sejameba iyo 1955 wels 
gamocemuli monografiuli naSromi _ mcxeTa I (armazisxevis arqeologiuri Zeglebi). 

1936-40 wlebSi xramhesis wyalsacavis mSeneblobasTan dakavSirebiT walkis raion
Si, TrialeTSi mdidruli yorRanebi gaiTxara. aq brinjaos xanis SesaniSnavi Zeglebis 
mTeli wyeba aRmoCnda, romelic `TrialeTuli kulturis~ saxeliT aris dRes cnobili. 
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TrialeTis da saerTod saqarTvelos arqeologiuri masalis Seswavlis safuZvelze ar
qeologma b.kuftinma kidev erTxel daadastura, rom qarTvelTa kulturis uZvelesi 
fesvebi adgilobriv-avtoqtonuria.

1941 wels saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumSi gaixsna arqeologiuri gamofena _ 
`TrialeTi da mcxeTa _ uZvelesi qarTuli kulturis kerebi~. es mcxeTis da TrialeTis 
brwyinvale arqeologiuri masalis pirveli sayovelTao-sazogadoebrivi Cveneba iyo. 
mowyobili gamofena qarTuli arqeologiis erT-erTi mesveuris simon janaSias energi
uli organizaciuli Zalisxmevis Sedegi iyo. iv. javaxiSvilis gardacvalebis Semdeg s. 
janaSiaze gadavida saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri samuSaoebis saerTo organizaciuli 
xelmZRvaneloba, Semdeg ki es saqme n. berZeniSvilma itvirTa. jer kidev `enimkis~ insti
tutis Seqmnisas arqeologiis ganyofilebas dausaxes arqeologiuri kvlevis samecnie
ro-saorganizacio gegma, romlis mixedviTac SemdgomSi samuSaoebi saqarTvelos yvela 
kuTxeSi Catarda.

saqarTvelos teritoriaze gegmazomierma arqeologiurma kvlevam gansakuTrebiT 
farTo masStabi gasuli saukunis ormocdaaTian wlebSi miiRo. am droisaTvis gaTxre
bi Catarda gremSi, rusTavSi, dmanisSi, xovleSi, bakurcixeSi, ujarmaSi, nadarbazevSi, 
TbilisSi, sagarejoSi, TeTrwyaroSi, bolnisSi, gudarexSi, samSvildeSi, urbnisSi, vaS
narSi, eSeraSi, tyviavSi, gelaTSi, skandaSi, SorapanSi, kldeeTSi, iaSTxvaSi, sakaJiaSi, 
sagvarjileSi, odiSSi, TeTramiwaSi, sakaoSi, saCxereSi, brilSi, anakliaSi, dablagomSi, 
qobuleT-fiWvnarSi, urekSi, yulevSi, biWvinTaSi, geguTSi, soxumSi da sxv. CamoTvlili 
arqeologiuri Zeglebidan momdinare masalis ganzogadebis safuZvelze 1959 wels sa
qarTvelos Aarqeologiis sauniversiteto saxelmZRvanelo gamoica.

1941 wels enis, istoriisa da materialuri kulturis institutidan calke gamoyves 
istoriis instituti, romelic 1943 wlidan iv. javaxiSvilis saxels atarebs. Sesabami
sad, `enimki~-Si momuSave arqeologebi Cairicxnen istoriis institutSi, romelsac 1964 
wlidan saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa akademiis iv. javaxiSvilis sax. istoriis, arqeolo
giis da eTnografiis instituti ewoda. istoriis instituts `enimkisagan~ gamoyofisas 
arqeologiis mxolod erTi ganyofileba hqonda. am ganyofilebis bazaze institutSi 
Semdgom arqeologiis seqtori Seiqmna, romelSiac ukve ramdenime arqeologiuri ganyo
fileba gaerTianda.

saqarTvelos sxvadasxva kuTxeSi farTod gaSlil axalmSeneblobebTan dakavSire
biT gaizarda moTxovnileba saswrafo gadaudebel arqeologiur samuSaoebze. amitom 
1977 wels prof. oTar lordqifaniZis ZalisxmeviT istoriis, arqeologiisa da eTnogra
fiis institutTan Camoyalibda _ arqeologiuri kvlevis centri (SemoklebiT _ akc). 
arqeologiuri kvlevis centris ZiriTadi samecniero ujredebi iyo: paleoliTis, brin
jao-adrerkinis, antikuri xanis iberia-kolxeTis, Sua saukuneebis, interdisciplina
ruli kvlevis danayofebi. xsenebuli struqturuli danayofebis saSualebiT arqeolo
giur kvlevis centrSi muSavdeboda saqarTvelos arqeologiis kardinaluri probleme
bi. kerZod, saqarTvelos arqeologiur ZeglTa statistikur-tipologiuri daxasiaTe
ba-klasifikacia; adamianis Tavdapirveli gansaxleba saqarTvelos teritoriaze; mwar
moebluri ekonomikis Casaxva-ganviTareba; qarTvelTa eTnogenezi; brinjaos da rkinis 
metalurgia; politogenezi saqarTvelos teritoriaze (iberia, kolxeTis samefoebi); 
paleourbanistika; arqeologiuri kultura da socialur-ekonomikuri struqturebi; 
Zveli kulturebis urTierTobebi gare samyarosTan; saomari iaraRi; xelosnuri warmo
eba da vaWroba; samoneto mimoqceva; Sua saukuneebis qalaqebi da sxv.

arqeologiuri kvlevis centrSi mimdinareobda calkeuli arqeologiuri artefaq
tebis kompleqsuri Seswavla da saZiebo sistemebis Seqmna. inter-disciplinaruli kvle
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vis laboratoriaSi xorcieldeba rentgenul-speqtruli, qimiuri, metalografiuli, 
arqeomagnituri, paleobotanikuri, paleozoologiuri, paleodendrologiuri da sxva 
analizebi; xdeba arqeologiuri nivTebis konservacia. centrSi mimdinareobs aerofo
togadaRebebis arqeologiuri deSifrireba. 1985 wlidan tardeba wyalqveSa arqeolo
giuri kvlevebi saqarTvelos SavizRvispireTsa da tba paliastomSi. hidroarqeologi
urad Seswavlilia biWvinTis, soxumis, anakliis, foTis, cixisZiris Selfebi [ix. Gamkre
lidze 1992; Гамкрелидзе 1992: 30-48 ]. 

arqeologiuri kvlevis centri sadReisod iwodeba _ saqarTvelos erovnuli muze
umis oTar lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centri. is amJamad arqeologiuri kvleva-Zie
bis mTavar dawesebulebas warmoadgens saqarTveloSi. misi mecnier-TanamSromlebi ar
qeologiur gaTxrebs awarmoeben saqarTvelos yvela kuTxeSi. am gaTxrebis mokle anga
riSebi yovelwliurad ibeWdeba krebulSi _ `savele arqeologiuri kvleva-Zieba~.

amJamad mimdinare arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis Sedegad Seswavlilia saqarTvelos 
TiTqmis yvela kuTxe.

Tanamedrove qarTuli arqeologiis did warmatebad unda CaiTvalos saqarTvelos 
samxreT-aRmosavleT nawilSi, dmanisis naqalaqaris qveda fenebSi hominidebis Tavis qa
lebis aRmoCena. maTi asaki 1,8 milioni wliTaa gansazRvruli. aqve, Tavis qalebTan da
dasturda qvis primitiuli iaraRebi da mravalferovani paleofaunisturi da paleo
botanikuri masala. dmanisSi arqeologiurad Seswavlili uZvelesi adamianebis naSTebi 
Homo erectus-is tips miekuTvneba da transkavkasia warmoadgens hominidebis evropaSi gav
rcelebis erT-erT uZveles keras.

sadReisod saqarTvelos teritoriaze mikvleulia 350-ze meti paleoliTuri peri
odis sadgomi [saqarTvelos arqeologia, 1991]. maT Soris mniSvnelovani stratificire
buli sadgomebia – kudaro I, kudaro II, wona, wofi, jruWula, orTvala, afianCa, sakaJia, 
eZani, qvaWara, darkveTi, sagvarjile, TeTri mRvime da sxv. romlebic SavizRvispireTSi, 
rion-yvirilas xeobaSi, javaxeTis platoze, qvemo qarTlSi mdebareoben. am Zeglebze ga
movlenilma qvisa da osteologiurma monacemebma saintereso masala mogvca paleoli
Tis epoqis adamianis cxovrebis Sesaxeb. am masalaze dayrdnobiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 
saqarTvelos teritoriaze paleoliTis periodis uZvelesi safexuridan dawyebuli ad
re samiwaTmoqmedo kulturis CaTvliT adamianis cxovrebis uwyveti suraTi dasturde
ba. saqarTvelos zedapaleoliTur arqeologiur ZeglebSi garkveulad SeimCneva msgav
seba mesopotamiisa da siria-palestinis sinqronul ZeglebTan.

neoliTis anu axali qvis xanis arqeologiuri Zeglebi sadReiso kvleva-Ziebis Se
degad mravladaa aRmoCenili saqarTvelos teritoriaze. kerZod, anaseuli, paluri, 
darkveTi, xorSi, CxorToli da sxv. am Zeglebis sul gviandel etaps Zv.w. VI aTaswleu
liT aTariReben. am etapis samosaxloebze ukve gvxvdeba sasoflo-sameurneo iaraRebi 
– namglis CasarTebi, sasres-safqvavebi da sxv. es artefaqtebi ki mianiSneben imaze, rom 
imdroindeli mcxovreblebi ukve miwaTmoqmedeba-mesaqonleobaze gadavidnen. es ki sa
zogadoebaSi mimdinare kardinalur Zvrebze migvaniSnebs. am procesis bolo faza gamok
veTilad Cans Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenil adresamiwaT
moqmedo kulturis Zeglebze [ix. Kiguradze 1986].

qvemo qarTlis Zv.w. V-IV aTaswleulis samosaxloTa arqeologiuri kvlevis safuZ
velze aRmoCnda uZvelesi adgilobrivi samiwaTmoqmedo sazogadoeba, romelTa cxovre
bis ekonomikur safuZvels warmoadgenda martiv morwyvaze damyarebuli miwaToqmedeba 
da masTan erTad mecxoveleobac. es arqeologiuri Zeglebia – aruxlo I - IV, Sulaveris 
gora, imiris gora, xramis didi gora da sxv. maTi gaTxrebisas aRmoCnda aliziT aSenebu
li nagebobani, sameurneo saTavsebi, mravalferovani keramika, qvisa da Zvlis iaraRebi 
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(ZiriTadad samiwaTmoqmedo daniSnulebis). aqve dadasturda mravalferovani paleobo
tanikuri masala – xorbali, Romi, qeri. 

Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevridan iwyeba axali etapi adgilobrivi sazogado
ebis ganviTarebaSi. es etapi saqarTvelos samecniero literaturaSi `mtkvar-araqsis 
kulturis~ saxeliT ixsenieba. es arqeologiuri kultura vrceldeba transkavkasiaSi, 
Crdilo-aRmosavleT kavkasiaSi, aRmosavleT anatoliaSi, CrdiloeT iranSi da sakmaod 
vrcel teritorias moicavs. saqarTveloSi am kulturis klasikur Zeglebad miCneulia 
– saCxeris yorRanebi, qvacxelebi, xizanaanT gora, amiranis gora, ilto, samSvilde, ko
da, Jinvalis namosaxlari, RrmaxevisTavi, diRomi da a.S. `mtkvar-araqsuli kultura~ 
Tanamedrove samcniero gamokvlevebiT ganviTarebuli miwaTmoqmed-mesaqonleTa sa
zogadoebis kulturadaa miCneuli. masSi ukve Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirveli naxevaridan 
aRiniSneba metalurgiis gamoyofa calke dargad [saqarTvelos arqeologia, 1992].

warmatebiT mimdinareobs saqarTveloSi Zv.w. III aTaswleulis dasasrulis da II aTas
wleulis pirveli naxevris anu Sua brinjaos periodis arqeologiuri Seswavla, rasac 
safuZveli daedo TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanuli kulturis aRmoCeniT [ix. Куфтин 
1941]. aseTive arqeologiuri monacemebi dadasturda dmanisis r-nSi gomareTis plato
zec. gasuli saukunis 70-80-ian wlebSi am kulturis axali kerebi dadasturda – mcxeTa
Si, kaxeTSi da sxv. aq arqeologiuri gaTxrebisas aRmoCnda – xis ZelebiT nagebi samarxi 
nagebobebi, mdidruli artefaqtebi: dasakrZalavi etlebi, oqrosa da vercxlis samkau
lebi, brinjaos iaraRi, Savad naprialebi keramika. 

uaxlesi gamokvlevebiT Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore naxevari saqarTvelos terito
riaze aRiniSneba sawarmoo Zalebis, pirvel rigSi, brinjaos metalurgiis daCqarebuli 
ganviTarebiT, miwaTmoqmedebis kidev ufro aRmavlobiT da protourbanistuli civi
lizaciis wanamZRvrebis gamoCeniT. am tipis Zeglebis kvleva saTaves iRebs mcxeTis sam
Tavros gaTxrebidan [ix. jafariZe 2003; jafariZe 2006].

saqarTvelos teritoriaze mravladaa aRmoCenili gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis perio
dis arqeologiuri Zeglebi – samosaxloebi, samarovnebi, samlocveloebi, metalurgi
uli da keramikuli warmoebis naSTebi. am periodis Zeglebi aRnusxuli da nawilobriv 
gaTxril-gamokvleulia: Sida qarTlSi, centraluri kavkasionis samxreT kalTaze, iv
risa da aragvis xeobebSi, qvemo qarTlSi, mesxeT-javaxeTSi, kaxeTSi, kolxeTSi, svaneTSi, 
raWaSi da a.S.

gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis periodis msxvili dasaxleba, romelic protoqalaquri 
tipis dasaxlebas hgavs, aRmoCenilia TbilisTan, diRomSi – `Treli gorebi~. misi arqeo
logiuri gaTxrebi dResac mimdinareobs.

qarTvelma arqeologebma garkveulwilad warmatebas miaRwies rkinis metalurgiis 
Seswavlisas, saqarTvelos teritoriaze rkinis warmoebis dawyeba arqeologiuri mona
cemebis safuZvelze Zv.w. XIV s-dan Cans, xolo misi farTod aTviseba Zv.w. IX s-dan ivarau
deba. saqarTvelos teritoriaze am periodis rkinis warmoebis aseulobiT faqtia gamov
lenili, rkinis gamosadnobi quris, widebis da madneulis saxiT. es artefaqtebi arqeo
logiurad aRmoCenilia – palurSi, nigvzianSi, urekSi, merxeulSi, brilSi da sxv. Zv.w. 
VIII-VII ss. dasavleT saqarTvelos arqeologiurad Seswavlil Zeglebze dadasturebu
lia rkinis sasoflo-sameurne da saomari iaraRebis saocari simravle [ix. Хахутаишвили 
1987]. 

klasikur epoqaSi Zveli saqarTvelos teritoriaze politikuri hegemonoba kolxe
Tisa da iberiis (qarTlis) samefoebma moipoves (orive es samefo berZnul-romauli da 
qarTuli werilobiTi wyaroebiT kargad aris cnobili), romelTa adgilsa da safuZvel
ze warmoiqmna erTiani saxelmwifo – saqarTvelo.
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swored klasikuri epoqis am samefoTa Seswavlis saqmeSi qarTvelma arqeologebma 
miaRwies garkveul warmatebebs. dResdReobiT arqeologiurad Seswavlilia qarTul da 
berZnul wyaroebSi araerTgzis dafiqsirebuli naqalaqarebi, kerZod: mcxeTa-armazci
xe [ix. afaqiZe, gobejiSvili, kalandaZe, lomTaTiZe 1955], nastakisi, ufliscixe, Zalisi, 
sarkine, Sorapani, biWvinTa, afsarosi da sxv. amave periodis Zeglebia – samadlo, cixia
gora, vani, eSeri, qobuleTi-fiWvnari, sairxe, saqorqio, soxumi-dioskuria, oCamCire da 
sxv. am arqeologiuri Zeglebis umetesobas urbanizaciisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi 
aqvT. kerZod, TavdacviTi kedlebi, akropolisi, kramitiT gadaxuruli da Tlili qviT 
nagebi sazogadoebrivi da sakulto Senobebi, abanoebi [ix. lorTqifaniZe 2002; Lordkipa
nidze 1991; gamyreliZe 2002; gamyreliZe, fircxalava, yifiani 2005; Braund 1994].

qarTveli arqeologebis mravalwliani ZalisxmeviT berZnul-romauli werilobiTi 
wyaroebis kolxeTi gamoCnda rogorc realuri qveyana Tavisi saxelmwifoebriobiT, gan
viTarebuli miwaTmoqmedebiT, qalaqebiT, mravalmxrivi xelosnuri warmoebiT, saomari 
iaraRebiT, Taviseburi keramikiT, torevtikiT, oqromWedlobiT, monetebiT, arqiteq
turiT da sxv.

zemoT naxsenebi arqeologiuri Zeglebidan momdinare artefaqtebi ZiriTad wyarod 
iqca saqarTvelos istoriis iseTi pirvelxarisxovani samecniero sakiTxebis Seswavli
sas, rogoricaa arqaul-klasikuri periodis saqarTvelos sazogadoebis stratifika
cia, samosaxloebis da qalaqebis topologiur-funqciuri klasifikacia, savaWro-eko
nomikuri da kulturuli urTierTobebi gare samyarosTan, xelosnuri warmoeba, miwaT
moqmedeba, fuladi mimoqceva, ideologia, xelovnebis nimuSebis kvleva, arqiteqtura da 
sxv. 

saqarTvelos Sua saukuneebis arqeologiuri Zeglebi sxva periodis ZeglebTan Seda
rebiT ufro mravalia. qarTvelma arqeologebma Seiswavles Sua saukuneebis naqalaqare
bi, nasoflarebi, cixesimagreebi, warmoebis naSTebi, sakulto xuroTmoZRvreba, sarwya
vi da sanitaruli sistemebi. mimdinareobs konkretuli artefaqtebis kvleva – keramika, 
liToni, mina, samkauli, iaraRi, numizmatikuri masala da sxv. [ix. lomTaTiZe 1977].

gasuli saukunis 60-70-ian wlebidan moyolebuli farTo savele kvleviTi samuSaoebi 
mimdinareobs Sua saukuneebis arqeologiur Zeglebze: TbilisSi, rusTavSi, ujarmaSi, 
vardcixeSi, JinvalSi, sof. kazreTSi, sof. mTisZirSi (vanis r-n), baliWSi, dmanisSi, axal
qalaqSi (javaxeTis r-n), gavazSi, TelavSi, foTSi (paliastomis tbasTan) da sxv. grZel
deba calkeuli arqeologiuri artefaqtebis kompleqsuri Seswavla. kerZod, keramikis, 
oqros da vercxlis samkaulebis, torevtikis nimuSebis, minis nawarmis, SeiaraRebis, 
samSeneblo masalebis da konstruqciebis, gliptikuri, numizmaturi da sxva nimuSebis 
kvleva.

arqeologiis centris, saqarTvelos klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis periodSi momuSa
ve mecnier TanamSromelTa samecniero saqmianobis ZiriTadi mizani da sagania: 
1.	 saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenili klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis arqeologiur 

ZeglTa statistikur-tipologiuri klasifikacia. 
2.	 arqeologiur artefaqtTa tipologiuri Seswavla.
3.	 biogeogaremo (flora, fauna, klimati, zRvis transgresia da sxv.) klasikur da adre

Sua saukuneebSi arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT.
4.	 politogenezi – saqarTvelos teritoriaze saxelmwifoebriobis Camoyalibeba-gan

viTarebis sakiTxebi arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT. 
5.	 saqarTvelos teritoriaze klasikuri da adre Sua saukuneebis epoqis socialuri 

stratifikaciis kvleva arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT. 
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6.	 interdisciplinaruli kvlevis meTodebis gamoyeneba klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis 
arqeologiuri masalis interpretaciisaTvis. 

7.	 saqarTvelos klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis arqeologiuri Zeglebis kartografire
ba da zusti koordinatebis gansazRvra. 

8.	 samarxTa aRnagobis, tipis, samarxeuli kompleqsebis analizis; dakrZalvis wesis da 
ritualis kvleva klasikuri da adre Sua saukuneebis saqarTvelos arqeologiuri 
monacemebis mixedviT.

9.	 urbanizmis genezisis problemebis kvleva. 
10.	 klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis saqarTvelos politikur-ekonomikuri struqturebis 

kvleva arqeologiuri TvalTaxedviT. 
11.	 xelosnuri warmoebis kvleva; liTonis, keramikis, minis, qsovilis, tyavis sawarmoe

bi. 
12.	 vaWrobis xasiaTis; gzebis, xidebis, gadasasvlelebis, sazRvao da samdinaro gzebis, 

satranzito magistralis kvleva. 
13.	 satransporto saSvalebebis kvleva (saxmeleTo, sazRvao, samdinaro da sxv.). 
14.	 samoneto mimoqcevis da vaWrobis kvleva. 
15.	 demografiuli situacia da mosaxleobis migraciis kvleva arqeologiuri monaceme

bis mixedviT. 
16.	 samosaxloTa ganlagebis xasiaTi da tipi. 
17.	 nagebobaTa morfologia da gegmarebis Taviseburebebi. 
18.	 samosaxloTa saamSeneblo masalebis (qva, xe, alizi, aguri, kramiti) da mSeneblobis 

teqnikis kvleva. 
19.	 reliefis mixedviT, samosaxloTa SedarebiTi analizi. 
20.	 klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis saqarTvelos qalaqebis gegmarebis da arqiteqturis 

kvleva. 
21.	 klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis sameurneo iaraRebis kvleva. 
22.	 mcire plastikis kvleva. 
23.	 klasikuri da adre Sua saukuneebis adgilobrivi da ucxouri taris (amforebis ti

pologiuri) kvleva. 
24.	 klasikuri saukuneebis torevtikis kvleva. 
25.	 klasikuri saukuneebis terakotebis nimuSebis kvleva.
26.	 Savlakiani da wiTellakiani keramikis kvleva. 
27.	 gliftikuri monacemebis kvleva. 
28.	 samkaulebis kvleva. 
29.	 iberia-kolxeTis urTierTobebis kvleva antikur da iranul samyarosTan (berZnuli, 

aqemeniduri, pontos, bosforis, albanuri, parTuli, romauli, sasanuri da sxv.). 
30.	 saqarTveloSi aRmoCenili klasikuri da Sua saukuneebis ucxouri nawarmis kvleva. 
31.	 iberia-kolxeTi maxlobeli aRmosavleTis da kavkasiis arqeologiur kulturaTa 

sistemaSi. 
32. 	materialuri kulturis ganviTarebis dinamika klasikuri da adre Sua saukuneebis 

saqarTveloSi. 
33.	 qalaqis ekonomikuri radiaciis done sasoflo dasaxlebebTan mimarTebaSi. 
34.	 sarwyavi sistemebis kvleva. 
35.	 adre Sua saukuneebis saqarTvelos urTierTobebis kvleva gare samyarosTan (bizan

tia, irani, maxlobeli aRmosavleTi, CrdiloeT SavizRvispireTi, evropa). 
36.	 SeiaraRebisa da safortifikacio nagebobebis arqeologiuri kvleva. 
37.	 qalaqisa da soflis TavdacviTi sistemebis urTierTmimarTebiTi kvleva. 
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38.	 qristianuli kulturis genezisi saqarTveloSi arqeologiuri monacemebis mixed
viT.

39.	 qristianuli epoqis arqeologiuri monacemebi saqarTveloSi.
40.	 werilobiTi wyaroebis da arqeologiuri monacemebis urTierTSejereba.
41.	 sakraluri nagebobebis da artefaqtebis kvleva klasikuri saukuneebis saqarTve

loSi. 
ZiriTadad am, da kidev sxva, sakvlevi sakiTxebis mixedviT arqeologiis centrSi mu

Savdeba mocemuli epoqis saqarTvelos arqeologiis kardinaluri problemebi. zemoT 
CamoTvlili problematika maRal mecnierul doneze, Tanamedrove meTodologiiT ik
vleva.

mowinave meTodologiis mixedviT artefaqtebi Seicaven monacemebs zogadad Zveli 
sazogadoebebis sociumebis da kulturul-ekonomikuri sistemebis Sesaxeb. arqeolo
giuri monacemebis deduqciuri meTodiT gaSifrva da garkveuli hipoTezuri mosazre
bebi warmatebuli kvlevis sawindaria.

sayovelTaod cnobilia, rom sxvadasxva qronologiuri monakveTis kulturul fe
nas misTvis damaxasiaTebeli specifikuri maxasiaTeblebi gaaCnia. mecnier-arqeologma 
unda gaarkvios esa Tu is artefaqti an artefaqtTa kompleqsi rogor aRmoCnda am kul
turul fenaSi da rogori iyo winaT misi funqcia saerTo konteqstSi. saerTo erTiani 
suraTis Sesaqmnelad mniSvnelovania sinqronuli Zeglebis, garkveuli istoriul-kul
turuli arealebis mixedviT, erTobrivi arqeologiuri Seswavla. mTeli arqeologiuri 
monacemebi, winaswar, garkveuli kiTxvaris mixedviT, unda momzaddes statistikur-ti
pologiuri da sistemur-struqturuli analizisaTvis. es Semdeg, gacilebiT gaaadvi
lebs, arqeologiuri kvlevis mTavari miznis, materialur monacemebSi asaxuli istori
ul-kulturuli procesebis kanonzomierebaTa rekonstruqcias.

gansakuTrebuli yuradReba unda mieqces arqeologiuri monacemebis struqturul
-tipologiuri meTodiT analizs da sistemur, Tanmimdevrul aRweras, rac aprobirebu
lia mowinave arqeologiur dawesebulebebSi. am meTodikaze unda moxdes mTlianad ga
dasvla. artefaqtebis aRwerisas saWiroa: 1. artefaqtis zusti koordinati da saerTo 
topografia. 2. artefaqtebis orientacia anu maTi aRwera mudam erTnairi poziciidan; 
zomebis, geometriuli formebis, Semkulobis planimetriis, kolorimetriT gansazR
vruli feris, morfologiuri maxasiaTeblis, gakeTebis teqnologiis, daculobis da 
sxv. monacemebi. 3. artefaqtis diferenciacia anu calkeuli segmentis calke klasifi
kacia. 4. momdevno etapze ganisazRvreba _ artefaqtebis tipologiuri evolucia; sin
qronuli tipologiuri jgufebi; artefaqtebis kulturul fenasTan mimarTeba; arte
faqtebis tipologiis mixedviT calkeuli topoarqeologiuri arealebis gamoyofa da 
sxv. 

arqeologiis centris mecnier-TanamSromelTa Zalisxmevis mosalodneli Sedegi iq
neba saqarTvelos arqeologiis mravaltomeulis, saqarTvelos arqeologiur ZeglTa 
nusxis, saqarTvelos arqeologiuri atlasis, bibliografiuli cnobarebis, arqeolo
giuri artefaqtebis eleqtronuli saZiebo sistemebis Seqmna; `qarTlis cxovrebis to
poarqeologiuri leqsikonis~ Sedgena. 

arqeologiuri eqspediciebi axorcieleben savele-arqeologiur kvlevas saqarTve
los mTel teritoriaze, raTa aRmoaCinon da Seiswavlon axali arqeologiuri Zeglebi 
– samosaxloebi, safortifikacio da sakulto nagebobebi, samarovnebi, metalurgiuli 
da keramikuli warmoebis kerebi, xelovnebis unikaluri nimuSebi. SemuSavebulia arqeo
logiur ZeglTa kvleva-Ziebis axali vrceli programa. gansakuTrebuli yuradReba un
da mieqces axalmSeneblobebze savele-gadarCeniT samuSaoebs. 
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oT. lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centris samecniero sabWo ganixilavs axal samec
niero miznebs da proeqtebs. zrunavs, rom Seqmnas konkurentunariani garemo saukeTeso 
proeqtebis da axali ideebis gansaxorcieleblad. samecniero sabWoze ganixilaven da 
gansazRvraven calkeuli jgufebis samecniero kvleviT programebs; savele-arqeolo
giuri kvleva-Ziebis programebs; samecniero naSromebis gamocemis rekomendirebis sa
kiTxebs; saxelmwifo, ucxoeTis da sxva fondebSi warsadgen programebs da proeqtebs; 
sazRvargareTis samecniero dawesebulebebTan erTobliv samecniero-kvleviTi samu
Saoebis gegmebs; arqeologiaSi mecnierTa axali kadrebis momzadebis (magistraturis, 
doqtoranturis) sakiTxebs da sxv.

amgvarad, oT. lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centrSi, samecniero-struqturuli re
formis Sedegad, unda Seiqmnas arsebuli samecniero potencialis efeqturi amoqmede
bis pirobebi. samecniero Tematikis prioritetulobis principis gaTvaliswinebiT da
gegmva, programuli jgufebis Seqmna, axali ideebis generacia, regularuli kontaqtebi 
msoflios mowinave samecniero centrebTan, Tanamedrove moTxovnebis da inovaciebis 
droulad danergva dasaxuli amocanebis ganxorcielebas samecniero sabWo maqsimalu
rad Seuwyobs xels. 

arqeologiuri kvlevis centris da amJamad saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis oT. 
lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centris winamorbedi dawesebulebebis arqeologTa naS
romebi qveyndeboda jer `enimkis moambeSi~, mere `istoriis institutis SromebSi~ da 
krebul `mimomxilvelSi~, xolo 1955 wlidan qarTvel arqeologebs ukve calke sistema
turi krebuli aqvT _ `masalebi saqarTvelos da kavkasiis arqeologiisaTvis~. Semdgom 
wlebSi daarsda da seriulad gamoica sxva arqeologiuri krebulebic: `saqarTvelos 
arqeologiis sakiTxebi~, `vani~, `didi pitiunti~, `mcxeTa~, `Tbilisi~, `kavTisxevis ar
qeologiuri Zeglebi~, `ivris xeobis arqeologiuri Zeglebi~, `arqeologiuri kvleva-
Zieba saqarTvelos axalmSeneblobebze~, `kaxeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis Sromebi~, 
`Jinvalis eqspediciis Sromebi~, `Ziebani saqarTvelos arqeologiaSi~, `iberia-kolxe
Ti~(klasikuri da adremedievuri periodis kvlevebi), `kavkasiis arqeologia~(rusul 
enaze), `qarTuli arqeologiis Jurnali~(inglisur enaze) da sxv. [ix. arqeologiuri 
kvlevis centris bibliografia 1977-1996, 1997; Kacharava, D., 1987; Journal of Georgian Archaeo­
logy, 2004; Jur. iberia-kolxeTi, #1 2003.]. 

saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masalebis sacavi dRevande
li saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumia, romelic qveynis uZvelesi samecniero-saganmanaT
leblo centria. aqvea specialuri sarestavracio danayofi, sadac arqeologiuri ma
salis restavracia-konsarvacia mimdinareobs. muzeumi uzrunvelyofs da xels uwyobs 
axal aRmoCenil arqeologiur ZeglTa dacvas da popularizacias. specialuri nebar
Tvis gareSe saqarTvelos teritoriaze arqeologiuri gaTxrebi akrZalulia da isjeba 
kanoniT (ix. `saqarTvelos kanoni kulturuli memkvidreobis dacvis Sesaxeb~ da `saqar
Tvelos sisxlis samarTlis kodeqsi~ muxli 257).

saqarTvelos arqeologTa yvela Taobis wvlili da damsaxurebaa Tanamedrove qar
Tvelologiis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi dargis _ qarTuli arqeologiis _ sayovel
Taod cnobili warmatebebi. arqeologiuri kvlevis Sedegad saqarTvelos teritoriaze 
dadasturebulia adamianis ganviTarebisa da cxovrebis amsaxveli yvela safexuris Zeg
lebi qvis xanidan moyolebuli Sua saukuneebis CaTvliT. am warmatebebis utyuari mow
mobaa ramdenime aTasi samecniero statia da monografia, romlebic qarTvelma arqeo
logebma samSobloSi da ucxoeTSi gamoaqveynes. 
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Georgia is a land rich in matters antiquarian, and the collecting of antiquities has a long history. Attempts 
to study these antiquities in a serious manner, and to relate them scientifically to specific periods of Georgian 
history were only made comparatively late. There was a depository of antiquities at the royal Georgian court 
in the Middle Ages, overseen by the mechurchletukhutsesi (royal treasurer). Whilst on a visit to a museum in 
Rome, the enlightened Georgian Sulhkan-Saba Orbeliani (1658-1725) recalled seeing similar objects in the 
depository of the Georgian king Vakhtang VI (1675-1737). 

The Georgian historian Teimuraz Bagrationi (1782-1846) also mentions the storage of excavated objects 
such as coins and weapons, in the royal treasury of the Georgian capital, Tbilisi: “In various times there were 
found dead people, buried at differing localities in Iberia [i.e. Georgia], not only in earlier periods, but even in 
modern times during the rule of Erekle II there were found dead people buried in the period of Idolatry [pa-
ganism] with coins put in their mouths and with iron weapons. These artefacts are housed in the depository of 
king Erekle II...”. He adds that unfortunately the Royal Court, together with the depository, was pillaged during 
the Persian sack of Tbilisi (1795).

Until the nineteenth century, the study of antiquities in Georgia was of a haphazard nature. Some in-
formation was been preserved concerning certain relics. This testimony is most interesting because of its 
descriptive character, inasmuch as these remains have either been completely destroyed or damaged almost 
beyond recognition. Despite the untimely destruction of these quintessential Georgian antiquities, copious 
descriptions of the articles in question are to be found in the works of such Georgian scholars as Sulkhan-
Saba Orbeliani, Teimuraz Bagrationi and Vakhushti Bagrationi. They are mentioned by foreign travellers such 
as Arcangelo Lamberti, Cristoforo de Castelli, Frédéric Dubois de Montpéreux, Johann Anton Güldenstaedt, 
and others.

In the nineteenth century, the study of Georgian antiquities belatedly acquired a more systematic char-
acter. Beginning in 1837, the Georgian Statistical Committee gave attention to the recording and protection 
of historical monuments; special instructions were drawn up and circulated to administrative offices (see: The 
Central State Historical Archives of Georgia, depository 16, file 5433). One of the compilers of these pioneer-
ing instructions was M. F. Chilashvili, who, as a staff member of the Committee of Statistics was familiar with 
the state of affairs in this field. While addressing a meeting of the Caucasian Geographical Society on the 
8th of December, 1856, he underscored the necessity of conducting an intensive campaign of archaeologi-
cal excavations throughout the whole of Georgia. The instructions composed by the Committee of Statistics 
played a special role in the location and preservation of Georgian antiquities and proved to be of importance 
since many archaeological and historical monuments were saved as a result. But this was only a small step to 
advance the study of antiquity. The need for a study of Georgian antiquities on a larger scale that was at the 
same time more flexible led to the start of scientific archaeological excavations.

The first excavations undertaken with a truly scientific purpose were conducted in the summer of 1852 at 
the ancient city site of Uplistsikhe, about 15 km from Gori. The excavations were conducted by Dimitri K. Meg-
hvinetukhutsesishvili (1815-1878), a pioneer of Georgian archaeology. Regrettably, very little is known about 
him, hence the sketchy nature of his biography. His contemporaries thought him to be one of their most 
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gifted colleagues. “He knew Georgian history very well and was, in point of fact, a reconstructor of Georgian 
history” (Sakartvelos Kalendari, Tiflis, 1895). The eminent French Kartvelologist Marie Brosset thought highly of 
his scholarly activity and refers in one of his works to the assistance he had received from him.

Meghvinetukhutsesishvili described and studied many important historical monuments, relics and re-
mains of Georgia. He gathered and left for posterity many important manuscripts and items of archaeological 
interest. He surveyed several regions of Georgia: Kartli, Imereti, Guria, Meskheti, Adjara, and other regions. In 
one of the letters sent to Marie Brosset, Meghvinetukhutsesishvili notes as follows: “I should like to describe 
all the churches and monasteries, crosses and icons bearing ancient inscriptions, and make copies of these 
inscriptions as well”.

First serving in Gori he worked as an official in the local Gori court, but this hindered him in his wide-scale 
scientific researches, and, in 1851 he moved to Tbilisi to work in the Governor’s office, where he had more 
free time for scientific research. He received financial assistance from the government and was charged with 
the responsibility of arranging expeditions to different parts of Georgia, with the object of describing and 
studying significant historical remains. Regrettably, financial support for these expeditions came to an abrupt 
halt, and Meghvinetukhutsesishvili returned to Gori to work in the court there. But he then received a sum of 
money from the government in 1852, and began to excavate at Uplistsikhe, an ancient city site not far from 
Gori. He invited an artist from Tbilisi, and purchased the necessary equipment for excavation and the record-
ing of relics. During the excavations he kept a field journal, and apparently intended to publish a full report 
of his work. Sadly, only short reports published in the Kavkaz newspaper (1852, Nos. 43, 66, 70) have been 
preserved. 

Meghvinetukhutsesishvili began the archaeological study of Uplistsikhe by surveying the area and made 
drawings of the ancient structures; he discovered and copied several Georgian inscriptions. In order to make 
these copies, he had to climb high cliffs to see half-destroyed rock-cut edifices. He braved many dangers in 
order to harvest the fruits of his archaeological studies. He began by excavating the great hall of Uplistsikhe; 
cutting a trench about 4 m long, he unearthed fragments of a column and potsherds. In the room adjacent 
to the great hall were found huge wine jars, or pithoi. He concluded that the great hall and the adjoining 
structures seemed to be the palace of a nobleman. He studied all materials related to Uplistsikhe, namely 
the written sources containing evidence for Uplistsikhe as well as folk traditions preserved among the local 
inhabitants. At the same time, he excavated burials in the area.

Meghvinetukhutsesishvili died in 1878 and was buried in the village of Khidistavi near Gori. His surviving 
works include several historical studies, namely: The Reign and Life of the Georgian King Erekle II, A Full Descrip­
tion of Important Inscriptions on the Churches and Monasteries of the Gori District, A Journey to the Khidistavi 
Region of the Gori District in 1849, and A Journey and Survey of Imereti in 1850, amongst others. 

By the middle of the nineteenth century, the cultural life of Georgia was newly active. European-type sci-
entific societies were established, a museum was founded and a library was opened. Periodicals for scientific 
articles began to be published. An over-arching meaning was ascribed to the word “Archaeology”, which was 
often used in these articles. It became a very fashionable word. In articles published at the time, the study and 
recording of archaeological material were often of a casual nature. Descriptions are often placed side by side 
with reports on natural history, ethnography, or folklore. At the time the term “archaeology” was applied to 
the description and study of all kinds of antiquities (books, churches, monasteries, icons, epigraphic monu-
ments, etc.), while the search for remains buried in the ground was given less attention. This was quite natural 
because in those days archaeology had not yet developed into a science in its present-day meaning. 

The Geographic Society, which held its first meeting in Tbilisi in 1850, was one of the first to devote at-
tention to Georgian antiquities. At this meeting, among other matters, the decision was taken to create a 
museum and an archive. Among the active members of the society were many notable public figures active 
in Georgia, who included R. Eristavi, D. Qipiani, P. Ioseliani, G. Orbeliani, G. Eristavi, M. Chilashvili, A. Berger, P. 
Uslar and others. The newly founded society decided to charge its members with the responsibility of gath-
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ering relics, compiling catalogues, and taking an active part in expeditions, in order to create the museum 
which opened in the spring of 1852. It was housed at the time in a building at what is today 5 Alexander 
Chavchavadze St. It became the very first museum in the Caucasus. The Museum contained departments of 
ethnography, natural history and history. By 1854, the Caucasian Museum already collected some 3300 exhib-
its. The historical and archaeological collections of the Museum were replenished by many artefacts found by 
excavation. Numismatic materials, weapons, armour, jewellery, etc. were amassed. The Museum established 
contacts with several scientific institutions. 

In 1863 the Museum ceased to exist, its collection being transferred to the newly opened Caucasus Mu-
seum in Tbilisi, which, like its predecessor, had a bias towards ethnography and natural history, though nei-
ther history nor archaeology were ignored. The modern State Museum of Georgia succeeded the Caucasus 
Museum. 

One of the most active founders of the Caucasus Museum, the historian Platon Ioseliani (1809-1875), was 
also a member of the Geographic Society and the author of noteworthy Kartvelological studies; especially 
interesting are his works in history and archaeology, namely those dealing with the origin of towns in Georgia. 
According to Ioseliani, towns were founded on the banks of major rivers and their main tributaries, near the 
sites of strategic importance, and sometimes near religious centres. Occasionally, they established on these 
sites independent centres of production which focused on the development of trade. In support of his views, 
Ioseliani conducted small-scale excavations on an ancient city-site near the modern village of Zhinvali. He 
discovered and excavated the remains of cobblestone structures, which contained fragments of pottery and 
metal wares. Already, in 1844 (i.e. much earlier than the period when Mtskheta became the overwhelming 
object of scientific attention), Ioseliani noted in one of his works that there existed many ruins in Mtskheta 
which had never been explored. 

In 1867, in Mtskheta, the ancient capital of Georgia, during road reconstruction works on the right bank 
of the Mtkvari river at Bagineti (Armazistsikhe), there was a casual find made of a slab with an inscription 
dated to AD 75. In later years in the same region of Mtskheta, in Samtavro and Bebristsikhe chance finds 
of ancient burials (cist-graves) were also made. These finds attracted governmental interest, and in 1871 F. 
Bayern (1817-1886), an Austrian natural historian who lived in Tbilisi was charged to carry out excavations 
in the Samtavro valley. There were found cist-graves, which yielded pottery, metal weapons, and jewellery 
(Kavkaz 1872, Nos. 7, 8), and the finds were later added to the depository of the Caucasus Museum. Although 
the fieldwork was hardly conducted on a scholarly level, nor the historical significance of finds correctly in-
terpreted, the resulting archaeological material did foment great public interest. In 1885 Bayern’s work was 
published in Berlin, in which the Samtavro valley graves were discussed.

Following these archaeological finds in Mtskheta, interest in the Caucasus, and especially in Georgia, 
grew among historians and archaeologists. As a result, a Caucasus Archaeological Committee was set up in 
Tbilisi in 1872 with the aim of co-ordinating historical and archaeological studies in the Transcaucasus. Soon 
the Committee merged with the Society of the Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology that was established in 
Tbilisi in 1873. The founding of the latter society was preceded by much preparatory work. Thus, an article by 
Dimitri Bakradze (1826-1890) was published in the Georgian language magazine Tsiskari in 1873, and familiar-
ised Georgian readers with the prospects for archaeological studies in their native land. The article was enti-
tled: “Concerning the Society of Amateurs of Caucasus Archaeology, the foundation of which is contemplated 
in Tiflis”. The beginning of the article underscored the necessity for the historical and archaeological study of 
the Caucasus region, as well as the importance, geographically speaking, of the region’s location in deter-
mining the historical development of the country. Moreover, an assessment was given of the significance of 
inscriptions found on historical monuments related to the study of the country’s past. Afterwards, Bakradze 
noted that attention had also been paid to the study of archaeology in Georgia, and that it was decided to 
create an Archaeological Society in order more fully to explicate a listing of antiquities. Other plans included 
"to excavate tombs which contain items dedicated to the dead of ancient times, to gather inscriptions and 
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after collecting these finds, and considering their nature, to spread this knowledge throughout the Society". 
Thanks to archaeology, it became possible to reconstruct the early history of peoples of the Caucasus region. 
This had never been studied, although the Caucasus is arguably one of the most important regions in the 
world from an archaeological point of view. He added: “For the most part, remains are not visible, but, rather, 
are buried in the ground, as Mtskheta proved, where many ancient tombs were revealed.” Bakradze was also 
concerned with the re-use of stones from ancient ruins that consequently damaged the sites in question. He 
determined that the formation of the Archaeological Society was necessitated by these facts: “The society 
needed to comprehend fully the significance of these ancient remains, to preserve them and not to allow 
anyone to damage them further; to take photographs of buildings, and their wall-paintings; to copy the in-
scriptions; to purchase old coins, manuscripts, and all those items which comprised such a gift from antiquity; 
to organize the archaeological excavation of tombs where it was necessary, etc.”. As is evident from this the 
present article, Bakradze outlined a significant programme imbued with progressive ideas for the proposed 
archaeological society; the question was raised of the necessity of protecting monuments, and the need for 
their mapping, recording, description, purchase, and excavation. In this way, Bakradze, the author of this pro-
grammatic article, was one of the founders and an active member of the society of the Amateurs of Caucasian 
Archaeology. 

In Bakradze’s view, the search for sources and materials of Georgian history was one of the principal ap-
proaches in this field of research. He believed quite correctly that materials of Georgian history should be 
gathered chiefly through historical and archaeological research. Thus, he carried on scientific research in vari-
ous regions of Georgia, such as Svaneti, Ajara, Guria, Meskhet-Javakheti, and Mingrelia. These historical and 
archaeological surveys represented but a part of the larger plan that Bakradze had worked out. His ultimate 
objective was the study of Georgian antiquities as a whole. This goal was naturally beyond the powers of a 
single scholar, hence the need for pooling scholarly effort. By this time, scholars working in Georgia, though 
not organised into a corporate body, carefully gathered and studied materials important for Georgian his-
tory (Bakradze 1880). This is why the progressive public received the idea of founding a society of amateurs 
of archaeology with delight and enthusiasm. The work of Ioseliani, Baratashvili, Eristavi, Qipiani, Orbeliani, 
Bakradze, and others was known in scholarly circles, as it is apparent from the Georgian periodicals of the 
time. The Charter of the Society of the Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology was endorsed on 23 March 1873. 
It was decided that the Society would be set up in Tbilisi, and that its aim would be to protect old buildings, 
and antiquities in general, from destruction. As far as possible, the Society was to purchase antiquities from 
the population, to search for material on its own account, and to conduct research. Every member was to re-
port on the results of his study to a meeting of the Society, and then publish it on the recommendation of the 
Committee of the Society. The Society was to establish close scholarly contacts with various similar societies 
of the Caucasus and of Europe with a view to obtaining new information. The charter envisaged the organiza-
tion of special expeditions and excavations. The Society was so keen on an intensive archaeological study of 
antiquity that it offered interested persons awards and certificates. The Charter provided for the transfer of all 
scholarly papers to the Public Library (now the National Library of the Georgian Parliament), while the mate-
rial from archaeological excavations would be placed in the custody of the Society’s Museum, an institution 
that subsequently merged with the Caucasian Museum.

The Society’s first publication appeared in Tbilisi in 1875. The volume contained reports on the Society’s 
meetings as well as scholarly articles (Transactions 1, 1875; 2, 1877). The Archaeological Society had its hon-
orary, full, and founding members, as well as corresponding members. Both local residents and subjects of 
foreign countries were eligible to work for the Society. The Society counted up to sixty members. Relying on 
membership fees and charitable donations, the Society suffered from a shortage of funds, preventing it from 
expanding its activities. Special mention should be made, however, of the contribution of the Society of the 
Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology to the organisation of an Archaeological Congress in Tbilisi. The Society 
was one of the main initiators and organisers of this Congress. At the first meeting of the Society of the Ama-
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teurs of Caucasian Archaeology in 1873, a brief review paper was presented. Dealing with the prospects of 
archaeological studies in the Caucasus, it noted the need for an archaeological study of the Black Sea littoral in 
view of the discovery there of such interesting monuments as dolmens. The need for an archaeological study 
of the environs of Sukhumi, Poti, and Bichvinta was also pointed out. The historical sites whose study was de-
sirable were listed, viz. in West Georgia: Bedia, Nokalakevi, Phasis, Ozurgeti, Kutaisi, Vartsikhe, Oni, Khoni, and 
Shorapani; in East Georgia: Surami, Atsquri, Odzrkhe, Tmogvi, Akhaltsikhe, Akhalgori, Kaspi, Bolnisi, Dmanisi, 
Mtskheta, Zhinvali, Gremi, Nekresi, Ujarma, and Cheremi. The question was raised at the Congress of the need 
of compiling an archaeological map of Georgia. 

One of the meetings of the Society was addressed by Bakradze. Speaking about the future development 
of archaeological exploration in Georgia, he focused attention on sites for future excavation that promised 
best results. He gave priority to the study of the early periods of the Transcaucasus inasmuch as information on 
those periods was very meagre. Using ancient written sources, he presented an historical overview of ancient 
Greek colonisation on the eastern Black Sea coast. He referred specifically to Mtskheta and Vashnari as points 
whose archaeological study would, in his opinion, be very fruitful. To support his view, in 1874 Bakradze exca-
vated near the village of Vashnari (modern Ozurgeti district). The finds included fragments of pottery, glass, 
iron and bronze wares, as well as the remains of a building, namely parts of a marble pillar, bricks, and tiles. 

Bakradze’s historico-archaeological studies were summed up in his monograph: Old Christian Monuments 
of the Caucasus, published in a volume of the Society of Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology. Some 320 sites 
and monuments are described alphabetically with a scholarly analysis and references to sources. The descrip-
tion of each site is preceded by a review of the relevant local traditions of the region where the site is located. 
In dating a monument, Bakradze gives priority to its architectural style. Bakradze was one of those researchers 
who tried to use newly discovered archaeological material in the study of Georgian history, for he was well 
aware of the importance of archaeology when dealing with the ancient history of Georgia. In his monograph 
A History of Georgia, Bakradze notes: “...had we studied the archaeology of the early periods of history, we 
could have touched upon their way of life and interrelationship and relations with foreign tribes and peoples. 
But of this we have scant knowledge”; he continues: “There can be no doubt that many objects must come 
to light in Kartli and Kakheti, Imereti, Meskheti (i.e. various regions of Georgia) and on the Black Sea littoral, 
shedding light on our past centuries”.

With Bakradze’s active participation, the Society preserved records in a ledger which included almost all 
the details of casual archaeological finds in the Caucasus. Here, for example, were recorded three whitish jugs 
found while digging the foundations of a house at the confluence of the Kurtskhana and Otskhi rivers, near 
Akhaltsikhe; a casual find of an inscription and a clay pot near the Artanuji fortress; sarcophagi without grave 
goods, discovered by chance in 1876 in the village of Saguramo and near Urbnisi; a hoard of Bactrian coins 
brought to light while digging the foundation for a girls’ school in Tbilisi. 

After Mtskheta, the greatest archaeological interest lay in the antiquities of Qazbegi (modern Qazbegi 
district). This locality and its adjoining area had claimed the attention of students of antiquities as far back 
as the 1860s through casual finds of ancient objects. The archaeological depository of the State Museum of 
Georgia possesses a copper dagger excavated in the village of Ninotsminda; a bronze bell with an ancient 
Georgian inscription, and a large quantity of material from Qazbegi (formerly the village of Stepantsminda) 
found through excavation. 

In Qazbegi in 1877, in digging the foundation of a house close to the today’s museum of the writer Alex-
ander Qazbegi, bronze objects (pins, bracelets) were found, as well as a so-called radial earring, a gold plaque, 
rings of a bronze chain, and a silver cup, and a copper situla; in total around 200 items. An adjoining area of the 
same site was dug in 1878, yielding gold and silver items, bronze bracelets, finger-rings and iron spearheads. 
Besides Qazbegi, archaeological explorations were carried out in the Sno river valley, namely in Juta, where 
three burials were excavated, yielding iron arrowheads, bronze temple hoops, bronze and iron bracelets, etc. 



42	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Gela Gamkrelidze

Nearby, a burial was excavated at Artkhmo, which though robbed, still contained some surviving objects, 
such as bronze temple hoops and bracelets. 

Vani, situated near the confluence of the Sulori and Rioni rivers, is one of the noteworthy archaeological 
sites that early claimed the attention of those interested in ancient history. In 1876, the Georgian language 
newspaper Droeba (No. 52) reported on the discovery of burials and various gold objects in the village of 
Sachino (modern Vani). The paper added: “There seems to be considerable wealth in this hill. Who knows 
how many historical materials found here have been lost owing to the ignorance of the owners, and how 
much is still hidden in this hill”. The discovery of individual items in Vani had been previously reported in 1848, 
e.g. a male sculptured head, 15 cm in height. In 1880, the Georgian writer and public figure Giorgi Tsereteli 
(1842-1900) informed the public about objects found in Vani. This helped to start the small-scale excavations 
conducted in 1889 on the Akhvledianebis Gora hill in Vani, on the instruction of the Archaeological Society. 
Several burials were excavated and pottery and metal items found. 

Between 1878 and 1880 G. Tsereteli carried out archaeological explorations of the Mghvimevi cave (in 
the Qvirila valley, between Sachkhere and Chiatura). Near the town of Sachkhere, on the slope of the hill of 
Modinakhe fortress, remains of burials were discovered, featuring pottery and metal wares. In the Qvirila val-
ley, near Shorapani fortress (Sarapanis, mentioned by Strabo), he found remains of an ancient clay water-pipe; 
near Shorapani burials were found. In Kutaisi, near the bank of the Rioni, close to the modern Red Bridge, an 
ancient bath was unearthed; to the north of the Bagrati church a chance discovery of a damaged burial was 
made. Elsewhere in Kutaisi, remains of pottery were found in the area of the present-day market, where there 
had formerly been a garden. Judging by the description, this must have been Colchian pottery. 

In 1880 two ancient settlement mounds were discovered during soil extraction at Nasajvarevi between 
Chognari and Ajameti stations on the Poti-Tbilisi railway line. Successive levels contained pottery, metal tools 
and weapons such as axes, knives, and arrowheads, and bronze bracelets. Also in the 1880s there was a small 
museum of archaeology and local history in a school at Sukhumi, but it was later transferred inland. In 1886 
small-scale excavations were conducted in Sukhumi, in the western part of today’s Rustaveli garden. A coin 
of Amisos and fragments of pottery were found, including those of an amphora and black- and red-glazed 
wares. In 1880, eleven burials were excavated in the village of Dighomi, at the confluence of the Dighmis-
tsqali and Mtkvari (Kura) rivers. They mostly contained silver jewellery and earthenware vessels. There were 
no weapons in any of the burials.

As already noted, the Society of Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology raised the question of holding an 
archaeological congress in Tbilisi. In 1878 a preparatory Committee headed by Dimitri Bakradze was set up 
in Tbilisi, a committee that continued to carry out extensive work towards gathering material on the his-
tory, archaeology, ethnography, folklore and languages of the Caucasus. Participants included D. Bakradze, D. 
Jorbenadze, A. Tsagareli, R. Eristavi, G. Tsereteli, A. Berger, E. Weidenbaum, F. Bayern, and G. Radde. The Tbilisi 
intelligentsia threw themselves into the preparatory work for the congress, which proved a strong stimulus 
for the development of the humanities, namely the history, archaeology, ethnology and linguistics of Geor-
gia. The Organising Committee of the Archaeological Congress invited up to forty eminent foreign scholars 
to the Congress, including O. Montelius (Stockholm), R. Virchow (Berlin), H. Schliemann (Athens), A. Rambaud 
(Paris), E. Chantre (Lyons), G. Mortillet (Paris), E. Rossi (Rome) and others. The Archaeological Congress was 
opened on 8 September 1881 in a palace at Rustaveli Avenue (for details see: Kavkaz 1881, Nos. 198, 199, 200). 

The Congress caused quite a stir in the city. It was attended by up to 850 persons bearing special passes 
and badges. The Congress was divided into eight sections: the remains of primitive society; the remains of 
the pagan and Classical periods; the remains of the Christian period; oriental monuments; the remains of art 
and painting; monuments of languages and writing; linguistics; historical geography and ethnography. In all 
81 papers were read at the sessions of the Congress. So far as Georgia was concerned, there was only a short 
paper on Qazbegi and archaeological sites along the Rioni (mainly in Kutaisi). An exhibition of archaeologi-
cal items was specially arranged for participants, and the displays in the Caucasian Museum were renewed. 
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Excursions were organised to Mtskheta, Uplistsikhe, and Gelati. The term “archaeological” is highly relative 
with respect to the Fifth Archaeological Congress, for during its work other sciences were represented on 
a wider scale than archaeology. The Congress in the Caucasus was of major importance, however, for the 
development of the humanities in general, even though next to nothing was done for the study of Georgian 
archaeology as such, or for the improvement of archaeological study and method in general. The eminent 
historian-cum-archaeologist Ekvtime Taqaishvili recalled that “excavational archaeology was scantily repre-
sented at the Tbilisi Congress”. 

After the Congress in 1881, the Society of Amateurs of Caucasian Archaeology broke up for lack of funds. 
But on 28 November 1881 the former members of the Society united in a new Society of Caucasian History and 
Archaeology. According to its Charter, the scope of the activity of this society broadened. It was to study the 
history of the Caucasus, and primarily the written and material sources of its history; to protect as far as possible 
these historical monuments and sources from destruction; ancient objects unearthed in archaeological exca-
vations or purchased from the population were to be handed over to the Caucasian Museum (now the State 
Museum of Georgia), and old manuscripts to the Public Library (now the Library of the Georgian Parliament). 

Again the historian Dimitri Bakradze was the initiator, and he directed it until 1886. Two volumes of pa-
pers came out in between 1881 and 1885, and discussed surface finds from sites that are still archaeologically 
interesting today, namely, Akhaltsikhe, Akhalkalaki, Sukhumi, Akhali Atoni, Khutsubani, and Anakopia. After 
the publication of the second collection of papers of the Proceedings of the Society, it too dissolved for lack of 
funds, without having done much at all in the way of excavation. Even so, interest in Georgia’s antiquities did 
not wane, as is demonstrated by the interest in the Georgian Black Sea coast (ancient Colchis) shown in 1883 
by Heinrich Schliemann, of Troy and Mycenae fame. His interest came about through the story of the arrival 
of the Argonauts in Colchis in quest of the Golden Fleece.

In 1889, the antiquities of Mtskheta again claimed attention, and this time Bagineti, or Armaztsikhe, pro-
duced antiquities. Bakradze was again the driving force, but due to his old age, he was unable to supervise 
the excavations in person, and charged Ekvtime Taqaishvili (1863-1953) with the task. Work at Bagineti lasted 
for only three weeks, being discontinued for want of funds. Although the excavations did not last long, they 
proved to be of interest. A structure was excavated, and three different levels were identified. The remains 
contained hewn stone, adobe bricks, fragments of marble, remains of glass and clay vessels, and a copper 
axe. A female head was depicted on a surviving wall. These were the first of many excavations conducted 
by Taqaishvili. He was later to resume the archaeological study of Mtskheta, excavating to the west of the 
Mtskheta station, near Armaziskhevi, where he dug burials built of slabs, that yielded necklaces, finger-rings, 
ear-rings, bracelets, and glass unguentaria. The remains of a structure built of lime mortar and fragments of 
vessels were found here too, and Taqaishvili dated the burials to between the first and eighth centuries AD. 

In 1896 Taqaishvili excavated on the Akhvlediani Hill at Vani, in the Sulori river valley. He expressed sev-
eral noteworthy views concerning the hill. Here he found remains of structures of hewn stones, fragments of 
clay vessels, divers ornaments, coins, metal weapons, etc. The finds here included imported (Egyptian, Greek, 
Roman) coins and other items. Taqaishvili considered the archaeological finds from Vani against the historical 
background, taking into account the above-mentioned material found in earlier years. He concluded that the 
Akhvledianis’ Hill held the remains of a classical period city; on the basis of the imported items and coins, he 
believed the site to be on an ancient trade and transit highway. 

Also in 1896, Taqaishvili carried out archaeological explorations near the villages of Sajavakho (on the left 
bank of the Rioni, in modern Samtredia district) and Khutsubani (on the right bank of the Kintrishi, now Kobu-
leti district). Finds at Khutsubali had attracted claimed attention as far back as 1879, and this had given rise 
to Taqaishvili’s interest in the locality. He traced cultural levels with remains of pottery and a few metal items. 
At the archaeological exploration of “Dranda-ghele” at Sajavakho a large quantity of potsherds came to light, 
and Taqaishvili concluded that he was dealing with a ceramic workshop. In 1902 Bori, on the left bank of the 
river Borimela, attracted attention. In the course of ploughing, local residents found rich burials containing 
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gold and silver jewellery, and vessels (especially interesting is a silver cup with a representation of a horse at 
an altar and an inscription), and coins (both Roman and Parthian). Near Tsikhisdziri (modern Kobuleti district) 
first to third century AD gold and silver jewellery, vessels, coins, and stones with carved images came to light 
while digging the foundations for a house. 

Rich items, known as the Akhalgori Treasure, were found accidentally during earth removal near Sadzegu-
ri (in Akhalgori district). The items include: gold earrings, torques, temple hoops, bracelets, a necklace with im-
ages of toads, finger-rings, silver phialai, and horse harness (now in the State Museum of Georgia). In the same 
year bronze axes and several metal bars were found while digging near Akhalkalaki (now in Kaspi district). 
The items were purchased by Taqaishvili for the Caucasian Museum. The discovery of these items prompted 
Taqaishvili to assume the existence of a smelting workshop for metal. 

Taqaishvili carried out small-scale excavations at the confluence of the Baniskhevi and Mtkvari (Kura) riv-
ers. A burial was found containing bronze bracelets, fibulae, sard beads, etc. In this period Taqaishvili explored 
Sachkhere, discovering several copper axes, bracelets, fibulae and fragments of a clay vessel. He was at this 
time the head of the newly established Historical-Ethnographic Society, and kept a watchful eye on casual 
finds made on Georgian soil in order to purchase them for the Caucasian Museum. 

Taqaishvili was something of a pioneer in that he made some proposals concerning archaeology in Geor-
gia that were to prove highly influential. He expressed the need to employ local ethnographic and folklore in 
interpreting archaeological finds; we have already mentioned his views on the character and significance of 
the location of the Vani city-site; he also stated which sites, such as Vani, Sachkhere, Trialeti-Tsalka, and Bagi-
neti should be studied as a first priority. At the same period Taqaishvili drew up the curriculum of an archaeo-
logical course for Tbilisi University students. 

In 1924 the Georgian government issued a decree “On the Protection of Antiquities and Monuments 
of Art”, and since then all unwarranted archaeological digging, without the permission of relevant scholarly 
institutions has been forbidden in Georgia. In addition, the state took over the care and protection of all 
archaeological discoveries. Initially, Tbilisi State University, the State Museum of Georgia and the Georgian 
Historical-Ethnographic Society were charged with conducting archaeological excavations and safe-keeping 
of the items brought to light. Subsequently, these were joined by a newly-established Institute of Archaeol-
ogy, attached to the Ministry of Education. The character of the latter Institute was, however, oriented more 
to the study of trends in art. In the early period archaeological discoveries were largely of a casual nature, with 
no planned archaeological studies being carried out.

In this respect, the excavations carried out by Giorgi Nioradze in 1925-1931 at i.a. Karsniskhevi, Zemo 
Avchala, Sasireti, Devis Khvreli, and Sakazhia were an exception. He had received a professional archaeologi-
cal education in Europe and was well acquainted with the advanced methods of field archaeological work of 
the time. Returning to Georgia in 1925, he was appointed head of the archaeological department of the State 
Museum of Georgia. With a view to re-vitalizing field archaeological explorations, he rallied round himself 
the scholarly forces of the old and new generations, such as S. Makalatia, G. Gozalishvili, S. Iordanishvili, G. 
Muskhelishvili, G. Chitaia and others; individuals who were at the time active in various regions of Georgia, 
such as at Plavismani, Tagiloni, Iqalto, Nokalakevi, Kiketi, or Tsitsamuri. 

In 1925 Nioradze restored the archaeology course at Tbilisi University that had been initiated by E. Taqaish-
vili in 1918. At first Nioradze was Chair of Ancient History, and from 1934 Chair of the History of Material Cul-
ture, created in the Faculty of History, uniting the specialities of the history of archaeology, ethnography and 
art. Nioradze was Chair until 1953, after which Otar Japaridze was to hold the post for many years. The chair 
of archaeology at Tbilisi State University became the principal seat for training professional archaeologists in 
Georgia, and most Georgian archaeologists have learned the basics of archaeology in this department.

While the State University was the main forge for new specialists of archaeology, the State Museum of 
Georgia was the principal repository of the archaeological material discovered in Georgia. The institutions 
maintained close contacts. In 1919, the Caucasian Museum, founded in 1852, was renamed the Museum of 
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Georgia. In 1929-1930 the collections of the Historical and Ethnographic Society and of the Museum of Antiq-
uities of the University were transferred to the Museum of Georgia. Georgian archaeology was mainly served 
by one department of the Museum, that of prehistoric archaeology.

As noted above, in 1925 Giorgi Nioradze headed the archaeological studies conducted by the State Mu-
seum of Georgia. Special mention should be made of his contribution to the study of Georgian Palaeolithic 
sites. This research proved finally that man inhabited Georgian territory prior to the Bronze Age, successfully 
challenging an earlier view that Palaeolithic man had lived neither in Georgia nor the Caucasus.

In 1926-1931 the Palaeolithic dwelling at Deviskhvreli (Kharagauli district) was excavated. On the ba-
sis of the finds, Nioradze published a monograph, the first significant work on the Palaeolithic in Georgia. 
Subsequently, a model of the cave was constructed at the State Museum of Georgia, illustrating the life of 
Stone Age man for the general public. The excavations at Deviskhvreli were followed by the study of other 
archaeological sites. In particular, the Sakazhia cave (Terjola district) was excavated in 1936. In 1934-1936 the 
Mghvimevi cave (Chiatura district), and the Palaeolithic habitation at Yashtkhva near Sukhumi in Abkhazia 
were excavated.

1936 proved an important year for the development of Georgian archaeology. In that year the Academi-
cian N. Marr Institute of Language, History and Material Culture (the Georgian abbreviation of which was EN-
IMKI) was set up on the basis of the former Institute of Caucasian Studies (the former Historico-Ethnographi-
cal Institute, founded by N. Marr). The newly-founded Institute became a leading Kartvelological centre, and 
along with other branches of Kartvelology, a Department of Georgian Archaeology, Anthropology and Eth-
nography was opened at the Institute. In 1938 the Archaeology Department was detached from the latter, 
and it was united with the Archaeological Institute of the Ministry of Education. G. Nioradze was appointed 
head of the Archaeology Department of ENIMKI, and this Department became the main centre of archaeo-
logical studies in Georgia. An appropriate scientific and material base necessary for the conduct of extensive, 
planned field archaeological work was created at the Department.

Apart from the Archaeological Department at ENIMKI, significant archaeological work was carried out 
at the Museum of Rustaveli and his Age. This museum was created essentially to organize an exhibition of 
the Middle Ages, in particular of the period of Rustaveli. In 1936-1939 this museum conducted excavations 
at Dmanisi, Gudarekhi, Bolnisi, Geguti and other places. An inscription in the asomtavaruli script recorded in 
Bolnisi and dated to of 492-493 proved especially valuable in that it is one of the oldest dated inscriptions in 
Georgian.

Academician Ivane Javakhishvili made as substantial contribution to archaeology as he did in other 
Kartvelological fields. From the start he correctly observed that “Archaeology must be counted the princi-
pal subject for the ancient period of history”, and that “Archaeology, as a branch of science having its own 
method, is an arena of research of relevant specialists and an ordinary historian usually makes use of its gains 
for his own purposes”.

Javakhishvili considered it necessary to use archaeological evidence in the study of the earliest period 
of Georgian history. In the very first edition of his History of the Georgian Nation use is made of archaeological 
material, which the 1928 edition of the same book is prefaced by a special part: "The material culture of the 
Caucasus and the Georgians", in which the Bronze and Iron Age material culture is discussed according to the 
archaeological evidence then available. Photos and drawings of archaeological material were also added to 
the second edition.

Javakhishvili took part in field work from 1930, when he was appointed as one of directors of the Noka-
lakevi (Archaeopolis) excavations, but digging at Nokalakevi unfortunately only lasted for two months, and 
was discontinued. From 1936 Javakhishvili became more actively involved in fieldwork, giving general guid-
ance to the archaeological excavations at Dmanisi, Gudarekhi, Geguti, and Bolnisi. Javakhishvili was the first 
to draw up a scientific plan for an archaeological study of medical sites. It included the study of old city sites 
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(planning, building material, etc.), and he stressed the need for the study of water conduits and irrigation 
canals, this being a novelty in research at the time.

In 1937 Javakhishvili published an article in the Moambe of ENIMKI entitled “Our tasks in the sphere of lin-
guistics and history of culture”, which was programmatic for Georgian archaeology as well. The author noted 
which studies ought to be carried out according to the plan: historical trade routes, with accounts of cross-
roads, and using all relevant knowledge of the ancient historical evidence and focusing appropriate attention 
on material that might help in solving the principal problems in the history of culture.

In 1937, archaeological excavations commenced at Mtskheta along Javakhishvili’s guidelines, and con-
ducted by a team from the ENIMKI Institute. The expedition discovered traces of an ancient bath on the right 
bank of the Mtkvari, at the confluence of the Armaziskhevi. Formal excavations at Mtskheta began as the 
result of a rescue excavation at Samtavro. The cemetery there had had been encroached on by new buildings 
and the local authority planned to build there, thus threatening an archaeological site of paramount impor-
tance for Georgian history. The question of the damaged necropolis in the Samtavro Field was discussed at a 
meeting of the ENIMKI scientific council, and it was determined to undertake archaeological research there. 
On this basis the Mtskheta-Samtavro Archaeological Expedition was formed. It started work on 27 October 
1938 with Javakhishvili at its head. He took charge of both the academic and practical sides with characteristic 
energy.

The tireless labours of the members of the Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition were rewarded by dis-
coveries of great scholarly significance, of burials and other finds, which indicate a high level of urban exist-
ence in Georgia of that period. The Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition turned into the principal school for 
training professional archaeologists. Here nearly every representative of the senior generation of Georgian 
archaeologists was introduced to the scientific processing of archaeological material through fieldwork. The 
first stage of the scientific work of the Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition was published in a fundamental 
work, Mtskheta I: Archaeological remains of Armaziskhevi.

In 1936-1940 rich barrow burials were excavated in Trialeti in connection with the construction of the 
Khrami Water Power Station reservoir. A series of extraordinary Bronze Age remains were discovered here, 
known by the name of “Trialeti Culture”. Academician B. Kuftin was able, on the basis of a study of Trialeti, and 
of archaeological material in general, to show how Georgian culture had deep local roots. In 1941 an exhibi-
tion, “Trialeti and Mtskheta: Seats of Ancient Georgian Culture”, opened in the State Museum of Georgia. This 
was the first popular exhibition of the brilliant archaeological material from Mtskheta and Trialeti, and the 
exhibition came about thanks to the energetic scientific and organizational efforts of Academician Simon 
Janashia. After the death of I. Javakhishvili, the entire burden of the general direction of archaeological work 
in Georgia devolved on Janashia. Subsequently N. Berdzenishvili took over this task. When ENIMKI was set up, 
its Department of Archaeology was assigned the role of planning archaeological work on a national basis.

Planned archaeological studies in Georgia were carried out on an especially wide scale in the 1980s. In 
this period excavations were carried out in, Rustavi, Bakurtsikhe, Gremi Dmanisi, Khovle, Ujarma, Nadarbazevi, 
Tbilisi, Sagarejo, Tetrisqaro, Bolnisi, Gudarekhi, Samshvilde, Urbnisi, Nabi, Vashnari, Eshera, Tvqviavi, Gelati, 
Skanda, Shorapani, Kldeeti, Yashtkhva, Sakazhia, Sagvarjile, Odishi, Tetrmiste, Sakao, Sachkhere, Brili, Anaklia, 
Dablagomi, Kobuleti-Pichvnari, Ureki, Quleri, Bichvinta, Geguti, Sukhumi, and elswhere. The first university 
textbook, The Archaeology of Georgia was published based largely on the material from these sites. 

In 1941 the Institute of History was separated from the Institute of Language, History and Material Cul-
ture, and from 1943 it bore the name of I. Javakhishvili. As a result, the archaeologists working at ENIMKI were 
transferred to the Institute of History, Archaeology and Ethnography of the Georgian Academy of Sciences. 
At the time its detachment from ENIMKI, the Institute of History had only one department of archaeology. 
Subsequently a whole archaeological sector was created on the basis of this department, uniting several 
archaeological departments.
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An urgent need for archaeological work grew as a consequence of house building on a widespread scale. 
At the insistence of Professor Otar Lordkipanidze, a Centre for Archaeological Studies (CAS) was set up at the 
Institute of History, Archaeology and Ethnography in 1977. The principal departments of the CAS are: the Pal-
aeolithic period, Stone and Bronze Age, Classical period Iberia and Colchis, the Middle Ages and interdiscipli-
nary studies. Cardinal problems of Georgian archaeology are studied at the CAS through the description and 
classification of Georgia’s archaeological sites, and via consideration of such topics as: the original settlement 
of man on Georgian territory; the inception and development of a manufacturing economy; the ethnogeny 
of the Georgians; bronze and iron metallurgy; the genesis of polities on Georgian territory (the kingdoms 
of Colchis and Iberia), palaeo-urbanistics; archaeological culture and socio-economic structures, contacts of 
ancient cultures with other worlds; medical centres, etc.

The complex study of individual archaeological artefacts is carried out in the various departments of 
the Centre for Archaeological Studies. There are research programmes in: spectral, metallographic, archaeo-
magnetic, palaeozoological, dendrological analysis, as well as sections for the conservation of archaeological 
artefacts and the interpretation of aerial photographs. Since 1985 underwater archaeological studies have 
been carried on under the direction of G. Gamkrelidze on the Black Sea coast and at Lake Paliastomi. The 
off‑shore shelves of Bichvinta, Sukhumi, Anaklia, Poti and Tsikhisdziri have been studied hydroarchaeologi-
cally (Gamkrelidze 1992; 1993: 30-48). The Centre for Archaeological Studies (now the Otar Lordkipanidze 
Centre of Archaeology of the Georgian National Museum) is at present the main institution for archaeological 
research in Georgia. Its scientific collaborators conduct excavations in all regions of Georgia. Brief reports on 
these excavations are published annually in the collection Archaeological Field Studies (see the Bibliography). 

The discovery of hominid skulls in the lower layers of the Dmanisi site in the south-eastern part of Georgia 
should be considered as the major success of modern Georgian archaeology. The age of the skulls has been 
established at 1.8 million years. Primitive stone tools and diverse palaeofaunal and palaeobotanical material 
were attested in the context of the skulls. The remains of ancient man found in Dmanisi belong to the homo 
erectus type, representing the earliest evidence for the spread of hominids in Western Eurasia.

More than 350 Paleolithic habitations have been traced on Georgian territory to date. Important strati-
fied sites include: Kudaro I, Kudaro II, Tsona, Tsopi, Jruchula, Ortvala, Apiancha, Sakazhia, Edzani, Kvachara, 
Darkveti, Sagvarjile, Tetri Mghvime, which are situated on the Black Sea littoral, in the Rioni-Qvirila valley, on 
Javakheti Plateau and Kvemo Kartli. The stone and osteological material brought to light on these sites pro-
vides interesting evidence for the life of Palaeolithic man. On the basis of this material it may be said that be-
ginning with the earliest stage of the Paleolithic period to the start of early farming, an uninterrupted picture 
of human life on Georgian territory is attested. Georgia’s Upper Palaeolithic displays a certain similarity with 
contemporary remains in Mesopotamia and Syria-Palestine (Archaeology of Georgia, 1991).

As a result of new explorations, numerous Neolithic archaeological sites have been discovered in Georgia 
(Kighuradze 1986), in particular: Anaseuli, Palauri, Darkveti, Khroshi, and Chkhortoli. The latest stage of these 
sites is dated to the sixth millennium BC. On settlement sites of this stage we already come across farming 
tools such as sickle blades or querns. These artefacts point to the transition effected by the early inhabitants 
to farming and livestock-breeding, and which are indicative of important changes under way in society. The 
last phase of this process is clearly visible in Early Farming Culture sites of the 6th-4th millennia BC in Georgia 
(Kiguradze 1986).

The archaeological study of the Kvemo Kartli settlements of the 5th-4th millennia BC has revealed an an-
cient local farming society, whose economic basis of life was farming based on simple irrigation, as well as 
livestock breeding. These archaeological sites are: Arukhlo I-II, Shulaveris gora, Imiris gora, Khramis gora, etc. 
Excavations brought to light adobe structures, household facilities, diverse pottery, stone and bone tools 
(largely for farming use). Diverse palaeobotanical material was also found here, such as evidence for millet, 
barley, durum and common wheat.
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A new stage begins in the development of local society from the second half of the 4th millennium BC. 
In Georgian scholarly literature this stage is referred to as the Kura-Araxes culture. This archaeological culture 
spread in Transcaucasia, north-eastern Caucasia, eastern Anatolia, and northen Iran, covering a fairly large 
area. In Georgia the following are considered to be classic sites of this culture: Sachkhere barrows, Kvatshelebi, 
Khizanaant gora, Amiranis gora, Ilto, Samshvilde, Koda, Jhinvali settlement site, Ghrmakhevistavi, and Digho-
mi (Archaeology of Georgia 1992; Japaridze 2006). 

According to modern scholarly research, the Kura-Araxes culture is considered to have been that of an 
agricultural, livestock breeding society. In it, metallurgy becomes detached as a separate branch from the first 
half of the 3rd millennium BC. Archaeological study of the end of the 3rd millennium and first half of the 2nd mil-
lennium BC (the Middle Bronze Age period in Georgia) is being carried on successfully, the way having been 
brilliantly paved by the discovery of the barrow culture of Trialeti (Kuftin 1941). Similar archaeological evi-
dence was found on Gomarteli plateau, Dmanisi district. In the 1970s and 1980s, new centres of this culture 
were attested in Mtsketa, Kakheti, and elsewhere. Excavations revealed burial structures built with wooden 
beams, rich in artefacts (burial wagons, gold and silver jewellery, bronze weapons, black-burnished pottery, 
etc.) (Japaridze 2003). 

According to the latest studies, Georgia in the second half of the 2nd millennium witnessed the acceler-
ated development of productive forces, primarily of metallurgy, the further advance of farming and the emer-
gence of the antecedents of early city-dwelling. Study of sites of this type stems from the Samtavro necropolis 
in Mtskheta.

Numerous Late Bronze-Early Iron Age archaeological sites have been discovered in Georgia: settlements, 
burial grounds, temples, traces of metallurgical and ceramic manufacture. Sites of this period have been 
recorded and partly excavated and studied: in Shida Kartli; on the southern slope of the Central Caucasus 
Range, in the Iori and Aragvi valleys, Kvemo Kartli, Meskhet-Javakheti, Kakheti, Kolkheti, Svaneti, Racha, etc. 
A major Late Bronze-Early Iron Age settlement, resembling a proto-urban type settlement, called Treli gorebi, 
has been discovered at Dighomi, near Tbilisi. Its excavation is under way.

Georgian archaeologists have made some headway in the study of iron metallurgy. Judging by the ar-
chaeological data iron production appears to begin in the 14th cent. BC, while its wide adoption is presumed 
from the 12th cent. BC. Hundreds of artefacts relating to iron manufacture have been found in the shape of 
iron smelting furnaces, slags and ore. These finds have been made at Paluri, Nigvziani, Ureki, Merkheti, Brili, 
and elsewhere. An astonishingly large number of iron agricultural tools and weapons have been discovered 
on west Georgian sites of the 8th-7th cent. BC (Khakhutaishvili 1987, 2009).

In the Classical period, the kingdoms of Colchis and Iberia (Kartli) emerged, both well known from Greek, 
Roman and Georgian written sources. This led to the eventual creations of a united state of Georgia. (Gam-
krelidze 1993, 5-101). Georgian archaeologists have achieved considerable success in the study of these 
kingdoms in the Classical period. To date city sites, repeatedly mentioned in Georgian and Greek sources, 
have been studied archaeologically, namely: Mtskheta-Armaztsikhe (Apakidze, Gobejishvili, Kalandadze, and 
Lomtatidze 1955), Nastakisi, Uplistsikhe, Dzalisi, Sarkine, Shorapani, Bichvinta, Apsarus, and others. Sites of 
the same period are: Samadlo, Tsikhiagora, Vani, Eshera, Kobuleti-Pichvnari, Sairkhe, Sakorkio, Sukhumi-Di-
oskurias, Ochamchire, etc. Most of these sites bear characteristics of urbanization, viz., defensive works, an 
acropolis, public and cult buildings built of hewn stone and roofed with tiles, baths (Lordkipanidze 1991; 
2002; Gamkrelidze 2002; Gamkrelidze and Pirtskhalava 2005; Braund 1994).

Through the long-standing endeavours of Georgian archaeologists the Colchis of the Greek and Roman 
written sources has emerged as a real country with statehood, a developed agriculture, cities, diversified 
craftsmanship, weapons, distinctive pottery, toreutics, goldsmithing, architecture, coinage, etc. 

The artefacts from the above-mentioned sites have proved to be principal source for the study of such 
outstanding scholarly problems as the social stratification of Classical period Georgia, the typological and 
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functional classification of settlements and towns, trade, economic and cultural contacts with the outer world, 
craftsmanship, agriculture, monetary circulation, ideology, the study of the fine arts, architecture, etc. 

Georgian medieval archaeological sites are more numerous in comparison with those of other periods. 
Georgian archaeologists have studied medieval city and village sites, fortresses and strongholds, evidence 
for manufacture, cult architecture, sanitary systems, etc. The study of specific artefacts is under way: pottery, 
metal, glass, ornaments, arms, numismatic material, etc. (Lomtatidze 1977).

Since the 1960s and 1970s wide-scale field work has been conducted on medieval sites: in Tbilisi, Rustavi, 
Ujarma, Vardtsikhe, Jhinvali, Kazreti, Mtisdziri (Vani district), Balichi, Dmanisi, Akhalkalaki (Javakheti district), 
Gavazi, Telavi, Poti (near Lake Paliastomi), etc. 

The main aim and subject of research of the collaborators of the Centre of Archaeology working in the 
Classical period and the Early Middle Ages is:

A statistical and typological classification of Classical and Early Medieval archaeological sites brought to 
light in Georgia.

The bio-geo-environment (flora, fauna, climate, sea transgression, etc.) in the Classical period and the Early 
Middle Ages according to archaeological data.

The genesis of polity; questions of the formation and development of statehood in Georgia according to 
archaeological data.

Research into social stratification in Georgia in the Classical and Early Medieval periods according to 
archaeological data.

Mapping Georgia’s Classical and Early Medieval archaeological sites.
Analyses of the structure and type of burials, as well as burial complexes; research into the burial customs 

and rites according to archaeological data from Classical and Early Medieval sites.
The study of problems of the genesis of urbanism.
Research into Classical and Early Medieval Georgia’s political and economic structures from an archaeo-

logical standpoint.
Research into craftsmanship; metal, ceramic, glass, textile and leather workshops.
Research into the character of trade: roads, bridges, passes, sea- and river routes, main transit roads; 

means of transport (by land, sea, river, etc.).
The study of the circulation of coins and of trade.
The demographic situation and the study of the migration according to archaeological data.
The character and type of settlements. The morphology of structures and planning peculiarities.
The study of building materials (stone, wood, adobe, brick, tile) in settlements and the technology of 

construction.
The study of the planning and architecture of Classical and Early Medieval farming establishment.
The study of small-scale sculpture.
The typological study of Classical and Early Medieval local and foreign containers (amphorae).
Research into Classical toreutics.
The study of Classical terracottas.
The study of black-gloss and red-gloss pottery.
The study of glyptics.
The study of jewellery.
Research into Iberian-Colchian relations with the Classical and Iranian worlds (Greek, Achaemenid, Pon-

tic, Bosphoran, Albanian, Parthian, Roman, Sasanian, etc.). Study of Classical and Medieval foreign 
wares discovered in Georgia.

Iberia and Colchis in the system of Near Eastern and Caucasian archaeological cultures.
The study of irrigation systems.
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Research on Early Medieval Georgia’s relations with the outside world (Byzantium, Iran, the Near East, the 
Northern Black Sea area, Europe).

The archaeological study of armaments and fortification works.
The genesis of Christian culture in Georgia according to archaeological data.
The juxtaposition of written sources and archaeological data as exemplified by Georgian archaeological 

material.
Research into sacred structures and artefacts in Classical Georgia.

Cardinal problems of Georgian archaeology of the relevant periods are being studied at the Centre of 
Archaeology mainly according to the topics listed above, but in other ways as well. By means of a specially cre-
ated questionnaire, all the archaeological data are prepared for statistical-typological and systemic-structural 
analysis. This facilitates the subsequent solution of the principal aim, i.e. the reconstruction of historical-cul-
tural regularities reflected in the material data.

The Centre’s Archaeological Expeditions conduct fieldwork throughout Georgia in order to discover and 
study new archaeological sites: settlements, fortification and religious structures, burial grounds, centres of 
metallurgical and ceramic manufacture, and unique specimens of art. Special attention is given to field and 
rescue excavation on new construction sites.

Papers by archaeologists belonging to institutions that were the predecessors of the Otar Lordkipanidze 
Centre of Archaeology were first published in the Enimkis moambe (“Proceedings of ENIMKI”), then in the 
“Proceedings of the Institute of History” and in the collected papers Mimomkhilveli (“Reviewer”). Since 1955 
Georgian archaeologists have issued a separate systematic publication Material for the Archaeology of Georgia 
and the Caucasus. In later years other archaeological collections were also founded and published serially, 
namely, Archaeological Sites of Feudal Georgia, Questions of Georgian Archaeology, Vani, The Great Pitiunt, Mt­
skheta, Tbilisi, The Archaeological Sites of Kavtiskhevi, Archaeological Studies on New Construction Sites, Proceed­
ings of the Kakheti Archaeological Expedition, Proceedings of the Zhinvali Archaeological Expedition, Dziebani 
(“Researches”) of the CAS, Iberia-Colchis: Researches on the Archaeology and History of Georgia in the Classical 
and Early Medieval Periods), Journal of Georgian Archaeology, etc. (Kacharava 1997; Iberia-Colchis 1 [2003], 2 
[2005], 3 [2007]; Journal of Georgian Archaeology, 2004; Kacharava 1987).

The principal repository of the archaeological material brought to light on Georgian territory is the Na-
tional Museum of Georgia, the oldest scientific educational institution of the country. Today it is engaged in 
a fruitful field of archaeological studies. The Museum has a special restoration and conservation department, 
and if facilitates the protection and popularization of newly discovered archaeological monuments.

Other regional institutes also carry out archaeological research, namely the D. Gulia Abkhazian Institute 
of History, and the Tskhinvali Scientific Research Institute and the Batumi Scientific Research Institute. Special 
archaeological departments exist at these institutions. 

Archaeological work carried out on Georgian territory is supervised by the Archaeological Commission 
which grants permission to conduct excavations. Without such permission archaeological excavations on 
Georgian territory are forbidden and are punishable by law.

The universally acknowledged successes of Georgian archaeology, one of the branches of modern 
Kartvelology, have come about thanks to the work of generations of Georgian archaeologists. Archaeological 
research in Georgia has confirmed the existence of sites of all stages of human life and development, ranging 
from the Palaeolithic to the Medieval period. Proof of this success is to be found in the several thousands of 
papers and monographs published by Georgian archaeologists over the years.
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The development of archaeology in Georgia 
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Woratis saxeliT cnobili mravalfenovani arqeologiuri Zegli mdebareobs axal
cixidan samxreT-dasavleTiT, 12 km daSorebiT, q. valesTan, mis Crdilo-aRmosavleT na
wilSi, md. focxovis marjvena napiris 70-80 m. simaRlis terasaze.

aq CrdiloeTisaken 5-10% daxril terasaze 2004-2006 wlebSi arqeologiur samuSao
ebs awarmoebda Woratis arqeologiuri eqspedicia prof. malxaz baramiZis xelmZRvane
lobiT.

eqspediciis Seswavlis ZiriTad obieqts warmoadgenda elinistur-romauli xanis sa
marovani da adre Sua saukuneebis namosaxlari. xsenebuli Zeglebis Seswavlis procesSi, 
2004 w. eqspediciis erT-erTma wevrma prof. manana gabuniam zedapirulad Seagrova qvis 
xanis masalebi (72 erTeuli), romelic man zogadad aSel-mustiuri xaniT daaTariRa [ga
bunia 2006: 17-27].

2005 wels, Woratis arqeologiur eqspediciaSi monawileobis dros, gviani periodis 
Zeglebis Seswavlis paralelurad, yuradReba gavamaxvileT uSualod gasaTxrel far
Tobze da mis SemogarenSi qvis xanis TvalsazrisiT arsebul situaciaze. gaTxrebis Se
degad Zeglze gamovlinda martivi, magram sayuradRebo stratigrafiuli suraTi, rome
lic Semdegi saxiT aris warmodgenili: I (zeda) fena warmoadgens lega feris humusur ni
adags, romlis sisqe 0,60-1,00 metria. pirobiTad igi SeiZleba or Tanabar nawilad gaiyos, 
misi zeda 30-40 sm sisqis monakveTi Seicavs aSlili fenebidan momdinare mustiuri xanisa 
da antikur-Sua saukuneebis sayofacxovrebo arqeologiur masalebs. SedarebiT ufro 
mniSvnelovania I fenis qveda monakveTi, romelSic elinistur _ romauli xanis ormosa
marxebi da Sua saukuneebis nagebobaTa naSTebia dadasturebuli. kulturuli fenis am 
nawilsac mniSvnelovani raodenobiT ereva gadaadgilebuli, mustieuri xanis masalebi.

I fena uSualod adevs II (qveda) fenas, romelic warmodgenilia Ria moyviTalo feris, 
qviSnarisa da sxvadasxva zomis qvargvalebis Semcveli konglomeratiT.

gazsadenis milebisaTvis gaWril TxrilebSi gamovlenili suraTis mixedviT Tu vim
sjelebT, II fenis sisqe sul cota 4 metria. misi zeda nawili daaxloebiT 30-40 sm-s sis
qeze odnav Ria Seferilobisaa da Secementebulia, rac gamowveulia masSi mniSvnelovani 
raodenobiT TabaSirovani niadagis SereviT. 

II fenis zeda horizontSi adgil-adgil CarTul-Cacementebuli saxiT aRmoCnda ar
qauli ieris mqone qvis iaraR-anatkecebi, romelTa zedapiris waxnagebi intensiuri go
rebis Sedegad TiTqmis mTlianad gadalesilia, sqeli patina faravs da zedapiris mniS
vnelovan nawilze TabaSirovani naleqebi aqvs SemorCenili. 

amTaviTve unda iTqvas, rom pirveli da meore fenidan momdinare masalebi, rogoric 
tipologiuri, ise teqnikuri niSnebiT da daculobis TvalsazrisiT aSkarad gansxvavde
ba erTmaneTisgan.

I fenaSi aRmoCenilia andezit-bazaltebisagan nakeTebi qvis iaraR-anatkecebi (37 c.).

guram grigolia
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masala gadaadgilebulia da yvela nimuSis zedapirs faravs Ria nacrisferi patina, 
romelic sruliad niRbavs qanis Tavdapirvel lega Seferilobas. am SemTxvevaSi nakeTo
baTa zedapirul waxnagebs intensiuri gorebis niSnebi ar etyobaT.

I fenidan momdinare qvis masalebis koleqciaSi raodenobiT Warbobs sxvadasxva zo
mis nukleusebi (10 c.). maT dasamzadeblad gamoyenebulia andezit-bazaltebis samkuTxa 
an ovaluri moyvanilobis qvargvalebi.

nukleusebis zeda-farTo nawili, dartymis sibrtyis miRebis mizniT gadamtvreu
lia da zurgisken daqanebuli anatkecebiT aris damuSavebuli. nukleusebis umetesoba 
intensiuri gamoyenebis Sedegad brtyelia, romlis zeda sibrtyeze levaluauri teqni
kiT Sesrulebuli maraoseburad gaSlili, an paraleluri mimarTulebis lamelisebur 
anatkecTa negatiuri waxnagebia SemorCenili (tab. I1-3

; tab. II
1-2

). nukleusebis umetesobis 
zurgs mTlianad kaWris qerqi faravs, an nawilobriv Tavisufalia aseTi detalebisagan. 
nukleusebs emsgavseba agreTve argilitiseburi monacrisfro Seferilobis, oTxkuTxa 
moyvanilobis masiuri qvis nimuSi, romelic ormxriv aris atkecili. 

aseve bifasuri teqnikiTaa damuSavebuli samkuTxa moyvanilobis ori iaraRi, rome
lic Tavdapirvelad SesaZloa nukleusebi yofiliyo. maT erT-erT farTo gverds kaW
ris qerqi faravs, danarCeni zedapiri ki usistemod, ormxriv aris atkecili. 

saxoki kompleqsSi oTxi erTeuliTaa warmodgenili. maT Soris erTi kvarcis masiur 
natexzea gaformebuli, romlis yua uformo da sqelia. mopirdapire, Txeli, sworxazo
vani kide ki sxvadasxva sibrtyidan dakbiluli, Canatexebiani retuSiT aris gaformebu
li (tab. III1

). andezitis dakuTxul, farTo anatkeczea gaformebuli meore saxoki, rom
lis swori odnav momrgvalo gverdi farTo facetebiani anatkecebiT aris damuSavebuli 
(tab. III

2
).

saxokad unda yofiliyo gamoyenebuli agreTve andezitis mogrZo, ovalur anatkec
ze gaformebuli iaraRi. saxokis qveda sibrtyeze ori ganivi, farTo anatkecis negati
via SemorCenili. misi qveda naxevari, morkalul bolosTan erTad, orive sibrtyidan 
aris gaformebuli wyvetili retuSiT. saxokis dartymis sibrtye zurgisaken daqanebul 
anatkecebiT gulmodgined aris Sesworebuli (tab. III3

).
analogiuri moyvanilobisaa kidev erTi saxoki. mis namzadad gamoyenebulia mogrZo, 

farTo, ovaluri moyvanilobis orferda anatkeci, romlis erT-erTi sigrZivi gverdi 
orive sibrtyidan Canatexebiani retuSiTaa gaformebuli. saxokis morkaluri bolo 
damreci retuSiT qveda sibrtyidanaa gaformebuli (tab. IV

1
). 

saxokebis Tu dana-saxokebis kategoriaSi SeiZleba gavaerTianoT levaluauri, or
ferda anatkeci, romlis qveda morkaluri bolo zurgis mxridanaa retuSirebuli, ro
gorc es saxokebsa da dana-saxokebs Seefereba. iaraRis meore gverdi qveda sibrtyidan 
aris saxokiseburad gaformebuli, damablagvebeli retuSiT (tab. IV

2
).

wvetana kompleqsSi erTad-erTi nimuSiT aris warmodgenili da isic aratipiuria. ia
raRi gaformebulia andezitis ganiv, samkuTxa anatkecze, romlis zeda sibrtye mTlia
nad kaWris qerqiT aris dafaruli. gamonakliss warmoadgenen anatkecis Semxvedri sig
rZivi gverdebi, romlebic zeda sibrtyidan Canatexebiani retuSiT aris gaformebuli 
da maTi Sexvedris wertilSi maxvili wveria warmoqmnili (tab. II3

).
dana-saxokis daniSnulebiT unda yofiliyo gamoyenebuli iaraRi, romelic Camoya

libebulia andezitis mogrZo, farTo orferda anatkecze. iaraRis erTi morkaluri 
gverdi cicabo retuSiTaa dakbilul-dablagvuli. misi mopirispire swori kide ki fxis 
mimcemi retuSiT aris gaformebuli (tab. V

1
). 

zurgiani danebi Woratis kompleqsSi oTxi erTeuliTaa warmodgenili, romlebic 
mogrZo levaluaur anatkecebze aris gaformebuli. yvela maTgans gaaCnia TiTis say
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rdeni masiuri yua da saWreli daniSnulebis mopirdapire gverdi, retuSirebisa da xma
rebis Sedegad warmoqmnili CanatexebiT (tab. IV

3
; tab. V

3
).

levaluauri anatkecebi, 2 c. orive nimuSi samferda, mogrZo, sworkuTxa anatkecia, 
romelTa sworxazovan kideebs xmarebis Sedegad warmoqmnili retuSirebuli Canatexebi 
dauyveba. orive anatkecis dartymis sibrtye sagangebod aris Sesworebuli (tab. III

4
; tab. 

IV
4
).

`kleqtonuri~ ieris mqone anatkecebi koleqciaSi xuTi erTeuliTaa warmodgenili.. 
yvela maTgani dabali, farTo da masiuria, aqvT zurgisken daxrili dartymis moedani, 
reliefuri atkecis burcobi da xmarebis Sedegad warmoqmnili Canatexebi ama Tu im fxi
ani kidis gaswvriv (tab. V

2
).

Woratis aRwerili bazalt-andezitisgan nakeTeb iaraR-anatkecTa kompleqsi zeda
piris patinirebis xarisxiT da levaluauri teqnikur niSnebiT axlo msgavsebas amJRav
nebs kumurdos (javaxeTi) mustieur masalasTan [grigolia 1966], magram tipologiurad 
da teqnologiurad masze ufro arqauli Cans, aSelur tradiciebs atarebs (bifasuri 
teqnikis gadmonaSTebi, maraosebri nukleusebi) da adre musties xaniT unda daTariR
des. vfiqrobT, aseve unda daTariRdes prof. m. gabunias mier mopovebuli masalac [ga
bunia m. 2006: 17-27].

kidev ufro mniSvnelovani masala mogvca Woratis meore (qveda) fenam, romelic 
sxvadasxva zomis qvargvalebisa, yviTeli Seferilobis qviSisa da TabaSirovani niadagis 
Serevis Sedegad warmoqmnil konglomerats warmoadgens.

mxaris meoTxeuli geologiiT dainteresebul mkvlevarTa monacemebis mixedviT md. 
focxovis xeobaSi gamovlenili 12 terasuli safexuridan [maisuraZe 1969: 233], Worati 
rigiT mexuTe terasul safexurs unda Seesatyvisebodes, romelic 70-80 m SefardebiT 
simaRlezea gavrcelebuli.

rogorc specialistebi aRniSnaven, axalcixis qvabulis meoTxeul naleqebSi jer
-jerobiT aravis upovnia saxelmZRvanelo namarxi formebi, romlebic saSualebas mis
cemda mkvlevarebs daedginaT terasebisa da axalgazrda lavuri ganfenebis mdebareoba 
meoTxeuli naleqebis stratigrafiul svetSi [maisuraZe 1969: 313]. aqedan gamomdinare, 
Woratis qveda fenis aRmoCenebma SesaZloa mniSvnelovani koreqtivi Seitanos V terasis 
daTariRebis saqmeSi. am SemTxvevaSi gansakuTrebiT sayuradReboa is faqti, rom Wora
tis II fenis masalebi uSualod CarTuli iyo konglomeratebSi, rac imis dasturia, rom 
V terasis formireba xdeboda am masalebis uSualo monawileobiT da amdenad terasebic 
misi asakis Tanadrouli unda iyos.

Woratis ## 16-31 kvadratebis monakveTSi, I anu humusuri feris moxsnis Semdeg, ro
desac gaSiSvlda II fenis e. w. `gruntis~ zedapiri, mis TabaSirovan zeda horizontSi, ad
gil-adgil Cakiruli aRmoCnda andezit-diorituli masalis qvis iaraR-anatkecebi (10 
c.). simciris miuxedavad mopovebuli masala tipologiur-teqnologiuri, qronologi
uri da paleogeografiuli TvalsazrisiT aris saintereso.

unda iTqvas, rom kompleqsSi Semavali yvela nimuSis zedapiruli waxnagebi intensiu
radaa gadalesili, rac tipiuria wylis mier nagorebi aluviuri masalebisaTvis. am masa
lis zedapirze warmoqmnili patinis sqeli fena sruliad niRbavs qvis masalis bunebriv, 
muq Seferilobas. 

meore fenis monapovrebs Soris gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa bifasuri teqnikiT ga
formebuli gulis formis xelculi (tab. V4

).
xelculis dasamzadeblad gamoyenebulia bazaltisa Tu dioritis(?) kaWari, Tu uxe

Si anamtvrevi. iaraRis erTi gverdi, zeda sibrtyidan, mTel sigrZeze, morkaluli fuZiT 
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da misi momijnave meore sigrZivi gverdis CaTvliT, kideebze miyenebuli dartymebiT Ca
mocilebuli ganivi masiuri anatkecebiT aris gaformebuli. 

xelculis qveda sibrtye maRali, texili, qediT, orad aris gayofili. misi marcxena 
naxevari daumuSavebelia, gluvia da damrecia, xolo marjvena zeda nawili ganivi anatke
cebiT aris gaformebuli, rogorc es bifasebisaTvis aris tipiuri. xelculis sigrZivi 
gverdebis magistraluri xazi texilia, rac qvis damuSavebis arqauli teqnikuri tradi
ciebisTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli.

iaraRis qveda sibrtyis did nawils TabaSirovani warmonaqmnis sqeli fena faravs, 
rac imaze migvaniSnebs, rom igi xangrZlivi drois ganmavlobaSi am nawiliT Cakiruli iyo 
TabaSirovan konglomeratSi, ramac xelculis qveda sibrtye daicva intensiuri gada
lesvisa da intensiuri patinirebisagan.

zedapiris mdgomareobis analogiuri maxasiaTebeli niSnebi tipiuria koleqciaSi 
Semavali sami, konusiseburi moyvanilobis nukleusisaTvis, romlebic faqtiurad war
moadgendnen andezitis qvargvalebs, zurgisaken daxrili, sustad atkecili dartmis 
sibrtyiT da zedapirze SemorCenili sxvadasxva mimarTulebis anatkecebis dabali wax
nagebiT, romlebic TiTqmis mTlianad gadalesilia (tab. VI1-2

). nukleusebis zurgis mxa
res rogorc wesi TabaSirovani xsnaris sqeli fena faravs.

Coperi, II fenis monapovarTa Soris erT-erTi TvalsaCino iaraRia. igi damzadebulia 
andezitis ovaluri formis, Suaze gaxeTqili qvargvalisagan, romlis qveda sibrtye 
horizontaluria, xolo zeda amoburculia (tab. VII

1
). Coperis ZiriTad samuSao nawils 

misi qveda, farTo sworxazovani gverdi warmoadgens, romelic zurgis mxridan farTo 
anatkecebiTaa damuSavebuli da xmarebis Sedegad daCeCqvilia. iaraRis zeda sibrtyis 
waxnagebi Zlier gadalesilia da sqeli, gaumWvirvale, nacrisferi patiniTaa dafaruli. 
TabaSirovani danaleqi Coperis qveda sibrtyezea SemorCenili. aseve Coperisa Tu Co
pingis msgavsi saCexi daniSnulebis iaraRi unda iyos andezitis, ovaluri moyvanilobis, 
masiuri qvargvali. misi zeda mxare orferdaa, romlis Sua, amoziduli, texili centra
luri qedi Zlieraa gadalesili. mas Tavsa da boloSi sam-sami farTo sigrZivi mimarTu
lebis anatkeci aqvs Camocilebuli. iaraRis meore mxare faqtiurad horizontaluria, 
romelzec sustad SeimCneva, ori, farTo, ganivi anatkecis Camocilebis kvali (tab. VII2

). 
saCexis viwro boloSi sami anatkecis negativi qveda sibrtyidanac SeiniSneba, rogorc 
es tipiuria Coperisa Tu Copingis saxeliT cnobil saCexi daniSnulebis iaraRebisaTvis. 
iaraRis mTel zedapirs sqeli gaumWirvale, nacrisferi patina faravs. igi aRmoCnda Wo
ratis #32a kvadratSi, sadac muclis mxridan iyo Cakiruli II fenis TabaSirovan konglo
meratSi.

saxoki iaraRebi WoratSi oTxi erTeuliTaa warmodgenili. yvela nimuSi gaformebu
lia andezitis uxeS anatkecze, calmxrivi damuSavebis wesiT.

gamonakliss warmoadgens samferda, ovaluri moyvanilobis iaraRi. misi orive sig
rZivi gverdi da qveda ganivi bolo uxeSi cicabo retuSiT, zeda sibrtyidanaa gaforme
buli. misi qveda bolo brtyeli anatkecebiT, muclis mxridanac aris Sesworebuli (tab. 
VI3

), rac bifasuri teqnikis damaxasiaTebel elements mogvagonebs.
analogiuri teqnikuri niSnebiT xasiaTdeba kidev erTi saxoki, romelic andezitis 

farTo, masiur anatkeczea gaformebuli. iaraRi irgvliv aris retuSirebuli, orive 
sibrtyidan. gansakuTrebiT es iTqmis saxokis amoRarul gverdebze, romelic orive sib
rtyidan, cicabo retuSiT aris gaformebuli (tab. VII

3
). am niSniT iaraRi gverdamoRaru

li saxokis tipiuri nimuSia.
saxokebs iseve rogorc kompleqsSi Semavali iaraR-anatkecebis yvela nimuSs zeda

piruli waxnagebi da kideebi mkveTrad aqvs gadalesil-daCeCqvili, rac tipiuria wylis 
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mier nagorebi masalisaTvis. saxokebisaTvis aseve tipiuria zedapiris patinireba da er
T-erT sibrtyeze SemorCenili TabaSirovani danaleqi.

Woratis II fenis masalebi zedapirulad TiTqmis ar gvxvdeba. yvela nimuSebisaTvis 
niSandoblivia Taviseburi, arqauli teqnikuri gaformeba, zedapiris intensiuri pati
nireba, waxnagebis gadalesva da zedapirze SemorCenili TabaSirovani danaleqebi, yvela 
is arqauli niSani, rac ase tipuria Woratis aSeluri xanis namosaxlarisaTvis.

Woratis II fenis masalebi saerTo ieriT garkveul msgavsebas amJRavnebs samcxe-java
xeTisa da aWaris aSeluri xanis iseT ZeglebTan, rogoric aris axalqalaqi I da II [grigo
lia 1966], murji, axalqalaqi III da axalqalaqi IV [gabunia 1994], Crdilo-dasavleT anato
liis _ yarsis sadgomebi TurqeTSi, somxeTis zeganis aSeluri Zeglebi da maRalmTian 
aWaraSi, adgil bululas (xulos raioni) monapovrebi [grigolia 2002; grigolia 2007].

zogadi msgavsebis miuxedavad Woratis II fenis masalebi, rogorc zedapiris dacu
lobiT, ise tipologiuri da teqnologiuri niSnebiT, aSkarad arqauli ierisaa da winas
warulad adre aSeluri xaniT unda daTariRdes.

Worati II-is paleoliTuri namosaxlaris aRmoCena sayuradReboa mxaris paleogeogra
fiuli suraTis dasazustebladac, kerZod, md. focxovis xeobis terasebis daTariRebisaT
vis. rogorc ukve iTqva, Woratis namosaxlari mdebareobs axalcixis qvabulis 70-80 met. 
SefardebiT simaRlis V-e terasul safexurze, romelsac meoTxeuli geologiis speciali
tebi: d. jiRauri, j. wereTeli, g. maisuraZe da sxv. zeda meoTxeuliT aTariReben [maisuraZe 

1969: 205].
Cveni azriT, Woratis qvis xanis Zeglebis aRmoCenis Semdeg terasebis savaraudo Ta

riRebi momavalSi, kritikulad unda gadaisinjos, maTi daZvelebis niSniT.
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The multi-level site of Chorati is located 12 km south-west of Akhaltsikhe, in the northern part of the town 
of Vale, on a terrace 70-80-m high on the right bank of the river Potskhovi.

In 2004-2006 investigations were carried out under the supervision of Prof. Malkhaz Baramidze on a slop-
ing terrace inclined to the north.

The main objective of the investigation was a Hellenistic-Roman cemetery and an early Medieval settle-
ment, but in the course of this work, Prof. Manana Gabunia who was a member of the expedition, collected 
72 Stone Age objects which she dated for the most part to the Acheulian-Mousterian period (Gabunia 2006, 
17-27).

During the Chorati archaeological expedition of 2005, in addition to work on sites of later periods, atten-
tion was also focused on the Stone Age. A simple but remarkable picture emerged: the upper Level I consists 
of grey humus 0.6-1 m thick. Theoretically, it can be divided into two equal parts: the upper 30-40 cm thick 
disturbed layer containing domestic material of the Mousterian, Classical and Medieval periods; the lower, 
comparatively more important, layer containing Hellenistic-Roman period pit graves and remains of Medi-
eval constructions that were revealed in situ. A considerable amount of Mousterian material was mixed in the 
earth here. 

Level I lies immediately above Level II which was a conglomerate consisting of light sandy soil and lithic 
cores of various sizes. Judging by the material recovered in the trenches dug for the pipeline, Level II is at least 
4 m deep. Its upper part, to a depth of about 30-40 cm, is light in colour and is harder, probably as the result of 
an admixture of a modest amount of gypsum in the soil. The upper horizon of Level II yielded stone tools and 
flakes of an archaic appearance embedded here and there. Their facets are almost completely worn as a result 
of intensive rolling, they are covered with a thick patina, and deposits of gypsum are visible over most of their 
surface. It is important to note that the finds from Levels I and II clearly differ from each other typologically 
and technically, as well as by their degree of preservation. 

Tools and flakes of andesite and basalt were found in Level I (37 items). The material had been displaced 
and the surface of each object has a light grey patina that thoroughly obscures the original dark grey colour 
of the rock. In this case the facets do not bear signs of intensive rolling. Triangular or oval andesite and basalt 
lithic cores of various sizes predominate (10 items) in Level I. The broad upper parts of the nuclei had been 
struck in order to obtain a striking platform, and are treated with flakes sloping to the back. Most of the nuclei 
are flat through intensive use. Negative facets of fan-like or parallel lamellar flakes executed in Levallois tech-
nique on the upper platforms of the nuclei have survived (pl. I, 1-3; pl. II 1-2). The dorsal sides of most retain 
the surface of the original pebbles, or else are free of any of such details. An argillite-like grey square stone 
object which is flaked on two sides also belongs to the class of nuclei.

Two tools of triangular shape which might have once been nuclei are also treated in the bifacial tech-
nique. One of their broad sides retains the surface of the original pebble, while the rest of the surface is ir-
regularly flaked on two sides. 

There are four examples of scrapers in the complex. One of them is formed from a solid piece of quartz-
ite, whose end is thick and formless. The opposite thin linear edge is formed by means of cogged, chipped 
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retouch from different platforms (pl. III, 1). The second scraper is fashioned on a broad angular andesite flake 
whose straight, slightly rounded, side is treated with broad faceted flakes (pl. III, 2). 

A tool formed on an elongated oval flake of andesite must also have been used as a scraper. On the lower 
platform the negative scarring of two lateral broad flakes has survived. Its lower half including the arched 
distal end is formed by means of broken retouching from both platforms. The striking platform of the scraper 
is carefully corrected with flakes sloped to the back (pl. III, 3).

There is one more scraper of similar shape. It is made from an elongated, broad, oval flake with two slop-
ing sides whose one longitudinal side is formed by means of chipped retouching from both platforms. The 
arched bottom of the scraper is fashioned from the lower platform with sloping retouch (pl. IV, 1).

A Levallois flake with two sloping surfaces can be included in the category of scrapers or knife-scrapers. 
Its lower arched bottom is retouched on the dorsal side as is usual on both scrapers and knife-scrapers. The 
other side of the tool is modelled scraper-wise from the lower platform with blunting retouch (pl. IV, 2).

The assemblage contains a single example of an atypical pointed tool. It is fashioned on a lateral, trian-
gular andesite flake whose upper platform is completely covered with the coating of the original pebble. The 
longitudinal sides of the flake are an exception, and are fashioned from the upper platform with a chipped 
retouch and they meet at the tip in a sharp point (pl. II, 3). 

A tool formed on an elongated andesite flake with two broad sides was probably used as a knife-scraper. 
One arched side of the tool is cogged and blunted with steep retouch while its opposite straight edge is 
formed with sharpening retouch (pl. V, 1).

The Chorati complex produced four knives with backs formed on elongated Levallois flakes. All have a 
solid butt on which a finger might rest and an opposing edge for cutting. The edge is chipped as the result 
of retouching and use (pl. IV, 1; pl. V, 3). Both examples of Levallois flakes are elongated three sided rectangu-
lar flakes whose straight edges have retouched chips formed as through use. The striking platforms of both 
flakes have been specially corrected (pl. III, 4; pl. IV, 4).

There are five examples of “Clactonian” flakes in the assemblage. All are low, wide and solid. Their striking 
platform slopes towards the back, and they have a projection of relief flaking and chips along the sharp edge 
produced through use (pl. V, 3).

Taking into account the degree of patination and the presence of Levallois technical features, this com-
plex of basalt and andesite tools and flakes is close to the Mousterian material of Kumurdo (Javakheti) (Grigo-
lia 1966), but seems more archaic in terms of typology and technology, and displays such signs of Acheulian 
traditions as bifacial technique and fan-like nuclei. It should therefore be dated to the early Mousterian period 
and the material found by Prof. Gabunia should presumably be dated to the same period (Gabunia 2006: 17-
27). More important material was revealed in the second (lower) level at Chorati, a conglomerate consisting 
of lithic cores of various sizes, yellow sand and gypsum-bearing soil. Judging by the local Quaternary data, 
Chorati must correspond to the fifth of the 12 terraces recovered in the Potskhovi valley (Maisuradze 1969, 
233), at a height of 70-80 m relative to the Akhaltsikhe depression. 

It has been noted that there have not so far been found any examples of fossil forms in the Quaternary 
sediments of the Akhaltsikhe basin that would enable us to estimate the location of terraces and the extent 
of the young lava in the stratigraphic column of Quaternary sediments (Maisuradze 1969, 313). The discover-
ies in the lower level at Chorati might therefore serve as significant correctives to the dating of Terrace V at 
Potskhovi. In which case, it is remarkable that the material of level II was incorporated in the conglomerates, 
and this in turn indicates that the formation of Terrace V took place incorporating this material and that the 
terraces must consequently be contemporary.

In the area of grids Nos 16-31 at Chorati, the first or the humus layer was removed and when the earth 
surface of the second layer was uncovered, ten stone tools and flakes of andesite-diorite came to light em-
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bedded in the upper gypsum-bearing horizon. Although only a small amount of material was recovered, it is 
very interesting from the typological, chronological and palaeogeographical perspectives.

It must be mentioned that the exterior facets of every piece in this complex are badly worn, typical of 
water driven alluvial material. A thick patina completely obscures the natural dark colour of the stone. A heart-
shaped hand-axe fashioned by means of the bifacial technique is especially note-worthy among the finds 
of Level II (pl. V, 4). A basalt or perhaps diorite pebble or rough chip was used for making the hand-axe. The 
whole length of one side of the tool, including its rounded bottom and the adjoining long side was formed 
by having lateral solid flakes knapped off by striking the edges. The lower platform of the hand-axe is divided 
into two parts by a high, broken crest. Its left half is untreated, smooth and sloping, while the upper right part 
is formed with lateral flakes, typical of bifacial tools. The main line of the longitudinal sides of the hand-axe 
is broken, a feature that is diagnostic of archaic technical traditions of stone treatment. Most of the lower 
platform of the tool is covered with a thick coating of gypsum indicative of its having been embedded for a 
long time in a gypseous conglomerate, which somehow protected the lower platform of the hand-axe from 
intensive wear or patination. 

Similar surface states occur on three conical nuclei, which are actually andesite cores with a slightly flaked 
striking platform sloping to the back, and low facets of flakes in different directions which are almost worn 
off preserved on the surface, (pl. VI1-2). The dorsal sides of the nuclei are, as a rule, covered with a thick coating. 

One of the most remarkable tools among the finds of Level II was a chopper. It was made from an oval 
andesite lithic core split in the middle, whose lower platform is horizontal and the upper convex (pl. VII1). The 
lower wide rectilinear side was the main operating part of the tool. It is treated with wide flakes on the dorsal 
side and is crushed through use. The facets of the upper platform are badly worn and are covered with a thick 
opaque grey patina. A gypsum deposit is preserved on the lower platform. Another oval solid andesite core 
must have had the same chopping function. Its upper side has two sloping sides whose central raised uneven 
crest is badly worn. At top and bottom three wide longitudinal flakes are chipped off. The other side of the 
tool is, in fact, horizontal and has slight traces of chipping on two wide lateral flakes (pl. VII2). At the narrow end 
of the chopper the negative scars of three flakes can also be discerned on the lower platform, diagnostic of 
tools made for chopping. The surface of the tool is completely covered with thick opaque grey patina. It was 
uncovered in grid No. 32a at Chorati, where it was embedded in the gypsum-rich conglomerate of Level II.

There were four scrapers in the Chorati assemblage; all are formed on a rough chip of andesite by single 
side treatment. An exception is an oval tool with three sloping sides. Both longitudinal sides and its lower end 
are formed from the upper platform with rough steep retouching. The lower end is also corrected from the 
ventral side with flat flakes (pl. VI3), which resembles a common element for bifacial technique.

Another scraper formed on a solid wide andesite flake displays similar technical features. The tool is re-
touched all round from both platforms. This is particularly true of the grooved sides of the scraper which are 
formed with steep retouch from both platforms (pl. VII3). The presence of this feature means that this tool is a 
typical example of a grooved-sided scraper. The facets and edges of the scrapers, as well as of all the tools and 
flakes in the complex are badly worn and abraded, typical of material that has been in a river. Patination of the 
surface and a gypsum-rich deposit on one of the platforms is also typical of scrapers. 

Material from Level II is hardly ever found on the surface. The distinctive archaic technical modeling, the 
intensive patination of the surface, worn facets and gypsum-rich sediments preserved on surfaces, all the 
archaic features diagnostic of the Chorati Acheulian period settlement, are occasionally found.  The material 
from Level II at Chorati has something in common with Acheulian period sites in Samtskhe-Javakheti and Ad-
jara; sites such as Akhalkalaki I and II (Grigolia 1966), Murji, Akhalkalaki III and Akhalkalaki IV (Gabunia 1994), 
dwellings in Kars, Turkey, north-west Anatolia, Acheulian sites on the Armenian plateau and finds from Bulula 
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(Khulo district) in the mountains of Adjara (Grigolia 2002; Grigolia 2007). As well as general similarities, the 
assemblage of Level II at Chorati can be deemed to be archaic by the preservation of the surface as well as 
typological and technological features. It should preliminarily be dated to the Early Acheulian period. 

The discovery of the Chorati II Paleolithic settlement is important because it helps to define more pre-
cisely the palaeo-geographic situation in the area, in particular the dating of the terraces of the Potskhovi 
valley. As mentioned above, the Chorati settlement is situated on Terrace V at 70-80 m above the Akhaltsikhe 
depression, dated by specialists of Quaternary geology, such as D. Jighauri, J. Tsereteli, or G. Maisuradze, to the 
Upper Quaternary (Maisuradze 1969: 205). In our view, the discovery of Stone Age sites at Chorati should lead 
to a reconsideration of presumed dates of the terraces.
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2002 wels baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis mSeneblobasTan dakavSirebiT wal
ka-TrialeTis regionSi farTomasStabiani arqeologiuri samuSaoebi gaiSala. es mxare 
aTwleulebis manZilze arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis erT-erT umniSvnelovanes punqts 
warmoadgenda. gasuli saukunis 30-ian wlebSi TrialeTis maRalmTian zolSi, walkis 
platoze warmoebuli savele samuSaoebis Sedegad gamovlinda unikaluri kulturebi, 
ramac safuZveli Cauyara sistematur arqeologiur gaTxrebs am regionSi. 1936 wlidan 
moyolebuli dRemde, mecnierTa interesi am mxarisadmi ar Senelebula da, rogorc mo
salodneli iyo, ukanaskneli wlebSi Catarebulma samuSaoebma araerTi umniSvnelovane
si aRmoCena SesZina saqarTvelos arqeologias.

erT-erTi pirveli cnoba preistoriuli artefaqtebis aRmoCenis Sesaxeb swored am 
regionidan momdinareobs. es gasakviri arcaa, mTels TrialeTSi Znelad Tu moipove
ba adgili, sadac pirvelyofili adamianis kvali ar fiqsirdebodes – msurveli dResac 
mravlad moipovebs uZvelesi adamianis mier damzadebul xelovnur anatkecebs. 

jer kidev 1887 w. a. uvarovma gamoaqveyna mokle cnoba TandarTuli tabuliT xramis 
xeobaSi mopovebul masalaze [Уваров 1887: 85]. a. ioakimovis obsidianis koleqcia mogvia
nebiT kavkasiis muzeumis katalogSi gamoqveynda [Уваров 1887: 205]. 1896 w. eq. TayaiSvil
ma walkis raionSi adgilobrivi mosaxleobisagan SeZenili obsidianis firfitebisa da 
wvetanebis koleqcia gamoaqveyna. 1936 w. xramis hidroeleqtrosadguris mSeneblobis
Tan dakavSirebiT dawyebuli sistematuri savele samuSaoebis dros b. kuftinma sof. 
barmaqsizSi aRmoaCina mezoliTuri sadgomi [Куфтин, 1941: 119-123]. 1946 w. l. maruaSvilma 
geomorfologiuri kvlevebisas kidev erTi mezoliTuri Zegli, zurtaketis sadgomi ga
moavlina [Маруашвили, 1946: 56-61]. 1943-63 ww. iv. javaxiSvilis saxelobis istoriis insti
tutis xramis xeobis arqeologiurma eqspediciam, n. berZeniSvilis xelmZRvanelobiT 
xsenebul raionSi mustiesa da adreneoliTis xanis kaJisa da obsidianis masala moipova. 
Ees koleqciebi gamoqvabulebsa da maT mimdebare terasebze iyo Segrovili [berZeniSvi
li, 1963: 5-12]. 1963-67 ww. eZansa da zurtaketSi ganaxlebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis 
Sedegebs monografiuli kvleva m. gabuniam miuZRvna.

im droidan moyolebuli dRemde, TrialeTSi mimdinare stacionaruli Tu dazver
viTi samuSaoebis procesSi mkvlevarebs araerTxel miuTiTebiaT sporadulad gamov
lenili qvis xanis masalebis arsebobaze am raionSi. 1998 wels walka-TrialeTis arqeo
logiurma eqspediciam (xelmZRvaneli g. narimaniSvili) adgilobrivi mosaxleobisagan 
mustieruli xanis niSandoblivi koleqcia SeiZina (daculia walkis muzeumSi). 2003 wels 
adgilobrivi macxovreblisagan eqspediciam mravalricxovani koleqcia SeiZina, rome
lic qveda paleoliTidan moyolebuli Sua saukuneebis CaTvliT yvela epoqis masalas 
Seicavs [narimaniSvili, 2004: 3].

amave wlebSi walkis platoze dafiqsirda ramdenime Ria (savaraudod mezoliTuri) 
da mRvimuri sadgomi. 2002-2006 ww. baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis derefanSi warmoe

qeTevan sturua
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buli gaTxrebis Sedegad, sof. avranlos, sanTasa da beSTaSenis mimdebare teritoriaze 
qvis xanis masalebi gamovlinda [narimaniSvili, 2003: 17]. avranloSi zedapirulad akre
fili da ai-ilias sadgomebze gavlebuli Txrilebidan momdinare arqeologiuri masala 
gviandeli xanis monapovrebTan erTad paleoliTis, mezoliTisa da neoliTis epoqis ar
tefaqtebiT iyo warmodgenili. 

sofeli avranlo mdebareobs walkis raionSi, mdinare qciis napirebze, walkidan 35 km 
dacilebiT, zRvis donidan 1580 m simaRleze. 1998 wels regionSi ganaxlebuli samuSaoe
bis Sedegad, TrialeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier zedapirulad aikrifa paleo
liTuri da brinjaos xanis artefaqtebi (qvis nakeTobebi, keramika). 

samuSaoebi mimdinareobda sof. avranlos Crdilo-dasavleTiT aRmarTul zeganze 
mdebare mindvris aRmosavleT kidesTan. mindvris samxreTiT moedineba md. qcia, romlis 
Rrma kanionis gaswvriv, frialo ferdobebze da Txemze gaSenebulia `ciklopuri~ ci
xe-simagre, kanionis kedelSi mravali gamoqvabulia gamokveTili. cixes CrdiloeTidan 
Camoudis mozrdili ru, romelic gamoedineba cixis CrdiloeTiT, daaxl. 1,5-2,0 km da
Sorebuli wyarodan. cixes CrdiloeTiT da dasavleTiT ekvris mdelo, romlis zedapir
zec vizualurad SeiniSneba namosaxlarisa da samarovnis naSTebi. qvis masala sworad am 
midamoebSi gamovlinda. 

TrialeTis siZveleebs pirveli fundamenturi gamokvleva miuZRvna eq. TayaiSvil
ma. manve miuTiTa pirvelad sof. avranlosTan gamoqvabulebisa da sxva nagebobebis kva
lis arsebobaze. xramis kanionisebur xeobaSi (vaxuStis mixedviT, “Tevzis xrami”) mdeba
re gamoqvabulTa jgufebidan yvelaze masStaburi avranlos gamoqvabulTa kompleqsia. 
[baxtaZe, 1991: 92]. mRvimeebi mdinaris marcxena napirze, wm. giorgis eklesiis midamoebSi, 
Sveul kldeSi sam iarusadaa gamokveTili. cxovrebis kvali dafiqsirebulia adreuli, 
gviani brinjaosa da Sua saukuneebis fenebiT. kldis ZirSi obsidianis iaraRebi moipove
ba [narimaniSvili, 2004: 5]. 

gamoqvabulebis meore jgufi ufro aRmosavleTiT, wm. RvTismSoblis eklesiis mida
moebSia. erTi maTgani mdinariseul pirvel terasazevea ganlagebuli. mesame terasaze, 
avranlos `ciklopuri~ simagris marjvniv mdebare bunebrivi gamoqvabuli miwiTaa Sev
sebuli ise, rom misi simaRle 1,0-1,2 m-s ar aRemateba. sigrZe 9-10 m-ia, sigane – 6-7 m. ga
moqvabulis win moedania, romelic msxvili qvebiTaa SemozRuduli. bazaltis iaraRebi 
SesasvelTan da moedanzea aRmoCenili. lamelebi mxolod zeda mindorze gvxvdeba [nari
maniSvili 2004: 8].

vinaidan am midamoebSi aRmoCenili qvis masala stratigrafiul konteqsts moklebu
lia, koleqciisa da calkeuli artefaqtebis epoqaluri kuTvnilebis gansazRvris mcde
loba varaudis farglebs ver gascildeba. inventaris didi nawili, savaraudod, musti
esa da mezoliTis epoqebs ganekuTvneba. rac Seexeba namglis CasarTebs, am etapze ufro 
marTebuli iqneboda am masalis mtkvar-araqsis kulturuli kompleqsisaTvis mikuTvne
ba. 

ciklopuri cixe-simagris mimdebare zeganze, qcias marcxena SenakadTan xevSi Camewy
ril fenaSi aRmoCenil iqna qvis iaraRebis mcirericxovani koleqcia. iaraRebi gafor
mebulia andezitisa da obsidianis mozrdil anatkecebze. anatkecebs sakmaod farTo 
dartymis moedani da mkveTrad gamoxatuli burcobi aqvs. zogierTze SenarCunebulia 
kaWris kani, rac koleqcias arqaul iers sZens (tab. I). amave fenaSi ganlagebuli iyo or
mxriv amoRaruli obsidianis safxeki (tab. II7); sami mxridan retuSirebuli obsidianis 
momrgvalo safxeki (tab. II

8
) da obsidianis kombinirebuli iaraRi – safxek-saWrisi (tab. 

II
9
). sof. avranlodan rexasaken mimaval gzasa da ciklopur cixe-simagres Soris moqceul 

mindorze, patara xeviT erozirebul md. qcias napirzea aRmoCnda obsidianis retuSire



qeTevan sturua

70	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

buli anatkeci (tab. II
10

), sami erTeuli kaJis namglis CasarTi (tab. II
11-13

) da erTi kombini
rebuli iaraRi – safxek-saxvreti (tab. II

14
).

ciklopuri cixe-simagris teritoriaze aikrifa ormocamde erTeuli qvis iaraRi. 
koleqcia Semdegnairadaa warmodgenili: obsidianis ori mxridan retuSirebuli wve
tanebi (tab. II

15,17,20
); ormxriv retuSirebuli saWrisi (tab. II

16
); obsidianis safxeki wvrili 

gamafxianebeli retuSiT (tab. II
18

); obsidianis didi zomis cal mxares damuSavebuli saf
xeki, (tab. II

1
), obsidianis saWrisi wvrili retuSiT (tab. II

2
); obsidianis wvrilad retuSi

rebuli lamelebi da lamelis fragmenti (tab. II
3-4,19

); obsidianis anatkecebi msxvili re
tuSiT (tab. II

6,23
); obsidianis nukleusi (tab. II

21
); andezitis xelculebi (tab. III

1-2,4
); ande

zitis daumuSavebeli da nawilobriv damuSavebuli anamtvrevebi (tab. III
3,5-11

); andezitisa 
da obsidianis natexi firfitebi damuSavebisa da gamoyenebis kvaliT (tab. V

8-11,41-47
); kaJis 

namglis CasarTebi (tab. V
1-7

). 
ufro mravalricxovani da stratigrafiulad gakontrolebuli (Tumca gadaadgi

lebuli da areuli) qvis masala ai-ilias namosaxlarze iqna mopovebuli. ai-ilias namo
saxlari mdebareobs sof. beSTaSensa da sanTas Soris ai-ilias mTis garSemo z.d. 1683,1 m 
simaRleze. mTis Txemi da ferdobebi ukavia “ciklopur” simagres, namosaxlarsa da xe
lovnur terasebs. Bbaqo-Tbilisi-jeihani milsadeni gadis ai-ilias mTis samxreT kalTa
ze, “ciklopur’ simagresa da namosaxlars Soris.

2002 wlis seqtemberSi dawyebuli arqeologiuri samuSaoebis Sedegad gamovlenili 

qvis masala aq gvianmezoliTuri da adreneoliTuri sadgomis arsebobaze miuTiTebda 

[narimaniSvili 2003:]. 2002 w. mTis Txemi da ferdobebi aigegma topografiulad. terito

ria daiyo A, B, C, D ubnebad. 2003 w. warmoebuli gaTxrebis dros farTobs E ubani daemata. 

uZvelesi fenebis Semcveli Txrilebi 1.0×1.0 kvadratebad daiyo.

ai-ilias fenaTa stratigrafia amgvarad iyo warmodgenili:

1. kordovani fena, 0,05-0,1 m simZlavris. Seicavda keramikisa da obsidianis masalas.

2. Savi yomrali niadagis fena, 0,1-0,3 m simZlavris. Seicavda Sua saukuneebis kerami

kasa da obsidianis masalas.

3. moyviTalo Tixnari fena, 0,05-0,26 m sisqis. zog adgilas misi simZlavre 1,2-1,4 m aR

wevs.

4. RorRovani fena (kldovan dedaqanamde dasul ubnebze) steriluri.

5. vulkanuri warmoSobis dedaqani.

qvis inventari ZiriTadad qvemoT dasaxelebul egzemplarebs Seicavda: lamelebi 

gamafxianebeli da damablagvebeli retuSiT (tab. IV29,32,35,37,38,40
); lamelebi daumuSavebeli 

(tab. IV
30,31,33,34,36,39,41

);Oovaluri safxekebi (tab. IV
18,24-26

); bolokidura safxeki (tab. IV
27

; tab. 

V
48

); marTkuTxa safxeki (tab. IV
28

; tab. V
52

); mikrosafxekebi (tab. IV
1-17,21

; tab. V
38,53,54

); mrgvali 

safxekebi (tab. V
22,23

; tab. V
50,51

).

satexebi erTi da ori samuSao piriT (tab. V
24-29

; tab. V
34

). saWrisi damzadebuli anatke

cis gadanatexze (tab. V
30

). obsidianis nukleusebi (tab. V
31-33

).

anatkecebi damablagvebeli retuSiT (tab. V
12,17

; tab. V
37

). anatkecebi gamafxianebeli 

retuSiT (tab. V
13,15,16,19

). amoRaruli retuSirebuli anatkecebi (tab. V
20-23;39

). 

ZiriTadi sanakeTobo masala obsidiania. sul ramdenime erTeuliTaa warmodgenili 

kaJis iaraRi. qvis inventari, umeteswilad damzadebulia mcire da saSualo zomis anat

kecebze. maTi samuSao piri gaformebulia wvrili, gamafxianebeli da wvrili da msxvi

li damablagvebeli retuSiT muclidan da zurgidan, urTierTsapirispiro retuSiT an 

orive boloze brtyeli da sasaWrise anatkecebis CamoTliT.
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2002 w. mopovebuli koleqcia warmodgenilia retuSirebuli anatkecebiT (14) da la

melebiT (11). anatkecebSi gamoiyofa 6 retuSirebuli amoRaruli anatkeci, 5 anatkeci 

damablagvebeli retuSiT napirebze da 3 anatkeci fxismimcemi retuSiT. lamelebs Soris 

8 cali wvrili fxismimcemi retuSiTaa erT an orive mxares (sigane 1,5-3 sm), 2 cali orive 

mxridan damablagvebeli retuSiTaa gaformebuli (sigane 1,2 sm), erTic – calmxrivaa re

tuSirebuli da amoRaruli (sigane 1,5 sm). 

SedarebiT mravalricxovani seriiTaa warmodgenili safxekebi, romlebic ZiriTa

dad anatkecebzea damzadebuli (16 c). maTgan umravlesoba mikrosafxekebia – 6 amoRa

ruli, 4 momrgvalebuli, 2 ovaluri. safxekebi retuSirebulia zurgidan an urTierTsa

pirispirod mTels perimetrze. mopovebulia agreTve 3 boloretuSiani mikrosafxeki 

ovaluri samuSao piriT da erTi gverdula safxeki, romlis samuSao piri gaformebulia 

anakecis farTo boloze. saWrisi 7 calia: lamelis gadanatexis kuTxeze damzadebuli 

1 egzemplari (sigane 3,2 sm), da 1 ormagi saWrisi (sigane 2,4 sm), anatkecis gadanatexze 

damzadebuli 3 saWrisi da ori kuTxis saWrisi. satexebidan 4 cali anatkecebzea damza

debuli, erTi _ nukleusze. saxvretebi erTi egzemplariTaa warmodgenili. esaa 2,4 sm 

siganis retuSirebul kaJis lamelaze damzadebuli iaraRi sustad gamoxatuli wvetiT.

koleqciaSi Warbobs masala meoradi damuSavebis gareSe - ZiriTadad anatkecebi. la

melebi, nukleusebi da iaraRebi SedarebiT cotaa.

2003 w. ai-iliaze Catarebuli gaTxrebis Sedegad aRmoCnda gapobili qvis 487 erTeuli 

(484 obsidianis da 3 kaJis). 2 bazaltis qva, romelic, rogorc Cans dasartymel iaraRad 

gamoiyeneboda. masalaSi kvlavindeburad Warbobda daumuSavebeli anatkecebis ricxvi 

(386 cali). aRmoCnda 23 cali daumuSavebeli lamela, 4 nukleusi, ori sasaWrise anatke

ci da 81 cali sxvadasxva dasaxelebis iaraRi. iaraRebs Soris kvlavindeburad Warbobs 

safxekebi (41 cali): mikrosafxekebi, mcire zomis anatkecebze damzadebuli momrgvalo, 

ovaluri, marTkuTxa safxekebi sapirispiro retuSiT mTels perimetrze (33 cali). 3 saf

xeki damzadebulia saSualo zomis anatkecebze. bolokidura safxeki 5 calia. retuSi

rebuli anatkecebi da lamelebi gaformebulia fxismimcemi an damablagvebeli retuSiT 

erT kideze zurgis an muclis mxridan. 

satexi sul 8 calia, or- an erTsamuSaopiriani. aqve aRmoCnda anatkecis gadanate

xis kuTxeze damzadebuli 1 saWrisi, didi zomis anatkecebze damzadebuli saxoki, mcire 

zomis anatkecebze damzadebuli 2 safxek-saxvreti. ai-ilias qvis masala pirobiTad sam 

jgufad SeiZleba daiyos. yvelaze adrindeli – mustieruli koleqcia, gvianmezoliTi

sa da adreneoliTis inventari, romelSic ufro arqauli ieris egzemplarebi gamoiyo

fa (obsidianis lameliseburi anatkecebi da kaJis saxvreti, damzadebuli kaWris kaniT 

dafarul masiur lamelaze). es ukanasknelni SeiZleba mezoliTis ufro adreuli safe

xuriTac daTariRdes. yvelaze gviandeli koleqcia msgavsebas avlens eli-babas samaro

vanze gamovlenil Tanadroul masalasTan da TiTqmis identuria ai-ilias sxva Txrileb

Si mopovebuli inventarisa [WeliZe, 2005: 34-45].

amrigad, ai-ilias mTis Txemi da ferdobebi, avranlos mimdebare areebi adamians me

zoliTis epoqaSi farTod hqonda aTvisebuli. zurtaketisa da eZanis sadgomebis, patara 

xramis petroglifebis aRmoCena Tavidanve naTels xdida TrialeTis regionis mniSvne

lobas, samxreT kavkasiaSi yvelaze sustad Seswavlili mezoliTis epoqis kvlevis Tval

sazrisiT. marTalia, aq moyvanil masalas erTi didi nakli aqvs - qvis xanis monapovrebi 

an zedapiruli koleqciebis saxiTaa warmodgenili, an gadaadgilebulia da areuli fe
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nebidan momdinareobs, rac metad zogad warmodgenas gviqmnis pirvelyoifili adamianis 

yofasa da saqmianobaze. aseT pirobebSi am masalis integrireba interdisciplinaruli 

kvlevis bazaSi Zalze pirobiTi iqneboda. Tumca erTi ram naTelia, masalis aseTi simrav

le aq mezoliTuri sadgomebis arsebobaze unda miuTiTebdes. qvis xanis arqeologiuri 

masala aRmoCenilia ai-ilias mTis Txemis TiTqmis yvelaze maRal wertilSi da misi Ca

morecxva mxolod aqve 30-40 m-Si mdebare mTis wveridan an ferdobidan iyo SesaZlebeli. 

amitom, am adamianis sacxovreblis nakvalevic sworad am adgilebSia saZebneli. Tumca 

ar aris gamoricxuli, rom ai-iliaze masala didad ar iyos gadaadgilebuli, an sulac in 
situ mdgomareobaSic iyos aRmoCenili. amaze unda miuTiTebdes erT-erT TxrilSi dafiq

sirebuli situacia, sadac bazaltis qvebiT Sedgenili kedlis qveS mxolod obsidianis 

iaraRebi iqna aRmoCenili. mogviano periodis Tixis WurWlis natexebi ki mxolod danar

Ceni farTobis preparaciisas aRmoCnda [narimaniSvili 2004: 57]. 

rac Seexeba avranlos, aq SesaZlo rekultivaciis niSnebi ar dasturdeba - masala aS

karad gamorecxilia gamoqvabulebidan da mimofantulia mRvimis mimdebare moednebze, an 

gadaadgilebulia gamoqvabulebis ZirSi mdebare terasebze. rogorc Cans, aqac mezoli

Teli adamiani dasavleT saqarTvelos karstuli olqebis msgavsad, farTod iyenebda bu

nebriv mRvimeebs sacxovreblad. ufro metic, vinaidan eli babaze, ai-iliasa da avranlos 

koleqciebSi ufro arqauli ieris matarebeli egzemplarebicaa warmodgenili, ar aris 

gamoricxuli, rom dazverviTma samuSaoebma paleoliTis xanis sadgomebic gamoavlinos. 

walkis wyalsacavTan, sof. beSTaSenTan akrefili zedapiruli masala miuTiTebs, rom aq 

qveda paleoliTel adamiansac daudgams fexi. garda musties epoqis nivTebisa, aq aSeluri 

xanis masiur tlanq anatkecebTan erTad bifasebic gvxvdeba. 2006 w. sof sanTis samxreTiT 

milsadenis derefnis 137 km-ze SemTxveviT iqna aRmoCenili andezitis ormxriv damuSave

buli xelculi. sayuradReboa walkaSi aRmoCenili Zalze didi zomis obsidianis nukleu

si (32×12) mravlobiTi paraleluri dartymis moednebiT kaWris kidis gaswvriv.

yovelive zemoT aRniSnuli, kidev erTxel adasturebs TrialeTis mravalmxrivi 

kvlevis aucileblobas da im perspeqtivas, rasac am regionSi aRmoCenili masalebis sim

ravle saxavs. qvemo qarTli, dasavleT saqarTvelos adreuli kulturebisagan gansxva

vebiT. xangrZliv izolaciaSi ar unda moqceuliyo. samxreT kavkasionis orografia aio

lebda adamianebis moZraobas samxreTidan submeridianuli qedebis gaswvriv. adamianTa 

jgufebis intensiuri gadaadgilebiT unda aixsnas TrialeTis mezoliTuri kulturis 

Tavisebureba, romelic erTdroulad saqarTvelos SavizRvispireTisa da winaaziuri 

kompleqsebis zogad niSnebs iTavsebs. walkasa da TrialeTSi aRmoCenili axali masalebi 

garkveul siaxloves avlenen eZanis qvis inventarTan, rac upirveles yovlisa gamoixa

teba mikroliTuri safxekebisa da mcire zomis anatkecebze damzadebuli mrgvali saf

xekebis simravliT, Tumca lamelaruli teqnika aq ufro sustadaa gamoxatuli. es safuZ

vels gvaZlevs winaswarulad ganxiluli masala gvianmezoliTuri xaniT davaTariRoT. 

calke msjelobis sagania avranlosa da ai-ilias koleqciebSi warmodgenili trapeciis 

formis namglis CasarTebi. miuxedavad imisa, rom am tipis iaraRi gviandel kultureb

Sic gvxvdeba, albaT ar unda gamoiricxos maTi neoliTuri an adgilobrivi adresamiwaT

moqmedo kulturisaTvis mikuTvnebis SesaZleblobac. erTi ram ki udavoa, TrialeTi 

qvis xanis Zeglebis mniSvnelovan sacavs warmoadgens da am regionis kompleqsurma da 

gegmazomierma kvlevam SesaZloa naTeli mofinos samxreT kavkasiis qvis xanis arqeolo

giis araerT metad saintereso sakiTxs.
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In 2002 wide-scale archaeological work was carried out in the Tsalka-Trialeti region in connection with 
the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan Pipeline. This region had been one of the most important areas 
of archaeological research for decades. In the 1930s unique cultures were revealed as a result of fieldwork 
conducted in the highlands of Trialeti, on the Tsalka Plateau, and this laid the foundations of systematic 
archaeological excavation in the region. Scientific interest in this area has not diminished since 1936 and, 
as anticipated, research conducted in recent years has provided Georgian archaeology with several more 
significant discoveries. One of the first reports of the discovery of prehistoric artefacts comes from this 
very region. It is no surprise since traces of primitive humans are recorded almost everywhere throughout 
Trialeti; one can find numerous stone flakes produced by ancient people even today.

In 1887 A. Uvarov published a short illustrated report on material from the Khrami valley (Uvarov 1887, 
85). A. Ioakimov’s collection of obsidian later appeared in the catalogue of the Caucasian Museum (Uvarov 
1887, 205). In 1896 E. Taqaishvili published a collection of obsidian objects and pointed tools that he had 
acquired from members of the public. In 1936, during systematic field works begun in connection with the 
construction of the Khrami hydro-electric station, B. Kuftin discovered a Mesolithic dwelling in the village 
of Barmaksizi (Kuftin 1941, 119-123). Another Mesolithic site, a dwelling at Zurtaketi, was found in 1946 by 
T. Maruashvili in the course of geo-morphological research (Maruashvili 1946, 56-61). The Khrami Valley ar-
chaeological expedition of the I. Javakhishvili Institute of History under the supervision of N. Berdzenishvili 
found Mousterian and early Neolithic flint and obsidian material in caves and on associated terraces (Ber-
dzenishvili 1963, 5-12). M. Gabunia wrote a monograph on the results of excavations at Edzani and Zurtaket 
that had been resumed in 1963-1967.

Ever since, continued research in Trialeti has shown that Palaeolithic material occurs throughout the 
region. In 1998 the Tsalka-Trialeti Archaeological Expedition directed by G. Narimanishvili acquired a sig-
nificant Mousterian collection from members of the public, that is now in the Tsalka Museum. In 2003 the 
expedition bought a large collection from a local resident, containing material from all periods from the 
lower Paleolithic to the Middle Ages (Narimanishvili 2004, 3).

In the same year several (presumably Mesolithic) dwellings were found on open ground and in caves 
on Tsalka Plateau. As a result of excavations carried out in the ROW [Right of Way] of the BTC pipeline 
between 2002-2006, Palaeolithic material was uncovered on the area adjacent to the villages of Avranlo, 
Santa and Beshtasheni (Narimanishvili 2003, 17). Surface finds from Avranlo and finds from trenches dug 
at the Ai-Ilia dwellings, together with later finds, included artefacts of the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neo-
lithic periods.

Avranlo is situated in Tsalka district, on the banks of the River Ktsia, 35 km from Tsalka, and 1580 m 
above sea level. In 1998, when work was resumed in the region, surface finds of Palaeolithic and Bronze 
Age artefacts were made by the Trialeti Archaeological Expedition (including stone objects and pottery). 
Work was carried out on the eastern edge of a field on a plateau to the north-west of Avranlo. The field is 

K e t e v a n  S t u r u a

Stone Age finds  
from Trialeti



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 75

Stone Age finds  from Trialeti

bounded to the south by the river Ktsia. A “Cyclopean” fortress stands on the steep slopes and the crest of 
the deep canyon of the Ktsia. Numerous caves are cut in the wall of the canyon. A large stream flows to the 
north of the fortress, which has its source 1.5-2 km to the north. A meadow to the north produced lithic 
material.

E. Taqaishvili was the first to carry out research on the antiquities of Trialeti. He it was that first pointed 
to the existence of caves and other features at Avranlo. Of the clusters of caves situated in the canyon-like 
valley of the Khrami (“Tezis Khrami” according to Vakhushti) the Avranlo cave complex is the largest (Ba-
khtadze 1991, 92). The caves are carved in three tiers through the cliffs on the left bank of the river near St. 
George’s church. Traces of domestic occupation are recorded through Early and Late Bronze and Medieval 
levels. Obsidian tools are found at the bottom of the cliff (Narimanishvili 2004, 5).

The second cluster of caves is located further east, near the church of the Virgin. One of them is situ-
ated on the first terrace of the river. A natural cave on the third terrace, to the right of the Avranlo “Cyclo-
pean” fortress is filled with earth so that its height does not exceed 1.0-1.2 m. It is 9-10 m long and 6-7 m 
wide. There is a square in front of the cave, which is defined by large stones. Basalt tools were found at the 
entrance and on the square. Lamellae are found only on the upper field (Narimanishvili 2004, 8).

Since the lithic material found in this area lacks any stratigraphic context, the identification by period 
of the various artefacts is based merely on assumption. Most of the inventory, however, probably belongs 
to the Mousterian and Mesolithic periods. As for the sickle blades, they can be ascribed to the Kura-Araxes 
cultural complex. 

On the plateau next to the “Cyclopean” fortress, at the left tributary of Ktsia, a small number of lithics 
were discovered in a level of fallen earth in the gorge. The tools are fashioned from large andesite and 
obsidian flakes. The flakes have a wide striking platform and prominent round protrusions. The outer skin 
of the original pebble is preserved on some of them, which gives the collection an archaic appearance (pl. 
I). The same layer contained an obsidian scraper with grooves on both sides (pl. II, 7), an obsidian rounded 
scraper retouched on three sides (pl. II, 8), and a composite obsidian tool part scraper and part burin (pl. II, 
9). A retouched obsidian flake (pl. II, 10), three fragments of flint sickle blades (pl. II, 11-13) and one scraper-
burin (pl. II, 14) were found in a field between the road running between Avranlo and Rekha and the “Cyclo-
pean” fortress, where the bank of the Ktsia is eroded by a small gorge.

Nearly forty stone tools were collected within the “Cyclopean” fortress. They included: obsidian pointed 
tools retouched on two sides (pl. II, 15, 17, 20); a burin retouched on two sides (pl. II, 16), an obsidian scraper 
with a thin sharpening retouch (pl. II, 18), a large obsidian scraper treated with a single-sided retouch (pl. 
II, 1), an obsidian burin with a thin retouch (pl. II, 2), thinly retouched obsidian lamellae and a fragment of 
a lamella (pl. II, 3-4, 19), obsidian flakes with a thick retouch (pl. II, 6. 23), an obsidian nucleus (pl. II, 21), an-
desite hand-axes (pl. III, 1-2, 4), untreated and partly treated andesite chips (pl. III, 3, 5-11), broken plaques 
of andesite and obsidian with traces of working and use (pl. V, 8-11, 41-47), and flint sickle blades (pl. V, 1-7).

The Ai-Ilia settlement yielded even more pieces, and this time in stratigraphically controlled contexts 
(for all that they were somewhat disturbed). The Ai-Ilia settlement is located between the villages of Besh-
tasheni and Santa around Mount Ai-Ilia, at 1683 m above sea level. The crest and the slopes of the moun-
tain are occupied by a “Cyclopean” fortress, a settlement and artificial terraces. The BTC pipeline runs along 
the south slope of Mount Ai-Ilia between the fortress and the settlement.

The lithic material revealed by excavations begun in September 2002 pointed to the existence of a late 
Mesolithic and early Neolithic dwelling in this area (Narimanishvili 2003). A topographical plan of the crest 
and the slopes of the mountain was made in 2002. The area was divided into plots A, B, C and D. In 2003 plot 
E was added. The trenches containing the ancient levels were divided into grids of 1.0 x 1.0. 
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The stratigraphy of the levels of Ai-Ilia was represented as follows:

A layer of turf 0.05-0.1 m thick; contained pottery and obsidian.
A layer of black grayish soil 0.1-0.3 m thick; contained Medieval pottery and obsidian.
A yellowish loamy layer 0.05-0.26 m thick; in places 1.2-1.4 m.
A layer of detritus; in places reaching bedrock; sterile.
Volcanic bedrock.

The principal contents of the lithic inventory were: lamellae with sharpening and blunting retouch (pl. 
IV, 29, 32, 35, 37-38, 40); untreated lamellae (pl. IV, 30-31, 33-35, 39, 41); oval scrapers (pl. IV, 18, 24-26); a 
scraper-end scraper (pl. IV, 27; pl. V, 48); a rectangular scraper (pl. IV, 28; pl. V, 52); micro scrapers (pl. IV, 1-17, 
21; pl. V, 38, 53-54); round scrapers (pl. V, 22-23; pl. V, 50-51).

Chisels with single and double edges (pl. V, 24-29; pl. V, 34). A chisel formed from a broken flake (pl. V, 
30). Obsidian nuclei (pl. V, 31-33).

Flakes with blunting retouch (pl. V, 12, 17; pl. V, 37). Flakes with sharpening retouch (pl. V, 13, 15-16, 19). 
Engraved retouched flakes (pl. V, 20-23; 39).

Obsidian was the principal material; only a few flint tools were found. The lithic inventory was mostly 
made from small and medium-sized flakes. Their edges are formed with thin sharpening and thin and thick 
blunting retouching from the dorsal and ventral sides, opposed retouching or by knapping flat and cutting 
flakes on both edges. 

The collection made in 2002 contains retouched flakes (14) and lamellae (11). There are 6 retouched 
engraved flakes, 5 flakes with blunting retouch on the edges and 3 flakes with sharpening retouch. Eight 
of the lamellae are formed with blunting retouch on both sides (width 1.2 cm) and one is retouched and 
engraved on one side (width 1.5 cm). 

The number of scrapers is relatively greater and they are mainly formed on flakes (16 items). Most of 
them are micro scrapers: 6 engraved, 4 rounded, and 2 oval. The scrapers are retouched on the dorsal side 
or on two opposite sides along the whole perimeter. There are three micro scrapers with retouched ends 
and oval cutting edges and one scraper whose cutting edge is formed on the wide end of the flake. There 
are 7 burins: one example is made on the corner of a chip of a lamella (width 3.2 cm) and one double burin 
(width 2.4 cm), three burins formed on a chip of a flake and two corner burins. Four of the chisels are made 
on flakes, while one is formed on a nucleus. There is only one perforator. It is a 2.4 cm wide tool produced 
on a retouched flint lamella with a weakly expressed point. Most of the material lacks secondary treatment: 
what we mostly have are flakes. Lamellae, nuclei and tools are relatively few in number. 

As a result of excavations on Mount Ai-Ilia in 2003, 487 items of split stone (484 obsidian and 3 flint) 
were collected. There were 2 basalt stones which were apparently used as striking tools. Again most were 
untreated flakes (386 items). There were 23 untreated lamellae, 4 nuclei, 2 burin flakes and 81 different 
tools. There are 41 scrapers among the tools: micro scrapers, rounded, oval, rectangular scrapers with op-
posed retouching along the whole perimeter produced on small-sized flakes (33 items). Three scrapers are 
formed on medium-sized flakes. There are 5 scraper-end scrapers. The flakes and the lamellae are formed 
with a sharpening or blunting retouch on one edge either from the dorsal or ventral side.

There are only eight chisels with one or two cutting edges. Nearby appeared a chisel made on a broken 
piece of a flake, a scraper made from large flakes, and two scraper-perforators made on small flakes. The 
material from Mount Ai-Ilia can theoretically be divided into three groups ranging from Mousterian at the 
earliest, to late Mesolithic and early Neolithic (containing examples of a more archaic appearance (obsidian 
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Stone Age finds  from Trialeti

lamellar flakes and a flint perforator made on a solid lamella retaining the coating of the original pebble). 
The latter may be dated to an even earlier stage of the Mesolithic. The latest collection resembles contem-
porary material from the Eli-Baba cemetery and is almost identical with the inventory obtained from other 
trenches at Ai-Ilia (Chelidze, 2005, 34-45).

Thus, the crest and slopes of Mount Ai-Ilia, areas contiguous to Avranlo, were densely inhabited in 
Mesolithic. The discovery of the Zurtaketi and Edzani dwellings, and of the petroglyphs of Patara Khrami 
make it clear how important is the Trialeti region for the investigation of the Mesolithic period, perhaps the 
least studied in the South Caucasus, from its very beginnings. The material recovered here has one major 
drawback however: Stone Age material is either represented by surface finds or else it came from mixed 
layers, giving us only an approximate picture of the life and activities of primitive man. In these circum-
stances to integrate this material into an interdisciplinary research database would be very conditional. It 
is clear, however, that the numerous finds should point to the existence of Mesolithic dwellings. The Stone 
Age material was found at the highest point of Mount Ai-Ilia and could only have been washed down from 
the top or the slope of the mountain some 30-40 m away. Traces of human habitation should probably be 
looked for in this area, although it is just possible that the material on Ai-Ilia was mostly brought from else-
where, or that it was found in situ. The situation recorded in one of the trenches, where only obsidian tools 
were unearthed beneath the wall of basalt stones, may be significant. Later potsherds were found during 
preparation work in the rest of the area (Narimanishvili 2004, 57).

As for Avranlo, signs of likely re-occupation have not been observed here; the material has obviously 
been washed out of the cave and is strewn on squares adjacent to the cave or has been transferred to the 
terraces below. It would appear that, as in western Georgia, Mesolithic people regularly lived in natural 
caves. Since, moreover, the collections made at Eli Baba, Avranlo, and Ai-Ilia include specimens of a more 
archaic appearance, future research may well reveal Palaeolithic dwellings as well. Surface finds made in 
the environs of Beshtasheni near the Tsalka reservoir point to the fact that Lower Paleolithic humans once 
walked here too. Apart from Mousterian items, there are bifacial objects next to Acheulean solid rough 
flakes. In 2006 an andesite hand-axe treated on both sides was found by chance south of the village of 
Santa, at 137 km on the ROW. A large obsidian nucleus (32 x 12 cm) with numerous parallel striking plat-
forms along the boulder edge is also worthy of note. 

All of this emphasizes once again the importance of wide ranging research in Trialeti and the pos-
sibilities suggested by the quantity of the material excavated in the region. Kvemo Kartli, unlike the early 
cultures of western Georgia, cannot have been isolated for a long period of time. The South Caucasus land-
scape made it easier for humans to move from the south along the sub-meridian mountain ranges. The 
peculiarity of the Trialeti culture of the Mesolithic period can only be explained by an intensive movement 
of human groups. The Trialeti culture combines general traits of both Georgian Black Sea coastal and Near 
Eastern complexes. The latest material discovered at Tsalka and Trialeti is close to the lithic inventory of Ed-
zani, which is expressed in the first place by the quantity of microlithic and round scrapers made on small 
flakes, although lamellar technique is less evident here. It provides a basis for dating the material provision-
ally discussed here to the late Mesolithic period. The trapezoidal sickle blades represented in the Avranlo 
and Ai-Ilia collections are the subject of special discussion. This type of tool is common in later cultures as 
well, and they may be associated with Neolithic or Early Farming Culture. One thing is indisputable, Trialeti 
is a significant source of Stone Age sites and the comprehensive and systematic investigation of this region 
may shed new light on many interesting problems of the South Caucasian Stone Age. 
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Pl. I - 1-9. Avranlo, obsidian and andesite flakes

Pl. II – Avranlo, 1, 7, 8, 18: scrapers; 2, 16: burin; 3, 4, 19: lamellae; 5, 6, 10, 22, 23: flakes; 9, 14: composite tool; 11-13: 

sickle blades; 15, 17, 20: pointed tools; 21: nucleus

Pl. III – Avranlo, 1, 2, 4: andesite hand-axes; 3, 5-11: untreated and partly treated andesite chips

Pl. IV – Ai-Ilia, 1-17, 21: micro scrapers; 18-20, 22-28: scrapers; 29-41: lamellae

Pl. V – Avranlo, 1-7: sickle blades; 8-1, 18, 41-47: broken plaques; Ai-Ilia, 12, 13, 15-17, 19, 20-23, 29, 35, 37, 39: flakes; 

24-29, 34: burins; 48-52: scrapers; 37, 38, 40, 53, 54: micro scrapers; 30: burin; 31-33: nuclei.
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baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobisa da gazis trasis samSeneblo derefanSi miwis samu
Saoebisas, saqarTvelos monakveTSi, mesxeTsa da qvemo qarTlis regionSi mravali axali 
arqeologiuri Zegli gamovlinda. axalma aRmoCenebma kidev ufro win wamoswia sxvadas
xva epoqis ZeglebiT isedac mdidari am regionebis mniSvneloba da roli preistoriuli 
da istoriuli xanis sazogadoebis ganviTarebis rigi sakvanZo sakiTxis Seswavlis saqme
Si. 

axlad aRmoCenili Zeglebidan gansakuTrebulad gamorCeulia eneoliT-adrebrin
jaos xanis Zegli, romelic mdebareobs TeTriwyaros raionSi, milsadenis trasis 85-e 
km-ze, teritoriaze, romelsac `naWivWavebs~ uwodeben. aRniSnuli Zegli 2003 wlidan 
2004 wlamde, sami savele kampaniis ganmavLlobaSi, iTxreboda TeTriwyaros arqeologiu
ri eqspediciis mier [SatberaSvili da sxv. 2005]. eqspediciam aq Seiswavla 1000 m2 farTobi.

adgili `naWivWavebi~ mdebareobs TeTriwyarodan samxreT-dasavleTiT 4 km-is daSo
rebiT. igi warmoadgens farTofoTlovani tyiTaA da buCqnarebiT dafarul mTian zolze 
gardamaval damrec ferdobs, tyeSi arsebuli mcire mindvrebiT. uSualod arqeologi
uri Zeglis teritoria moqceulia Crdilo-aRmosavleTidan Camomdinare mdinare WivWa
vis Rrma da samxreT-dasavleTidan arsenas mcire xevs Soris.

naWivWavebSi, milsadenis mSeneblobisas, miwis fenis moWris Semdeg, moyviTalo Tix
narze, met-naklebi intensivobiT gamoikveTa Savi, wriuli laqebi. rogorc arqeologi
uri gaTxrebiT gairkva, laqebis umravlesoba ormoebi gamodga, nawili samarxebi, xolo 
erTi – naxevrad miwuris naSTi. 

sabolood, Zeglze gaiTxara 49 eneoliTuri ormo, erTi naxevradmiwuri da xuTi sa
marxi. yviTel TixnarSi CaWrili ormoebi Sevsebuli iyo arqeologiuri masalebis Sem
cveli Savi miwiT, zogierT ormoSi Cayrili iyo qvebi, romelTa nawili warmoadgenda ba
zaltis xelsafqvavs, zogi ki filaqvas.

ormoebi gamarTuli iyo mWidrod, erTmaneTisagan 1,5-4 metris daSorebiT da ekava 
gaTxrili farTobis ZiriTadi nawili. samarxebi aRmoCnda Txrilis Crdilo-aRmosavleT 
monakveTSi, xolo naxevradmiwuri _ mis samxreT nawilSi (tab. I).

nasaxlarze gaTxrili 49 ormodan yvelaze mcire ormoebis piris diametri 0.7-0.9 
m-ia, xolo siRrme 0,25-0,30 m. saSualo ormoebis piris diametri – 1,5 m-ia, xolo siRrme 
0,50-0,70 m. didi zomis ormoebis piris diametri 1,7-1,9 m-ia, siRrme - 0,7-1,6 m, xolo Ziris 
diametri - 2,5 metri. ormoebis mcire nawili sworkedliani iyo, xolo maTi umravlesoba 
Zirisken farTovdeboda da e.w. `msxlisebri~ forma hqonda.

arqeologiuri masala – Tixis WurWlis natexebi, obsidianis, qvis, Zvlisa da rqis ia
raRebi da cxovelTa Zvlebi, aRmoCnda ormoebSi, samarxebsa da miwurSi; sxvadasxva zomi
sa da formis xelsafqvavebis ZiriTadi nawili Cveulebriv qvebTan erTad gamoyenebuli 
iyo ormoebis SevsebaSi da iSviaTad gvxvdeboda samarxis qvayrilSi, TviT samarxsa da mi
wurSi. 

guram Ciqovani,  
zebede SatberaSvili,  

giorgi gogoWuri

eneoliT-adrebrinjaos xanis  
axali Zegli TeTriwyarodan
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naWivWavebSi gaTxrili Zegli dasaxlebis tipis ZiriTadi elementebiTa da kultu
rul-sameurneo saqmianobis monacemebiT msgavsebas amJRavnebs, rogorc saqarTvelos, 
ise mis farglebs gareT gaTxril ZeglebTan da aseve gamoirCeva rigi TaviseburebiT, 
rac kidev ufro zrdis mis mecnierul mniSvnelobas. naWivWavebze aRmoCenili arqeolo
giuri masala miekuTvneba eneoliT-adrebrinjaos xanas, romelic ZiriTadad momdina
reobs ormoebidan da samarxebidan. savaraudoa, rom adrebrinjaos nasaxlari mdebare
obs derefnis gareT, gauTxrel farTobSi. 

adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis nasaxlarebis Seswavla aRmosavleT amierkavkasiaSi 
daiwyo XX saukunis 50-iani wlebidan. qiul Tefe I-is aRmoCeniT safuZveli daedo manamde 
ucnobi mravalhorizontiani wriul-gumbaTovani sacxovrebeli nagebobebis Seswavlas. 
aseTi xelovnuri gora-nasaxlarebi, ZiriTadad, Seswavlil iqna qvemo qarTlsa da azer
baijanis teritoriaze, mdinareTa siaxloves an gaSlil velze da samecniero litera
turaSi damkvidrda Sulaver-Somu Tefes kulturis saxelwodebiT [kiRuraZe 1976: 105].

meore tipis erTfeniani nasaxlarebi Seswavlilia saqarTvelosa da mis farglebs 
gareT, rogorc gaSlil velze, aseve mdinareTa napirze, mTiswineTsa da mTian zolzec 
da `sionis tipis~ [menabde, kiRuraZe 1981: 31], an `wofi-ginCis~ wris Zeglebs miekuTvneba 
[Чиковани 1989: 86]. am wris nasaxlarebis Taviseburebaa savaraudo miwiszeda facxisebri 
sacxovreblebis arseboba, Tumca calkeul SemTxvevaSi dadasturebulia naxevradmiwu
rebi da qviT nagebi kompleqsebi. mimoixilavs ra neoliT-eneoliTuri erTfeniani Zeg
lebis samSeneblo tradiciebs, g. mircxulava faqtobriv masalaze dayrdnobiT (paluri, 
xorSi, qobuleTi, darkveTi, Cixori, guandra) askvnis, rom saqarTvelos teritoriaze 
warmoebiTi meurneobis ganviTarebis am etapze oTxkuTxa da mrgval miwiszeda an naxev
radmiwur sacxovreblebs aSenebdnen [mircxulava 2001: 41].

aRmosavleT amierkavkasiaSi da, maT Soris, Sida qarTlSi, aseve aRmoCnda maRal 
samSeneblo tradiciaze dafuZnebuli sacxovrebeli da sataZro kompleqsis naSTi ga
lavniT, adgil `berikldeebze~, qarelis r-nSi [Глонти, Джавахишвили 1987: 84-85] da amave 
kulturuli wris yorRanuli samarxi sof. kavTisxevTan, e.w. `ioramis gorasTan~, kaspis 
r-nSi [Makharadze 2007: 124-125]. msgavsi nasaxlarebi da yorRanebi SedarebiT ufro meti 
raodenobiT Seswavlilia azerbaijanis teritoriaze da cnobilia `leila Tefes~ kul
turis saxeliT [Алиев, Нариманов 2001: 7]. 

XX saukunis 60-iani wlebidan Catarebuli gegmazomieri, farTomasStabiani arqeo
logiuri gaTxrebiT irkveva, rom aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi adresamiwaTmoqmedo kul
turis ganviTarebis procesi sxva regionebTan SedarebiT Taviseburad mimdinareobda 
da aq SesaZlebelia gamoiyos sami – Sulaver-Somu Tefes, wofi-ginCis wris da beriklde
ebi-leila Tefes arqeologiur kulturaTa Zeglebi, romlebic ganviTarebis garkveul 
etapze Tanaarsebobdnen da gavlenas axdendnen erTmaneTze [Ciqovani 1998b: 3-5].

naWivWavebis eneoliTuri nasaxlari da mopovebuli masalebi miekuTvneba wofi-gin
Cis wris Zeglebs, romelTa msgavsi nasaxlarebi Seswavlilia aRmosavleT saqarTvelos 
sxvadasxva regionSic. uSualod qvemo qarTlSi aseTia – wofi [Кушнарева, Чубинишвили 
1970: 28-32], sioni [menabde, kiRuraZe 1981: 7], wiTeli sofeli, aruxlo VI, javaxi [gogelia, 
WeliZe 1992: 59-62], vaziani [CikoiZe da sxv. 2003: 11], kaxeTSi – kviriaswyali, damwvari go
ra da sxv. [Варазашвили 1992: 18, 32]. Sida qarTlSi ki – abanosxevi, bodorna, axali Jinvali, 
Jinvali, CinTi, xerTvisi [Ciqovani 1999 b: 7-11], Tandiwyaro I [Ciqovani 1999a: 19], niCbisi 
[Ciqovani 2001: 16].

amave kulturul wres ekuTvnis baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis 74-e da 77 km-ze, 
gamovlenili mravalfeniani Zegli. sadac derefnis gaWrisas dazianda eneoliT-adre 
brinjaos fena [mircxulava da sxv. 2005; mircxulava 2007].
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aseTi ZeglebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia mcire – 0,5-dan 1 m-mde sisqis arqeologiuri 
masalebis Semcveli kulturuli fena, romlis elementebia ormoebi, mcire qvayrilebi, 
nacecxlurebi, ufro iSviaTad ki - naxevradmiwurebi da samarxebi. aRmosavleT saqar
TveloSi maTi areali gacilebiT farToa, vidre Sulaver-Somu Tefes kulturis nasax
larebisa, romlebic ZiriTadad gavrcelebulia qvemo qarTlis or raionSi – bolnissa 
da marneulSi.

wofi-ginCis wris tipiuri Zeglia naWivWavebis eneoliTuri nasaxlari. naWivWavebze 
gaTxrili yvela ormos Sevseba, miwuri da samarxi Seicavda arqeologiur masalas, mag
ram masalis siuxviT mainc gamoirCeoda zogierTi maTgani, romelic, konkretul Sem
TxvevaSi, calke kompleqsadac ki SeiZleba, rom ganvixiloT. mopovebul masalebSi, gan
sakuTrebiT Tixis WurWlis natexebSi, kargad Cans rogorc kulturis uwyvetobis, ise 
sxva regionebTan urTierTobis kvali. amis safuZvelze, naWivWavebis masalebSi SesaZle
belia gamoiyos rogorc adreuli, ise SedarebiT gviandeli masalebi, rac mniSvnelovani 
faqtoria Zeglis qronologiuri CarCos dasadgenad.

naWivWavebis eneoliTuri Tixis WurWlis natexebi ZiriTadad fragmentulia, Tumca 
moxerxda zogierTi maTganis nawilobriv aRdgena, xolo erTi, dergisebri, didi zomis 
WurWeli mTlianad aRdga. isini ZiriTadad uxeSkeciania, Warbi araorganuli minareve
biT, Tumca zogierTs etyoba mcenareuli CanarTebis kvalic. Tixis WurWlis natexebi 
gamomwvaria moyavisfro-moCalisfrod, magram aseve gvxvdeba moSavo da mowiTalod 
gamomwvari natexebic. maTi fragmentulobis gamo Wirs formis dadgena, Tumca profi
lirebuli da nawilobriv aRdgenili egzemplarebi mainc iZlevian SesaZleblobas, miva
kuTvnoT isini WurWelTa garkveul tips. pir-gverdis mixedviT SeiZleba gamovyoT mci
re da saSualo zomis WurWlebi; aseTebia – araprofilirebuli an mcired profilire
buli WurWlis natexebi, romelTac swori tani, odnav moyrili an gadaSlili piri aqvT 
(tab. II2,3,8,10,

). calke SeiZleba gamovyoT sxvadasxva zomis dabalyeliani, pirgadaSlili 
WurWlis natexebi (tab. II

1,2,5
); aRsaniSnavia sxvadasxva zomis, maRalyeliani, odnav pirga

daSlili, mucliani WurWlebi (tab. II
10,13

; tab. III
1,2,4

). WurWlis sxva formebidan gamoiyo
fa SedarebiT viwroZiriani jamisebri (tab. II

4
) da dabaltaniani, odnav quslgamoyofi

li, farToZiriani WurWlebi (tab. II
12

). yel-gverdisa da Zir-gverdis mixedviT gamoirCeva 
gamoberilmucliani, brtyelZira WurWlebi, romelTa nawils qusli gamoyofili aqvT 
(tab. II

7, 11
). WurWlis fragmentebidan SeiZleba aRvniSnoT e.w. ̀ bibilosebrpiriani~, Sveri

liani da kopisebrdanaZerwiani natexebi (tab. II
3,6,8,9

). 
qvis natkeci iaraRebis absoluturi umravlesoba damzadebulia obsidianisgan, ro

melTagan ganirCeva lamelebi da sxvadasxva formis lamelasebri anatkecebi. maT nawils 
etyoba meoradi damuSavebis an gamoyenebis kvali. zogi ki warmoadgens kombinirebul ia
raRs (tab. II

15-17
). erT-erT ormoSi aRmoCnda yunwmotexili kaJis isrispiri. xelsafqvavebi 

damzadebulia bazaltisagan. qveda qvebis umravlesoba navisebri formisaa, xolo zedas 
- brtyeli muceli da sworzurgiani tani aqvs. qvis sanayebidan aRsaniSnavia maRaltani
ani, Rrmafosoiani sanayi (tab. II

14
). warmodgenilia ormxriv pirlesili qvis culisebri 

iaraRis nawili. aseve gvxvdeba swori, viwrotaniani da momrgvalo formis qvebi, rom
lebic, SesaZlebelia, sanay-sasresebad gamoeyenebinaT. ormoebsa da miwurSi aRmoCnda 
irmis ramdenime datotvili rqa gadanaWrebis kvaliT, romelTagan erTs wamaxvilebuli 
wveri aqvs. 

rac Seexeba samarxeul kompleqsebs, rogorc aRvniSneT, erTi samarxi eneoliTuri 
nasaxlaris Tanadrouli iyo, oTxi ki momdevno – adre brinjaos xanisa. eneoliTuri, 
mcire qvayriliani ormosamarxi dakrZalvis wesis mxriv, Zalian sainteresoa. Tavdapir
velad qvayrilis preparaciisas Cveulebriv qvebs Soris aRmoCnda didi zomis, bazal
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tis navisebri formis xelsafqvavi; TviT samarxeuli ormo odnav ovaluri formis iyo. 
qvayrilis zoma 1,80×1,50 m Seadgenda, TviT ormosamarxisa ki – 1,40×1,30 m. am samarxis 
Tavisebureba isaa, rom micvalebuli dakrZalulia muxlebSi Zlier moxril pozaSi, ise 
rom fexis terfebi mitanilia menjTan. ormos SevsebaSi Sereuli iyo eneoliTuri Tixis 
WurWlis ramdenime mcire fragmenti. samarxSi aRmoCnda: napobi Zvlis sadgisi marjvena 
idayvTan, rqis iaraRi, Suaze gatexili xelsafqvavis zeda qva, romlis erTi nawili mic
valebulis menjis qveS ido, meore nawili ki marjvena terfTan (tab. IV1-3

). am samarxma ukve 
miiqcia avtorTa yuradReba da gamoiTqva garkveuli mosazreba [Шатберашвили, Чиковани 
2007: 230], konstruqciiT misi msgavsia aruxlo I qvayriliani ormosamarxebi [Чиковани 
2005: 178]. danarCeni oTxive samarxi ekuTvnis mtkvar-araqsis kulturis adreul etaps 
da samarxis konstruqciiTa da dakrZalvis wesiT sruliad gansxvavebulia eneoliTuri 
samarxisagan. kidev erTxel aRvniSnavT, rom xuTive samarxi aRmoCnda gaTxrili farTo
bis Crdilo-aRmosavleT monakveTSi erTmaneTis siaxloves (tab. I, kv. 7-8/10-12). 

akldama # 1. gare zoma 2,40×2,20 m, xolo Sida - 1.90×1,45 m-ia, siRrme - 0,50 m. samarxi ga
marTuli iyo moyviTalo TixnarSi, qveda rigis qvebi horizontalurad iyo dawyobili, 
zeda ki vertikalurad, iataki mogebuli iyo qvis filebiT. Sesasvleli orsafexuriani 
kibe samxreT mxares hqonda. akldama mravaljeradi dakrZalvisTvis iyo gamoyenebuli, 
bolo micvalebuli dakrZaluli iyo samxreT nawilSi, TaviT samxreTiT. anTropolog 
l. aslaniSvilis daskvniT, dakrZaluli iyo 40-44 da 30-34 wlis ori mamakaci, 50-54 wlis 
ori dedakaci da 12-14 wlis gogona.

samarxSi aRmoCnda Tixis 8 WurWeli, obsidianis lamela, nukleusi da mZivebi – sardi
onis – 1 da pastis 38 erTeuli (tab. V1-11

).
akldama # 2 oTxkuTxa formisaa. gare zoma 2,20×1,70 m, Sida ki 1,84×1,35 m-ia. kedlis 

qvebi Cadgmulia Sveulad. sul gamoyenebulia 12 qva. pirveli akldamisagan gansxvavebiT 
misi iataki ar iyo mogebuli qvis filebiT. dakrZaluli iyo 3 micvalebuli, xelfexmo
kecili, TaviT samxreTiT. pirveli dakrZaluli iyo centrSi, marcxena gverdze. meore 
esvena marjvena gverdze akldamis aRmosavleT nawilSi. mamakacis asaki ganisazRvra 55-
59 wliT, dedakacisa - 30-34 wliT. mesame micvalebuli iyo 16-18 wlis gogona. samarxSi 
aRmoCnda oTxi WurWeli (tab. VI1-4

), Zvlis kviristavi da obsidianis ori anatkeci.
samarxi # 3 mcire qvayrilian ormosamarxs warmoadgens. momrgvalebul ormosamar

xSi dakrZaluli iyo mcirewlovani bavSvi, TaviT samxreTiT. micvalebulis saxis win ido 
erTmaneTSi Cadgmuli mcire zomis ori WurWeli – jami da koWobi (tab. VI

5,6
).

# 5 akldamis mniSvnelovani nawili dangreuli iyo. gadarCenili nawilis mixedviT 
mas qviT nagebi kedeli da filaqvebiT mogebuli iataki hqonda. samarxSi aRmoCnda ori 
badia (tab. VI

7,8
).

sayuradReboa paleozoologiuri, palinologiuri da karpologiuri kvlevis mona
cemebi. paleozoolog o. benduqiZis analiziT, ormoebsa da naxevradmiwurSi mopovebul 
cxovelTa Zvlebis 35-40% ekuTvnis gareul cxovelebs. Sinauri cxovelebidan dadastu
rebulia Roris, cxvris, Txisa da Zroxis Zvlebi. msxvilfexa saqonlis Zvlebi ekuTvnis 
tanmorCili Zroxis jiSs. gareuli cxovelebis Zvlebis mixedviT nadiroba aq mosaxleTa 
Soris did rols TamaSobda. aRmoCenilia gareuli cxenis – Equus caballus fossilis zeda saW
reli kbili, kavkasiuri taxis – Sus scrofa ottila qveda eSvis fragmenti, kavkasiuri keTilSo
bili iremi – Cervus elaphus maral, kavkasiuri Rori – Alces alces caucasicus, gareuli xaris – Bos 
primigenius Zvlebi. gareuli xaris Zvlebi eneoliTur namosaxlarebze arc Tu bevria da
dasturebuli, misi Zvlebi aRmoCenilia kaxeTSi `damwvar goraze~ [Варазашвили 1992: 98] 
da aragvis xeobaSi, abanosxevSi [Ciqovani 1999b: 10]. rac Seexeba irmis rqebs, adresamiwaT
moqmedo kulturis Zeglebidan misgan damzadebuli Toxebi bevria aRmoCenili Sulaver
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-Somu Tefes kulturis nasaxlarebSi. TiTo-orola egzemplari gvxvdeba aRmosavleT 
saqarTveloSi, wofis jgufis ZeglebSi. naWivWavebSi ki dadasturebulia irmis datot
vili rqebi gadanaWrebis kvaliT da erT SemTxvevaSi wamaxvilebuli wveriT. o. benduqi
Zis daskvniT, aqaur mosaxleebs SeeZloT SeegrovebinaT irmis gamonacvali rqebi da ga
moeyenebinaT iaraRebis dasamzadeblad.

naWivWavebis eneoliT-adrebrinjaos xanis mosaxleTa sameurneo saqmianobisa da im 
drois ekosistemaze garkveul warmodgenas iZleva karpologiuri da palinologiuri 
analizis Sedegebi. n. rusiSvilisa da n. melaZis mixedviT sameurneo ormoebidan da sa
marxebidan flotaciis meTodiT damuSavda 42 nimuSi. aRsaniSnavia kulturul mcenare
Ta marcvlebis aRmoCena. esenia: rbili xorbali – Triticum aestivum L., ormarcvala xorbali 
– Triticum dicoccum Schiibl., kilianmarcvliani qeri - Hordeum vulgare L., fetvi – Panicum miliace­
um L. 

palinolog e. yvavaZis mier Seswavlil iqna 14 ormosa da erT-erTi samarxis WurWli
dan aRebuli nimuSebi. misi daskvniT palinologiuri speqtrisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia 
kulturuli marcvlovanebisa da sarevela mcenareTa mtvris siWarbe. naklebia tyis 
elementebi da gvimris sporebi. eneoliTuri ormoebidan aRebul nimuSebSi aRmoCenilia 
xorbali – Triticum type, Svria – Afena type, qeri – Hordeum type, nemsiwvera – Geranum da nar
Savi – Carduus. 

tyis elementebidan Pinus – fiWvi, Picea – naZvi, Abies – soWi, Tilia – cacxvi, Carpenus Cau­
casica – rcxila, Palipaodium vulgare – gvimra kilamura, Polypodiaceae undiff. – gvimrisnairebis 
spora. 

# 3 samarxis WurWelSi ki aRmoCnda Cveulebrivi Txilis – Corylus avellana, daTvis Txi
lis – Corilus colurna, Cveulebrivi kaklis xis Juglans regia, kulturuli vazis – Vitis vinifera, 
qarTuli muxis - Quercus iberica mtveri. misi azriT, nasaxlaris arsebobis periodSi aq uf
ro Tbili klimati unda yofiliyo. 

naWivWavebze Catarebuli kompleqsuri kvlevis Sedegebis mixedviT SesaZlebelia ga
moiTqvas garkveuli mosazreba aq mobinadre eneoliT-adrebrinjaos xanis mosaxleTa 
kulturul-sameurneo, sulieri da mezobel regionebTan urTierTobis sakiTxebis Se
saxeb. 

Tixis WurWlis natexebis analiziT irkveva, rom ̀ naWivWavebis~ sxvadasxva kompleqsSi 
mopovebul masalebs Soris, garkveul TaviseburebasTan erTad, Cans pirdapiri msgavse
ba gamowvis teqnikis, formisa da ornamentis mixedviT. amis dasturia pirs qvemoT gam
Wol nasvretiani Tixis WurWlis natexebi, romlebic aRmoCenilia ormoebSi (tab. II9). erT 
natexs ki tani xSiri nasvretebiT aqvs dafaruli. mcire raodenobiT gvxvdeba kopebiani 
da Sverilebiani natexebi (tab. II

6,13
).

aseve sainteresoa ormoebSi uyuro WurWlebis gverdiT, yuriani WurWlebis gamoCe
na (tab. II

5
; tab. III

1,2
). originaluri formiT gamoirCeva e.w. `bibilosebrSveriliani~ nate

xebi ormoebidan, romlebsac, erTis garda, damatebiT gamWoli nasvretebi aqvs datani
li (tab. II

9
).

calke aRsaniSnavia WurWlis ori natexi, # 11 da # 31 ormodan, yelidan mxarze ga
dasvlis adgilas texilxazovani ornamentiT da maRali, zurgiani sartyliT (tab. II

3,11
) 

– aseve ormoSi aRmoCenil WurWlis Ziris erT mcire fragments ki etyoba wriulad mow
nuli Wilofis anabeWdi.

Cven ukve aRvniSneT, rom naWivWavebis eneoliTuri nasaxlari miekuTvneba wofi-gin
Cis wris Zeglebis ricxvs, romlis msgavsi aRmosavleT saqarTvelosa da mis farglebs 
gareT bevria gaTxrili. marTalia, ormoebi TiTqmis yvela nasaxlarisaTvis aris damaxa
siaTebeli, magram am mxriv naWivWavebi ufro axlosaa iseT ZeglebTan, rogoricaa wofi, 
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sadac gaiTxara 27 ormo, wiTeli soflis nasaxlari – 18 ormo, [gogelia, WeliZe 1992: 55, 
61] da damwvari gora – 26 ormo [Варазашвили 1992: tab. II]. sayofacxovrebo da sameurneo 
masalebic sxva adresamiwaTmoqmedo nasaxlarebis masalebis msgavsia. gansakuTrebiT es 
iTqmis Tixis WurWlis natexebze, romlebsac rigi Zeglebis masalebTan eZebneba parale
li, rogorc kecis struqturisa da gamowvis teqnikis, ise formisa da ornamentis mixed
viT. am niSnebiT naWivWavebis sameTuneo nawarmi met msgavsebas an uSualo analogiebs po
ulobs wofi-ginCis wris Zeglebis masalebTan. pirs qvemoT an yelis areSi gamWolnaxvre
tiani natexebi damaxasiaTebelia abanosxevis, axali Jinvalis, xerTvisis, CinTis [Ciqova
ni 1999b: 14-18], niCbisis [Ciqovani 2001: 16], damwvari gorisa da kviriaswylis [Варазашвили 
1992: 21, tab. XII], aruxlo VI [gogelia, WeliZe 1992: 60], wofis [Кушнарева, Чубинашвили 1970: 
32], dasavleT saqarTveloSi ki darkveTis [nebieriZe 1978: 26], sagvarjiles [nebieri
Ze 2003: 200], azerbaijanSi padaris [Ахундов 2001: nax. XXV1

], qeCilis [Нариманов 1987: nax. 
XXXV

11
], somxeTSi maStocbluris, terteriZoris, texutis [Мунчаев 1982: tab. XLVII

1-3
; tab. 

XLVIII
25

] da arataSenis [Palumbi 2007: 70, sur. II
3,4,5

, sur. III
1,2,3

], daRestanSi ki – rugujis, gin
Cisa da Cinas masalebisaTvis [Гаджиев 1991: nax. XX; nax. XII

12,13,16
; nax. XV

2,7
].

kopebisa da Sverilebis sxvadasxva saxe Zeglebis farTo wrisaTvis aris damaxasia
Tebeli, magram mrgvali, wagrZelebuli Sverilebi gvxvdeba eneoliTis mogviano xanis 
masalebSi. kerZod, naWivWavebis eneoliTuri, Sverilebiani Tixis WurWlis msgavsi masa
la dadasturebulia damwvar goraze [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XIII

1-3
], CinTSi [Ciqovani 1998a: 

tab. II], azerbaijanSi, ovCular-Tefeze [Алиев, Нариманов 2001: tab. XXV
9
].

brtyeli an odnav quslgamoyofil Zirebsac gavrcelebis farTo areali aqvs, mag
ram momrgvalebul da viwroZirian WurWlebTan erTad isini gvxvdebian wofi-ginCis wris 
mogviano xanis nasaxlarebSi. Zirebis erT nawils ki etyoba Wilofis anabeWdebi. Sula
ver-Somu Tefes kulturis ZeglebSi aseTi WurWeli uquslo ZirebTan erTad Cndeba gan
viTarebis mesame safexuridan [kiRuraZe 1976: 121]. aRniSnuli keramika gvxvdeba kviri
aswylis, damwvari goris [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XXVII-XXVIII], CinTis [Ciqovani 1998a: tab 
I8

), ginCis [Гаджиев 1991: nax. XV
3,4

] da sxva Zeglebis masalebSi. naWivWavebis dabaltaniani, 
farToZiriani WurWlebis (tab. II

12
) msgavsi masalebi aRmoCenilia aruxlo VI-ze [gogelia, 

WeliZe 1992: XVII-XVIII], damwvar goraze [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XX], azerbaijanSi ilanli
Tefeze [Нариманов 1987: nax. XI

11
], ginCSi [Гаджиев 1991: nax. XIII

4
].

naWivWavebSi aRmoCenili `bibilosebrpiriani~, WurWlis natexebis SedarebiT gan
sxvavebuli variacebi aRmoCenilia aragvis xeobis nasaxlarebze [Ciqovani 2005: 60], Tan
diwyaro I-Si [Ciqovani 1999 a: tab. V

71-76
], damwvar goraze [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XII

3
], magram 

naWivWavebSi aRmoCenili WurWlis natexebi SesaZlebelia e.w. pirCadrekili WurWlebis 
msgavsi iyos. aseTi natexebi aRmoCenilia rogorc maStocbluris eneoliTur [Мунчаев 
1982: tab. XVII

3
], ise adre brinjaos galgalaTlis Zeglebze [Гаджиев 1991: nax. XXVIII

108
].

kavkasiis adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturebSi yuriani WurWlebi Cndeba maTi ganviTa
rebis garkveul etapze. am mxriv sayuradReboa naWivWavebis mrgvalganivkveTiani, qedi
ani da sqeli, masiuryuriani WurWlebi (tab. II

5
; tab. III

1,2
), romelTa analogiebi gvxvdeba 

CinTis [Ciqovani 1998a: tab. I
2,3

], damwvari goris [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XII
12-16

, tab. XIII
6-9

, 
tab. XXIV

2
], wiTeli soflis [gogelia, WeliZe 1992: tab XVII], sagvarjiles [nebieriZe 2003: 

tab. XXXIV], TeTri mRvimes [kalandaZe 1994: tab. XXII
4-6

], azerbaijanSi alikemek-Tefesis 
[Мунчаев 1982: tab. XIV

5,6
], padaris [Ахундев 2001: nax. II

1,2
] da ovCular-Tefes nasaxlarze, sa

dac gvxvdeba masiur yuriani WurWlebi [Алиев, Нариманов 2001: tab. XXVII
5,8,9

, tab. XXVIII
1-4

], 
daRestanSi, ginCis (Гаджиев 1991: nax. XIII

9-17
], CrdiloeT oseTSi, redantis masalebisaTvis 

damaxasiaTebelia gamWoli nasvretebi, Sverilebi, yurebi [Ростунов 2005: 159-160, tab. II-
III].
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naWivWavebis dabalyeliani, yuriani WurWlis pirdapiri analogi aRmoCenilia dam
wvari goris nasaxlarze [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XXIV

2
], aseTive analogi eZebneba mcire zo

mis WurWlis natexs korpusze maRali sartyliT (tab. II
5
) CinTis nasaxlaris masalebSi 

[Ciqovani 1998a: tab. I
2,3

].
naWivWavebis eneoliTuri Tixis WurWlebze saubrisas, mkvlevarTa yuradReba gvinda 

mivapyroT naxevradmiwuris gverdze, # 31-e ormoSi aRmoCenil Tixis WurWlebze, rom
lebic erTgvarad gamoirCevian danarCeni sameTuneo nawarmisagan. aseTia maRali, ci
lindrulyeliani, 0.85 m simaRlis oryura WurWeli (tab. III

2
). moyavisfro–moCalisfrod 

gamomwvari, romelic gamowvis teqnikiTa da yuris formiT erTgvarad uaxlovdeba 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturis WurWlebs, magram meti msgavseba Cans zemoT aRniSnuli ovCu
lar-Tefesisa da ginCis masalebTan. aseTi masiuryuriani didi zomis WurWeli siaxlea 
aRmosavleT saqarTvelos adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis ZeglebSi. aseve siaxlea saSu
alo sididis maRalyeliani, mkveTrad pirgadaSlili, viwro, brtyelZira WurWeli, ro
melsac SedarebiT priala moSavo zedapiri aqvs (tab. III4

). misi paraleli amierkavkasiis 
ZeglebSi CvenSi ucnobia, magram zusti analogi eZebneba arslan Tefe VII Tixis WurWel
Tan [Frangipane, Palumbi 2007: 235, nax. III

1,2
]. aseve tipologiurad axalia maRalyeliani, pir

gadaSlili, sferulmucliani, yuriani WurWeli (tab. III
1
), xolo amave tipis uyuro Wur

Wels, ramdenadme msgavsi paraleli eZebneba ginCis maRalxarisxovan WurWlebsa [Гаджиев 
1991:70, nax. XIV

20,21
] da leila Tefes masalebTan [Алиев, Нариманов 2001: tab. X

7
]; rac Seexeba 

bikonusuri WurWlis Zir-gverdis natexebs (tab. III
3,5

), ramdenadme msgavsi formis Wur
Wlebi gvxvdeba damwvari goras, Savwyalas [Варазашвили 1992: tab. XI

1
; tab. XI

11.4
] da leila 

Tefes masalebSi [Алиев, Нариманов 2001: tab. VIII
7-10

], xolo jamisebr WurWels (tab. II
4
), aseve 

leila Tefesa da mis Tanadrul Zeglebis masalebSi eZebneba paraleli [Алиев, Нариманов 
2001: tab. XII

10,11
]. 

kidev SeiZleboda gagvegrZelebina naWivWavebis sameTuneo nawarmis paralelebis 
Cveneba formisa da ornamentis mixedviT, Tumca sakmaod gveCveneba moZiebuli parale
lebi Zeglis xasiaTisa da kulturuli kuTvnilebis gansasazRvrad. rac Seexeba naWiv
Wavebis eneoliTuri etapis danarCen masalebs, unda aRvniSnoT, rom adresamiwaTmoqme
do kulturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli Zvlisa da rqis Toxebi, sadgis-saxvretebi, kovzebi, 
saprialeblebi da sxva iaraRebi aq TiTqmis ar gvxvdeba, rac Zeglis Taviseburebas SeiZ
leba mivaweroT. sayuradReboa, rom naWivWavebSi gavrcelebuli navisebri xelsafqvave
bi ufro met msgavsebas amJRavnebs Sulaver-Somu Tefes kulturis nasaxlarebis xel
safqvavebTan, xolo obsidianis anatkec masalaSi, romelTa mcire nawili warmodgenilia 
statiaSi (tab. II15-17

), ar Cans adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis sameurneo da sayofacxov
rebo iaraRebis rigi seriebi, Tumca masalis es nawili tipologiur da trasologiur 
damuSavebas saWiroebs.

naWivWavebis eneoliTuri nasaxlaris Tanadrouli, mcire qvayriliani ormosamarxis 
aRmoCena TavisTavad saintereso faqtia, radgan aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi am periodis 
samarxebi mxolod ramdenime Zeglzea aRmoCenili – abanosxevSi, wiTelgorebze, aruxlo 
I, III-ze, berikldeebze, ioramis goraze kavTisxevTan [Шатберашвили, Чиковани 2007: 230]. 

naWivWavebis eneoliTur nasaxlarze adre brinjaos xanis adreuli etapis mtkvar
-araqsis kulturis sami akldamisa da erTi mcire qvayriliani ormosamarxis aRmoCena 
TavisTavad mravlismetyveli faqtia, Tumca gaTxril farTobze, samwuxarod, misi Ta
nadrouli nasaxlaris naSTi ar dadasturda. aq gaTxril akldamebsa da ormosamarxs 
konstruqciiT, dakrZalvis wesiT da aRmoCenili artefaqtebiT, gansakuTrebiT Tixis 
WurWlebs – qoTnebs, badiebs, doqebs, koWobs mravali paraleli gaaCnia rogorc aRmo
savleT saqarTvelos, ise mis farglebs gareT Seswavlil nasaxlarebsa da samarxebSi. na
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WivWavebis samarxebSi gamovlenili Tixis WurWlebi gamowvis teqnikiT, feriT, formiT, 
kopebiTa da yurebiT miekuTvnebian mtkvar-araqsis kulturis adreuli etapisaTvis da
maxasiaTebel klasikur tipebs. naWivWavebSi am kulturis samarxebis aRmoCena moulod
neli ar unda iyos, radgan mdinare naWivWavebis xeobaSi Seswavlilia TeTriwyaros cno
bili nasoflari [gobejiSvili 1978], marneulis r-nSi samSvildis nasoflari da samaro
vani [mircxulava 1975], dmanisis r-nSi sofel vardisubanTan RrmaxevisTavis nasaxlari 
da samarxebi [abramiSvili da sxv. 1980], aseve marneulis r-nSi sofel TamarisTan akldama 
da gardabnis r-Si kikeTis samarovani [fxakaZe 1963] da sxv. naWivWavebis samarxebis msgav
si qvis filebiT mogebuli an Cveulebrivi miwis iatakiani akldamebi sxvadasxva variaci
ebiT cnobilia amiranis goradan, kikeTidan, RrmaxevisTavidan, samSvildidan, kodadan, 
elaridan [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: tab. XVII]. sadReiso monacemebiT mtkvar-araqsis kul
turis samarxebis ZiriTadi nawili da maT Soris akldamebi aRmoCenilia amierkavkasiaSi 
[Мунчаев 1994: 34].

mkvlevarTa dakvirvebiT, mtkvar-araqsis kulturis pirvel etapze keramika TiT
qmis erTgvarovania. saqarTveloSi aseTia didube-kikeTis jgufis, somxeTSi - elaris da 
azerbaijanSi babaderviSis adreuli etapis Zeglebi [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: 77].

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Tixis WurWlis formebisa da ornamentis wamyvani tipebis 
mixedviT al. orjonikiZe askvnis, rom qvemo da Sida qarTlisa da kaxeTis regionebs So
ris mWidro kavSiri Cans adreul da mogviano etapze, rasac ver vityviT am kulturis 
ganviTarebis Sua safexurze, rac gamowveulia am etapis Zeglebis ararsebobiT. aseve 
qvemo qarTli adreuli keramikuli formebiTa da ornamentiT axlos dgas samxreT sa
qarTvelos mogviano xanis masalebTan, rac SeiZleba aixsnas qvemo qarTlis sameTuneo 
warmoebis tradiciebis am maRalmTian zonaSi gadanacvlebiT [orjonikiZe 2001: 91].

mkvlevarTa umravlesoba mtkvar-araqsis kulturis adreul etaps Zv.w. IV aTaswleu
lis meore naxevriT aTariRebs [Мунчаев 1994: 17]. naWivWavebis samarxebi konstruqciiTa 
da inventariT swored adreuli etapis ZeglebTan avlens kavSirs.

mkvlevarTa mosazreba ZiriTadad erTmaneTs emTxveva wofi-ginCis wris Zeglebis da
TariRebaSi, rac ZiriTadad Zv.w. IV aTaswleuls pirvel naxevarze modis. am wris Zegle
bis zogadi da Sida qronologiuri CarCos dadgenaSi mniSvnelovani roli iTamaSa Sida 
qarTlSi, md. aragvis xeobis mTiswineTSi gaTxrilma nasaxlarebma. am Zeglebis stratig
rafiuli da masalebis SedarebiT-tipologiuri analizis safuZvelze pirobiTad gani
sazRvra maTi qronologiuri CarCo _ Zv.w. V aTaswleuls meore naxevriT da IV aTaswl. 
pirveli naxevriT [Чиковани 1989: 86]. naWivWavebis eneoliTur sameTuneo nawarms ufro 
meti analogi eZebneba im Zeglebis masalebTan, romlebic Zv.w. is IV aTaswleuls pirve
li naxevriT TariRdebian. maTi daTariRebis dakonkretebaSi WurWlis formebsa da or
namentTan erTad mniSvnelovani elementia brtyeli da viwro, momrgvalebulZiriani da 
yuriani WurWlebi, romlebic damaxasiaTebelia Zv.w.-is IV aTaswleulis pirvel naxevris 
ZeglebisaTvis da miCneulia adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis etapobrivi ganviTarebis 
erT-erT komponentad [Чиковани 2003: 47-48].

am mosazrebas zurgs umagrebs Tixis WurWlebi #31 ormodan, romlebsac analogebi 
eZebnebaT berikleebi-leila Tefe – arslan Tefe VII sinqronul Zeglebze. dResdReobiT 
kavkasiis adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis mkvlevarTa yvelaze cxovel interess iwvevs be
rikldeebi–leila Tefes kulturis Zeglebis gamoCena kavkasiaSi da maTi kavSiri winaa
ziur kulturul centrebTan. [Dzavaxišhvili 1998: 7-16; Мусеибли 2007: 155-158). am mxriv sxva 
mkvlevarebTan erTad sayuradRebod gveCveneba azri kavkasiaSi axali kulturuli tal
Ris gamoCenaSi uruqis kulturis fenomenis Sesaxeb [Гулиев 2005: 82; Мунчаев 2007: 8-9], ro
melsac garkveulwilad esadageba b. liones qronologiuri sqemac [Lyonnet 2007: 13].
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amrigad, naWivWavebis saxiT saqme gvaqvs axal ZeglTan, sadac kargad Cans, rogorc 
wofi-ginCis wris Zeglebis kulturuli tradicia, ise arslan Tefe VII sinqronuli ino
vacia da mtkvar-araqsis kulturis adreuli etapisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli dakrZalvis 
rituali Tanmxlebi artefaqtebiT. Znelia saubari, aris Tu ara naWivWavebis eneoliTur 
namosaxlarsa da mtkvar-araqsis samarxebs Soris qronologiuri wyvetili, magram igi 
SeiZleba CaiTvalos erT-erT gamorCeul Zeglad, sadac aSkarad Cans finalur eneoliT
sa da adrebrinjaos adreul etaps Soris mWidro qronologiuri siaxlove. moxmobili 
paralelebisa da mkvlevarTa mier calkeuli Zeglebis daTariRebis safuZvelze SeiZ
leba naWivWavebis nasaxlarisa da samarxebis savaraudo qronologiur CarCod Zv.w. IV 
aTaswleuli miviCnioT. 
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A number of archaeological sites came to light as a result of work carried out in Georgia in connec-
tion with the construction of the BTC pipeline and ROW [Right of Way], specifically in Meskheti and Kvemo 
Kartli regions. The new discoveries emphasized the important role played by these regions, rich in ancient 
sites, in the study of the development of prehistoric and historic societies. Particularly interesting among 
the new discoveries is the Eneolithic-Early Bronze Age site situated at Nachivchavebi in Tetritsqaro district, 
at 85 km on the pipeline. The site was excavated in 2003-2004 during three campaigns by the Tetritsqaro 
archaeological expedition (Shatberashvili et al. 2005), and an area of 1000 m2 was investigated. 

Nachivchavebi is situated 4 km south-west of Tetritsqaro. It lies on a slope on a mountainside covered 
with broad leaf forest and occasional fields and shrub-lands. The area of the archaeological site itself is deep 
within a gorge on the river Chivchavi, that flows from Arsena gorge in the north-east to the south-west. 
Once the topsoil was removed at Nachivchavebi, round black spots appeared in the yellowish loam. Most 
of these spots proved to be pits, although some were burials, and one was the remains of a semi-dugout 
dwelling. 

Forty-nine Eneolithic pits, one semi dugout-dugout dwelling and five burials were eventually excavat-
ed. The pits were filled with black earth containing archaeological material, although some yielded stones 
such as basalt hand- grinders and slabs. The pits were close to another, roughly 1.5-4 m apart, and they oc-
cupied most of the eastern part of the trench, while the adobe dwelling was in the south (pl. I). The smallest 
pits were 0.7-0.9 m in diameter, and 0.25-0.30 m deep; the medium-size pits were 1.5 m in diameter, and 
0.50-0.70 m deep; the largest pits were 1.7-1.9 m in diameter at the top, 0.7-1.6 m deep, and 2.5 m at the 
bottom. A small number of the pits had vertical walls, while most of the pits were in effect pear-shaped, 
broadening towards the base. 

The finds: potsherds, obsidian, stone, bone and horn tools as well as animal bones were found in the 
pits, burials and the dugout dwelling; hand-grinders of various sizes and shapes were largely heaped in 
stone mounds, and were found together with ordinary stones in the pits but rarely occurred in the burials 
themselves or the dugout dwelling.

The settlement type and the domestic and industrial activities carried out at Nachivchavebi have affini-
ties with other sites both in Georgia and beyond. The site is also distinguished by a number of particulari-
ties which increase its scientific importance. The finds belong to the Eneolithic-Early Bronze Age, and come 
mainly from the pits and burials. The settlement is presumably situated in an unexcavated area outside the 
ROW, but this has not been confirmed archaeologically. 

The study of Early Farming Cultures  began in the eastern Caucasus as early as the 1950s. The discov-
ery of Kjul-tepe I laid the foundation for the study of multi-horizon round-domed residential buildings 
unknown before. Such artificial hill-settlements were mainly studied in Kvemo Kartli and Azerbaijan, near 
rivers or on open ground and it was called in the literature the Shulaver-shomu Tepe culture (Kiguradze 
1976, 105).

Another type of single-stratum settlement is known as the Sioni type (Menabde, Kiguradze 1981, 31) or 
Tsopi-ginchi group of sites (Chikovani 1989, 86) and it has been studied in Georgia and beyond. Sites lie on 
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open ground as well as on river banks, foothills, and mountain ranges. Settlements of this group are char-
acterized by the presence, presumably above ground, of huts with wattle and daub walls, although in some 
cases semi-dugout dwellings and stone-built complexes have been recorded. In a review of the building 
traditions of Neolithic-Eneolithic single-stratum sites, G. Mirtskhulava concluded on the basis of evidence 
from Paluri, Khorshi, Kobuleti, Darkveti, Chikhori and Guandra that square and round above-ground or 
semi-dugout dwellings were built at this stage of development of the productive economy (Mirtskhulava 
2001, 41). 

Remains of a dwelling and temple complex with an outer wall based on a sophisticated building tra-
dition have also been found in east Transcaucasia, in Shida Kartli, at Berikldeebi in Kareli district (Ghlonti, 
Javakhishvili 1987, 84-85) and in a kurgan near the village of Kavtiskhevi, near the so-called Ioramis Gora, 
in Kaspi district (Makharadze 2007, 124-125). Similar settlements and kurgans have been studied in larger 
numbers in Azerbaijan and are known as Leila Tepe Culture (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, 7).

Systematic wide-scale archaeological excavations since 1960 have shown that the development of 
the Early Farming Culture in eastern Georgia took place in an idiosyncratic fashion compared with oth-
er regions. Here sites of three archaeological cultures: Shulaver-shomu Tepe, the Tsopi-ginchi group and 
Berikldeebi–Leila Tepe, can be distinguished. They apparently co-existed at a certain stage of their devel-
opment and impacted on each other (Chikovani 1998b, 3-5).

The finds from the Nachivchavebi Eneolithic settlement belong to the Tsopi-ginchi group. Similar set-
tlements have been studied elsewhere in eastern Georgia: at sites in Kvemo Kartli such as Tsopi (Kuszna-
reva, Chubinishvili 1970, 28-32), Sioni (Menabde, Kiguradze 1981, 7), Tsiteli Sopeli, Arukhlo VI, Javakhi (Go-
gelia, Chelidze 1992, 59-62), Vaziani (Chikoidze et al. 2003, 11); in Kakheti: Kviriastskali, Damtsvari Gora, etc. 
(Varazashvili 1992, 18, 32); in Shida Kartli: Abanoskhevi, Bodorna, Akhali Zhinvali, Zhinvali, Chinti, Khertvisi 
(Chikovani 1999b, 7-11), Tanditsqaro I (Chikovani 1999a, 19) and Nichbisi (Chikovani 2001, 16).

The multi-level site recovered at 74 and 77 km on the BTC pipeline belongs to the same cultural 
group. The Eneolithic-Early Bronze Age level was damaged while digging the ROW (Mirtskulava et al. 2005; 
Mirtskhulava 2007). Such sites are characterized by a thin (between 0.5 and 1 m thick) cultural layer con-
taining archaeological material. This includes pits, small stone mounds, hearths, and rarely semi-dugouts 
and burials. The site extends over a wider area in eastern Georgia than do the settlements of the Shulaver-
shomu Tepe Culture, which is mainly to be found in two districts of Kvemo Kartli, in Bolnisi and Marneuli. 

The Nachivchavebi Eneolithic settlement is a typical site of the Tsopi-ginchi group. Finds came from all 
of the pits, dugouts and burials, but some were outstanding by virtue of the abundance of material, and 
they might even be considered as separate complexes. The finds, especially potsherds, clearly demonstrate 
the continuity of the culture as providing evidence for relations with other regions. Both early and late ma-
terial can be distinguished, an important factor in establishing the chronology of the site. 

The Eneolithic potsherds from Nachivchavebi tend to be large, and some have been partly restored. In 
one case, a large pot was completely restored. The fabric is mostly coarse, with excess non-organic admix-
ture, though some vegetal matter has been noted embedded on some of them. The ceramic vessels were 
mostly fired brown, but there are some that are black or reddish. Their fragmentary condition does not 
permit complete restoration of their shapes, but partly restored examples still enable us to establish cer-
tain categories of vessels. Judging by rims and walls, small and medium-sized vessels can be distinguished; 
non-profiled or slightly profiled vessels with straight-walled bodies or slightly incurved or offset rims (pl. 
II, 2-3, 8,10). A separate group consists of different sized, low-necked vessels with slightly offset rims and 
convex bodies (pl. II, 10, 13; pl. III, 1-2, 4). Other shapes include bowl-like vessels with a narrow base (pl. II, 
4), and others with low bodies, slightly protruding heels and broad bases (pl. II. 12). Judging by rim and wall 
fragments some vessels had convex bodies and flat bases, some of which have protruding feet (pl. II, 7, 11). 
Other shapes we have termed “comb-rims”, with ledges and knobs (pl. II, 3, 6, 8-9). 

Most flaked tools were made from obsidian, and lamellae and lamellar flakes can be distinguished. 
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Some bear traces of secondary treatment or use. Some are combined tools (pl. II, 15-17). In one pit there 
was a flint arrowhead with a broken shaft. Hand-grinders were made from basalt. Most of the lower stones 
are boat-shaped, while the upper ones have flat ventral and straight dorsal sides. Among stone mortars, 
one with a tall body and a deep cavity is noteworthy (pl. II, 14). There is part of the blade of a double-edged 
stone axe-like tool. There are also straight, narrow and round stones that might have been used as pestles. 
Pits and dugouts yielded several antlers with cut-marks. One has a pointed tip.

One burial complex was contemporary with the Eneolithic settlement, and four belonged to the Early 
Bronze age. The Eneolithic pit-burial with a small stone mound is very interesting in terms of burial practice. 
During the cleaning of the stone mound there appeared a large, boat-shaped basalt hand-grinder among 
the ordinary stones; the pit-burial itself was oval. The size of the stone mound was 1.8 x 1.5 m, while the 
pit-burial measured 1.4 x 1.3 m. The peculiarity of this burial is that the deceased was found lying in an ex-
treme crouched position, with the feet close to the pelvis. Several small fragments of an Eneolithic vessel 
were mixed in the filling of the pit. The burial produced a bone awl, a horn tool at the right elbow, and the 
upper stone of a hand-grinder broken in two parts, one of which lay beneath the pelvis of the deceased 
and the other at the right foot (pl. IV, 1-3). This burial has already attracted scholarly attention (Shatberash-
vili, Chikovani 2007, 230), and has been compared construction-wise to the Arukhlo I pit-burials with stone 
mounds (Chikovani 2005, 178). The other four burials belong to an early stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture 
and completely differ from the Eneolithic burial in both construction and funeral rite. All five burials were 
found close to each other in the north-east part of the excavated area (pl. I, grids 7-8/10-12).

Burial No. 1. External dimensions: 2.4 x 2.2 m; internal: 1.9 x 1.45 m x 0.5 m. The burial was dug into yel-
lowish loam. The stones in the lower row were laid horizontally, while those in the upper course were verti-
cal; the floor was paved with stone slabs. There were two steps to the south. The chamber had been used 
for multiple burials, the most recent one in the south part, with the head to the south. The anthropologist 
L. Aslanishvili has concluded that two males of 40-44 and 30-34, two mature females of 50-54 and a girl 
of 12-14 were buried here. The burial contained eight ceramic vessels, an obsidian lamella, a nucleus and 
beads: one of sardonyx and 38 of paste (pl. V, 1-11).

Burial No. 2 is oval, externally 2.2 x 1.7 m, internally 1.84 x 1.35 m. The twelve stones of the walls are 
fitted vertically. Unlike Burial No. 1, it was unpaved. There were three individuals all buried in the crouch 
position, the head to the south. A male of 55-59 lay in the centre, resting on his left. A female of 30-34 lay in 
the eastern part on her right. The other deceased was a girl of 16-18. Grave goods included four vessels (pl. 
VI, 1-4), a bone patella and two obsidian flakes in the burial.

Burial No. 3 was a pit-burial with a stone mound containing the remains of a child with the head to the 
south. Two small vessels, a pot nestling in a bowl, lay before the face (pl. VI, 5-6). 

Most of the Burial No. 5 had been destroyed. Judging by what survived it had a stone wall and a floor 
paved with stone slabs. There were two bowls in the burial (pl. VI, 7-8).

Palaeozoological, palynological and carpological analysis were carried out. The palaeozoologist O. 
Bedukidze reported that 35-40% of the animal bones recovered in the pits and the semi-dugout belonged 
to wild animals. Domestic animals were represented by pig, sheep, goat and cow bones, the latter being 
small in stature. In view of the wild animal bones, it is clear that hunting was an important activity for the 
local community. There was the upper incisor of a wild horse, Equus caballus fossilis, a fragment of the lower 
tusk of a Caucasian boar, Sus scrofa ottila, a Caucasian stag, Cervus elaphus maral, a Caucasian pig, Alces 
alces caucasicus, bones of a wild ox, Bos primigenius. The bones of wild oxen are not often found in large 
numbers in Eneolithic settlements, but are known from Damtsvari Gora, Kakheti (Varazashvili 1992, 98) 
and Abanoskhevi in the Aragvi Valley (Chikovani 1999b, 10). Antlers were used as hoes in the Early Farm-
ing settlements of the Shulaver-shomu Tepe Culture. One or two examples have been found in eastern 
Georgia, at a site of the Tsopi group. Nachivchavebi yielded antlers with traces of cutting and in one case 
a pointed tip. O. Bendukidze notes that the local inhabitants could have collected shed antlers and used 
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them for making tools. 
Carpological and palynological analysis throws light on the domestic activity of the Eneolithic-Early 

Bronze Age population of Nachivchavebi and the ecosystem of the time. N. Rusishvili and N. Meladze ana-
lyzed 42 samples from the household pits and burials. The most remarkable finding is the discovery of 
cereals   soft wheat, Triticum aestivum L.; emmer wheat, Triticum dicoccum Schübl.; hulled barley, Hordeum 
vulgare L.; millet, Panicum miliaceum L. 

The palynologist Eliso Kvavadze investigated samples from 14 pits and from a vessel found in one of 
the burials. She concluded that the palynological spectrum is characterized by a prevalence of the pollen 
of cereal crops and attendant weeds with relatively few forest elements and fern spores. Samples from 
Eneolithic pits produced wheat, of Triticum type; oats, of Afena type; barley, of Hordeum type; geranium, 
Geranium and thistle, Carduus.

Among the forest elements were: pine, Pinus; fir, Picea; nordman fir, Abies; lime, Tilia; hornbeam, 
Carpenus caucasica; sweetroot, Palipodium vulgare; the spores of undifferentiated ferns, Polypodiaceae.

In the vessel from Burial No. 3 there was pollen of: hazelnut, Corylus avellana, bear-nut, Corylus colurna, 
walnut, Juglans regia; the cultivated vine, Vitis vinifera; Georgian oak, Quercus iberica. Dr Kvavadze con-
cludes that the climate must have been warmer at the time the settlement functioned. 

Thanks to the research at Nachivchavebi, we can now express an option on various cultural, economic 
and religious questions relating to the local Eneolithic-Early Bronze Age community, as well as on their 
relationship with neighbouring regions.

An analysis of the potsherds shows that apart from certain peculiarities among the material recorded 
from different complexes of Nachivchavebi there seems to be an overall similarity in terms of firing tech-
nique, form and ornament. This is supported by fragments of ceramic vessels with perforations beneath 
the rims that were recovered from the pits (pl. II, 9). One fragment has holes all over the body. There are a 
few fragments with knobs and ridges (pl. II, 6, 13).

It is also interesting that there are vessels both with and without handles (pl. II, 5; pl. III, 1-2). The shape 
of the fragments from the pits with so called “comb-like” ridges stands out for originality, and the fragments 
have additional perforations (pl. II, 9). 

Two fragments from pits Nos 11 and 31 should be singled out. They have granular and hatched orna-
ment on the upper wall. The rim and wall fragment of a small vessel with a high base on the body (pl. II, 
3-11) were also discovered in the pit. A small fragment of a base bears the impression of a woven mat.

It has already been mentioned that the Nachivchavebi Eneolithic settlement belongs to the Tsopi-
ginchi group of monuments, of which large numbers have been excavated in eastern Georgia and beyond. 
Although pits are diagnostic of almost every settlement, Nachivchavebi nevertheless stands closer to such 
sites as Tsopi, where 27 pits have been recovered, the settlement of Tsiteli Sopeli with 18 pits (Gogelia, Che-
lidze 1992, 55, 61) and Damtsvari Gora with 26 pits (Varazashvili 1992, pl. II). The everyday and industrial 
material is also similar to that of the Early Farming settlements. It is particularly true for pottery which re-
sembles the material from a number of sites in terms of the structure of the fabric and the firing technique 
as well as in terms of ornament. Judging by these features, the Nachivchavebi pottery displays more imme-
diate affinities with material of the Tsopi-ginchi group of sites. Fragments with perforations beneath rims 
or on necks are common to material from Abanoskhevi, Akhali Zhinvali, Khertvisi, Chinti (Chikovani 1999b, 
14-18), Nichbisi (Chikovani 2001, 16), Damtsvari Gora and Kviriastsqali (Varazashvili 1992, 21, pl. XII), Arukh-
lo VI (Gogelia, Chelidze 1992, 60) Tsopi (Kushnareva, Chubinishvili 1970, 32); in western Georgia: Darkveta 
(Nebieridze 1978, 26), or Sagvarjile (Nebieridze 2003, 200); in Azerbaijan: Padar (Akhundov 2001, fig. XXV, 
1), or Kechil (Narimanov 1987, fig. XXXV, 11); in Armenia: Mashtotsblur, Terteridzor, Tekhut (Munchaev 1982, 
pl. XLVII, 1-3; pl. XLVIII, 25), or Aratashen (Palumbi 2007, 70, fig. II, 3-5, fig. III, 1-3), in Daghestan: Ruguj, Ginchi 
or China (Gadjiev 1991, fig. XX; fig. XII, 12-13. 16; fig. XV, 2, 7).

Different kinds of knobs and ridges are diagnostic of a wide group of sites but round, elongated ridges 
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occur on late Eneolithic material. In particular, material similar to the Nachivchavebi Eneolithic pottery with 
ridges is recorded at Damtsvari Gora (Varazashvili 1992, pl. XIII, 1-3), Chinti (Chikovani 1998a, pl. II), and 
Ovchulartepe in Azerbaijan, (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, pl. XXV, 9).

Flat, slightly projecting feet occur over a vast area, but they are recorded at late period settlements of 
the Tsopi-Ginchi group together with vessels with a round and narrow base. The impression of a woven mat 
can be seen on the base of some vessels. On sites of the Shulaver-Shomu Tepe culture such pottery appears 
alongside the footless vessels from the third stage of development (Kiguradze 1976, 121). This type of pot-
tery is recorded in the material from Kviriastsqali, Damtsvari Gora (Varazashvili 1992, pl. XXVII-XXVIII), Chinti 
(Chikovani 1998a, pl. I, 8), Ginchi (Gadjiev 1991, fig. XV, 3-4), etc. Similar material to that of Nachivchavebi, 
namely, vessels with a low body and broad base (pl. II, 12) came to light at Arukhlo VI (Gogelia, Chelidze 
1992, XVII-XVIII), Damtsvari Gora (Varazashvili 1992, pl. XX), Ilanlitepe in Azerbaijan (Narimanov 1987, fig. 
XI11), and Ginchi (Gadjiev 1991, fig. XIII, 4). 

Different variations of “comb-rim” sherds from Nachivchavebi come from settlements of the Aragvi 
Valley (Chikovani 2005, 60), Tanditsqaro I (Chikovani 1999a, pl. V, 71-76), and Damtsvari Gora (Varazashvili 
1992, pl. XII3), but the fragments from Nachivchavebi might be similar to vessels with incurved rims. Such 
fragments have been recorded both at Mashtotsblur Eneolithic (Munchaev 1982, pl. XVII, 3) and Galgalatli 
Early Bronze Age sites (Gadjiev 1991, fig. XXVIII, 108).

Handled vessels appear at sites of Early Farming Cultures at a certain stage of their development. Spe-
cial interest should be attached to vessels with high swung, thick, solid handles round in section (pl. II, 5; pl. 
III, 1-2), for which parallels exist at settlements in Chinti (Chikovani 1998a, pl. I, 2-3), Damtsvari Gora (Vara-
zashvili 1992, pl. XII, 12-16, pl. XIII, 6-9, pl. XXIV, 2), Tsiteli Sopeli (Gogelia, Chelidze 1992, pl. XVII), Sagvarjile 
(Nebieridze 2003, pl. XXXIV), Tetri Mghvime (Kalandadze 1994, pl. XXII, 4-6), Alikemek Tepesi in Azerbaijan 
(Munchaev 1982, pl. XIV, 5-6), Padar (Akhundov 2001, fig. II, 1-2) and Ovchular tepe, where vessels with solid 
handles are found (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, pl. XXVII, 5, 8-9, pl. XXVIII, 1-4), but perforations, ridges, handles 
are found at Ginchi in Daghestan (Gadjiev 1991, fig. XIII, 9-17) and Redant in North Ossetia (Rostunov 2005, 
159-160, pl. II-III).

A direct parallel for a vessel with a low neck and a handle came from the Damtsvari Gora settlement 
(Varazashvili 1992, pl. XXIV, 2). A fragment of a small vessel with a tall band on the body (pl. II, 5) has a paral-
lel in the material from the Chinti settlement (Chikovani 1998a, pl. I, 2-3).

In discussing the Eneolithic pottery from Nachivchavebi, we would like to draw attention to pottery 
vessels found in a small pit near the semi-dugout, for they are in some ways different from the rest of the 
pottery. One vessel is 0.85 m tall with two handles and a cylindrical neck (pl. III, 2). It is fired brown and both 
firing technique and the handle shape resemble analogous features on vessels of the Kura-Araxes Culture, 
although they are closer still to those from the aforementioned Ovchulartepe and Ginchi settlements. Such 
a large vessel with a solid handle is a novelty among the sites of the eastern Georgian Early Farming Cul-
ture. Another novelty is a medium-sized vessel with a long neck, an offset rim and a flat narrow bottom, and 
which has a black-burnished surface (pl. III, 4). We do not know of any parallels from Transcaucasian sites, 
but it is exactly analogous to a ceramic vessel from Arslan Tepe VII (Frangipane, Palumbi 2007, 235, fig. III, 
1-2), Typologically new is a handled vessel with a tall neck, an offset rim, and a spherical body (pl. III, 1), but 
the same type vessel without a handle has affinities with the high quality pottery of Ginchi (Gadjiev 1991, 
70. Fig. XIV, 20-21), and with the material from Leila Tepe (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, pl. X, 7). As for the frag-
ments of bottom and wall of bi-conical vessel (pl. III, 3), vessels of a similar shape are known from Damtsvari 
Gora, Shavtsqala (Varazashvili 1992, pl. XI, 1, pl. XI, 11.4) and Leila Tepe (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, pl. VIII, 7-10), 
while a bowl-like vessel (pl. II, 4) has parallels at Leila Tepe and contemporary sites (Aliev, Narimanov 2001, 
pl. XII, 10-11).

We could continue demonstrating parallels from Nachivchavebi pottery in terms of shape and orna-
ment but we believe the material we have found is enough to establish the nature and cultural affiliation of 
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the site. As for the rest of the Eneolithic material, it should be noted that there are hardly any bone or horn 
hoes, perforators, spoons, polishers or other tools, but this can be put down to the peculiarity of the site. 
Stone mortars, hand-grinders, however, occur almost everywhere. It is remarkable that boat-shaped hand-
grinders common at Nachivchavebi more closely resemble those from the settlements of the Shulaver-
Shomu Tepe Culture, while among the flaked obsidian material, a small part of which is represented here 
(pl. II, 15-17), there are no tools characteristic of the Early Farming Culture. But it should be said that this 
part of the material requires further typological and traceological analysis. 

The discovery of a small pit burial with a stone mound contemporary with the Eneolithic settlement is 
remarkable in itself, since in eastern Georgia burials of this period have been discovered at only a few sites, 
at Abanoskhevi, Tsitelgorebi, Arukhlo I and III, Berikldeebi, and Ioramis Gora near Kavtiskhevi (Shatberash-
vili, Chikovani 2007, 230). 

The discovery of three stone-built tombs and a small pit-burial with a stone mound of the early stage 
of the Bronze Age Kura-Araxes Culture is significant. There are no remains, however, of a contemporary 
settlement recorded at Nachivchavebi. The construction, burial practices and finds, especially the pottery, 
the stone-built tombs and the pit-burial have many parallels with settlements and burials investigated in 
eastern Georgia and beyond. In terms of firing technique, colour, shape, knobs and handles the pottery 
from the Nachivchavebi burials belongs to classical types diagnostic of the early stage of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture. The discovery of the burials of this culture at Nachivchavebi cannot be accidental as in the Nach-
ivchavebi Valley there were studied the famous settlement at Tetritsqaro (Gobejishvili 1978), the Samsh-
vilde settlement and cemetery in Marneuli district (Mirtskhulava 1975), the Ghramakhevistavi settlement 
and burials near the village of Vardisubani in Dmanisi district (Abramishvili et al. 1980), a stone-built tomb 
near the village Tamarisi in Marneuli district, the Kiketi cemetery in Gardabani district (Pkhakadze 1963) 
etc. Stone-built tombs paved with stone slabs or with an earthen floor similar to the Nachivchavebi burials 
are known with different variations from Amiranis Gora, Kiketi, Ghrmakhevistavi, Samshvilde, Koda, Elari 
(Mirtskhulava et al. 1992, pl. XVII). So far, the majority of burials and stone-built tombs of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture were excavated in Transcaucasia (Munchaev 1994, 34).

Scholars have noted that in the first stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture pottery is almost uniform. In 
Georgia such is the case at the early stage sites of Didube-Kiketi group, in Armenia at Elar and in Azerbaijan 
at Babadervish (Mirtskhulava et al. 1992, 77). A. Orjonikidze concludes on the basis of the leading types of 
shape and ornament on the pottery of the Kura-Araxes Culture, that there seem to be close ties between 
Kvemo and Shida Kartli and Kakheti regions at the early and later stages, but that this is not the case for 
the middle stage of the evolution of this culture. The reason must lie in the absence of sites of this stage. 
Furthermore, in terms of early shapes and ornament of pottery Kvemo Kartli stands close to the later period 
material of southern Georgia, a fact that can be explained by movement of Kvemo Kartlian traditions of 
pottery production to these highlands (Orjonikidze 2001, 91).

Most scholars date the early stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture to the second half of the 4th millennium BC 
(Munchaev 1994, 17). From the point of view of their construction and grave inventory, the Nachivchavebi 
burials relate to sites of early stage. Scholars mostly concur in dating the sites of the Tsopi-Ginchi group, 
which has its beginnings in the first half of the 4th millennium BC. Settlements excavated in the foothills 
of the Aragvi Valley in Shida Kartli played an important part in working out the chronological framework 
both in general and in detail. The overall period was conventionally defined as the second half of the 5th 
millennium and the first half of the 4th millennium BC based on an analysis of the relevant stratigraphy 
and the typology of the material (Chikovani 1989, 86). The Eneolithic pottery of Nachivchavebi finds more 
analogies in the material from sites dated to the first half of the 4th millennium BC. An important element 
for accurate dating, apart from the shapes and ornamentation of the vessels, is the presence of flat and 
narrow vessels with a round bottom and handles, diagnostic of sites of the first half of the 4th millennium 
BC and considered to be one of the components of the gradual development of the Early Farming Culture 
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(Chikovani 2003, 47-48). This view is supported by the vessels from one of the pits, which have analogies in 
contemporary sites of Berikldeebi, Leila Tepe and Arslan Tepe VII. 

At present, scholars of the Caucasian Early Farming Culture have been especially interested in the dis-
covery of sites of the Berikldeebi-Leila Tepe culture in Caucasia and links with Near Eastern cultural centres 
(Dzavaxišhvili 1998, 7-16; Museibli 2007, 155-158). In this connection the suggestion that the phenomenon 
of the Uruk Culture emerging as a new cultural wave in the Caucasus is rather appealing to us and to other 
researchers (Guliev 2005, 82; Munchaev 2007, 8-9); B. Lyonnet’s chronological scheme also tends to bear 
out this suggestion (Lyonnet 2007, 13).

Thus, Nachivchavebi is a new site which clearly demonstrates the cultural traditions of sites of the 
Tsopi-Ginchi group and the contemporary innovations of Arslan Tepe VII, as well as burial practices that 
involve grave goods that resemble those of the early stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture. Even though it is dif-
ficult to establish whether there is a chronological break between the Nachivchavebi Eneolithic settlement 
and the Kura-Araxes burials, Nachivchavebi can nevertheless be considered to be an outstanding site that 
is close in chronological terms to the final Eneolithic and the early stage of the Early Bronze Age. The likely 
date for the Nachivchavebi settlement and burials is the 4th millenium on the basis of the parallels we have 
noted and dates that scholars attribute to other sites.
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mtkvar-araqsis kultura pirvelad b. kuftinma gamoyo mtkvrisa da arezis ormdina
reTSi aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masalebis mixedviT gasuli saukunis 40-ian wlebSi. gan
sazRvra ra am kulturis ZiriTadi niSnebi da misi keramikis maxasiaTeblebi, man am kultu
ras mtkvar-araqsis eneoliTi uwoda [Куфтин 1944a; Куфтин 1944b]. dReisaTvis dadgenilia, 
rom am kulturis gavrcelebis areali sakmaod farToa, vidre samxreT-kavkasiis ormdina
reTi. man moicva: TiTqmis mTeli amierkavkasia, Crdilo kavkasiis aRmosavleTi da centra
luri nawili, Crdilo-dasavleTi irani da aRmosavleT anatolia. mtkvar-araqsis kultu
ris calkeuli elementebi da niSnebi Cans kavkasiidan Zalian Sors, samxreTiT, siriasa da 
palestinaSi, sadac isini Seadgenen e.w. kirbet-kerakis kulturas [Мунчаев 1975: 149]. unda 
aRiniSnos, rom arc erT sxva kavkasiur kulturas, arc manamde da arc mere, iseTi farTo 
gavrceleba ar miuRia, rogorc mtkvar-araqsis kulturas, romlis matarebelma tomebma 
uTuod metad mniSvnelovani roli Seasrules kavkasiisa da wina aziis uZveles istoriaSi 
[jafariZe 1976a: 79].	miuxedavad imisa, rom mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Seswavlas mravali 
publikacia da Semajamebeli naSromi mieZRvna [jafariZe 1961; jafariZe 1976b; CubiniSvi
li 1965; Кушнарева, Чубинишвили 1970; Мунчаев 1975; Мунчаев 1994; orjonikiZe 2004], jer ki
dev mTlad naTeli ar aris misi warmomavlobis, pirveli adgilsamyofelisa da winamor
bed kulturasTan urTierTobis sakiTxebi. aseve Semdgom kvlevas moiTxovs am kulturis 
lokaluri variantebis Tavisebureba. erTiani azri ar aris mtkvar-araqsis kulturis 
finaluri safexuris Taobaze. amasTan dakavSirebiT gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelobas iZens 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturisa da misi momdevno adreuli yorRanebis kulturis urTierTo
bis sakiTxebi [jafariZe 1988; jafariZe 1989; jafariZe 1998].

adrebrinjaos xanis mtkvar-araqsis kulturas ganixilaven rogorc erTian kultu
rul-istoriul movlenas, magram Tavisi lokaluri TaviseburebebiT. gansxvaveba loka
lur variantebs Soris gamoixateba namosaxlarebis topografiaSi, nagebobebis arqiteq
turasa da mSeneblobis teqnikaSi, materialuri kulturis zogierT elementSi [maxaraZe 
1994: 4]. 

swored Tiselis seris namosaxlari da samarovania is Zegli, sadac aisaxa aRmosavleT 
saqarTvelos teritoriaze gamoyofili mtkvar-araqsis kulturis lokaluri variante
bis kontaqtebi. aqedan momdinare arqeologiuri masalis analizi da SemdgomSi Zeglze 
damatebiTi savele kvleva-Ziebis Catareba garkveul warmodgenas Segviqmnis mtkvar-araq
sis kulturis wiaRSi mimdinare procesebze.

mtkvar-araqsis kultura mZlavradaa warmodgenili aRmosavleT saqarTvelos te
ritoriaze, ramdenadme gansxvavebuli mdgomareobaa borjomis xeobasa da mis mimdebare 
tyiani landSaftebis mqone raionebSi. am xanis Zeglebis raodenobiT is mniSvnelovnad Ca
morCeba mezobel raionebs [orjonikiZe 2004: 11]. aq bolo dromde Seswavlili ar yofila 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturis arc erTi Zegli. mdgomareoba SedarebiT Seicvala baqo-Tbili
si-jeihanis energomagistralis mSeneblobis Semdeg.

giorgi gogoWuri 
aleqsandre orjonikiZe
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2004 wlis zafxulSi, borjomis raionis monakveTze, sof. taZrisis samxreT-dasavle
TiT, axalcixisa da borjomis raionebis gamyofi qedis _ `Tiselis seris~ dasavleT fer
dobze, energoderefnis sazRvrebSi miwis samuSaoebis dros gamovlinda namosaxlarisa 
da samarovnis nawili. Zegli rTul reliefzea ganTavsebuli da is zRvis donidan 1607 m 
simaRleze mdebareobs. arqeologiuri gaTxrebi Catarda mxolod navTobisa da gazis mi
lebis Casawyob zolSi. nagebobebis arsebobis kvali dafiqsirda energoderefnis samxreT 
monakveTSi. aqve aRmoCnda ori samarxi. namosaxlaris Tanadrouli 8 samarxi gamovlinda 
derefnis CrdiloeT nawilSi, gazsadenis mxarezec (tab. I).

Tiselis seris namosaxlaris ZiriTadi teritoria, rogorc Cans mdebareobs energoma
gistralis gareT, misgan samxreTiT arsebuli bunebrivi borcvis ferdobze. is Crdilo-
dasavleTi kalTidan TandaTanobiT maRldeba da mTavrdeba swori, tyiT dafaruli Txe
miT. mSeneblobis zonaSi swored namosaxlaris qveda terasa aRmoCnda. gaTxril farTobze 
dafiqsirebuli arqiteqturuli detalebi (kedlis mcire fragmentebi, iatakSi CaWrili 
stacionaluri keris foso) gvafiqrebinebs, rom am monakveTSi ramdenime nageboba unda 
arsebuliyo (tab. II1-3

).
nasaxlaris Seswavlili nawili ver iZleva naTel suraTs aq arsebul nagebobebis ar

qiteqturasa da gegmarebaze. amitom SeiZleba mxolod vivaraudoT, rom mTis ferdobze 
arsebuli sofeli, reliefis Sesabamisad, terasulad unda yofiliyo gaSenebuli. qviT, 
talaxze naSeni swori kedlebis fragmentebis mixedviT TiTqos ise Cans, rom aq saqme unda 
gvqondes oTxkuTxa nagebobebTan, romelTac, albaT, banuri gadaxurva hqonda. qvis nage
boba Zalze damaxasiaTebelia mezobeli regionebisaTvis. iqaur ZeglebTan poulobs saer
Tos Tiselis seris nasaxlaris samarovnis teritoriaze aRmoCenili Tixis cilindruli 
formis uSverilo kera da amgvarive keris natexebic (tab. VI18,19

), romelsac uaxlesi analo
gi axalcixis amiranis goraze eZebneba [CubiniSvili 1963: sur. 2, 4].

Tiselis serze mtkvar-araqsis kulturis nasaxlaris Tanadrouli 10 samarxi gaiTx
ara. aqedan ori # 1 da # 3 nasaxlaris monakveTze, danarCeni 8 (## 2, 4-10) ki gazsadenis 
trasaze. sainteresoa, rom am monakveTSi samarxebi gamarTulia dasaxlebis sinqronul 
TxrilSi, romelic aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisken 22 m sigrZeze yofila gaWrili. Txri
lis maqsimaluri siRrme centralur nawilSi 1,6 m-ia, napirebisken ki TandaTanobiT kle
bulobs (tab. I2

). misi bolomde Seswavla obieqturi mizezebis gamo ver moxerxda da, buneb
rivia, gaurkveveli darCa Txrilis Tavdapirveli funqciac.

Txrili, rogorc Cans, drodadro ivseboda kulturuli ̀ narCenebiT~ da aqve krZalav
dnen micvalebulebsac. SevsebaSi moxerxda eqvsi horizontis gamoyofa. isini erTimeori
sagan ZiriTadad ferebiTa da arqeologiuri masalis intensivobiT ganirCeva. TxrilSi 
sxvadasxva doneze, rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, 8 samarxi iqna gaTxrili.

Seswavlili 10 samarxidan cxra ormosamarxia (## 1-3, 5-10), erTi ki samarxi-akldama 
(# 4), romlis kedlebi naSeni iyo mSralad Tiris qviT. akldama xis ZelebiT unda yofiliyo 
gadaxuruli, romelzedac mcire zomis qvayrili yofila mowyobili. qvayriliani iyo # 6 
ormosamarxic, danarCeni samarxebi miwayriliania (tab. III).

Tiselis serze gaTxrili samarxebis damxrobaSi garkveuli kanonzomiereba SeiniSne
ba. eqvsi samarxi (# 4-10) grZivi RerZiT Crdilo-dasavleTidan samxreT-aRmosavleTiske
naa orientirebuli (tab. I). micvalebulebi dakrZaluli arian xel-fex mokecil mdgoma
reobaSi. Svid SemTxvevaSi marcxena, xolo samSi – marjvena gverdze. samarxebi ZiriTadad 
individualuria, mxolod orSi (## 7, 9) dafiqsirda wyviladi dakrZalva, orive SemTxve
vaSi mamrobiTi sqesis individi iyo dakrZaluli. micvalebulTa umravlesobas Tavi sam
xreT-aRmosavleTisaken aqvs mimarTuli.
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samarxebSi 11 individi aRmoCnda. aqedan sami bavSvia. rva micvalebulidan eqvsi mamro
biTi, xolo ori – mdedrobiTi sqesis warmomadgenelia.

samarxebis umravlesoba uinventaroa. nivTebi aRmoCnda oTx samarxSi (## 1, 2, 4, 6). is 
warmodgenilia oTxi WurWliT, Zvlis kviristaviTa da mZivebiT (tab. IV

15-17
; tab. V

1-3
). uin

ventaro samarxebSi xSirad cxvris, Txis, xarisa da Zroxis Zvlebi Cndeboda Tavebisa da 
kidurebis saxiT.

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis matarebeli tomebis dakrZalvis wesebi rTuli da mraval
ferovani iyo. aseve mravalferovnebiT gamoirCeoda samarxi nagebobebi da maTi konstruq
cia. samarovnebi umeteswilad namosaxlarebis siaxloves imarTeboda [Мунчаев 1994: 34]. am 
mxriv gamonakliss arc Tiselis seris namosaxlari da misi samarovani warmoadgens.

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Zeglebze msgavsi tipis samarxebi dakrZalvis analogiuri 
wesiT, kargadaa cnobili. arsebobis xangrZlivobiTa da gavrcelebis farTo diapazoniT 
gamoirCeva ormosamarxi. is gansakuTrebiT damaxasiaTebeli Cans Sida qarTluri Zeglebis 
wrisaTvis, sadac mas vxvdebiT qvacxelaze [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: 23], xizanaanT gora
ze (kikviZe 1972: 43), urbnisSi [WilaSvili 1964: 9] da sxv. amgvari samarxi samxreT kavkasiis 
sxva olqebSicaa, Tumca aq, amis garda, gansxvavebuli tipic gvxvdeba, maT Soris qviT na
gebi akldmac, msgavsi Tiselis seris samarxisa. is cnobilia ZiriTadad qvemo qarTlidan 
[mircxulava da sxv. 1992: 99], aris axalcixis amiranis goraze [CubiniSvili 1963: 36], som
xeTSi [Ханзадян 1979: 152], Tavs iCens daRestanSic [Гаджиев 1969: 103].

Tiselis seris namosaxlarsa da samarovanze mopovebuli artefaqtebis umravleso
ba keramikuli nawarmiTaa warmodgenili, romlis did nawils Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi 
Seadgens. masSi gamoirCeva dergis, qoTnis, koWobis jamisa da sxva formebi. Tixis WurWe
li umTavresad sadaa. iSviaTad gvxvdeba reliefuri (spirali, rkali, gvelis gamosaxule
ba) da nakawri geometriuli ornamentiT (samkuTxedebi, zoomorfuli figurebi) Semkuli 
fragmentebic. Tixis WurWeli mTlianad xeliTaa damzadebuli, sameurneo morgvis gamo
yenebis gareSe. umetesoba movardisfroa, gvxvdeba monacisfro da Savpriala zedapiria
nic, movardisfro da mowablisfro sarCuliT. Tiselis seris namosaxlarze mopovebuli 
keramikuli masala tipiuri mtkvar-araqsuli nawarmia da miekuTvneba Zv. w. III aTaswleu
lis pirvel naxevars.

dergi fragmentebis saxiT samkaod mravladaa warmodgenili. umetesobas aqvs maRali 
cilindruli an konusuri yeli, romelic gardatexis xaziT gadadis kvercxisebri for
mis korpusze. ovalur ganivkveTiani yurebi daZerwilia yelsa da mxarze an mxolod tanze. 
gamoirCeva erTi dergi, romelsac yuri aqvs yelsa da mxarze, aseve – tanzec, rac sakmaod 
iSviaTia mtkvar-araqsis kulturisaTvis (tab. IV2

). Ria feris mqone WurWlis zedapiri xao
iani da Sladia, maSin, roca Savi feris nawarmi gamoirCeva naprialebi zedapiriT (tab. IV

1-6
).

zogierTi dergi Semkulia reliefuri spiraluri ornamentiT (tab. IV
7
), Tumca Warbobs 

amokawvriT Sesrulebuli Semkoba, romelic WurWlis gamowvis Semdegaa datanili korpu
sis zeda nawilze. esaa rombebis mwkvrivi, Sig Caxazul patara rombebiT (tab. IV

1,6
). aqve aris 

wverebiT SeerTebuli tolferda samkuTxedebiT gamosaxuli stilizebuli Txebic (tab. 
IV

9-11
).
Tiselis seris WurWels emsgavseba axalcixis amiranis goraze aRmoCenili dergebi, 

Semkuli reliefuri ornamentiT [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: tab. CX], zvelis gvian mtkvar-
araqsuli WurWeli, mxarze nakawri samkuTxedebiT [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: tab. CXVII] da 
amave xanis beSTaSenis egzemplarebic [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: tab. 34-35]. garkveuli 
msgavseba Cans cixiagoris fenis SedarebiT farToyelian da viwroZirian WurWelTanac [ma
xaraZe 1994: tab. LVI]. ramdenadme axloa digaSeni I nasaxlaris kvercxisebrtaniani dergic 
reliefuri ornamentiT mxarze [orjonikiZe 1998: tab. I18

]. wveriT Setyupebuli samkuTx
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edebiT stilizebuli rqosani cxovelebis gamoxatva cnobilia zvelis samarxiyanebidan 
momdinare dergidanac [orjonikiZe 1983: tab. 27

5
]. amgvarive Semkobas vxvdebiT somxeTSi 

– SengaviTis WurWelze [Мунчаев 1975,sur. 26] da anatoliaSi – Tefe-jiksa da arslan-Te
feze [Sagona 1984, Fig. 250, 256]. aRniSnuli motivi farTod iyo gavrcelebuli winaaziis ad
reuli kulturebis moxatul keramikaze [Массон 1963: sur. 7]. mtkvar-araqsuli kulturis 
Tixis WurWelze winaaziuri warmomavlobis es motivi adgilobrivi tradiciuli teqni
kuri xerxebiTaa gamoyvanili da mianiSnebs samxreT saqarTvelos kulturul-ekonomikur 
kavSir-urTierTobebis arsebobaze am regionTan adrebrinjaos xanaSi.

qoTani warmodgenilia TiTqmis Tanabari raodenobis movardisfro moyviTalo da Sav
zedapiriani egzemplarebiT. amgvari sami WurWeli aRmoCnda gazsadenis monakveTze, kera
sa da samarxebs Soris moqceul kulturul fenaSi. samive maTgani calyuraa da xasiaTdeba 
gamoyvanili yeliT, wiburiT gamoyofili, zeda nawilSi gamozneqili korpusiT da yelsa 
da mxarze miZerwili yuriT [tab. IV12-14

]. am formis WurWeli, oRond yuriT pirsa da yelze, 
kargadaa cnobili Sida qarTlis Zeglebze [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: tab. IV; kikviZe 1972: 
sur. 14, 15]. amgvari WurWlis erT fragments msxvili naxvretis qveS aqvs reliefuri zoli 
(gveli), msgavsad digaSeni I nasaxlaris WurWlisa [orjonikiZe 1998: tab. I].

Tiselis seris samarxebSi aRmoCnda bikonusuri formis qoTnebi, romlebic Semkulia 
wyvili kopebiTa da unagirisebri danaZerwiT, zogjer fosoebis mokle mwkriviT [tab. IV15-

17
]. ganxiluli qoTnebidan erT, mcire zomis ZirSedrekil, qoTans [tab. IV

12
] bevri paraleli 

moepoveba Sida qarTlis Zeglebze. miCneulia, rom am niSnis mqone WurWeli SidaqarTluri 
lokaluri wrisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli [kikviZe 1972, nax. 72-73]. 

qila Tiselis seris keramikul nawarmSi TiTqos iSviaTia. aq aRmoCenili orive qila 
Ria ferisaa, maRali cilindruli yeliT. erTi gamovlinda nagebobis siaxloves, meore – 
samarxSi. am ukanasknels aqvs yelisgan mkveTri wiburiT gamoyofili dabali, gamoberili 
korpusi. yelsa da mxarze miZerwilia yuri (tab. V3

). formiT es WurWeli SeiZleba Sevada
roT javaxeTSi, saTxes nasaxlarze aRmoCenil qilebs [qiqoZe da sxv. 1998, tab. V

5,6
]. ramde

nadme emsgavseba igi cixiagoris fenis SedarebiT dabalyelian WurWelsac [maxaraZe 1994: 
tab. XXVIII]. formiT garkveul siaxloves iCens igi TrialeTis adreuli yorRanebisa da 
axalcixis amiranis goris ormosmarxebis msxlisebr da samwiladtanian Zirviwro da uxvad 
ornamentirebul nawarmTan [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974:tab. 48; CubiniSvili 1963: sur. 17]. 
saerTo ieriT aseve SeiZleba SevudaroT mtkvar-araqsis kulturis adreuli – didube-
kikeTis jgufis Zeglebis momrgvalebultanian WurWelsac [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: tab.
LXXX].

Tiselis seris namosaxlaris kulturul fenebSi aRmoCenili jamis fragentebi ume
tesad Ria movardisfro-monacisfroa, iSviaTad naprialebi, upiratesad naxevarsferu
li formis, pirmoyrili, uornamento. zogjer pirTan garedan kopiT an naxvretiani Sve
riliTY(tab. V4,5,6

), riTac garkveul siaxloves amJRavnebs bedenur keramikasTan [jalabaZe 
1998: 15]. aRsaniSnavia, rom aq ar gvxvdeba SidaqarTluri ZeglebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli 
zarisebri formis jamebi.

tafisebri WurWeli Ria mowiTalo an movardisfroa, Sidapiri mas kargad aqvs moglu
vebuli da naprialebi, gareTa ki zereledaa mosworebuli. Ziri uxeSi da uswormasworo 
aqvs. zogierTi tafis Ziri da gverdebi gaxvretilia (tab. V8-10

). am tipis WurWlis gverdi 
erT adgilas SigniTaa Sedrekili, xolo mis mopirdapire mxares – gaxsnilia. Sedrekil 
adgilze garedan zogjer yuri an nalisebri danaZerwi gaaCnia [tab. V

10
]. mtkvar-araqsis 

kulturaSi msgavs WurWels paralelebi umTavresad mogviano etapis Zeglebze eZebneba. 
is cnobilia javaxeTidan [qiqoZe da sxv. 1998: tab. IV], TrialeTidan [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 
1974: tab. XVII], Sida qarTlidan [kikviZe 1972: sur. 4; maxaraZe 1994: tab. LXII], somxeTidan 
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[Петросян 1989: tab. 13] da sxv. zogierTi avtori yurian amgvar WurWels SidaqarTlur ori
ginalur formad Tvlis [kikviZe 1972: 75].

xufis natexebi Tiselis seris namosaxlaris kulturul fenebSi didi raodenobiT 
iqna napovni. xufebi yvela diskosebri formisaa, isini xasiaTdeba moSavo an moyavisfro 
zedapiriT. gvxvdeba monacisfro-movardisfro egzemplarebic. zedapiri kargadaa mog
luvebul-naprialebi. centrSi xufs umTavresad miZerwili aqvs ovalurganivkveTiani yu
ri an svetisebri saxeluri. piris kidis moyvanilobiT gamoirCeva sworkuTxa, wamaxuli, 
momrgvalebuli da sxva formis xufebi. (tab. V11-17

).
diskosebri xufi Zalze damaxasiaTebelia mtkvar-araqsis keramikuli kompleqsisaT

vis. Tiselis seris egzemplarebi sruliad imeorebs am kulturis xufebis aRniSnul Ta
viseburebebs. mtkvar-araqsis kulturaSi ufro yuriani xufia gavrcelebuli. SedarebiT 
iSviaTia xufi svetisebri saxeluriT. ukanaskneli cnobilia zRudrisgverdidan, abeli
adan [Кушнарева, Чубинишвили 1970: sur. 51], qvacxeladan [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962, 31] da 
rexadan [Гамбашидзе, Квижинадзе 1981] da sxv. 

keramikul nawarms miekuTvneba namosaxlarze da samarovanze aRmoCenili sxvadasxva 
formisa da zomis kerebi da sadgrebi. yvela maTgani kargadaa cnobili mtkvar-araqsis 
kulturaSi. sul gamovlinda keris 26 fragmenti. sruli saxiT warmodgenilia mxolod 
erTi kera da isic samarovanze dafiqsirda da romelic, rogorc Cans, dakrZalvis ritu
alTan unda yofiliyo dakavSirebuli.

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis kerebi or jgufad iyofa: pirvels warmoadgens e.w. staci
onaruli kera, romelic keTdeboda adgilze, nagebobis iatakis centralur nawilSi amo
Rebuli ormos namjanarevi TixiT molesvis gziT, keris bordiuri gadadioda iatakze da 
misgan odnav iyo gamoyofili wriuli SemaRlebiT. meore jgufs qmnis e.w. gadasatani kera, 
romelSic gamoiyofa cilindruli da Sveriliani tipebi. isini mzaddeboda calke da Sem
deg xdeboda maTi damontaJeba iatakSi. Tiselis seris mtkvar-araqsul Zeglze gamovle
nili kera da keris fragentebi ganekuTvneba cilindrul da Sverilian kerebs (tab. V18,19

), 
romelTac axlo paralelebi sakmaod mravlad moepoveba am kulturis gavrcelebis TiT
qmis yvela namosaxlarze.

kerasTanaa dakavSirebuli Tixis zesadgrebi. Zeglis orive ubanze (namosaxlari, sama
rovani) napovnia ara erTi sadgris fragmenti. fragmentulobis gamo zogierTi natexis mi
kuTvneba dRemde cnobili romelime sadgris tipisaTvis TiTqmis SeuZlebelia. miuxeda
vad aRniSnulisa mainc moxerxda nalisebri, rqisebri, konusuri da a.S. tipebis gamoyofa. 
umetesobas nalisebri tipis zesadgris fragmentebi qmnis. masSi gamoiyofa uSverilo da 
centralur Sveriliani tipebi. orive tipi kargadaa cnobili saqarTvelos mtkvar-araq
sis kulturis Zeglebze. Tumca, unda iTqvas, rom ukanaskneli am kulturis mogviano xanas 
ganekuTvneba da ZiriTadad mesxeT-javaxeTis ZeglebisaTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli [orjoni
kiZe 1999: 16-17]. xSirad aseT sadgars centrSi hqonda anTropomorfuli Sverili, win pata
ra falosiT (tab. V7,20,21

). erT amgvar sadgars terfi ornamentirebuli aqvs naWdevi, texil
xazovani lentiT, romelSic Caxazulia samkuTxedebi da rombebi, SuaSi msxvili, naCxvle
ti, wertilebiT (tab

21
). unda iTqvas, rom es pirveli SemTxvevaa saqarTveloSi nalisebri 

zesadgris terfebis Semkobisa [orjonikiZe 2004: 126].
miCneulia, rom nalisebr sadgars unda hqonoda rogorc praqtikuli, ise sakulto-

saritualo daniSnuleba. masze gamosaxulia mjdomare mamakaci Zlier Semcirebuli ta
niT, rkalurad moxrili fexebiT. igi iTifaluri mamakacis kerps warmoadgens da keris 
kults ukavSirdeba [CubiniSvili 1963: 66-68, tab. X9

, XI]. saqarTvelos teritoriaze amgva
ri sadgris umetesoba axalcixis amiranis gorazea aRmoCenili. gacilebiT mravladaa is 
saqarTvelos samxreTiT mdebare regionebSi – somxeTSi, aRmosavleT anatoliasa da aR
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mosavleT xmelTaSuazRvispireTSi, sadac nalisebr anTropomorful sadgrebs zogjer, 
Tiselis seris zedapiris msgavsad aqvs terfebi ornamentirebuli [Braidwood, Braidwood 
1960: 374, 400]. am namosaxlaris aRmoCenamde nalisebri sadgris saqarTveloSi gavrcelebis 
Crdilo zRvari axalcixis amiranis goraze gadioda [orjonikiZe 1999: 18]. am aRmoCenam es 
sazRvari ufro CrdiloeTiT, borjomis xeobamde gadawia.

rqisebri sadgari warmoadgens Tixis brtyel filas, romlis zeda cal mxares rqise
burad aweuli ori Sverilia gamoyvanili, mopirdapire mxares ki msxvili naxvreti aqvs. am
gvari sadgris fragmentebi aRmoCnda Tiselis seris namosaxlaris kulturul fenebSic 
[tab. V22,23

]. msgavsi sadgrebi farTodaa gavrcelebuli mcire aziasa da balkaneTze. karga
daa warmodgenili is kavkasiaSic mtkvar-araqsul Zeglebze am kulturis adreuli etape
bidanve [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: 76].

torsisebri sadgaric, rqisebri sadgris msgavsad, farTodaa gavrcelebuli mcire 
aziasa da egeosiur samyaroSi [jafariZe 1961: 81]. saqarTveloSi am tipis sadgarsac xan
grZlivi gamoyeneba hqonda mtkvar-araqsis kulturis arsebobis ganmavlobaSi.

Tiselis seris namosaxlaris # 3 nagebobis arealSi aRmoCnda cxovelis (cxvari?) mo
vardisfro-moyavisfrod gamomwvari Tixis momcro figura (sigrZe – 7,8 sm; simaRle – 4,3 
sm). is dazianebulia, motexili aqvs fexebi da saxis marjvena zeda nawili. saxe samkuTxaa, 
zeda nawili ganieria, qveda, drunCis mxare ki Seviwrovebuli. marcxena da marjvena zeda 
kuTxeebSi Tvalebi gamosaxulia gamouwvav Tixaze datanili fosoebis saSualebiT. mar
jvena Tvalis adgili dazianebulia, piri ar ikiTxeba, Tavidan gavamde gauyveba qedi, fexe
bi iribada aqvs ganze gaSverili. cxoveli gadmocemulia mdgomare pozaSi [tab. VI1

].
cxvris figurebi xSirad Cndeba mtkvar-araqsis namosaxlarebze. met-naklebad msgavs 

figurebs vxvdebiT iseT Zeglebze, rogoricaa axalcixis amiranis gora [CubiniSvili 1963: 
sur. 2], xizanaanT gora, qvacxela da sxv. [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: tab. XCII, C].

cxvris garda namosaxlarze xaris mcire qandakebis arsebobacaa savaraudo. amas gva
fiqrebinebs movardisfrod gamomwvari Tixis rqis fragmentis aRmoCenis faqti # 2 nage
bobis arealSi (tab. VI2

).
saqarTveloSi, adrebrinjaos xanis Zeglebze, xaris Zalze stilizebuli qandakebebia 

cnobili, mokle, dabali rqebiT. Tiselis seris nasaxlarze napovni rqis natexi, albaT, 
ekuTvnoda xaris iseT figuras rogoric cnobilia cixiagoris nasaxlaridan [maxaraZe 
1994: tab. LXXVII] da somxeTidan, ariWis namosaxlaridan [Хачатрян, 1975: sur. 41].

Tiselis seris namosaxlarze nagebobis arealSi aRmoCnda jerjerobiT liTonis erTa
derTi nivTi – culi. is trapeciis formisaa, yuadaqanebuli, yuaze dauyveba dabali qedi. 
aqvs mrgvali satare xvreli. tani pirisken TandaTanobiT Txeldeba da gadadis morkalul 
blagv pirSi [tab. VI3

]. damzadebulia yalibSi Camosxmis gziT. igi 12 sm simaRlisaa, sxmuli 
1,5% dariSxans Seicavs, rac SenadnobSi mis xelovnurad Setanaze unda miuTiTebdes. am 
formis culi samecniero literaturaSi qulbaqebis tipis saxeliTaa cnobili. msgavsi 
iaraRi aRmoCenilia aRmosavleT saqarTvelos teritoriaze: qulbaqebze, ialbuzSi, mej
vrisxevSi, brdaZorSi. amgvarive culi napovnia somxeTSic – leninakanTan. somxeTidanvea 
cnobili msgavsi tipis culis Camosasxmeli yalibebi garnisidan da SengaviTidan. aRniSnu
li tipis culi miCneulia adgilobriv, mtkvar-araqsis kulturaSi Camoyalibebul for
mad, romelic aq jer kidev Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirvel naxevarSi Cndeba. rogorc fiqro
ben, winaaziur dawinaurebul samyarosTan kontaqtebis gaZlierebis Sedegad [jafariZe 
1961: 92; jafariZe 1991: 225]. gamoTqmulia mosazreba, rom amgvari culis prototipi SeiZ
leba yofiliyo msgavsi formis qvis zogierTi culic [orjonikiZe 2004: 101].
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Tiselis seris nasaxlarze napovni culis samecniero mniSvnelobas zrdis is faqtic, 
rom igi erTaderTi yuadaqanebuli culia, romelic gaTxrebiT iqna gamovlenili da kul
turul fenaSi iqna aRmoCenili.

Tiselis seris namosaxlarisa da samarovnis kulturul fenebSi aRmoCnda qvis sxva
dasxva formisa da daniSnulebis iaraRi, romelic damzadebulia bazaltis, riyis, qviSaq
vis, kaJisa da obsidianisagan. sul napovnia 50-mde erTeuli, romelic warmodgenilia xel
safqvavebiT, sanayebiT, sasresebiT, salesebiT, namglis CasarTebiTa da lamelebiT (tab. 
VI4-13

).
qvis iaraRebidan gamovyofT kaJis Subispirs, romelsac foTliseburi forma da wawve

tebuli fuZe aqvs. is SesaniSnavadaa damuSavebuli mcocavi retuSiT. misi zomebia: sigrZe 
– 7,7 sm, sigane – 3,2 sm, sisqe – 1,0 sm (tab. VI

4
). is aRmoCnda samarovnis kulturul fenaSi. 

msgavsi formis iaraRi mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Zeglebze iSviaTia. ramdenadme uaxlov
deba mas namosaxlar xizanaanTgoris B fenis erTi Subispiri [kikviZe 1972: 20

5-4
]. ufro axlo 

analogebi mas dasavleT saqarTvelos gamoqvabulebis masalebSi eZebneba sagvarjilesa 
[nebieriZe 2003: tab. VIII

4
] da samelekldis koleqciebSi [nebieriZe 1986: tab. XXXIV]. winaa

ziur Zeglebze aRmoCenili amgvari iaraRi `tel-brakis~ tipSia gaerTianebuli. aRmosav
leT anatoliaSi, norSunTefes nasaxlarze is adrebrinjaos xanis dasasruliT TariRde
ba [Schmidt 1996: 68, tab. 60]. 

Tiselis seris namosaxlarisa da samarovnis kulturuli fenebidan aRebuli miwis ni
muSebis kvlevis Sedegebma garkveuli warmodgena Segviqmna aqauri mosaxleobis sameur
neo yofaze. miwaTmoqmedebis arsebobaze miuTiTebs Zeglze dadasturebuli kulturu
li marcvleulis naSTebi: rbili xorbali (Triticum aestivo-compactum schiemann); ormarcvala 
xorbali (Triticum dicoccum schübl); kilianmarcvliani qeri (Hordeum vulgare L.) da kulturuli 
fetvi (Panicum miliaceum L.).

Tiselis seris macxovreblebi rom miwaTmoqmedebas misdevdnen amas adasturebs qvis 
iaraRebis (namglis CasarTebi, lamelebi, safxekebi da a.S.) trasologiuri kvlevac. nam
glis CasarTebi da lamelebi ZiriTadad gamoiyeneboda kulturuli marcvleulis asaRe
bad. meurneobis erT-erTi wamyvani dargi mesaqonleobac unda yofiliyo. kulturul fe
nebsa da samarxebSi didi raodenobiT aRmoCnda Sinauri cxovelis Zvlebi: Zroxa (Bos taurus), 
cxvari (Ovis aries), Txa (Capra hircus). Zvlovan masalaSi gamoirCa gareuli Roris (Sus scrofa) – 
taxis eSvi da Svelis (Capreolus capreolus) wina kidurebis Zvlebi, rac samonadireo saqmiano
bis arsebobaze mianiSnebs.

saintereso aRmoCnda nasaxlarsa da samarovanze Salisa da selis boWkoebis dafiqsi
reba. aRniSnuli masalebisagan damzadebuli feradi Zafebis arseboba usaTuod safeiqro 
ostatobaze miuTiTebs. aRniSnulis dasturia agreTve Tixis WurWlis Zerwvis teqnolo
giaSi qsovilis gamoyenebis faqtic.

Tiselis serze mopovebuli arqeologiuri masala cxadyofs, rom saqme gvaqvs tipi
ur mtkvar-araqsul nasaxlarTan, romelsac maxloblad sinqronuli samarovanic gaaCnia. 
marTalia, samarxebSi arsebuli mcireodeni keramikuli nawarmi ar iZleva saSualebas mo
vaxdinoT am kompleqsebis pirdapiri Sedareba, magram motanili paralelebi TiTqos Se
saZlebels xdis maTi Tanadroulobis daSvebas da Zeglis asakis am kulturis mogviano sa
fexuriT – Zv.w. III aTaswleulis meore meoTxediT gansazRvras (tradiciuli qronologi
iT).

es is droa, roca aRmosavleT saqarTvelos teritoriaze mtkvar-araqsis kulturis 
ramdenime lokaluri variantis arseboba SeiniSneba. Cndeba kiTxva, Tu romel variantTan 
iCens kavSirs samcxe-javaxeTsa da Sida qarTls Soris moqceuli Tiselis seris namosaxla
ri. savaraudod, nagebobaTa mcire naSTebis mixedviT da akldamis arsebobiT is axlos dgas 
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samcxe-javaxeTis nasaxlarebTan. masTan urTierTobis arsebobaze miuTiTebs reliefuri 
spiralebiT Semkuli keramikac. nalisebri anTropomorfuli zesadgrebiTac siaxlove 
Cans samxreT saqarTvelos am mxaresTan, romelic am mxriv mWidrodaa dakavSirebuli som
xeTsa da aRmosavleT saqarTvelosTan [jafariZe 1976: 113; Кавтарадзе 1983: 90]. Tumca, som
xeTisaTvis damaxasiaTebel keramikas, romelic am periodSi gavrcelebas iwyebs qarTlis 
aRmosavleT nawilSi (jafariZe 1976: 142; maxaraZe 1994: 52), Tiselis seris masalebSi ver 
vxedavT. es garemoeba aseve akavSirebs sakvlev Zegls samcxe-javaxeTis mtkvar-araqsul 
ZeglebTan. am regionTan SeniSnuli siaxlovis miuxedavad, Tiselis seris Tixis WurWlis 
garkveuli nawili, kerZod ki mcire zomis calyura qoTnebi (tab. IV12-14

), ufro Sida qar
Tluri warmomavlobisa unda iyos.

amdenad, Tiselis seris nasaxlari warmogvidgeba mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Sida qar
Tluri da samxreTuli variantebis sakontaqto Zegls, romelzedac ukanasknelis niSnebi 
gacilebiT metia.
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tabulebis aRweriloba

tab. I – 1. Tiselis seris namosaxlarsa da samarovanze Catarebuli gaTxrebis gengegma; 2. gazsade

nis zolSi gamovlenili samarovnis gegma da Wrili.

tab. II – 1-3. Tiselis seris namosaxlaris nagebobaTa naSTebi.

tab. III – Tiselis seris samarovanze gaTxrili samarxebis tipebi: samarxi akldama # 4 da qvayri

liani ormosamarxi # 6.

tab. IV – 1-11. Tixis dergebis fragmentebi # 2 nagebobis naSTidan; 12-14. mcire zomis calyura 

qoTnebi samarovnis kulturuli fenidan; 15,16. Tixis qoTnebi # 1 ormosamarxidan; 17. qoTnis 

fragmenti # 2 ormosamarxidan.

tab. V – 1. pastis Sav-TeTri mZivebi; 2. Zvlis kviristavi # 4 akldamidan; 3. Tixis qila # 6 ormo

samarxidan; 4. Tixis jamis natexi # 2 nagebobis naSTidan; 5, 6. Tixis jamebi samarovnis kul

turuli fenidan; 7. nalisebri sadgris Tixis anTropomorfuli gamosaxulebis nawili; 8, 9. 

tafisebri WurWlis natexebi samarovnis kulturuli fenidan; 10. tafisebri WurWlis natexi 

reliefuri ornamentiT # 1 nagebobis naSTidan; 11-17. xufis fragmentebi nasaxlarisa da sa

marovnis kulturuli fenebidan; 18-19. cilindruli kera da amgvarive keris bortis natexi 

samarovnis kulturuli fenidan; 20-21. nalisebri sadgris fragmentebi # 2 da # 3 nagebobaTa 

naSTebidan; 22-23. rqisebri sadgris fragmentebi samarovnis kulturuli fenidan.

tab. VI – 1. cxovelis, cxvris Tixis figura # 3 nagebobis naSTidan; 2. xaris figuris rqis natexi 

Tixisa # 2 nagebobis nangrevidan; 3. brinjaos culi # 1 nagebobis naSTidan; 4. kaJis Subispiri; 

8. kaJis namglis CasarTi; 11. obsidianis lamela; 12. xelsafqvavis natexi samarovnis kultu

ruli fenidan; 5, 7. kaJis namglis CasarTebi; 10. obsidianis lamelas natexi # 3 nagebobis naS

Tidan; 6. kaJis namglis CasarTi; 9. obsidanis lamelas fragmenti; 13. xelsafqvevis natexi # 1 

nagebobis naSTidan.



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 119

The Kura-Araxes Culture was first defined archaeologically by B. Kuftin in the 1940s. He based his con-
clusions on material excavated in the Kura (the Greek name of the river Mtkvari) and the Arezi (Araxes) 
valleys. Having defined the main features and diagnostic elements of its pottery he called this culture the 
Kura-Araxes Eneolithic (Kuftin 1944a; Kuftin 1944b). This culture extended over a larger area than the val-
leys of the Kura and Araxes in South Caucasia, and embraced almost the whole of Transcaucasia, the east-
ern and central parts of the North Caucasus, north-western Iran and eastern Anatolia. Separate elements 
and features of the Kura-Araxes Culture also appear a long way from the Caucasus, namely to the south 
in Syria and Palestine, where they form the so-called Kirbet-Kerak Culture (Munchaev 1975: 149). Neither 
before nor since has any other Caucasian culture extended as widely as the Kura-Araxes Culture. The tribes 
who participated in this culture clearly played a vital role in the ancient history of the Caucasus and the 
Near East (Japaridze 1976a:79).

Although numerous articles and monographs have been devoted to the Kura-Araxes Culture (Japarid-
ze 1961; Japaridze 1976b; Chubinishvili 1965; Kushnareva, Chubinishvili 1970; Munchaev 1975; Munchaev 
1994; Orjonikidze 2004), problems and uncertainties still exist concerning its origins, its first stages and its 
interaction with its predecessors. Further studies are needed in view of local variants of this culture. Nor is 
there any unanimity regarding the eventual collapse of the Kura-Araxes Culture. Extremely relevant here, 
however, are problems arising from the correlation between the Kura-Araxes and the ensuing Early Kurgan 
Cultures (Japaridze 1988; Japaridze 1989; Japaridze 1998).

The Early Bronze Age Kura-Araxes Culture is generally thought to be a uniform cultural phenomenon, 
with only local peculiarities. The local variants are expressed in such matters as the topography of the 
settlements, architecture and building technique, and in some elements of material culture (Makharadze 
1994: 4).

The Tiselis Seri settlement and cemetery is the very site in which the contacts of the local variants of 
the Kura-Araxes Culture in eastern Georgia are reflected. The analysis of the archaeological material from 
this area and further investigations at the site will give us a better impression of the processes going on 
beneath the surface of the Kura-Araxes Culture. 

The Kura-Araxes Culture is strongly represented in eastern Georgia, while the situation in the Borjomi 
Valley and its contiguous forested zone is somehow different. This region has fewer sites of the period than 
its neighbours (Orjonikidze 2004, 11), and until recently no Kura-Araxes Culture site had been studied here. 
The situation has markedly improved since construction of the BTC pipeline was begun. 

In the summer of 2004, part of a settlement and cemetery came to light during construction work on 
the Borjomi section of the project ROW (Right of Way). The site lies to the south-west of the village of Tadz-
risi, on the west slope of the ridge between Akhaltsikhe and Borjomi called Tiselis Seri (“Tiseli Hill”). The site 
has a complicated relief and is situated at an altitude of 1607 m. Archaeological excavations could only be 
conducted along the line created for the insertion of oil and gas pipes. Traces of a building were recorded 
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in the southern section of the ROW. Two more burials were recovered nearby. Eight burials contemporary 
with the settlement were unearthed by the gas pipeline in the northern part of the ROW (pl. I).

The main area of the Tiselis Seri settlement is apparently situated beyond the ROW, on the slope of a 
hillock to the south. It rises gradually from the north-west slope and ends in a flat woody ridge. It was the 
lower terrace of this settlement that was revealed in the modern construction area. Architectural details 
recorded in the excavated area (small wall fragments, a permanent hearth dug into the earth) allow the 
conclusion that several buildings once stood in this section (pl. II, 1-3).

The part of the settlement that we studied does not give a clear picture of the architecture or plan of 
the building. We assume that the village located on the slope of the hill was built in terraces conforming to 
the relief. It would seem from the straight stone and mud walls that they were rectangular structures with 
(probably) flat roofs. Stone constructions are a regular feature in neighbouring regions. The circular clay 
hearth (without projections) and fragments of a similar hearth excavated in the cemetery of the Tiselis Seri 
settlement (pl. VI, 18, 19) have affinities on nearby sites (Chubinishvili 1963, fig. 2,4).

Ten burials contemporary with the Kura-Araxes Culture settlement were excavated at Tiselis Seri. Two 
of them, Nos 1 and 3, were found in the settlement section and the rest (Nos 2, 4-10) in the ROW. It is re-
markable that in this section burials are arranged in a 22 m long EW trench contemporary with the settle-
ment. The greatest depth of this trench was 1.6m in the central part, but it became gradually shallower at 
each end (pl. I, 2). There were practical reasons why we could not investigate it thoroughly, and its original 
function remained unclear.

The trench was apparently occasionally filled with cultural waste and burials also took place here. It 
was possible to distinguish six horizons that could be distinguished by the colour of the earth and the fre-
quency of archaeological material. As already noted, eight burials were excavated at different levels.

Among the ten recovered burials nine are pit-graves (Nos 1-3, 5-10), while one is a stone-built tomb 
(Tomb No. 4), whose walls were built with dry-stone masonry. The tomb must have been roofed with tim-
bers over which a modest stone mound had been constructed. Pit-grave No. 6 also had a stone mound, but 
the mounds over other burials were of earth (pl. III).

There is a certain regularity to be seen in the arrangement of the burials at Tiselis Seri. Six burials (Nos 
4-10) are oriented NW to SE (pl. I). The deceased are buried in a crouched position with no apparent regu-
larity as to whether they lay on the left or the right. The burials are mainly single, only two (Nos 7, 9) were 
double burials and in both cases of males. Most had their heads turned to the SE. There were 11 individuals 
in the burials: three children, six adult males and two females. Most of the burials do not contain any grave 
goods; only four (Nos 1, 2, 4, 6) produced anything. There were four vessels, a bone patella and beads (pl. 
IV, 15-17, pl. V, 1-3). In the burials lacking grave goods, there were often bones of sheep, goat, and bovines, 
mainly heads and feet.

The burial practices of the tribes of the Kura-Araxes Culture were complex and diverse. Burial structures 
and the ways in which they were built also varied. Cemeteries were mainly near settlements (Muchaev 
1994, 34) and this was also the case with the Tiselis Seri settlement and cemetery. Similar burials with analo-
gous burial customs are widely known on sites of the Kura-Araxes Culture. Pit-graves existed over a notably 
long period and across a wide area. They are highly characteristic of the Shida Kartli group, where they 
occur at Kvatskhela (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 23), Khizanaant Gora (Kikvidze 1972, 43), Urbnisi (Chilashvili 
1964, 9), etc. Similar burials occur in other regions of South Caucasia as well, but yet other types are also re-
corded here. Among them is a stone-built tomb similar to the Tiselis Seri burial. It is of a kind mainly known 
from Kvemo Kartli (Georgian Archaeology 1992, 99), Amiranis Gora at Akhaltsikhe (Chubinishvili 1963, 36), 
Armenia (Khanzadian 1979, 152) and in Daghestan (Gadjiev 1969, 103).
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Most of the finds from Tiselis Seri are ceramic, mainly fragments of vessels, such as pots, jugs and 
bowls. They are usually plain, but occasional fragments are decorated with reliefs of e.g. spirals, arches, 
snakes, or with incised geometrical motifs such as triangles, or animal figures. The pottery is all hand-, not 
wheelmade. Most are pinkish, some have a grey- or black-burnished exterior over a pink or brown fabric. 
The ceramic assemblage from the Tiselis Seri settlement is typical of the Kura-Araxes Culture and belongs 
to the first half of the 3rd millennium BC.

There are several fragments of large pots. Most have a tall conical neck above an egg-shaped body 
with a line at the point of junction. Handles oval in section are attached to the neck and the body or to the 
body only. One large pot has a handle on the neck and shoulder as well as on the body, which is rather rare 
in the Kura-Araxes Culture (pl. IV, 2). A vessel light in colour had a rough surface and did not survive in good 
condition, whereas black vessels have a burnished surface (pl. IV, 1-6).

Some large pots are decorated with relief spiral ornament (pl. IV7), but incised ornamentation, done on 
the upper part of the body after firing, is prevalent. These are rows of lozenges enclosing smaller lozenges 
drawn inside (pl. IV, 1, 6). There are also stylized goats and triangles (pl. IV, 9-11). 

The Tiselis Seri pottery is close to large pots decorated with relief ornament recovered at Amiranis Gora 
in Akhaltsikhe (Georgian Archaeology 1992, pl. 110), to Zveli late Kura-Araxes period vessels with triangles 
incised on the shoulder (Georgian Archaeology 1992, pl. 117) and to contemporary Beshtasheni examples 
(Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 34-35). There is a certain similarity to a vessel with a relatively wide 
neck and narrow bottom from Tsikhiagora (Makharadze 1994, pl. 56). A large egg-shaped pot from the 
Digasheni I settlement with relief ornament on the shoulder is also close (Orjonikidze 1998, pl. I18). Pottery 
with stylized goats and triangles are known from a pit at Zveli Samarkhiqanebi (Orjonikidze 1983, pl. 27, 5). 
Similar ornament occurs in Armenia on a vessel from Shengaviti (Munchaev 1975, fig. 26) and in Anatolia, 
at Tepe Jik and Arslan-Tepe (Sagona 1984, fig. 250, 256). This motif was widespread on the painted ceramics 
of early Near Eastern cultures (Masson 1963, fig. 7). This motif of Near Eastern provenance on Kura-Araxes 
Culture pottery is executed with traditional local technical means and points to cultural and economic links 
between South Georgia and the Near East in the Early Bronze Age. 

Another kind of pot is represented by an almost equal number of pinkish-yellow and black fragments. 
Three of such vessels turned up in the ROW, in the cultural layer between the hearth and burials. All three 
of them have single handles and are of a shape (pl. IV, 12-14) that has parallels at Shida Kartli (Javakhishvili, 
Glonti 1962, pl. IV; Kikvidze 1972, fig. 14-15). One fragment of such a vessel has a snake in relief beneath a 
perforation, just like a vessel from the Digasheni I settlement (Orjonikidze 1998, pl. I).

The Tiselis Seri burials also yielded pots of bi-conical form decorated with a pair of knobs and a saddle-
like attachment, sometimes with a short row of holes (pl. IV, 15-17). One of the small pots with a concave 
base (pl. IV, 12) has many parallels at sites in Shida Kartli. Such pottery is diagnostic of the local, Shida Kartli 
group (Kikvidze 1972, fig. 72-73).

Jars appear to be rare among the pottery of Tiselis Seri. The two that were found are light in colour and 
have a tall cylindrical neck. One came from near the building and the other from a burial. The latter has a 
low convex body sharply detached from the neck with a rib. A handle is attached to the neck and shoul-
der (pl. V, 3). In shape this vessel can be compared to jars excavated at the Satkhe settlement in Javakheti 
(Kikodze et. al. 1998, pl. V, 5-6). It resembles in some respects low-necked vessels from Level 2 at Tsikhiagora 
(Makharadze 1994, pl. XXVIII). In shape it is close to the ornate, pear-shaped, tripartite vessels with a nar-
row base from the early kurgans of Trialeti and pit graves of Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe (Zhorzhikashvili, 
Gogadze 1974, pl. 48; Chubinishvili 1963, fig. 17). In general terms they can also be compared to vessels 
with a round body from the sites of the early Didube-Kiketi group of the Kura-Araxes Culture (Georgian 
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Archaeology 2, 1992, pl. LXXX).
Bowl fragments recovered in the cultural layers of the Tiselis Seri settlement are mainly light pinkish-

grey and rarely burnished. They are mainly hemispherical with incurved rims and crudely made, sometimes 
with a knob or a ridge at the exterior of the rim (pl. V, 4-6), by which it exhibits a certain similarity to Bedena 
pottery (Jalabadze 1998, 15). It is remarkable that bell-like bowls common to Shida Kartli do not occur here.

Pan-like vessels are reddish or pink, with a well smoothed and burnished interior and roughly finished 
exterior. Their undersides are rough and irregular. The bases and walls of some pans are perforated (pl. 
V, 8-10). The side of this type of vessel is concave in one part and open opposite. On the concave part it 
sometimes has either a handle or a horseshoe-like attachment (pl. V, 10). In the Kura-Araxes Culture there 
are parallels for this vessel mainly at sites of later stages, for example from Javakheti (Kikodze et al. 1998, 
pl. IV), Trialeti Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. XVII), Shida Kartli (Kikvidze 1972, fig. 4; Makharadze 1994, 
pl. LXII), Armenia (Petrosian 1989, pl. 13), etc. Some believe that the shape had its origins in Shida Kartli 
(Kikvidze 1972, 75).

Lid fragments were found in large quantity in occupation levels at the Tiselis Seri settlement. All the 
lids are disc-shaped and have a black or brown surface. There are also grey-pink examples. The surface is 
well-smoothed and burnished. In the centre of the lids there are usually attached handles that are oval in 
section or in the form of small projecting shafts. Judging by the shape of the rim edges there are rectangu-
lar, pointed, rounded and other shapes (pl. V, 11-17).

Disc-like lids are common in ceramic complexes of the Kura-Araxes Culture. The Tiselis Seri examples 
are wholly in character. Handled lids are common in the Kura-Araxes Culture, although lids with small pro-
jecting shafts are relatively rare. The latter are known from Zghudrisgverdi, Abelia (Kushnareva, Chubinish-
vili 1970, fig. 51), Kvatskhela (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 31) and Rekha (Gambashidze, Kvizhinadze 1981), 
etc.

Hearths and mountings of different shapes and sizes excavated at the settlement and the cemetery 
belong in the category of ceramics. All are well attested in the Kura-Araxes Culture. A total of 26 hearth 
fragments were found. Only one hearth was undisturbed and it was found at the cemetery, which suggests 
it was related to burial practice.

The hearths of the Kura-Araxes Culture are divided into two groups: one is the so-called stationary 
hearth which was made in situ, by plastering a pit dug into the central part of the floor of the structure with 
a clay and straw mixture. The kerbstone of the hearth went over the floor and was detached from it by a low 
platform. The second group consists of so-called portable hearths, among which cylindrical and ledged 
types can be distinguished. They were produced elsewhere and later fitted into the floor. The hearth and 
fragments of hearths from Tiselis Seri belong to the category of cylindrical and ledged hearths (pl. V, 18-19), 
which have numerous close parallels at almost all settlements of the Kura-Araxes Culture.

Ceramic mounts are related to the hearths, and fragments of several were found in both the settle-
ment and the cemetery. Due to their fragmentary condition it is difficult to ascribe some of them to any 
known type of mounts. It was nevertheless possible to distinguish horseshoe-shaped, horn-like, and coni-
cal types. Most fragments are of the horseshoe-shaped type, including pieces with and without central 
ridges. Both types are common on Kura-Araxes sites in Georgia. It should, however, be mentioned that 
the kind with central ridges belong to the later period of this culture and is diagnostic of sites mostly in 
Meskhet-Javakheti (Orjonikidze 1999, 16-17). Such mounts often had an anthropomorphic ridge in the 
centre, with a small phallus in front (pl. V, 7, 20-21). One of these mounts has an ornamented foot: a hatched 
band of geometrical motifs (pl. V, 21). It is worth mentioning that this was the first example of a horseshoe-
shaped mount with an ornamented foot (Orjonikidze 2004, 126).
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It is believed that the horseshoe-like mount had both a practical and ritual function. It carries a rep-
resentation of a seated man with a diminutive body and his feet bent in an arch. He is an ithyphallic male 
idol related to the cult of the hearth (Chubinishvili 1963, 66-68, pl. X, 9; XI). Such mounts are found in Geor-
gia at Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe, and more in regions to the south, in Armenia, eastern Anatolia and 
the eastern Mediterranean, where the feet of horseshoe-like anthropomorphic mounts are ornamented 
like the one from Tiselis Seri (Braidwood, Braidwood 1960, 374, 400). Before the discovery of Tiseli Seri no 
horseshoe-shaped mounts were known north of Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe (Orjonikidze 1999, 18), but 
now they are attested in the Borjomi Valley.

A horn-like mount consists of a flat terracotta slab with two horn-like projections on the upper side, 
and a large hole on the other. Fragments of such mounts were also found in occupations levels in the Tiselis 
Seri settlement (pl. V, 22-23), and similar examples are widespread in Asia Minor and the Balkans, as well 
as on early Kura-Araxes Culture sites in the Caucasus (Japaridze 1991-2, 2.76). A torus-like mount is also 
widespread throughout Asia Minor and the Aegean world (Japaridze 1961, 81). In Georgia, too, this type of 
a mount was employed for a long time throughout the duration of the Kura-Araxes Culture.

Near Building No. 3 of Tiselis Seri there was found a terracotta figure of a small standing animal, per-
haps a sheep. It is fired a pinkish-brown, and is 7.8 cm long and 4.3 cm high. It is rather damaged with its 
legs and the right upper part of its face broken. The face is triangular, broad at the top. To the upper left 
and right the eyes are depicted by means of holes made before firing. The right eye is damaged, the mouth 
is difficult to discern. A ridge runs along the back from the head to the haunches, and the legs are splayed 
(pl. VI, 1). 

Figurines of sheep are quite often found on Kura-Araxes Culture settlements. More or less similar fig-
ures turn up at such sites as Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe (Chubinishvili 1963, fig. 2), Khizanaant Gora, 
Kvatskhela, etc. (Japaridze 1991-2, pl. XCII, C). Besides sheep there were presumably figurines of oxen. This 
seems likely from the fact that a fragment of a terracotta horn was found near Building No. 2 (pl. VI, 2). On 
Early Bronze Age sites in Georgia, stylized figurines of oxen have short horns. The fragment from Tiselis Seri 
probably belonged to an ox like those known from layer B at Tsikhiagora (Makharadze 1994, pl. LXXVII) and 
the Narich settlement in Armenia (Khachatryan 1975, fig. 41).

The only metal object, a cast copper axe of “Kulbak” type, was found near the building at Tiselis Gora 
settlement. It is trapezoidal, with a slanting butt with a low ridge, and a round hole for the handle. The body 
becomes thinner towards the edge (pl. VI, 3). It is 12cm long, and contains 1.5% arsenic (deliberately add-
ed to the alloy). Similar tools have been discovered in eastern Georgia at Kulbakebi, Ialbuzi, Mejvriskhevi, 
and Brdadzori, as well as near Leninakan in Armenia. Moulds have been found at Garni and Shengavit. It 
belongs to a type of axe that is thought to have developed within the local Kura-Araxes Culture, which 
emerges here as early as the first half of the 3rd millennium BC as a result of intensifying contacts with the 
advanced world of the Near East (Japaridze 1961, 92; Japaridze 1991, 225). It has been suggested that the 
prototypes of such axes might have been stone axes of a similar shape (Orjonikidze 2004, 101).

The scientific importance of the axe from Tiselis Seri is enhanced by the fact that it is the only axe with 
a slanting butt to have been found in a recognised archaeological context. The cultural strata of the Tise-
lis Seri settlement and cemetery yielded stone tools of different shapes and function made from basalt, 
pebble, sandstone, flint and obsidian. There was a total of about 50 items, mainly hand-grinders, mortars, 
whetstones, sickle-blades and lamellae (pl. VI, 4-13). 

A leaf-shaped flint spearhead with a pointed base is noteworthy among the stone weapons. It is per-
fectly treated with inverse retouch, and is 7.7 cm long, 3.2 cm wide, and 1 cm thick (pl. IV, 4). It appeared in 
the cultural stratum of the cemetery. Weapons like this are rare on Kura-Araxes Culture sites. A spearhead 
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from layer B at the Khizanaantgora settlement shares certain features (Kikvidze 1972, 20, 4-5), but there are 
even closer analogies among the material from caves in western Georgia in the Sagvarjile (Nebieridze 2003, 
pl. VIII4) and Sameleklde collections (Nebieridze 1986, pl. XXXIV). Such weapons from Near-Eastern sites are 
said to belong to the “Tell-Brak” type; one from the Norshuntepe settlement in eastern Anatolia is dated to 
the end of the Early Bronze Age (Schmidt 1996, 68, pl. 60).

Results of the analysis of the soil samples taken from the cultural strata of the Tiselis Seri settlement 
and cemetery tell us a little about the economic life of the local community. The presence of agriculture 
is indicated by remains of cultivated cereals: soft wheat (Triticum aestivo-compactum Schiemann), emmer 
wheat (Triticum dicoccum Schübl.), hulled barley (Hordeum vulgare L.), and cultivated millet (Panicum mili­
aceum L.)

Traceological research on stone tools (sickle blades, lamellae, scrapers, etc.) also suggests that the Tise-
lis Seri community practised agriculture. The sickle blades and lamellae were mainly used for harvesting 
cultivated crops. One of the leading fields of economy must have been cattle breeding. Cultural strata and 
burials yielded a large quantity of bones of domestic animals: cow (Bos taurus), sheep (Ovis aries), goat 
(Capra hircus). Among the bone material there were a wild boar’s tusk (Sus scrofa), and the forepart of a roe 
(Capreolus capreolus). 

Wool and flax fibres were recorded at both the settlement and the cemetery. The presence of coloured 
thread indicates a certain level of textile craftsmanship. This is supported by the way in which cloth was 
apparently used in pottery modelling. 

The finds from Tiselis Seri suggest that we have a typical settlement of the Kura-Araxes Culture with a 
contemporary cemetery nearby. Although the scanty pottery from the cemetery does not allow a direct 
comparison between the complexes, the parallels noted above do however make it possible to consider it 
likely that they are contemporary and that they belong to late stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture, namely to 
the second quarter of the 3rd millennium BC (according to the traditional chronology).

This is a time when several local variants of the Kura-Araxes Culture can be observed in eastern Geor-
gia. The question is which variant is related to Tiselis Seri settlement, situated as it is between Samtskhe-
Javakheti and Shida Kartli. Judging by occasional ruins of buildings with basements, it presumably stands 
closer to the Samtskhe-Javakheti settlements. A relationship with this area is confirmed by the pottery 
decorated with relief spirals. Horseshoe-shaped anthropomorphic mounts also display affinities with this 
region of southern Georgia, which is closely linked to Armenia and eastern Georgia (Japaridze 1976, 113; 
Kavtaradze 1983, 90). However, pottery diagnostic of Armenia, which begins to spread in the eastern part 
of Kartli at this time (Japaridze 1976, 142; Makharadze 1994, 52), is absent from the finds from Tiselis Seri. 
This relates our site to those of the Kura-Araxes Culture in Samtskhe-Javakheti. Although these regions are 
not very far away, one group of pottery from Tiselis Seri, in particular small one-handled pots (pl. IV, 12-14) 
must be of Shida Kartlian provenance. 

Thus, the Tiselis Seri settlement represents a transitional link between the Shida Kartlian and southern 
variants of the Kura-Araxes Culture, and demonstrates rather more features of the latter.
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saqarTvelos teritoriaze adrebrinjaos xanaSi ramdenime kultura gamoiyofa. aR
mosavleT saqarTveloSi am periodSi gavrcelebuli Cans mZlavri mtkvar-araqsis kul
tura. mogvianebiT mas cvlis e.w. adreyorRanuli, warmodgenili ori _ martyofuli da 
bedenuri jgufebiT. adreyorRanuli kulturis garkveul niSnebs vxedavT dasavleT sa
qarTveloSic. Tumca aq, gansakuTrebiT mis aRmosavleT nawilSi, ufro mtkvar-araqsis 
kultura mZlavrobs, romelsac kolxeTis dablobze gavrcelebuli kultura enacvle
ba. aqve, imereTis mRvimeebSi, adgilobrivis garda, SeiniSneba Crdilo-dasavleT kavka
siuri _ maikopis kulturis elementebic. Crdilo-dasavleT kolxeTSi ki fexs ikidebs 
dolmenebi. mis keramikas bevri aqvs saerTo kolxeTis dablobis Tixis WurWelTan [Куфтин 
1950: 139; jafariZe 1991: 164; fxakaZe 1993: 121; jiblaZe 2007: 125].

adrebrinjaos xanis gansxvavebuli xasiaTis mqone es kulturebi rom ar viTarde
bodnen erTmaneTisagan izolirebulad, kargad Cans maTTvis damaxasiaTebeli masalebis 
erTad aRmoCenis SemTxvevebiT zogierTi regionis, maT Soris samcxis Zeglebze.

amis naTel magaliTs warmoadgens abasTumnis yanobilis nasaxlari, romelic Sei
cavs rogorc mtkvar-araqsul, ise zemo imereTis gamoqvabulebis kulturaTa niSnebs 
[Пхакадзе, Каландадзе, Орджоникидзе 1982: 20-21].

dasavleT da aRmosavleT saqarTvelos Soris dawyebuli es urTierTobebi Cans Sem
dgomac, Suabrinjaos xanaSic ar Sewyvetila, rac aisaxa kidec kolxuri culis erT-er
Ti variantis prototipad miCneul `maWaxeTis~ brinjaos iaraRSi [Гамбашидзе, Квижинадзе 
1981: 57-64]. sof. anis brinjaos culsac gvianbrinjaos xanis ori kulturuli wris _ 
kolxurisa da centraluramierkavkasiuris niSnebi aqvs [Гамбашидзе, Гамбашидзе 1995: 48-
54]. sof. udis cnobili ganZic aRmosavleT da dasavleT saqarTvelos Soris arsebul 
kulturul kavSirebs gamoxatavs [qse 1986, t. 10, 102]. amdenad, aris safuZveli vifiqroT, 
rom es kavSirurTierTobani aq istoriul WrilSi viTardeboda.

kontaqtebi saqarTvelos am or nawils Soris gamovlinda q. vales maxloblad mde
bare, BP-is milsadenis derefanSi gaTxril orWosanis nasaxlaris adrebrinjaos xanis 
kompleqsebSic. am nasaxlaris qvis oTxkuTxa nageboba tipiuria mtkvar-araqsis kultu
ris araerTi ZeglisaTvis. gansakuTrebiT damaxasiaTebelia is mezobeli _ axalcixis 
amiranis gorisaTvis [CubiniSvili 1963: 24]. sameurneo da sakulto daniSnulebis ormoTa 
simravlec mtkvar-araqsisa da bedenis kulturaTa nasaxlarebze dasturdeba [orjoni
kiZe 2005: 70]. mtkvar-araqsuli da adreyorRanuli warmomavlobisa Cans brinjaos nivTe
bis nawilic _ danispiri, isrispiri da sxv. amave kulturaTa keramikasTan iCens yvelaze 
mWidro kavSirs orWosanis nasaxlaris Savpriala da moyviTalo feris bikonusuri, sfe
rultaniani da qilisebri formis WurWlis umetesobac (tab. I1-9

). 
zogierTi WurWeli ki Zalze emsgavseba bedenur nawarms (tab. I

3-9
) qvemo qarTlis, kaxe

Tis, xaSuris nacargorisa da berikldeebis Sesabamisi kompleqsebidan [orjonikiZe 2005: 
71]. rac Seexeba tafisebr WurWels pirqveS Semoyolebuli naxvretebis mwkriviTa da Zir

aleqsandre orjonikiZe 
leri jiblaZe
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ze wnuli, wriuli anabeWdis kvaliT (tab. I
10-11

), saqarTveloSi igi gamoiyeneboda eneoli
Tidan Suabrinjaos xanamde [Дедабришвили 1969: 52]. amave periodSi Cans gavrcelebuli 
igi daRestanSic, sadac aRmosavleT saqarTvelosTan mWidro kulturuli kavSirebi 
gansakuTrebiT naTlad ikveTeba. miuxedavad amisa, CvenSi mtkvar-araqsuli keramikuli 
kompleqsebisaTvis es WurWeli TiTqmis ucnobi darCa [orjonikiZe 2005: 73]. samagierod, 
kargadaa warmodgenili is dasavleT saqarTveloSi _ zemo imereTis adrebrinjaos xa
nis Zeglebze [jafariZe 1991: 119; fxakaZe 1992: 253, 265, 280]. zemo imereTisave mRvimur 
masalasTan iCens kavSirs orWosanis nasaxlarze aRmoCenili maikopuri tipis sferul
taniani da Zabrisebryeliani Tixis WurWelic (tab. I12-13

). 
amave kulturasTan unda iyos dakavSirebuli orWosanis brinjaos Toxic. igi yalib

Sia Camosxmuli, pirisaken TandaTanobiT gafarToebuli trapeciisebri moyvanilobis 
misi masiuri tani mTavrdeba ukandaqanebuli, momrgvalebuli ganivkveTis yuiT, ro
melSic xis saxeluris mWidrod dasamagreblad datanebulia mozrdili mrgvali satare 
xvreli (tab. II5

). am iaraRis aRmoCena sainteresoa imiT, rom igi axlo dgas adremaiko
pur ToxebTan. laparakia ara ubralo msgavsebaze, aramed formaTa srul identuroba
ze [Джибладзе 2005: 100], gansakuTrebiT axloa galiugai I-is egzemplari, romelic msgav
sebas TiTqmis yvela elementSi avlens [Джибладзе 2005: 100]. niSandoblivia, rom samxreT 
kavkasiisaTvis sruliad ucxo formis orWosanis es Toxi nikelis SemcvelobiTac (4,2%) 
ganirCeva adrebrinjaos xanis amierkavkasiuri brinjaos nivTebisgan, romelTvisac da
riSxaniani brinjaoa damaxasiaTebeli [jafariZe 1991: 130]. samagierod, nikeliani brinja
os iaraRi kargadaa cnobili maikopis kulturaSi [Кореневский 2004: 99], rac erTxel kidev 
usvams xazs orWosanisa da Crdilo-dasavleTi kavkasiis Toxebis genetikur siaxloves. 
marTalia, aris msgavseba maikopursa da winaaziur Toxebs Soris rogorc formiT, ise 
nikelis SemcvelobiT, rac qmnis cdunebas maikopisa da orWosnis Toxebis saerTo wina
aziuri winapari vivaraudoT. magram winaaziurTan mWidro damakavSirebeli rgolebis 
ar arsebobis gamo maikopuri iaraRi ufro adgilobriv nawarmadaa miCneuli [Кореневский 
2004: 96], romlis damzadeba SesaZloa aqve xdeboda garedan Semotanili madnidan [jafa
riZe 1976: 215]. orWosanis brinjaos Toxis gansakuTrebuli msgavseba maikopurebTan, sa
qarTvelosa da Crdilo-dasavleT kavkasias Soris siaxloves jerjerobiT ufro metad 
uWers mxars da gvafiqrebinebs mis aq gamoCenas CrdiloeTidan momavali gziT. 

orWosanis nasaxlarze aRmoCenili satevari brtyelia, momcro zomis, yunwiani, sa
tareze naxvretis gareSe. odnav daqanebuli mxrebi TiTqmis vertikalur gverdebze ga
dadis da momrgvalebuli wveriT Tavdeba (tab. II4). 

orWosanis nasaxlaris brinjaos isrispirebi sami tipiTaa warmodgenili, samive yun
wiania da savsebiT Seesabameba samxreT kavkasiaSi, gansakuTrebiT ki aRmosavleT saqar
Tvelos teritoriaze adrebrinjaos xanaSi gavrcelebul iaraRis tipebs.

I tips miekuTvneba bipiramiduli formis mqone, Tav-bolo wawvetebuli isrispiri, 
mas piri Rerosgan gamoyofili ara aqvs (tab. II9,10,11

). II tips warmoadgens diferencirebul
taniani isrispiri. Rerosgan gamoyofili mogrZo samkuTxa an rombisebri formis piriT 
(tab. II

12,13
). pirisa da Reros SeerTebis adgili erT egzemplars mkveTrad aqvs ganziduli. 

igi dabrtyelebulia da SenadnobSi Seicavs 1,2% nikels (tab. II
12

). III tips aqvs momcro pi
ramiduli Tavi, romelic rbilad gadadis oTxwaxnaga an mrgvali ganivkeTis mqone grZel 
ReroSi (tab. II

14,15
).

I tipis brinjaos isrispiri farTodaa gavrcelebuli evraziis sakmaod did teri
toriaze, maT Soris mtkvar-araqsis kulturis arealze, sadac is arsebobs am kulturis 
ganviTarebuli safexuridan mokidebuli, vidre adrebrinjaos xanis bolomde. rogorc 
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Cans, amgvari isrispiri, winaaziuri iaraRis msgavsad, CvenSic uadres formas warmoad
genda [jafariZe 1969: 168].

II tipis brinjaos isrispiri adrebrinjaos xanis mxolod mogviano etapze iCens Tavs 
da Tanaarsebobs I tipis isrispirTan. igi samcxe-javaxeTisaTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli [or
jonikiZe 2005: 70].

III tipi _ piramidulTaviani isrispiri ki e.w. adreyorRanuli kulturisaTvisaa da
maxasiaTebeli, gansakuTrebiT martyofuli jgufis ZeglebisaTvis. Tumca, igi arc be
denis jgufis samarxebisTvisaa ucxo [jafariZe 1998: 80]. zogierTi Zeglis monacemi mow
mobs, rom bedenis kulturisTvis liTonis isrispiris I da II tipicaa cnobili [jalabaZe 
1998: tab. IX], magram III tipis isrispiris gamoCena ukve axali, e.w. adreyorRanuli kul
turis damkvidrebis maniSnebelia. igi ar gvxvdeba winare - mtkvar-araqsisa da momdevno, 
TrialeTur kulturebSi [jafariZe 1998: 81].

orWosanis nasaxlarze aRmoCenili ankesebi mavTulisganaa damzadebuli (tab. II6-8
). 

samxreT kavkasiaSi am periodis Zeglebze liTonis ankesi iSviaTia. mcire raodenobiT 
isini cnobilia dasavleT saqarTvelodan. sagvarjiles mRvimis zogierTi ankesi TiT
qmis analogiuria Cveni egzemplarebisa [nebieriZe 2003: tab. XXII

14
]. amgvari iaraRis axlo 

paralelebi ZiriTadad kavkasiis CrdiloeTiT - Crdilo SavizRvispireTisa da samxreT-
aRmosavleTi evropis adreul kulturebSi gvxvdeba [nebieriZe 2003: 49].

liTonis samkauls unda miekuTvnebodes mrgvalganivkveTiani mavTulisgan damzade
buli ramdenime Rero, romlebic, SesaZloa, qinZisTavis fragmentebi iyos (tab. II

1,2
). er

Ti, odnav Sesqelebuli TaviT ki aSkarad qinZisTavs warmoadgens (tab. II
3
).

rogorc Cans, orWosanis nasaxlaris adreuli kompleqsebis liTonis nivTebi ar mie
kuTvneba erT metalurgiul centrs. maTi umetesoba mWidrod ukavSirdeba bedenis kul
turis xanaSi gavrcelebul brinjaos iaraRTa tipebs, nawili ki – garkveulad uaxlov
deba Crdilo-dasavleT kavkasiaSi arsebul maikopis kulturis nawarms.

samcxis am nawilSi, romelsac dasavleT saqarTvelosTan mezobloba da msgavsi bu
nebrivi pirobebi aaxlovebs, dasavleT da aRmosavleT saqarTvelos kulturaTa Tanaar
seboba advilad asaxsnelia. Cveni azriT, swored am gziT xdeboda maikopuri elementebis 
moxvedra samcxeSi [orjonikiZe 2004, 75].1 orWosanis nasaxlaris adreuli kompleqsebis 
arqeologiuri masalac swored amis dasturi unda iyos. es nasaxlari warmogvidgeba im 
punqtad, sadac erTmaneTs xvdeboda adrebrinjaos xanis aRmosavleT da dasavleT sa
qarTvelos kulturaTa tradiciebi, romlebic, Tavis mxriv, mWidrod iyo dakavSirebu
li mezoblad mdebare did kulturul wreebTan. 

1   aRsaniSnavia, rom dasavleT saqarTvelos mRvimeebSi maikopis an mtkvar-araqsis kulturaTa fenebi ar 
dasturdeba. aq maTi produqciis mxolod erTeuli egzemplarebi gvxvdeba (fxakaZe 1993: 44; fxakaZe 1992: 
230-231). es garemoeba ki miuTiTebs imaze, rom zemo imereTSi am kulturaTa nawarmi Semosulia maTi koncen-
traciis ZiriTadi aredan, maikopisa _ Crdilo_dasavleTi kavkasiidan, mtkvar-araqsis ki _ aRmosavleT 
saqarTvelodan.
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tabulebis aRweriloba

tab. I. – orWosnis nasaxlaris adreuli kompleqsebi: 1-2. mtkvar-araqsuli tipis keramika; 3-9. be

denuri tipis keramika; 10-11. tafisebri WurWeli, Zirze wnuli, wriuli anabeWdis kvaliT; 12-

13. maikopis tipis keramika.

tab. II - brinjaos nivTebi orWosnis nasaxlaris adreuli kompleqsebidan: 1-3. qinZisTavebi; 4. sa

tevrispiri; 5. Toxi; 6-8. ankesebi; 9-15. isrispiri.
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In the Early Bronze Age several cultures can be distinguished within Georgia. A powerful Kura-Araxes 
Culture seems to have been widespread in East Georgia at the time. Later it was replaced by the so-called 
Early Kurgan Culture represented by two groups, Martqopi and Bedeni. Certain signs of Early Kurgan Culture 
can also be observed in West Georgia. Here, though, the Kura-Araxes Culture is prevalent and especially in the 
eastern part, later overtaken by the culture that flourished on the Colchian plain. Here, in the caves of Imereti, 
elements of the north-west Caucasian Maikop Culture can be observed in addition to local elements. In north-
west Colchis by contrast, dolmens begin to occur. The pottery has much in common with ceramic vessels of 
the Colchian plains (Kuftin 1950, 139; Japaridze 1991, 164; Pkhakadze 1993, 121; Jibladze 2007, 125). 

The development of these different Early Bronze Age cultures did not occur in isolation from each other, 
and this can be well illustrated by means of diagnostic material found in various regions including Samtskhe. 
The Qanobili settlement at Abastumani provides a vivid example, in that it includes features of both the Ku-
ra-Araxes and Zemo (Upper) Imereti cave cultures (Pkhakadze, Kalandadze, Orjonikidze 1982, 20-21). These 
relationships between West and East Georgia can also be traced later, in the Middle Bronze Age; witness the 
“Machakheti” bronze tool that is generally regarded as being the prototype of a version of the Colchian axe 
(Gambashidze, Kvizhinadze 1981, 57-64). The bronze axe from the village of Ani also displays features of two 
cultural trends of the Late Bronze Age, the Colchian and central Transcaucasian (Gambashidze, Gambashidze 
1995, 48-54). The famous treasure from the village of Ude also reflects the presence of cultural ties between 
East and West Georgia (GSE 10, 1986, 102). Thus, there is reason to presume that these relations were develop-
ing here throughout the relevant historical period.

Contacts between these two parts of Georgia were revealed in the Early Bronze Age complexes of the 
Orchosani settlement excavated near the town of Vale in the ROW (Right of Way). The squared stone construc-
tion of this settlement is typical of a number of sites of the Kura-Araxes Culture. It is particularly diagnostic at 
the neighbouring Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe (Chubinishvili 1963: 24). A large number of pits with domestic 
and religious functions is recorded at settlements of the Kura-Araxes and Bedeni Cultures (Orjonikidze 2005, 
70). Some of the bronze finds, e.g. a knife blade or an arrowhead, seem to be of Kura-Araxes and early Kurgan 
origin. The closest parallels for the pottery of these cultures is to be found in the black burnished and yellow-
ish bi-conical vessels with spherical bodies from the Orchosani settlement (pl. I, 1-9).

Some vessels closely resemble the Bedeni type material (pl. I, 3-9) that comes from complexes of Kvemo 
(Lower) Kartli, Kakheti, Natsargora and Berikldeebi in Khashuri (Orjonikidze 2005, 71). As for the pan-like ves-
sel with a row of perforations beneath the rim and traces of plaited, circular impressions on the base (pl. I, 
10-11), it was employed in Georgia from the Eneolithic to the Middle Bronze Age (Dedabrishvili 1969, 52). It 
seems to be common in Daghestan at the same period; here cultural contacts with East Georgia were particu-
larly close. Nevertheless, this kind of vessel remained unknown in ceramic assemblages of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture in Georgia (Orjonikidze 2005, 73). Instead, it is widely represented in West Georgia, at Early Bronze Age 
sites in Imereti (Japaridze 1991, 119; Georgian Archaeology 2, 1992, 253, 265, 280). The Maikop-type ceramic 
vessel with a spherical body and a funnel-like neck bears a certain relationship to the cave assemblage of 

A l e x a n d e r  O r j o n i k i d z e , 
L e r i  J i b l a d z e
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Imereti (pl. I, 12-13).
The bronze hoe from Orchosani must also be related to this culture. It was cast in a mould, with a solid 

trapezoidal body gradually widening towards the edge. It ends in a butt that slants backward, is round in 
section and has a large hole for holding a wooden shaft firmly (pl. II, 5). The discovery of this tool is very in-
teresting as it stands close to hoes of the early Maikop Culture. They do not simply resemble each other but 
are wholly identical (Jibladze 2005, 100). The hoe is particularly close to an example from Galugai I which is 
identical in nearly every respect (Jibladze 2005, 100). It is remarkable that this hoe from Orchosani, with a 
shape completely unfamiliar in South Caucasia, differs from Early Bronze Age Transcaucasian bronze objects 
in respect of its nickel content (4.2%), for the latter are made of bronze with an admixture of arsenic (Japaridze 
1991, 130). Instead, bronze tools containing nickel are widely known in the Maikop Culture (Korenevskii 2004, 
99), which emphasizes again the genetic proximity between hoes from Orchosani and those from north-west 
Caucasia. There is some similarity between the Maikop and Near Eastern hoes both in terms of shape and 
nickel content, which leads to the conclusion that hoes from Maikop and Orchosani may have a common 
Near Eastern ancestor. And yet, in the absence of transitional links with Near Eastern examples, the tool from 
Maikop is considered to be a local product (Korenevskii 2004, 96), manufactured there using imported ore 
(Japaridze 1976, 215). The similarities between the hoe from Orchosani and that from Maikop favour the view 
that Georgia and the north-west Caucasus were close and that influence had come from the north.

The dagger recovered at the Orchosani settlement is flat, small, with a hoop and lacks a hole in the haft. 
There are slightly slanting shoulders above almost vertical sides and the tip is rounded (pl. II, 4). Bronze ar-
rowheads from the Orchosani settlement fall into three types. All three have hoops and correspond in detail 
to the types of weapons common in South Caucasia, especially in East Georgia in the Early Bronze Age. Type 
I consists of bi-pyramidal arrowheads with a pointed head and an end whose head is not separated from the 
shaft (pl. II, 9-11). Type II are arrowheads with a differentiated body and an elongated triangular or rhomboid 
head separated from the shaft (pl. II, 12-13). On one specimen the place where head and shaft come together 
is distinctly wide. It is flattened and its alloy contains 1.2% nickel (pl. II, 12). Type III has a small pyramidal head 
which fits over a long shaft that is either rectanglar or round in section (pl. II, 14-15). Bronze arrowheads of 
Type I are widespread over a vast part of Europe and Asia, including the area of the Kura-Araxes Culture, where 
it is present from the developed stage of this culture to the end of the Early Bronze Age. Such arrowheads, like 
their Near Eastern equivalents, were the earliest here too (Japaridze 1969, 168).

Arrowheads of Type II emerge only at the later stage of the Early Bronze Age and coexist with Type I 
arrowheads. They are characteristic of Samtskhe-Javakheti (Orjonikidze 2005, 70). Type III arrowheads with 
pyramidal heads are typical of the so-called Early Kurgan Cultures, especially of the Martqopi group of sites, 
although it is not unknown in the burials of the Bedeni group (Japaridze 1998, 80). Data from some of the 
sites suggest that metal arrowheads of Types I and II are also familiar in the Bedeni Culture (Jalabadze 1998, 
pl. IX), while the emergence of the Type III arrowhead already indicates the establishment of the so-called 
Early Kurgan Culture. It does not occur in the previous Kura-Araxes Culture, or the subsequent Trialeti Culture 
(Japaridze 1998, 81).

Fish-hooks from the Orchosani settlement are made of wire (pl. II, 6-8). Metal fish-hooks are a rarity at 
the sites of this period in South Caucasia, and are hardly known in western Georgia. Some fish-hooks from 
Sagvarjile are almost identical to ours (Nebieridze 2003, pl. XXII, 14). Close parallels are mostly to be found 
in the north Caucasus, and in the early cultures of the northern Black Sea coast and south-eastern Europe 
(Nebieridze 2003, 49). A few rods made from wire that is round in section must come from jewellery, and are 
probably pin fragments (pl. II, 1-2). This is certainly the case with one that has a slightly thickened head (pl. 
II, 3). Metal items from the Orchosani settlement do not apparently come from a single metallurgical centre. 
Most are close to bronze objects of the Bedeni Culture epoch, others to those of the Maikop Culture of the 
north-west Caucasus.

In this part of Samtskhe, which adjoins western Georgia and enjoys a similar natural environment, it is 
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easy to understand how western and eastern Georgian cultures coexisted. This was presumably the way by 
which Maikop elements reached Samtskhe (Orjonikidze 2004, 75)1, and the finds from the early complexes 
of the Orchosani settlement appear to confirm this. It is likely that this is a place where traditions of East and 
West Georgian Early Bronze Age cultures converged, which were in turn closely related to neighbouring cul-
tural movements.

1    It should be mentioned that there is no evidence for cultural layers of the Maikop and Kura-Araxes Cultures in the caves of 
western Georgia, apart from occasional finds of single pieces (Pkhakadze 1993, 44; Archeology of Georgia II, 1992, 230-231). This 
suggests that Maikop Culture material reached Zemo Imereti (west Georgia) from the North, and that Kura-Araxes Culture material 
came from eastern Georgia.
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TrialeTi saqarTvelos samxreT nawilSi, TrialeTis qedis gaswvriv mdebareobs, 
romelic mcire kavkasions CrdiloeTidan esazRvreba (tab. I

1
). 

TrialeTi, arqeologiuri kvlevis TvalsazrisiT, samxreT kavkasiis erT-erTi um
niSvnelovanesi regionia. aq Tavmoyrilia TiTqmis yvela periodis, rogorc preistori
uli, aseve istoriuli periodis Zegli, romlebic mdidar da mravalferovan masalas Se
icavs. 

Seswavlis istoria. TrialeTis arqeologiuri Seswavla jer kidev XIX saukunis me
ore naxevarSi daiwyo. XX saukunis dasawyisSi fundamenturi gamokvleva TrialeTis siZ
veleebs eq. TayaiSvilma miuZRvna [Такаишвили 1913]. 1936 wels walkis wyalsacavis mSeneb
lobasTan dakavSirebulma masStaburma arqeologiurma gaTxrebma, romelsac prof. b. 
kuftini xelmZRvanelobda, sruliad axleburad gaaSuqa ara mxolod TrialeTis, ara
med samxreT kavkasiis Zveli istoriis araerTi sakiTxi [Куфтин 1938; Куфтин 1940; Куфтин 
1941; Куфтин 1948].

TrialeTSi b. kuftinma sruliad axali arqeologiuri artefaqtebi aRmoaCina, rome
lic, misi azriT, warmoadgenda `gansakuTrebul keramikul kompleqss, romelsac Zalze 
erTgvarovani da kargad gamoxatuli Taviseburebebi aqvs. formebis simdidris miuxe
davad, mas Tan axlavs saocrad mwiri arakeramikuli inventari. am garemoebiTaa gamow
veuli TrialeTis `eneoliTuri~ keramikis bolomde amoucnobi xasiaTi. mas uzarmaza
ri mniSvneloba aqvs saqarTvelosa da misi mimdebare qveynebis sameurneo-kulturuli 
formebis Camoyalibebis SeswavlaSi~ [Куфтин 1941: 106]. b. kuftinma TrialeTSi aRmoCeni
li `eneoliTuri~ keramika daukavSira samxreT kavkasiis Zeglebze adre aRmoCenil kera
mikul kompleqsebs, ris safuZvelze gamoyo mtkvar-araqsis ormdinareTis kultura. am 
epoqas igi `TrialeTis arqeologiis yvelaze saidumlo furcels~ uwodebs [Куфтин 1941: 
106]. 

gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba hqonda uZvelesi namosaxlarebis Seswavlas, romlis 
safuZvelzec b. kuftinma mtkvar-araqsis kulturis ganviTarebaSi gamoyo ori eta
pi: eneoliTuri da adre brinjaos xanis. axlad aRmoCenili kultura man Zv.w. 3000-2200 
ww. daaTariRa [Куфтин 1947: 67; Куфтин 1949: 75]. b. kuftinma TrialeTSi gaTxrebi Caatara 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturis or namosaxlarze (beSTaSeni, ozni). man mtkvar-araqsis epoqis 
ramdenime samarxic (beSTaSeni, ozni, taS-baSi, barmaqsizi) gaTxara.

1998-2006 wlebSi TrialeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier (xelmZRv. g. narimaniS
vili) baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis mSeneblobasTan dakavSirebiT, gamovlenil 
da Seswavlil iqna avranlos adre brinjaos xanis namosaxlari [narimaniSvili 2007].

TrialeTis namosaxlarebi. avranlos adre brinjaos xanis namosaxlari aRmoCnda 
sof. avranlosTan, `ciklopuri~ cixis CrdiloeTiT mdebare mindorSi (tab. I2), sadac 
1998 wels Catarebuli arqeologiuri dazvervebis dros gamovlinda mtkvar-araqsis 
kulturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli Savi da wiTlad gaprialebuli keramikis fragmentebi. 

nino SanSaSvili

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis  
Zeglebi TrialeTidan
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2003 wels sof. avranlos mkvidrma g. aSkalovma TrialeTis arqeologiur eqspedicias 
gadasca soflis midamoebSi mis mier SemTxveviT mopovebuli arqeologiuri masala, ro
melic mravlad Seicavda avranlos namosaxlarze aRmoCenil, mtkvar-araqsis kulturis 
keramikisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli yurebis (tab.VII

1-10
), xufebis (tab.VII

28,29,31-36
) da pir-gver

debis (tab.VII
11-16,30

) fragmentebs. 
namosaxlarze 2006 wels arqeologiuri gaTxrebi Catarda, romelic dakavSirebuli 

iyo walkis zemo zonis soflebis wyalmomaragebis sistemis mSeneblobasTan. wyalsade
nis milis mSeneblobam namosaxlaris erTi nawili warmoaCina. 

namosaxlari samxreTidan CrdiloeTisaken ganfenilia mTel mindorze, `ciklopu
ri~ cixidan samanqano gzamde. is ufro intensiuri Cans samxreT nawilSi, cixesTan axlos, 
romlisaganac xeviTaa gamoyofili. es xevi namosaxlars orad yofs.

namosaxlarze oTxi Txrili iqna gavlebuli, romelTagan orSi adrebrinjaos xanis 
namosaxlaris naSTebi dadasturda. mtkvar-araqsuli namosaxlari Zlieraa dazianebuli 
gviani brinjaos da antikuri xanis samarxebis mier (tab. II2

; tab. III
1,2

). adre brinjaos xanis 
Senobebis fragmentebi or TxrilSi dadasturda (tab. IV

1,2
; tab.V

1-3
).

# 2 Txrilis zomebia 4,0×8,0 m (tab. II
1
). gaiTxara Zv.w. XIII-XII ss-is ori samarxi, adreb

rinjaos xanis saxlis iatakis nawili da amave epoqis sameurneo ormo (tab. III
2
; tab. IV

3
). 

mtkvar-araqsis epoqis keramika Txrilis yvela monakveTSi aRmoCnda. 
samarxebis bazaltis qvisagan Sedgenili kromlexebi miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 

0,2-0,3 m siRrmeze gamovlinda. qvebis safuZvlebi ki 0,45-0,5 m-ze mdebareobs. maT qveS, 
0,1-0,3 m da miwis zedapiridan 0,6-0,8 m siRrmeze Tixatkepnili iatakebis fragmentebi aR
moCnda (tab. III1-2

). 
adrebrinjaos xanis iataki yvelaze ukeT # 5 samarxis zonaSi gamovlinda. samarxis 

kromlexi mTlianad moicavs Txrils, amave farTobzea gavrcelebuli adrebrinjaos xa
nis kulturuli fenac (tab. II

2
). Tumca is Txrilis CrdiloeT, samxreT da aRmosavleT 

WrilebSic SeiniSneba, rac imaze miuTiTebs, rom es fena Txrilis gareTac vrceldeba. 
kromlexis qvebis qveda donidan Tixatkepnil iatakamde 0,2-0,25 m-ia. 

adrebrinjaos xanis saxlis kedlebi TxrilSi gamovlenili ar iqna, rac maTi arqiteq
turuli formis da gegmarebis garkvevis saSualebas ar iZleva. Tumca iatakis doneze 
napovni iqna alizis gamomwvari fragmentebi, romlebzec sar-lastis anabeWdebi SeiniS
neba. aseve unda aRiniSnos, rom samSeneblo qvis aranairi naSTi ar yofila aRmoCenili. es 
garemoeba gvafiqrebinebs, rom saxlebi xiT iyo nagebi da aliziT Selesili.

erT-erTi samarxis zonaSi (CXCIII nakveTis me-12, CXCIV nakveTis me-10, CCXXIII nakveTis 
me-3 da CCXXIV nakveTis 1 kvadratebi) gamovlenili Tixatkepnili iatakis farTobi 2,5×4,0 
m-s aRwevs (tab. III1,2

). mas yviTeli Tixis Txeli safuZveli aqvs, romelzec 0,005-0,008 m sis
qis kargad gamomwvari Tixis iatakia gamarTuli. iatakze keramikuli masala da namglis 
CasarTebia napovni (tab. VII

37,38, 40, 44
). 

adrebrinjaos xanis keramikis koncentraciis adgilebi da iatakis calkeuli frag
mentebi Txrilis centralur nawilSi, sxva samarxis zonaSic (CCXXIV nakveTis 1 kvadrati)
aRmoCnda. am adgilas darRveulia ara mxolod adrebrinjaos xanis kulturuli fena, 
aramed samarxis kromlexic. Tumca namosaxlaris es naSTi zemoT aRwerilis msgavsia.

# 3 Txrilis aRmosavleT nawilSi, me-5 da me-6 kvadratebis sazRvarze adrebrinja
os xanis sameurneo ormo gaiTxara. ormos qvayrili miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 0,5 m 
siRrmeze aRmoCnda (tab. IV3

). qvayrils wriuli forma aqvs da misi diametri 1,9 m-s udris. 
ormos diametri 0,8 m-ia, siRrme ki 0,95 metrs udris. is Sevsebuli iyo saSualo da wvri
li zomis qviT (tab. III

2
). sxvadasxva doneze gvxvdeboda Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi (tab.

VII
39,46

).
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adre brinjaos xanis mtkvar-araqsis kulturis namosaxlaris naSTebi 4 TxrilSic 
aRmoCnda. Txrilis zomebia 6,0×8,0 m, romelSic gamovlinda Svidi samarxi da adrebrin
jaos xanis namosaxlaris naSTebi (tab. II

2
). gaiTxara Zv.w. IV s-is erTi (# 1) da Zv.w. XIII-

XII ss sami samarxi (## 2, 3, 4). mtkvar-araqsis kulturis fenis naSTebi Txrilis yvela 
monakveTSi gamovlinda. uZravi mZlavri fena ki mxolod Txrilis samxreT-dasavleT 
kuTxeSi, CXCII nakveTis 5 kvadratis 2, 3 monakveTebSi dafiqsirda (tab. IV

2
). nacar-nax

Siris 0,3 m simZlavris fena 1,8×2,4 m farTobze vrceldeba (tab. V
1
). aRmosavleTidan 

am fenas bazaltis qvebiT Sedgenili kedlis fragmenti sazRvravs, samxreTiT da da
savleTiT gauTxrel farTobSi Sedis. CrdiloeTiT antikuri xanis qvayuTia gamarTu
li, romelsac CaWrili aqvs adrebrinjaos xanis fena. erTi samarxi Txrilis samxreT 
kedelTanac gamovlinda (ar gaTxrila). rogorc Cans, CXCII nakveTis me-5 kvadratis 
2, 3 monakveTebSi gamovlenili namosaxlaris fragmenti adrebrinjaos xanis saxlis 
Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxes warmoadgens. qvis calpirad nagebi kedeli gviani brin
jaos xanis samarxis kromlexis nawils warmoadgens da ara saxlis kedels, ramdenadac 
iataki mcired, magram mainc Sedis mis qveS (tab. V2,3

). saxls Tixatkepnili iataki aqvs, 
romelzec sxvadasxva formisa da zomis Tixis WurWeli mdgara (tab. VII

41-43, 45,47-50
). gansa

kuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia didi zomis dergis fragmenti, romelzec cxovelis reliefuri 
gamosaxulebaa datanili (tab. VII

45
). Tixis WurWeli kargad ganleqili Tixisaganaa dam

zadebuli, zedapiri gaprialebuli aqvs. yvela maTgani mowiTalo ferisaa. Tumca unda 
aRiniSnos, rom saxls Zlieri xanZris kvali emCneva da keramikis feri SeiZleba meoradi 
gamowvis Sedegi iyos. iatakze aRmoCnda qvis sanayebi da baTqaSis nawilebi. am ukanas
knelze dafiqsirebuli wnelebis anabeWdebi miuTiTebs, rom es saxlic, # 3 TxrilSi 
gaTxrili saxlis msgavsad, `jargvalis~ tipisa iyo.

namosaxlaris teritoriaze da saxlebis iatakebze in situ mdgomareobaSi mravladaa 
aRmoCenili sxvadasxva WurWlis: dergebis (tab. VI7

; tab. VII
45,47

), qoTnebis (tab.VI
8
; tab.

VII
11,40

), badiebis (tab.VI
9
; tab. VII

24,46,49
), jamebis (tab. VII

25,27
) pir-gverdebis (tab. VII

20,21
), na

xevarsferuli yurebis (tab.VII
1,5

), e.w. cru yurebis (tab. VII
6,38,39

), Zirebis da xufebis (tab. 
VII

28,29,31-36
) fragmentebi. gvxvdeba Tixis kerebis, keris sadgrebis calkeuli nawilebi, ti

geli (tab. VI
5
) da Tixis WurWlis fragmentebisagan damzadebuli sxvadasxva zomis diske

bi (tab.VII
17-19

). mravladaa aRmoCenili kaJisagan damzadebuli namglis CasarTebi (tab. VI
3
) 

da obsidianis iaraR-anatkecebi (tab. VII
22,23,44

).
beSTaSenis namosaxlari mdebareobs walkis raionSi, sof. beSTaSenis Crdilo-da

savleTiT, 0,5 km-is dacilebiT, mdinareebis Cil-Cilis da baSkov-sus xerTvisSi. aq, sam
kuTxa formis koncxze, `ciklopuri~ simagrea ganlagebuli. 

namosaxlaris garSemo sxvadasxva epoqis ramdenime samarovania. gviani brinjaos xa
nis erTi samarovani namosaxlaris CrdiloeTiT, meore ki md. Cil-Cilis marjvena napir
ze mdebareobs. simagris Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT aqemeniduri xanis samarovania, aRmo
savleTiT da dasavleTiT Sua brinjaos xanis yorRanuli samarxebis rigia ganlagebuli 
[Куфтин 1941: 108]. 

beSTaSenis ciklopuri simagris teritoris arqeologiuri Seswavla b. kuftinma 
1939 wels daiwyo, 1991-1992 wlebSi Zeglis Seswavla TrialeTis arqeologiurma eqspedi
ciam ganaaxla [narimaniSvili 2004]. namosaxlari mravalfeniania. misi zeda fena Sua sau
kuneebs ganekuTvneba, mis qvemoT gviani brinjaos xanis namosaxlaria, xolo qveda fena 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturas ekuTvnis. kulturuli fenis simZlavre zogan 3,5 metrs aR
wevda. mtkvar-araqsuli keramika 2,0 metris siRrmis qvemoT aRmoCnda [Куфтин 1941: 109]. b. 
kuftinma is sam qronologiur jgufad dayo [Куфтин 1941: 115-117]. 
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horizontebi mravlad Seicavs nagebobaTa naSTebs, gamovlenilia Tixatkepnili iata
kebis fragmentebi, kerebi da Rumelebi. adre brinjaos xanis namosaxlari imdenad Zlier 
aris dazianebuli gviani periodis fenebiT, rom SenobaTa gegmis dadgena ar moxerxda. 

b. kuftini amasTan dakavSirebiT aRniSnavs, rom `simagris~ Sida teritoria gaWrilia 
odnav SesamCnevi Sida kedlebis da oTxkuTxa nagebobebis qvis saZirkvlebis naSTebiT. 
adre aqemeniduri periodis samarxebs Soris gamovlinda Tixatkepnil iatakze daZerwi
li wriuli formis 1,65 m diametris kera, sadac naxSiris da nacris sqeli fenis zemoT 
aRmoCnda prizmuli formis sakvamle milis Tixis molesilobis fragmentebi. aqve ido 
qvis xelsafqvavebi, Slakis narCenebi da Tixis WurWeli [Куфтин 1941: 109]. igive periodis 
Savpriala, vardisfersarCuliani da wiTeli angobiT dafaruli keramikis fragmente
bis Semcveli kulturuli fena aRmoCnda adre aqemeniduri xanis ## 45 da 46 samarxebs 
Soris. odnav moSorebiT gaiTxara nagebobis Tixatkepnil iatakze gamarTuli keris, Tu 
Rumelis karnizis keramikuli fragmentebi [Куфтин 1941: 113]. namosaxlarze mravladaa 
aRmoCenili qvisgan damzadebuli samuSao Tu sabrZolo iaraRi: kaJis isrispirebi da nam
glis CasarTebi, dana, xelsafqvavi. sainteresoa cxovelis (xaris) Tixis qandakeba. gansa
kuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia sxvadasxva geometriuli saxeebiT moxatuli keramikis fragmen
tebi da `piqtogramebiT~ Semkuli WurWeli [Куфтин 1941: 109-111]. 

oznis namosaxlari mdebareobs sof. oznis samxreT ganapiras, `nadar-Sahis~ mTis 
samxreT kideze. namosaxlari gadaWrilia md. gunia-juris arxiT. b. kuftini aq gaTxrebs 
awarmoebda 1947-48 wlebSi. arqeologiuri samuSaoebi or ubanze Catarda: a) pirvel te
rasaze, sadac gamovlinda sacxovreblis naSTebi da Tixatkepnili iataki sakulto keris 
fragmentebiT da b) hidrosadguris mSeneblobis teritoriaze [Куфтин 1948, 35-42]. 

pirvel ubanze, sof. oznis samxreTiT, nadar-Sahis mTis kalTaze, arxTan gaiTxara 7,5 
m diametris mqone naxevarwriuli saZirkveli, romelic Txeli qvis filebiT iyo warmod
genili. b. kuftinis azriT es iyo konusuri nagebobis naSTi, romelic nagebia ara marto 
xisgan, aramed qvisa da agurisgan. msgavsi Senobebi, cnobilia mtkvar-araqsis kulturaSi 
(SengaviTi). mrgvali arqiteqtura damaxasiaTebelia zemo mesopotamiis da aRmosavleT 
xmelTaSuazRvispireTis eneoliTisaTvis, rac b. kuftins avaraudebinebs rom mtkvar
-araqsis kulturis xalxi ekuTvnoda zemo mesopotamiur da aRmosavleT xmelTaSua 
zRvispirul kulturul wres [Куфтин 1948: 27-29].

mrgvali Senobis gareT mdebareobda wriuli formis Sveriliani Tixis kera, moSore
biT ki – 1-2 sm sisqis Tixatkepnili iataki, romelzedac nalisebur sadgarsa da `piqtog
ramebiT~ Semkul jamTan erTad aRmoCnda sxvadasxva Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi [Куфтин 
1948: 26-48, tab. XXIX-XXXVI]. oznis namosaxlaris arqiteqtura SedarebiT ukeTaa Semor
Cenili, vidre beSTaSenis.

oznis namosaxlarze gaTxrili meore ubani, hidrosadgurTan, orfeniani iyo. am uban
ze aRmoCnda keramikis fragmentebi, spilenZis oTxwaxnagovani sadgisi da miniaturuli 
dana [Куфтин 1948: tab. XXXVII-XLI]. amis garda aq gamovlinda Zalze saintereso mrgvalnax
vretiani keris Tixis brtyeli filebi, romelTagan Semdgari disko 0,98 m. diametrisaa. 
b. kuftini mas `samsxverplo magidas~ uwodebs [Куфтин 1948: tab. XLII]. am obieqtze gamov
linda agreTve oTxwaxnaga wiTlad SeRebili sasakmevle [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: tab. 
39-63]. 

samarovnebi. TrialeTSi b. kuftinis mier adre brinjaos xanis samarxebic gaTxara. 
1936-1940 da 1947-1948 wlebSi barmaqsizTan (walka), taS-baSTan, beSTaSenTan da ozniSi 
Seswavlili samarxebi warmoadgens mcire zomis qvayuTebs. maTi inventari sakmaod mwi
ria: ZiriTadad gvxvdeba keramika, spilenZis samajurebi, qvis da miniseburi pastis mZi
vebi.
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mtkvar-araqsis kulturis keramikis Semcveli qvayriliani yorRani gamovlinda 2003 
wels baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis derefanSi (KP-117+550) warmoebuli samSeneb
lo samuSaoebis dros. Zeglis gamovlenisas yorRanis bazaltis qvis yrili Zlier iyo 
dazianebuli, misi diametri 10-12 m-s udrida. rogorc Cans, Sida sivrce mTlianad iyo 
qvayriliT Sevsebuli. qvayrilis centrSi bazaltis filebiT nagebi samarxi kamera da
dasturda, romelic CrdiloeT-samxreTis xazzea damxrobili. kameris oTxive kedeli 
bazaltis brtyeli, specialurad SerCeuli filebiTaa amoSenebuli. qvebi erTmaneT
ze kargadaa morgebuli, ise, rom maT Soris carieli adgilebi datovebuli ar aris. aR
saniSnavia, rom rogorc calkeuli qvebi, ise kedlebi myaradaa erTmaneTze gadabmuli 
(tab. IX1,2

).
samarxi kamera gegmaSi `naliseburia~. misi CrdiloeTi kedeli gverdiT kedlebTan 

marTkuTxeds qmnis, maSin rodesac samxreTi kedlis kuTxeebi aSkarad momrgvalebulia 
(tab. IX

2,5
). aRsaniSnavia, rom samxreT kedels wyobis qveda erTi rigi ar aqvs. danarCeni sa

mi kedlis safuZveli samarxis iatakze Rrmad aris CaWrili. samxreTiT iatakis donidan 
0,1 m simaRlis miwis safexuria datovebuli da maszea amoyvanili qvis kedeli. TiToeuli 
kedeli qvis wyobis rva rigs Seicavs. amdenad, am mcire nagebobas arqiteqturuli for
mac gaaCnia da esTetikuri mxarec aSkaradaa gamoxatuli. 

samarxSi erTi micvalebuli, 50-60 wlis mamakacia Casvenebuli. igi xelfexmokecili, 
marcxena gverdze daukrZalavT. Tavi samxreTiT udevs. saxis win Cadgmuli aqvs mozrdi
li Tixis badia (tab. IX3

). keci gadanatexSi moyavisfroa, Sidapiri moyavisfro, zedapi
ri lega-moSavo. piri mxrisagan RariT gamoiyofa. mxarze aqvs ovalurganivkveTiani ori 
Sverili. dasavleTi kedlis centralur nawilSi, iatakis doneze ki miniseburi TeTri 
pastis ori mZivi (tab. IX

4
) aRmoCnda.

samarxi kameris samxreTiT, 0,1-0,15 m.-is dacilebiT Savi feris laqa gamoikveTa. misi 
sigrZe 1,55 m, xolo sigane 0,8 m-ia. preparaciis Semdeg gairkva, rom is warmoadgens amave 
farTobis ormos, romlis siRrme 0,1 m-ia (tab. IX

2
). samarxi kameris piri da saritualo 

ormos Ziris mimarTeba gviCvenebs, rom ormos Tavdapirveli simaRle 0,3 – 0,4 m mainc un
da yofiliyo. ormos iatakze aRmoCnda mcire zomis qvis sami daumuSavebeli fragmenti 
da saqonlis neknisagan damzadebuli iaraRi, romelic aRebis dros daiSala. ormo dak
rZalvis ritualTan unda iyos dakavSirebuli. aseve ritualTan unda iyos dakavSirebu
li ormos samxreTiT, 1,4 m-is dacilebiT dadasturebuli keramikis namtvrevebis grova 
da obsidianis anatkecebi.O

safar-xarabas yorRanSi aRmoCenili badia tipiuria mtkvar-araqsis kulturisaTvis. 
msgavsi badiebi aRmoCenilia samSvildeSi, # 2 [mircxulava 1975: tab. X9

], # 5 [mircxulava 
1975: tab. XIII

17,18
], # 14 [mircxulava 1975: tab. XXII

8,9
], # 18 [mircxulava 1975: tab. XXVI

9
], # 19 

[mircxulava 1975: tab. XXVII
6,11

], # 20 [mircxulava 1975: tab. XXVIII
4,5

], # 23 [mircxulava 1975: 
tab. XXIX

6,7
], # 31 [mircxulava 1975: tab. XXXIV

5,6,9,14
], #36 [mircxulava 1975: tab. XXXVIII

2,4
], # 

38 [mircxulava 1975: XXXIX
4,5

] samarxebSi; kikeTSi, # 6 [fxakaZe 1963: sur. 3
12

], # 8 [fxakaZe 
1963: sur. 5

26
], # 9 [fxakaZe 1963: sur. 6

27
,

30
,

32
), # 12 [fxakaZe 1963: sur. 7

52
], # 14 [fxakaZe 1963: 

sur. 10
73

] samarxebSi; didubeSi [qoriZe 1955: tab. III
17

]; dangreul goraze [qvemo qarTlis 
arqeologiuri eqspediciis Sedegebi 1975: sur. 56

6,8
], yaiTmazze [qvemo qarTlis arqeolo

giuri eqspediciis Sedegebi 1975: sur. 55
26

], marneulis # 3 yorRanSi [qvemo qarTlis ar
qeologiuri eqspediciis Sedegebi 1975: tab. XXXIII

2
], gomareTSi [cqvitiniZe 2001: tab. XVI].

rogorc Cans, uyuro, ori paralelurad ganlagebuli Sverilis mqone badiebi Ziri
Tadad qvemo qarTlisTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli da gavrcelebulia Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis 
meore naxevridan Zv.w. III aTaswleulis meore naxevramde. M
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qviT nagebi akldamebis didi umravlesoba samxreT saqarTveloSi – kikeTi [fxakaZe 
1963: 71-72, sur. 4], koda [Чубинишвили, Небиеридзе, Пхакадзе 1976: 19], ardasubani [TuSiSvi
li 1968], Tamarisi [fxakaZe 1963: 73, tab. XV], axalcixis amiranis gora [CubiniSvili 1963: 
36, sur. 10, tab. IV], gomareTi [cqvitiniZe 2001: 103-14], RrmaxevisTavi [RrmaxevisTavis ar
qeologiuri Zeglebi 1980: 17] da somxeTSi _ geRaroti [Badalyan, Smith 2007: 38-40], horomi 
[Badaljan, Edens, Gorny, Kohl 1993: 4] aris aRmoCenili. 

gamoTqmuli iyo mosazreba, rom qviT nagebi akldamebi mxolod samxreT regionebSi 
iyo gavrcelebuli da qvemo qarTlis CrdiloeTiT ar vrceldeboda. Tumca Sida qar
TlSic, sof. doesSi, aRmoCnda qvayriliani akldama, romelic qvis filebiT aris nagebi 
[kaxaZe 1990: 155].

yvela akldama nagebia brtyeli qviT. damxrobilia samxreTidan CrdiloeTisken. Se
sasvleli samxreTidan aqvT. CrdiloeTi kedeli morkaluria. zogi samarxi koleqtiu
ria (RrmaxevisTavi, koda, amiranis goris # 16 samarxi, kikeTi, Tamarisi, gomareTi, geRa
roti, horomi), zogic – individualuri (amiranis goris # 36 samarxi, kikeTis # 7 samar
xi, doesi). akldamebis nawili qvayriliTaa dafaruli (gomareTi, RrmaxevisTavi, doesi). 
samarxebis saSualo zoma 2,5×1,5 m; 3×1,8 m-ia. maTi nawili didi zomis brtyeli lodebiTaa 
gadaxuruli (amiranis goris ## 16, 36 samarxebi, RrmaxevisTavi, gomareTi, koda), nawils 
ki – TaRovani gadaxurva aqvs (Tamarisi, kikeTis ## 7, 12 samarxebi). akldamebSi Sesas
vleli samxreTidanaa, zogan qvis lodebiTaa Caketili (gomareTi); erT SemTxvevaSi sa
fexurebia gamoxatuli (Tamarisi); zogi Sesasvleli Riaa (kikeTi), zogan ki – vertikalu
rad Camdgari lodebia gamovlenili (amiranis goris ## 16, 36 samarxebi). zogi samarxis 
iataki qvis filebiTaa mogebuli (koda). 

samxreT kavkasiaSi aRmoCenili analogiuri samarxebi TariRdeba Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis 
meore naxevriT. horomis akldama C14 meTodis analizis mixedviT TariRdeba Zv.w. 3350-
3050 ww. da Zv.w. 3371-3136 ww. [Badaljan, Kohl , Stronach, Tonikjan 1994: 14; Badaljan, Edens, Gorny, Kohl 
1993: 3], geRarotisa ki – Zv.w. 3100-2700 ww. (AA 52898) [Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004: 
20]. am TariRebis gaTvaliswinebiT, Cveni azriT, safar-xarabas qviT nagebi akldama Zv.w. 
IV aTaswleulis dasasruliT unda daTariRdes.

keramika. TrialeTis adre brinjaos xanis Zeglebze mravlad aris aRmoCenili sxva
dasxva zomis, formis da daniSnulebis Tixis WurWeli. namosaxlarebze aRmoCenilia 
didi zomis dergebi (beSTaSeni, ozni, avranlo), didi da mcire zomis yuriani da uyuro 
qoTnebi, qilebi, badiebi, jamebi, koWobebi, xufebi (beSTaSeni, ozni, avranlo), samyura 
maRalyeliani WurWeli (ozni), qusliani jamebi (ozni), ormagi WurWeli (beSTaSeni), oTx
waxnaga, wiTlad SeRebili sasakmevle (ozni).

beSTaSenis namosaxlarze aRmoCenili keramikuli masala b. kuftinma horizontebis 
mixedviT sam qronologiur jgufad dahyo. yvelaze adreul, qveda horizontSi aRmo
Cenil WurWels axasiaTebs masiuroba da zedapiris zerele damuSaveba. es jgufi war
modgenilia farTo Ziriani, didi zomis dergebiT da qoTnebiT [Куфтин 1941: 115, sur. 122]. 
romlebsac cilindruli yeli da Sesqelebuli piri aqvT. zogi WurWeli uyuroa, zogs 
ori yuri aqvs, zogsac – e.w. cru yurebi.

meore jgufis keramika xasiaTdeba maRali teqnikuri da mxatvruli TvisebebiT da 
zedapiris gaprialebis maRali xarisxiT. am WurWlis arqiteqtonikac gansxvavebulia 
[Куфтин 1941: 115, sur. 124]. am jgufis keramika warmodgenilia farTopiriani jamebiT, ro
melTac aqvT gadaSlili da SeTxelebuli piri; agreTve farTo da maRalyeliani qoTne
biT, romelTa muceli Zirisken mkveTrad viwrovdeba patara, zogjer specifiurad Sed
rekili Zirisken. WurWlebis yurebi, rogorc wesi, naxevarsferulia. ornamentic sakma
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od Taviseburia: wvrili amokawruli ornamentis garda gvxvdeba WurWlis dekorirebis 
axali meTodi – amoRarul-amoburculi wvrili reliefuri ornamenti [Куфтин 1941: 116]. 

mesame qronologiur jgufs Seadgens keramikis fragmentebi, romlebic aRmoCnda 
igive sasimagro moedanze, odnav zeda fenebSi. am kompleqsSi b. kuftini aerTianebs Sav
priala keramikas natifi amoRaruli ornamentiT da moxatuli keramikis fragmentebs 
[Куфтин 1941: 117].

TrialeTis adre brinjaos xanis Zeglebze iSviaTad gvxvdeba mtkvar-araqsis kul
turisaTvis aradamaxasiaTebeli Tixis WurWeli. aseTad, Cveni azriT, SeiZleba CaiTva
los `piqtogramiT~ Semkuli qusliani jami oznidan. am tipis WurWeli sruliad ucno
bia samxreT kavkasiaSi, Tumca is iranSi, ianik-Tefeze [Burney 1961: tab. LXXIV51

], mtkvar-
raqsul fenaSi gvxvdeba. msgavsi jamebi iranis adre brinjaos xanis sxva Zeglebzec aris 
dadasturebuli [Станкевич 1978: sur. 11, 17, 19], romlebic elamis kulturul wreSi arian 
gaerTianebuli. 

mtkvar-araqsis keramikisaTvis aseve uCveuloa ormagi WurWeli, romelic beSTaSenSi 
aRmoCnda. es aris Zalian mcire zomis (6,7 sm. simaRlis) Savpriala ori sasmisi, romelic 
erTmaneTTan gverdebiT arian SeerTebuli da aqvT saerTo naxevarsferuli yuri [Куфтин 
1941: tab. CXXIV; Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 46, tab. 34-211]. WurWeli aRmoCnda qveda, III 
fenaSi. analogiuri sasmisi aRmoCnda dasavleT saqarTveloSi, fiCoris namosaxlaris 
me-8 fenaSi [fxakaZe 2002: 29], bedenis # 5 yorRanSi [gobejiSvili 1981: 75,87] da Crdilo
eT kavkasiis adre brinjaos xanis Zeglebze [fxakaZe 2002: 29]. msgavsi WurWlis sxvadas
xva varianti (sami da oTxi SeerTebuli egzemplari) aRmoCenilia, ZiriTadad, xmelTaSua 
zRvis sanapiro zolze palestinidan pirineis naxevarkunZulamde (beT-ierahi [Esse 1991: 
tab. 9-A], kviprosi-vunu [Dikaios 1932: tab. LXXIII3], mersini, tarsusi, karataSi [Garstang 1953: 
2; Huot 1982: sur. 64], biblosi, balkaneTi [fxakaZe 2002: 30], el-argari-espaneTi) [Historia 
de España 1954: sur. 480], Tumca calkeuli egzemplarebi iranSic gvxvdeba (suza, sialki, 
hisar I) [fxakaZe 2002: 30]. rogorc Cans, am tipis WurWeli gamoiyeneboda mxolod saritu
alo daniSnulebiT. 

avranlos namosaxlarze aRmoCenili Tixis WurWeli wiTlad an Savadaa gamomwvari, 
maTi zedapiri gaprialebilia. gvxvdeba moxatuli WurWlebis fragmentebic (tab. VII43

); 
keramikuli masala ZiriTadad badiebiT, qoTnebiTa da dergebiTaa warmodgenili.

avranlos namosaxlarze aRmoCenili Tixis WurWlis fragmentebidan mxolod badii
sa da qoTnis aRdgena moxerxda. 

badia, wiTeli zedapiriT, SidapiriT da keciT. zedapiri angobirebulia. aqvs mom
rgvalebuli bako, cilindruli yeli, wiboiani muceli, pirsa da gverdze miZerwili yu
ri (tab. VI9

; tab. VII
49

). aRmoCnda CXCII nakveTis 5-2,3 kv-Si, 0,52 m siRrmeze.
qoTani, wiTeli naprialebi zedapiriT, aseTive feris SidapiriTa da keciT; aqvs 

mrgvali bako, gadaSlili piri, maRali cilindruli yeli, momrgvalebuli muceli, 
brtyeli Ziri; yelsa da muclis gamyof xazze daZerwili aqvs kopi. zedapirze SerCenili 
aqvs wiTeli angobis kvali (tab. VI

8
; tab. VII

50
). 

aRsaniSnavia wiTlad gamomwvari dergis fragmentebi, romelsac wvrilminarevebiani 

keci da moyviTalo Sidapiri aqvs. zedapiri damskdaria da alag-alag etyoba angobis kva

li. aqvs mrgvali bako, maRali cilindruli yeli. yelsa da mxars Rari gamoyofs, RarTan 

1,5 sm diametris gamWoli naxvretia. mxari Semkulia maRalreliefuri ornamentiT (tab. 

VI17
; tab. VII

45
). 

wiTelpriala badia Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirveli meoTxediT TariRdeba.
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analogiuri badiebi aRmoCenilia xizanaanT goraze [kikviZe 1972: tab. XX
1
, XXI

1,6,7
] da 

qvacxelebis C1 da B1 fenebSi [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: 119-120, tab. IV
368-375

,], aseve saCxe

risa da naCerqezevis # 2 yorRanebSi [fxakaZe 1993: tab. XVIII, XVI
2
], nacargoris # 196 samar

xSi [Рамишвили 1997: sur. 36
2
]. is garkveul msgavsebas iCens ozniSi [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 

1974: tab. 27
109

] da cixiagoris #17 ormoSi [maxaraZe 1994: tab. XLIX
2,3

] aRmoCenil badiebTan. 

qoTani axlo paralelebs poulobs qvemo qarTlis da somxeTis Zeglebze: amiranis 

goraze [orjonikiZe 1983: tab. 5, 16, 19], oznSi [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: tab. 24
67

, 27
110

, 

29
120,126

], beSTaSenSi [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: tab. 31
152

], kikeTSi [fxakaZe 1963: tab. XIII
6
], 

dangreul goraze [qvemo qarTlis arqeolologiuri eqspediciis Sedegebi 1975: sur. 

56
10

], okamSi, zvelSi, axalqalaqis r-nSi [orjonikiZe 1983: tab. 28
1
, 37], geRarotSi [Smith, 

Badalyan , Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004: sur. 12d,e,f ], horomSi [Badaljan, Kohl, Stronach, Tonikjan 1994: 
sur. 12

20,22
] aRmoCenil WurWelTan. aRsaniSnavia, rom analogiuri qoTani aRmoCnda ar

slanTefe VI B1 fenaSi, e.w. `mefis~ samarxSi, romelic TariRdeba Zv.w. 3000-2900 ww. gvian 

uruqul keramikasTan erTad [Frangipane 2004: sur. 91, 158]. 

sayuradReboa namosaxlarebze aRmoCenili WurWlebis gverdebisgan damzadebuli 

sxvadasxva zomis Tixis diskebi (tab. VII17-19
). msgavsi diskebi xSirad gvxvdeba rogorc ad

re, ise gviani brinjaos xanis namosaxlarebis teritoriaze. mravladaa aRmoCenili aseTi 

sagnebi balkaneTis neoliTuri xanis Zeglebzec. mecnierTa varaudiT, es diskebi wonis 

erTeuls warmoadgendnen [Gimbutas, Winn, Shimabuku 1986: 254]. 

niSnebi da simboloebi. TrialeTis adre brinjaos xanis Zeglebze aRmoCenili Wur

Wlis dekori ar aris mravalferovani. keramika Semkulia reliefuri, amokawruli, amo

Raruli ornamentiT, an SeRebilia. reliefuri ornamenti ZiriTadad didi zomis Wur

Wels axasiaTebT. gvxvdeba reliefuri ormagi spiralebis (beSTaSeni, ozni), ormagi spi

ralisa da siraqlemasebri frinvelebis (ozni), siraqlemasebri frinvelis (avranlo), 

cxovelis, Tu qvewarmavalis (avranlo) gamosaxulebebi. amokawruli da amoRaruli teq

nikiT Sesrulebulia sxvadasxva geometriuli figurebi da frinvelebis gamosaxulebe

bi (beSTaSeni, ozni, avranlo). 

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Zeglebze, gansakuTrebiT qvemo qarTlis, somxeTis, ana

toliis da iranis teritoriaze sakmaod xSirad gvxvdeba reliefuri, amokawruli da mo

xatuli siraqlemasebri frinvelebis gamosaxulebebi: kikeTSi [fxakaZe 1963: 150], amira

nis goraze [CubiniSvili 1963: 67, tab. 133,4
], beSTaSenSi [Куфтин 1941: 109. sur. 116], ozniSi 

[Куфтин 1948: 35], dangreul goraze [qvemo qarTlis arqeologiuri eqspediciis Sedegebi 

1975: sur. 56
6,13

), qvacxelebze [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: 25, tab. IV], garnSi, arevikSi, kar

nutSi, SengaviTSi [Хачатрян 1975: sur. 46, 74, 75, 78, 79], ianik-Tefeze [Burney 1961: tab. LXX], 

malaTiis da qebanis regionebSi, anatoliaSi [Marro 1997: tab. 86-92].

sainteresoa avranloSi aRmoCenili wiTelpriala WurWlis fragmenti, romelzec 

reliefurad yaryatia gamosaxuli (tab. VI4
; tab. VII

14
). mecnierebis mier yaryatebis ga

mosaxulebebis Taobaze mravali sxvadasxva Sexeduleba gamoiTqva. isini did msgavsebas 

avlens mesopotamiis da iranis neoliTur kulturebSi damowmebul Tixis WurWelze ga

mosaxul siraqlemasebri frinvelebis procesiebTan. mtkvar-araqsis keramikaze xSiria 

am frinvelebis gamosaxuleba ormagi spiralis TanxlebiT (ormagi spirali flankirebu

lia ori frinvelis gamosaxulebiT, ris Sedegadac viRebT e.w. `samwilad kompozicias~), 

rac mas aaxlovebs Zv.w. II aTaswleulis siria-mesopotamiuri xelovnebisaTvis damaxasi

aTebel ikonografiul saxesTan – ori frinveliT flankirebuli qalRmerTis figura 
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[Wegner 1981: 89-93] qalRmerTis (inana-iSTari-SaguSqa) simbolo, berZnuli omegas msgavsi 

niSani swored ormag spirals mogvagonebs.

avranloSi aRmoCenil erT-erTi Savpriala WurWlis mcire fragmentze (tab. VI
6
; 

tab. VII
12

) gamosaxulia samkuTxediT Sekiduli ormagi voluti da cali Caxveuli spira

li. msgavsi gamosaxulebebi aRmoCenilia qvemo qarTlSi [Rlonti 1972: 53] da somxeTSi 

[Хачатрян 1975: sur. 7] rogorc aRniSnavda l. Rlonti, msgavsi ormagi voluti gvxvdeba 

ara mxolod keramikaze, `aramed am periodisaTvis metad damaxasiaTebel liTonis sa

kinZebze da sakidebze .... gavrcelebulia mcire aziaSi xeTur xanaSi, monumentur relie

febze da gliptikaSi~ [Rlonti 1972: 57]. msgavsi formis gulsakidi aRmoCnda geRarotSi 

[Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004: sur. 15], oqrosgan damzadebuli orvolutiani sa

kidi aRmoCnda SengaviTSi [The State History Museum of Armenia 1991: sur. 6]. Zalze mdidruli 

da masiuri oqros gulsakidi naponia ananauris yorRanSi [jafariZe 2003: tab. XXXI]. Cveni 

azriT, am formis sakidi aris culis simboluri gamosaxuleba, romelic Tavis mxriv ro

meliRac RvTaebis, SesaZloa TeSubis atributs ganasaxierebda da amdenad mis simbolur 

gamosaxulebas warmoadgenda. 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturis gavrcelebis teritoriaze aRmoCnda ramdenime Tixis 

WurWeli, romelTa ornamenti gamorCeulia. keramikis Semkulobas ar gaaCnia riTmi, 

elementebis ganmeorebadoba. aseTi WurWlebis aRmoCenisTanave gaCnda azri, rom es uc

nauri ornamenti – niSnebi, ̀ piqtografiul~ damwerlobas warmoadgenen [SanSaSvili 1999: 

3]. ori aseTi WurWeli aRmoCnda TrialeTSi, oznisa da beSTaSenis namosaxlarebze. 

`warweriT~ Semkuli jami aRmoCnda 1947 wels, sof. ozniSi Catarebuli gaTxrebis 

dros, Tixatkepnil moedanze [Куфтин 1948: 26]. wriulad amokawruli niSnebi b. kuftin

ma protoelamur damwerlobas miamsgavsa [Куфтин 1948: 90]. sainteresoa, rom msgavsi jami 

amokawruli niSnebiT aRmoCnda ianik-Tefeze. C. barneis azriT, iranis azerbaijanSi da 

mimdebare regionebSi adre brinjaos xanis mosaxleobas gaaCnda Tavisi damwerloba, ris

Tvisac xis firfitebs iyenebdnen [Burney 1961: 147-149]. SesaZloa, 2002 wels iranSi iusuf 

majizadehis mier axali civilizaciis aRmoCeniT, romelic aratas saxeliT iyo cnobili 

SumerebisTvis da arsebobda Zv.w. 3000-1500 ww-Si [Muscarella  2005], Suqi moefinos mtkvar-

araqsuli mosaxleobis yofa-cxovrebasa da kulturas iranis teritoriaze. 

`piqtogramiani~ mcire zomis WurWeli aRmoCnda beSTaSenSic, romlis zedapirze 

sworxazovani niSnebia amokawruli [Куфтин 1941: 109-110]. 

niSnebiani keramika aRmoCenilia saqarTvelos, somxeTis, anatoliis da iranis adre 

brinjaos xanis Zeglebze da dakavSirebuli unda yofiliyo garkveul socialur, poli

tikur da kulturul ZvrebTan, romlebic mimdinareobda Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebis max

lobel aRmosavleTSi. 

miwaTmoqmedeba. TrialeTis namosaxlarebze xSiria namglis kaJis CasarTebis (tab. 

VI3
), sanayebis (tab. VIII

2,3,7,11
) da xelsafqvavebis (tab. VIII

10
) aRmoCenis faqtebi. sainteresoa 

avranloSi aRmoCenili Tixis ovaluri formis sagani (tab. VIII
4
), romelsac oTxi Rrma Ra

ri kveTs vertikalurad. msgavsi, geometriuli dekoriT Semkuli nivTi aRmoCenilia si

riaSi, mariSi, sasaxlis teritoriaze da warmoadgenda puris sacxob formas [Fortin 1999: 
101, sur. 34]. 

avranlos namosaxlarze aRmoCnda bazaltis mrgvali formis xelsafqvavis erTi na

wili (tab. VIII9
), romelsac SuaSi naxvreti aqvs. Zv.w. III-II aTswleulebSi axlo aRmosavleT

Si gavrcelebuli iyo ori erTmaneTSi Casmuli qvisagan Semdgari xelsafqvavebebi. es 
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iyo mniSvnelovnad gaumjobesebuli xalsafqvavebis varianti, romelic Zalze wvrilad 

fqvavda marcvals. siriaSi, namosaxlar tel-bazize aRmoCnda avranlos msgavsi xelsaf

qvavis orive nawili [Fortin 1999: 182, sur. 120]. 
mtkvar-araqsis kultura samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze miCneulia miwaTmoqmed-me

saqonleTa sazogadoebad. miwaTmoqmedebis did rolze meurneobaSi metyvelebs namo
saxlarebze mravalricxovani samiwaTmoqmedo iaraRis aRmoCena: irmis rqisagan damza
debuli saxvneli iaraRi, kaJisgan damzadebuli namglis CasarTebi, xelsafqvavebi, mar
cvleulis Sesanaxi WurWlebi da TviT marcvleulis nimuSebi [javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: 
45; Лисицына, Прищипенко 1977: 65-69; Лордкипанидзе 1989: 100]. cnobilia liTonis namglis 
aRmoCenis faqtebic [kikviZe 1976: 54; Кушнарёва, Чубинишвили 1970: 126]. mtkvar-araqsele
bi mevenaxeobasac [Лисицына, Прищипенко 1977: 15, 25] misdevdnen. kviristavebis didi ra
odenoba da qsovilis anabeWdebi Tixis WurWelze feiqrobis ganviTarebaze metyvelebs 
[javaxiSvili, Rlonti 1962: 33; Лордкипанидзе 1989: 101]. meurneobaSi did rols mesaqon
leobac asrulebda. sadRveblebis da sawurebis aRmoCena namosaxlarebze mesaqonle
obis mniSvnelobaze da rZis produqciis farTo warmoebaze metyvelebs [Лордкипанидзе 
1989: 101]. magram mtkvar-araqsis kulturis namosaxlarebis topografias rom gadavav
loT Tvali, advili SesamCnevia maTi spilenZiT mdidar regionebSi koncentracia. iSvia
Tia mtkvar-araqsuli namosaxlari, sadac liToni da liTonis warmoeba damowmebuli ar 
iyos. `SeiZleba Tamamad iTqvas, rom es kultura metalurgiis bazazea ganviTarebuli~ 
[kikviZe 1976: 75].

TrialeTis adre brinjaos xanis namosaxlarebze Zalze iSviaTad gvxvdeba liTonis 

iaraRi da metalurgiasTan dakavSirebuli sagnebi, mag. tigeli avranlodan (tab. VI5
). Se

saZloa, Tixis diskebic liTonis nedleulis asawonad ixmareboda. avranlodan xandos

ken mimaval gzaze ki dResac arsebobs spilenZis sabado Zveli SaxtebiT da mTa, romel

sac adgilobrivi mosaxleoba madans eZaxis.

TrialeTis adrebrinjaos xanis Zeglebis daTariRebis sakiTxebi. TrialeTis ad

re brinjaos namosaxlarebsa da samarxebSi aRmoCenili keramikuli masala msgavsia sam

xreT saqarTveloSi, somxeTSi da anatoliaSi (malaTiis regionSi) aRmoCenili keramiki

sa. Tumca zogierTi egzemplari Sida qarTlisTvisac damaxasiaTebelia. b. kuftinis mier 

beSTaSenis namosaxlarze adreul kompleqsad miCneuli keramika identuria arslanTe

fe VI B1 fenaSi, gvian uruqul keramikasTan erTad aRmoCenili qoTnebisa da somxeTSi, ge

Rarotsa da horomSi aRmoCenili WurWlisa. somxeTSi aRmoCenili msgavsi keramikis Sem

cveli fenebi Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis dasasruliT da III aTaswleulis dasawyisiT TariRde

ba. geRarotis msgavsi keramika momdinareobs fenebidan, romelTa C14 meTodis mixedviT 

TariRdeba Zv.w. 3100-2700 ww. [Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004: 20], xolo horomidan 

Zv.w. 3350-3050 ww. da Zv.w. 3371-3136 ww. [Badaljan, Kohl , Stronach, Tonikjan 1994: 14; Badaljan, Edens, 
Gorny, Kohl 1993: 3]. arslanTefe VIB fena tradiciuli `saSualo~ qronologiiT jemdeT-

nasris/adre dinastiuri I epoqis Tanadroulia da 3100-2800ww. TariRdeba [Conti, Persiani 
1993: 386].

b. kuftinis mier gamoyofili meore qronologiuri jgufis keramika beSTaSenidan 

msgavsebas iCens Sida qarTlis namosaxlarebTan. 

mesame qronologiuri jgufis moxatuli fragmentebi malaTiis da qebanis regio

nebSi aRmoCenili moxatuli keramikis analogiuria. arslanTefes VI C da norSunTefes 

XXI-XVIII fenebSi dadasturebuli moxatuli WurWeli Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirveli naxev

riTa da Sua xanebiT TariRdeba [Conti, Persiani 1993: 388]. analogiuri keramikis Semcveli 
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puluris VIII fena C14 meTodiT Zv.w. 2470±150w TariRdeba [Kosay 1976: 130]. unda aRiniSnos, 

rom bedenis # 5 yorRanSic aRmoCnda moxatuli keramika. Ria feris zedapirze muqi saRe

baviT datanili iyo ornamenti, romelic sruliad gaqra saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muze

umis laboratoriaSi maTi garecxvis dros [gobejiSvili 1981: 48]. beSTaSenis moxatuli 

fragmentebic Ria feris fonze muqi saRebavebiTaa Sesrulebuli. savaraudoa, rom namo

saxlaris maxloblad aRmoCenili adreuli epoqis yorRanebi beSTaSenis mesame qrono

logiuri jgufis Semcvel samosaxlos macxovreblebs ekuTvnoda 

Cveni azriT,B beSTaSenis adre brinjaos epoqis namosaxlari Seesabameba arslanTefes 

VI B da C da puluris X-VIII fenebs. gamomdinare aqedan, funqcionirebda Zv.w. IV aTaswleu

lis dasasrulidan Zv.w. III aTaswleulis Sua xanebamde da ori arqeologiuri kulturis 

(mtkvar-araqsi, bedeni) Tanaarsebobis amsaxvel fenebs Seicavs.

oznis da avranlos namosaxlarebze gvxvdeba rogorc adreuli, Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis 

dasasruliT daTariRebuli keramika, aseve moxatuli keramikis fragmentebi, romlebic 

Zv.w. III aTaswleulis Sua xanebiT TariRdeba. amdenad, SesaZlebelia vivaraudoT, rom 

beSTaSenis, oznis da avranlos uZvelesi namosaxlarebi funqcionirebda daaxloebiT 

500 wlis ganmavlobaSi, Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis dasasrulidan Zv.w. III aTaswleulis Sua xa

namde.

daskvna. mtkvar-araqsis adre brinjaos xanis kultura gavrcelebis farTo arealiT 

aris gamorCeuli: samxreT-dasavleTiT anatoliaSi, eliazig-malaTiis regions moicavs 

da siria-palestinaSi vrceldeba; dasavleT saqarTveloSi - yvirilis auzsa da guriaSi 

gvxvdeba; samxreTiT vanis tbamde aRwevs, xolo samxreT-aRmosavleTiT - urmiis tbasa 

da Tavrizis raions moicavs. aRmosavleTiT ki milisa da yarabaRis stepebSia gavrcele

buli. am kulturisaTvis mzardi demografiis fonze intensiuri gansaxlebis procesia 

damaxasiaTebeli. mtkvar-araqsis kulturis fenomeni mis xangrZlivobaSi, uzarmazar 

teritoriaze gavrcelebasa da Tvisebebis saocar erTgvarovnebaSi mdgomareobs, Tum

ca lokaluri Taviseburebebic SeimCneva. aseT lokalur regionad SeiZleba CaiTvalos 

qvemo qarTli, TrialeTi, mesxeTi da dRevandeli somxeTi, romlisTvisac damaxasiaTe

belia erTnairi keramikuli formebi, keramikis ornamentuli saxeebi, dakrZalvis wesebi 

da sacxovreblebis arqiteqtura.

mtkvar-araqsuli keramika Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevridan mcire raodenobiT 

Cndeba evfratis zemo welze, eliazig-malaTiis regionSi, romelic am periodSi ekono

mikur ayvavebas ganicdida. eliazig-malaTiis ekonomikuri ayvaveba dakavSirebuli iyo 

Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis Sua xanebSi uruqeli vaWrebis SemoRweviT am regionSi. amas adastu

rebs korujuTefe B-s mdidruli samarxebi, romelTa inventari da akldamebis arqiteq

tura axlo paralelebs poulobs Tefe gavras XI-IX fenebTan. arslanTefes monumenturi 

arqiteqtura da simdidre m. franjipanes avaraudebinebs arslanTefeSi administraci

uli aparatis da adre saxelmwifoebrivi organizaciuli sistemis arsebobas [Frangipane 

1997: 45-48]. amdenad, Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis dasasruls malaTiis regioni warmoadgenda 

ekonomikurad ganviTarebul da kargad organizebul regionalur centrs, romelsac 

savaraudoa, rom mtkvar-araqsuli mosaxleoba Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis Sua xanebidan aw

vdida brinjaos da SesaZloa oqrosac. arslanTefes mosaxleobis simdidris wyaro li

ToniT vaWroba iyo. amas mowmobs III Senobis erT-erTi oTaxSi (113) aRmoCenili iaraRis 

sawyobi [Burney 1993: 314-315]. arslanTefe mniSvnelovan rols asrulebda siria-meso

potamiasTan urTierTobaSi, radganac sxvadasxva kulturul arealebs Soris arsebul 
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sasazRvro xazze mdebareobda. Cveni azriT, uruqeli vaWrebis da mtkvar-araqseli ad

reuli meliToneebis sakontaqto zona arsebobda swored am regionSi. SesaZloa meso

potamielTa savaWro interesma gamoiwvia metalurgiis ganviTareba da brinjaos epoqis 

dasawyisi samxreT kavkasiaSi, romelsac Tan sdevda saerTo ekonomikuri da kulturuli 

aRmavloba. am procesebis Sedegi iyo demografiuli zrda da mtkvar-araqsis kulturis 

did teritoriaze gavrceleba. 

samecniero literaturaSi araerTgzis aRiniSna, rom gvianuruquli periodis mdi

dari arslanTefe samxreT kavkasiidan mosulma xalxma daangria. m. franjipanes gamoT

qmiT `naxevrad momTabare kavkasielebma~ Tavisi sar-lastiT nagebi qoxebi aRmarTes 

dangreuli sasaxleebis adgilze.~ misi azriT mtkvar-araqsis kulturis matarebeli 

xalxi naxevrad momTabare, pastoraluri meurneobis mqone sazogadoebas warmoadgenda 

[Frangipane 2003: 32-34]. 

Zv.w. III aTaswleulis dasawyisSi samxreT kavkasiasa da anatoliidan siria-palesti

nisaken da iranisken mtkvar-araqselTa erTi nawilis intensiuri infiltracia mimdina

reobda, Tumca am kulturis xalxis ZiriTadi nawili Tavis Zir-Zvel adgilsamyofelze 

rCeba.

anatoliisa da siria-palestinis adrebrinjaos xanis zogierTi namosaxlarze Zli

eri xanZris kvali dasturdeba. mecnierTa nawili Tvlis, rom isini mtkvar-araqselebma 

gaanadgures [Schaeffer 1961: 231; Frangipane 2003: 33-34]. ukanasknel xans m. rotmanma mtkvar

-araqselTa axlo aRmosavleTSi gamoCena Turq-seljukTa migracias Seadara [Rothman 
2003: 98-99]. 

Cveni azriT, orive es mosazreba seriozul koreqtirebas moiTxovs. xazgasasmelia, 

rom samxreT kavkasiaSi gaTxrili mtkvar-araqsis kulturis namosaxlarebi gamoirCeva 

Tavisi mSvidobiani xasiaTiT. am teritoriaze dadasturebuli arqeologiuri Zeglebi 

srul uflebas gvaZlevs vivaraudoT, rom mtkvar-araqsis kulturis xalxs maRalganvi

Tarebuli miwaTmoqmedeba hqonda. 
samxreT kavkasiaSi arqeologiurad Seswavlili mtkvar-araqsis kulturis namosax

larebis mniSvnelovani nawili mravalfeniania da did farTobzea gaSlili. mag. qvacx
elas farTobi 3,5 ha-s udris da sam kulturul fenas Seicavs, Svidi samSeneblo hori
zontiT. xizanaanT gora niadagis eroziiT Zlier aris dazianebuli, Tumca Tavis droze 
sakmaod did namosaxlars warmoadgenda. misi sami samSeneblo horizonti ufro adreu
lia, vidre qvacxelasi. amdenad, es namosaxlari sakmaod didxans funqcionirebda. axal
cixis amiranis goras ekava 8 ha. am terasul namosaxlarze sami samSeneblo horizonti 
gamoiyofa [Джавахишвили 1973: 114, 131, 150]. beSTaSenis namosaxlari 12 ha-zea ganfenili. 
adrebrinjaos xanis kulturuli fenis simZlavre 1,5 m-ia da sam samSeneblo horizonts 
moicavs. avranlos farTobi 6 heqtaria. aqac sami qronologiuri periodi gamoiyofa. 
oznis namosaxlari 10 ha farTobze yofila gaSenebuli. SengaviTis farTobi daaxloe
biT 30 ha-s udrida. oTxi metris sisqis adre brinjaos epoqis kulturul fenaSi e. bai
burTianma sami samSeneblo horizonti gamoyo [Джавахишвили 1973: 168, 182]. 

samxreT kavkasiis adre brinjaos xanis dasaxlebebisa da sacxovreblebis dagegmare
bas mTeli rigi saerTo niSnebi axasiaTebs, miuxedavad imisa, Tu ra samSeneblo masalaa 
gamoyenebuli (qva, xe, alizi, aguri). samSeneblo masalis arCeva damokidebuli iyo bi
ogaremoze. yvela mtkvar-araqsuli namosaxlari mdebareobda samiwaTmoqmedo savargu
lebSi, mdinaris napiras. soflebi erTmaneTis siaxloves iyo ganlagebuli. individua
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luri saxlebic SemWidrovebulad idga. SeimCneva sakulto centris, agreTve quCebis da 
moednebis gamoyofis tendencia [Джавахишвили 1973: 110-116]. 

am epoqis samSeneblo saqme da arqiteqtura, aseve is faqti, rom namosaxlarebi drois 
sakmaod xangrZliv monakveTSi funqcionirebda, gamoricxavs am sazogadoebis naxevrad
momTabare pastoralur meurneobas. isini miwaTmoqmedebi da meliToneebi arian. gansa
kuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia, rom samxreT kavkasiaSi gaTxrili adrebrinjaos xanis samarov
nebi sabrZolo iaraRs TiTqmis ar Seicavs. dasaxlebebs ki mZlavri TavdacviTi sistemebi 
ar gaaCnia. sabrZolo iaraRi didi raodenebiT mxolod mtkvar-araqsis kulturis fina
lur stadiaze Cndeba (saCxere). b. kuftinis da o. jafariZis azriT, saCxereSi aRmoCeni
li sabrZolo da saparado iaraRi winaaziur minabaZebs warmoadgenen [Куфтин 1949: 71-74; 
jafariZe 1991: 124-125]. Tumca namosaxlarebis adreul fenebSi aRmoCenili sxvadasxva 
saxis sabrZolo da Sromis iaraRis yalibebi da iaraRi savaraudebels xdis maT farTo 
gamoyenebas yofaSi [Кушнарёва, Чубинишвили 1970: 114-116]. amdenad SeiZleba vivaraudoT, 
rom militarizaciis niSnebi samxreT kavkasiaSi Cndeba SedarebiT gvian da SesaZloa, ax
lo aRmosavleTSi ganviTarebul politikur movlenebTan iyos dakavSirebuli, rasac 
Cveni azriT, Zv.w. III aTaswleulis bolo saukuneebSi, mtkvar-araqselTa nawilis kavkasi
aSi dabruneba mohyva.

Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebis mijnaze mtkvar-araqsis kulturis xalxi eliazig-malaTi

is regionSi mkvidrdeba. Tu Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevarSi mtkvar-arqsuli, anu 

rasac Tanamedrove TurqeTSi `qarazul~ keramikas uwodeben, qebanis regionSi, siriul, 

centralur da aRmosavleT anatoliur keramikis 35% Seadgens, Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleule

bis mijnaze _ 60%, xolo Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirvel naxevarSi 80%-mde gaizarda [Abay 
1997: 18-19]. Cveni azriT, eliazig-malaTiis regionSi qvemo qarTlis lokaluri erTobis 

warmomadgenlebi damkvidrdnen. maT samxreT kavkasiaSi mesopotamiuri kulturis ele

mentebi Semoitanes.

m. keli-buCelatis azriT, arslanTefe VI B1 periodSi mosulma adretranskavkasiu

ri kulturis (mtkvar-araqsis kultura) xalxma liTonis sabadoebze da vaWrobaze kon

troli daawesa da gamanawilebeli punqtebis reorientacia moaxdina [Kelly-Buccellati 1990: 
122]. mtkvar-araqselTa Semosvlam arslanTefes ganviTarebaze uaryofiTad imoqmeda. 

`kavkasielebi~ ver CaerTnen adgilobriv ekonomikur sistemaSi, ramac malaTiis region

Si xanmokle periodiT ekonomikuri krizisi gamoiwvia [Frangipane 2003: 32-34]. Tumca swo

red mesopotamiuri kulturuli gavleniT unda aixsnas inovaciebi samxreT kavkasiis 

kulturaSi.

Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis axlo aRmosavleTisTvis qviT, an aguriT nagebi akldamebi sak

maod iSviaTi movlenaa. TiTqmis yvela SemTxvevaSi isini gamoirCeva mdidari inventariT 

da Sesabamisad warCinebulTa dasakrZalavebs warmoadgens. qviT da aguriT nagebi mdid

ruli akldamebi pirvelad Cndeba Tefe gavras XI-VIII fenebSi da uruqis periodiT, Zv.w. 

IV aTaswleulis Sua xanebiT TariRdeba [Ллойд 1984: 72]. TiToeulSi mravladaa firuzis, 

obsidianis, serdolikis, lazuritis, spilos Zvlis da oqros samkauli, romelic sava

raudod tanisamossa da diademebze iyo mimagrebuli. rogorc Cans, isini Temis warCi

nebul pirebs ekuTvnodaT [Ллойд 1984: 93]. Tefe-gavras akldamebTan axlo paralelebs 

poulobs mdidruli inventaris Semcveli, qviT da aguriT nagebi koleqtiuri akldamebi 

malaTiis regionidan [Burney 1980: 161]. korujuTefe BB fenaSi, romelic TariRdeba Zv.w. 

3500-3000 ww. aguriT nagebi ori akldama aRmoCnda. pirvel samarxSi esvena qali, romelic 

Semkuli iyo mravalricxovani qvis da vercxlis samkauliT, romelTa Soris aRsaniSnavia 
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vercxlis diadema. meore samarxSi esvena ori micvalebuli – qali da mamakaci. orive Sem

kuli iyo vercxlis da spilenZis samkauliT [Loon van, Güterbock 1971: 17]. 

Zv.w. 3000-2900 ww. TariRdeba arslanTefes VI B1 fenaSi aRmoCenili e.w. `mefis” aklda

ma, romelic qvis filebiT aris nagebi. keramikis nawili adgilobrivi, gvianuruquli 

tipisaa, nawili ki – mtkvar-araqsuli, Savpriala, vardisfersarCuliani. ZiriTadi mic

valebulis garda, iq kidev oTxi axalgazrda micvalebulis ConCxi aRmoCnda. m. franji

panes azriT, ori maTgani SesaZloa msxverplad iyo Sewiruli. sami micvalebuli Semku

li iyo spilenZis, vercxlis da oqros samkauliT, romelTagan aRsaniSnavia vercxlis 

da spilenZis Senadnobisagan damzadebuli diademebi, romlebic qvacxelas #2 samarxSi 

aRmoCenili diademis msgavsia. ZiriTad micvalebuls Catanebuli hqonda didi raodeno

biT samxreT kavkasiuri warmomavlobis liTonis iaraRi, samkauli da keramika. mraval

ricxovani mZivebi damzadebuli iyo mTis brolis, vercxlis da oqrosgan. mZivebi ise iyo 

ganlagebuli, rom SesaZloa tansacmlis da sudaris mokazmulobas warmoadgendnen. li

Tonis inventari (Subispirebi, satevrebi, maxvilebi, culebi, xviebi, samajurebi da sxva) 

damzadebulia spilenZis, brinjaos, vercxlis da iseTi aratipiuri Senadnobisgan, ro

goricaa vercxli da spilenZi. m. franjipanes azriT, ZiriTadi micvalebuli ucxoelia, 

kavkasieli, Tumca didebuli warmomavlobis da Zveli elitis memkvidrecaa [Frangipane 
2003: 33-34]. 

Cveni azriT, samxreT kavkasiaSi qvis akldamebi zemo mesopotamiuri minabaZiT igebo

da, radganac mtkvar-araqsis kulturis sazogadoebis garkveul nawils ukve `mefobis~ 

pretenzia hqonda. isini cdilobdnen garegnulad mainc miebaZaT Tefe-gavras didebule

bisaTvis, miuxedavad imisa, rom amis ekonomikuri safuZveli, rogorc Cans, ar hqondaT. 

rogorc Cans, drois garkveul monakveTSi mtkvar-araqselebma SeZles aRmosavleT 

anatoliis bazris monopolizireba da uSualod daukavSirdnen mesopotamiel vaWrebs, 

radgan Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirvel naxevarsa da SuaxanebSi Savpriala keramika Crdi

lo siriis qalaqebSi tel-braksa [Oates 1987: 198] da tel-mozanSi [Kelly-Buccellati 1990: 121] 

Cndeba. SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebis mijnaze mtkvar-araqsele

bi mesopotamiuri kulturis miRwevebs eziarnen da Seecadnen misi minabaZebi Semoeta

naT samxreT kavkasiaSi (mag. ozniSi aRmoCenilia oTxwaxnaga sasakmevle [Жоржикашвили, 

Гогадзе 1974: tab. 3963
]). msgavsi nivTebi, romlebic SedarebiT ukeT gamosaxavs Senobebis 

miniaturul modelebs da amave dros, SesaZloa, warmoadgens sasakmevleebs, aRmoCeni

lia qvacxelaze [jafariZe 1976: sur. 43], amiranis goraze [CubiniSvili 1963: sur. 4
24

], xi

zanaanT goraze [kikviZe 1972: tab. XXIV
1
] da digaSenSi [Орджоникидзе 1995: sur. 141

1
]. aRsa

niSnavia, rom aseTi maketebi arc anatoliaSi gvxvdeba da arc kavkasiis sxva regionebSi 

da garkveul siaxloves iCens mesopotamiur sasakmevleebTan. msgavsi sasakmevleebi aR

moCenili iyo ubeidis periodis eriduSi – abu-SaxreinSi, agreTve Tefe gavras XI fenaSi, 

romelic Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevriT TariRdeba da jemdeT-nasris periodis 

(Zv.w. 3200‑2800 ww.) xafajSi [Goff 1963: sur. 147, 237, 328, 496]. mrgvali Senobis maketi aRmoC

nda mariSi Zv.w. 2700-2500 ww. daTariRebul fenebSi [Fortin 1999: 278]. mtkvar-araqsuli sa

sakmevleebi msgavsad mesopotamiuri censer, an insence burner-isa saxlebis maketebs warmo

adgens. ovaluri (xizanaanT gora), an oTxkuTxa (ozni, qvacxela, digaSeni), fanjriani da 

albaT sakvamle miliani miniaturuli saxlebi yvelaze met siaxloves poulobs ubeidur 

epoqis sasakmevleebTan (Tefe-gavra, tel-braki, xafaje) da absoluturad gansxvavdeba 

mogvianebiT, Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevridan anatoliasa da iranSi gavrcelebu
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li welSi gamoyvanili da farTopiriani sasakmevlebisagan. Cveni azriT, oznis, iseve ro

gorc saqarTvelos sxva Zeglebze aRmoCenili sasakmevleebi dakavSirebulia mesopota

miur sakulto praqtikasTan.

rogorc aRvniSneT, TrialeTSi (ozni, beSTaSeni) aRmoCnda ori WurWeli, romelzec 

wriulad niSnebia gamosaxuli. aseTi WurWlebi aRmoCnda mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Zeg

lebze saqarTveloSi, somxeTSi, iransa da anatoliaSi (qvacxela, amiranis gora, aradeTi, 

SengaviTi, ariWi, ianik-Tefe, norSunTefe, puluri) da rogorc Cans, `piqtografiuli~ 

damwerlobis Seqmnis mcdelobas warmoadgenda.

yvelgan Zvel msoflioSi, damwerlobis Seqmna Tan sdevs civilizaciis gaCenas. dam

werlobis SemoReba qronologiurad emTxveva saxelmwifos Seqmnas, did Zvrebs xelos

nobaSi, vaWrobaSi, warmoebaSi, metalurgiaSi, satransporto gzebis da saSualebebis 

da soflis meurneobis ganviTarebaSi. am progresuli movlenebis fonze yvela damwer

lobamdeli kultura SedarebiT primitiulad gveCveneba [Гельб 1982: 211]. rogorc Cans, 

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis sazogadoeba garkveul etapze asuli iyo im safexurze, rode

sac Cndeba damwerlobis Seqmnis moTxovnileba, magram CvenTvis ucnobi mizezebis gamo 

ver daZlia es etapi da niSan-simboloebi damwerlobiT sistemad ar gadaizarda. aRsa

niSnavia, rom niSnebi Cndeba mxolod mtkvar-araqsis kulturaSi da aRar gvxvdeba arc 

`TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanebis~ kulturaSi da arc gviani brinjaos xanis Zeglebze. 

rogorc Cans, isini gamoiyeneboda mxolod magiuri, sakralur-ritualuri daniSnule

biT da funqcia dakarges garkveuli social-ekonomikuri cvlilebebis da struqturu

lad axali sazogadoebis Camoyalibebis Sedegad.

Zveli welTaRricxvis IV-III aTaswleulebis mijnaze samxreT kavkasiaSi, mtkvar-araq

sis kulturis gavrcelebis teritoriaze, Cndeba axali kulturuli elementebis mTeli 

rigi, romelic, Cveni azriT, Crdilo mesopotamiuri kulturuli gavleniT unda aixsnas. 

kulturul novaciebs miekuTvneba alizis aguriT nagebi Senobebi (qvacxela, qiul-Tefe 

II, SengaviTi), sacxovrebeli Senobebis iatakis qveS dakrZalva (amiranis gora), qviT na

gebi akldamebi (Tamarisi, koda, kikeTi, ardasubani, safar-xaraba da sxva) poliqromuli 

moxatuloba Senobebis kedlebze (gudabertya), ideogramuli niSnebi keramikaze (ozni, 

amiranis gora, beSTaSeni, aradeTis orgora), moxatuli keramika (qvacxela, beSTaSeni, 

aragvis xeoba), miniaturuli arqiteqturuli modelebi – sasakmevleebi, (qvacxela, xiza

naanT gora, amiranis gora, ozni, digaSeni), Tixis anTropomorfuli qandakebebi (qvacx

ela, cixiagora, xizanaanT gora, amiranis gora), rqiani zesadgrebi (qvacxela, xizanaanT 

gora, qulbaqebi, ariWi), Stampuri sabeWdavebi (axali Jinvali, gudabertya), sabeWdaviT 

dabeWdili keramika (qvacxela). am kulturul novaciebs Tan sdevda mTeli rigi socia

luri cvlilebebi: Cndeba didi da mcire samlocveloebi (qvacxelebi, gudabertya, ami

ranis gora, SengaviTi), gansxvavebuli, aguriT nagebi saxlebi, romlebic SesaZloa Temis 

warCinebulebs ekuTvnoda (qvacxelebi, baba-derviSi), belad-qurumebi, Tu `mefeebi” ik

rZalebian gansxvavebul samarxebSi (saCxere, Tamarisi, amiranis gora, kikeTi, koda, sa

far-xaraba), maT gamorCeuli samarxeuli inventari gaaCniaT (diadema qvacxeladan, sa

parado iaraRi saCxeredan, niSnebiani WurWeli amiranis goradan). es faqtebi mowmobs, 

rom arsebobs garkveuli fena, romelic sargeblobs ufro didi privilegiebiT, vidre 

Cveulebrivi meTeme. arsebobs sataZro, Tu saTemo sakuTreba, romelic dacvas saWiro

ebs da arsebobs niSanTa sistema, romlis saSualebiTac fiqsirdeba da inaxeba garkveuli 

informacia. Cveni azriT, mtkvar-araqsis kulturis ganviTarebul etapze, Zv.w. III aTas
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wleulis pirvel naxevarSi, formirebis stadiaSi iyo administraciul-biurokratiuli 

aparati, romelic mesopotamiuri sataZro administraciuli sistemis modelis primi

tiul asls warmoadgens. mtkvar-araqsel didebulebs, ki romelTac mefobis pretenzia 

gaaCndaT, krZalavdnen gansakuTrebuli ritualiT da iSviaT SemTxvevaSi gamorCeuli 

inventariT.

miuxedavad amisa mtkvar-araqselTa soflebi ver gadaiqca qalaqebad, arsad Cans mo

numenturi arqiteqtura, niSan-simboloebi ver gadaiqca damwerlobad da CvenTvis ga

urkveveli mizezebis gamo es sazogadoeba `qalaquri civilizaciis~ donemde ver amaR

lda. 

Zv.w. III aTaswleulis miwurulisaTvis samxreT kavkasiaSi Cndeba `mefeTa~ da dide

bulTa `brwyinvale yorRanebi.~ maT gamorCeul dasakrZalavebTan, Zveli aRmosavleTi

saTvis tradiciuli, magram samxreT kavkasiisaTvis manamde sruliad ucnobi grandio

zuli saprocesio-saritualo gzebi igeba [narimaniSvili 2000; Narimanishvili 2004.]. yorRa

nebSi didi raodenobiTaa fufunebis sagnebi, Zvirfasi liTonebisgan damzadebuli Wur

Weli, samkauli da iaraRi. keramikis mixedviT Tu vimsjelebT, aSkarad SeiniSneba winare, 

mtkvar-araqsis kulturis tradiciebi. aseve SesamCnevia mesopotamiuri da iranuli gav

lena keramikul da saiuveliro nawarmSi.

Cveni azriT, `TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanebSi~ dakrZaluli `mefeebi~ da didebu

lebi samxreTidan Urheimat-Si dabrunebuli mtkvar-araqselTa STamomavlebi arian. ro

gorc Cans, mtkvar-araqselTa erTi nawili anatoliasa da mesopotamiaSi darCa, xolo me

ore nawili samSobloSi dabrunda da wina aziis kulturuli miRwevebi Zvel tradiciebs 

Seusabama.
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tabulebis aRwera

tab. I – 1. saqarTvelos ruka TrialeTis aRniSvniT; 2. avranlos `ciklopuri~ simagrisa da namo

saxlaris xedi.

tab. II – 1. # 3 Txrilis saerTo xedi; 2. #3 Txrili. adrebrinjaos xanis saxlis iataki, # 5 samarxis 

kromlexi da samarxi kameris qvayrili.

tab. III – 1. # 3 Txrili. gegma da Wrilebi. IV done; 2. #3 Txrili. gegma da Wrilebi. V done; 3. adreb

rinjaos xanis ormo. gegma da Wrili.

tab. IV – # 4 Txrili. 1. saerTo xedi; 2. adrebrinjaos xanis saxlis iataki. marcxniv # 1 samarxi; 3. 

# 3 Txrili. adrebrinjaos xanis ormos qvayrili.

tab. V – 1. # 4 Txrili, II done, gegma da Wrili; 2. # 4 Txrili, III done, gegma da Wrili; 3. #4 Txrili. 

Wrilebi.

tab. VI – 1, 2. namosaxlari. SemTxveviT mopovebuli keramika; 3. namglis CasarTebi; 4. yaryatis ga

mosaxuleba; 5. tigeli; 6. spiraliT Semkuli WurWeli; 7. # 4 Txrili. dergis fragmenti; 8. # 4 

Txrili. qoTani; 9. # 4 Txrili. badia.

tab. VII – 1-36. namosaxlari. SemTxveviT mopovebuli keramika da obsidianis lamelebi; 37,38,40,44. 

# 3 Txrili. saxlis iatakze aRmoCenili artefaqtebi; 39, 46. # 1 ormoSi aRmoCenili masala; 

41-43, 45-50. # 4 Txrili. Senobis iatakze aRmoCenili masala.

tab. VIII – 1, 2, 4-6, 10. # 4 TxrilSi aRmoCenili qvisa da Tixis artefaqtebi; 3, 7-9, 11. namosaxlarze 

SemTxveviT mopovebuli masala.

tab. IX – 1. safar-xaraba. akldamiani yorRanis gegma da Wrilebi; 2. akldamis gegma da Wrilebi; 3-4. 

akldamaSi aRmoCenili badia da mZivebi; 5. akldama. Canaxati. 
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Trialeti is situated in the southern part of Georgia, along the Trialeti mountain range, on the north side of 
the Lesser Caucasus (pl. I, 1). In terms of archaeological research, Trialeti is one of the most significant regions 
in South Caucasia. There is a concentration of sites of almost all periods both prehistoric and historic, and 
which contain rich and varied material. 

History of research. The archaeological investigation of Trialeti began as early as the second half of the 19th 
century. At the beginning of the 20th century E. Taqaishvili devoted a monograph to the antiquities of Trialeti 
(Taqaishvili 1913). Large-scale archaeological excavations carried out in 1936 in connection with the con-
struction of the Tsalka reservoir under the leadership of Prof. B. Kuftin, gave a completely new perspective 
for a number of issues relating to the ancient past not only of Trialeti but also of South Caucasia (Kuftin 1938; 
Kuftin 1940; Kuftin 1941; Kuftin 1948). 

In Trialeti Kuftin brought to light entirely new archaeological artefacts which, in his opinion, formed a 
“special ceramic complex, very uniform with clearly distinctive peculiarities. Despite an abundance of shapes, 
it is accompanied by a very scanty non-ceramic inventory. This is the reason for the unidentified nature of 
Trialeti “Eneolithic” pottery. “Its importance for the study of the formation of economic and cultural patterns 
in Georgia and its contiguous countries is enormous” (Kuftin 1941: 106). Kuftin related the Eneolithic pottery 
excavated in Trialeti to ceramic complexes recovered earlier at South Caucasian sites, on the basis of which 
he distinguished the culture of the Kura and the Araxes. He calls this period “the most mysterious page of the 
archaeology of Trialeti” (Kuftin 1941: 106).

The study of the ancient settlements was of the utmost importance, and enabled Kuftin to distinguish 
two stages in the development of the Kura-Araxes Culture: Eneolithic and Early Bronze Age. He dated the 
newly found culture to 3000-2200 BC (Kuftin 1947, 67: Kuftin 1949, 75). He conducted excavations at Trialeti 
at two Kura-Araxes Culture sites, at Beshtasheni and Ozni. He also excavated some Kura-Araxes period burials, 
at Beshtasheni, Ozni, Tash-Bashi, and Barmaksizi. In 1998-2006, in connection with the building of the BTC 
pipeline, the Trialeti Archaeological Expedition, directed by G. Narimanishvili investigated the Early Bronze 
Age settlement of Avranlo.

Trialeti settlements. The Avranlo Early Bronze Age settlement was found near the village of Avranlo, in a field 
to the north of the “Cyclopean” fortress (pl. I, 2), where archaeological survey work in 1998 produced frag-
ments of black- and red-burnished pottery diagnostic of the Kura-Araxes Culture. In 2003 G. Ashkalov, a resi-
dent of Avranlo, gave the Trialeti Archaeological Expedition some chance finds made in the area. The material 
included fragments of handles (pl. VII, 1-10), lids (pl. VII, 28-29, 31-36) rims and walls (pl. VII, 11-16, 30) typical 
of Kura-Araxes Culture pottery.

In 2006 excavations were conducted in connection with the construction of an irrigation system for 
the villages in the upper zone of Tsalka. The building of the water-pipe found one part of a settlement that 
stretches over the field from north to south, from the main road to the “Cyclopean” fortress. It seemed more 
densely occupied in its southern part near the fortress, from which it was detached by a gorge that divides 

N i n o  S h a n s h a s h v i l i

Sites of the Kura-Araxes Culture  
in Trialeti



162	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Nino Shanshashvili

the settlement into two parts.
Four trenches were dug across the settlement. Two yielded remains of the Early Bronze Age Kura-Araxes 

settlement, badly damaged, however, by Late Bronze and Classical period burials (pl. II, 2; pl. III, 1-2). Frag-
ments of Early Bronze Age buildings were recorded in two trenches (pl. IV, 1-2; pl. V, 1-3). Trench No. 2 mea-
sures 4.0 x 8.0 m (pl. II, 1). Two burials of the 13th-12th centuries BC, part of the floor of an Early Bronze Age 
building and a household pit of the same period (pl. III, 2; pl. IV, 2) were excavated. Pottery of the Kura-Araxes 
period appeared in all the sections of the trench.

Chamber tombs of basalt were found 0.2-0.3m below the modern ground level. The bases of the stones 
were at a depth of 0.45-0.5 m. Fragments of an earthen floor plastered with clay appeared beneath the bases, 
at a depth of 0.6-0.8 m (pl. III, 1-2). The Early Bronze Age floor was best found in the area of Burial No. 5. The 
chamber tomb filled the whole trench. The Early Bronze Age level also extends over this area (pl. II, 2), and 
can also be observed in the north, south and east parts sections of the trench, which suggests that it extends 
beyond the trench as well. The distance between the lower level of the stones of the chamber tomb and the 
earthen floor is 0.2-0. 25 m.

The walls of the Early Bronze Age house were not recorded in the trench, which makes it impossible to 
define their architectural form or plan. Fragments of fired adobe with impressions of wood, however, were 
found lying on the floor. It is a notable fact that no building stone was detected, which suggests that the con-
structions were built of wood and plastered with adobe. 

The area of the clay plastered floor in the zone of one of the burials (Grid 12 of Plot CXCIII, Grid 10 of Plot 
CXCIV, Grid 3 of Plot CCXXIII and Grid 1 of Plot CCXXIV) is 2.5 x 4 m (pl. III, 1-2). It has a basis of thin yellow clay 
overlaid with a well-baked clay floor 0.005-0.008 m thick. Pottery and sickle blades were found on the floor 
(pl. VII, 37-38, 40, 44).

Areas of concentration of Early Bronze Age pottery and separate fragments of floor were found near of 
another burial in the central part of the trench (Grid 1 of Plot CCXXIV). Both the Early Bronze Age level and the 
chamber tomb were disturbed. Nevertheless, this remnant of the settlement was similar to the one described 
above.

In the eastern part of trench No. 3, at the border of Grids 5 and 6, an Early Bronze Age household pit was 
excavated. A circular stone mound 1.9 m in diameter constructed over the pit appeared at a depth of 0.5 m 
(pl. IV, 3). The pit itself was 0.8 m in diameter and 0.95 m deep. It was filled with small and medium sized stones 
(pl. III, 2). Potsherds ocenturiesurred at various levels (pl. VII, 39, 46).

Remains of Kura-Araxes Culture dwellings of the Early Bronze Age were also recorded in Trench No. 4. It 
measured 6.0 x 8.0.m and was found to contain seven burials and the remains of an Early Bronze Age dwell-
ing (pl. II, 2). One burial of the 4th century BC (No. 1) and three burials of the 13th-12th centuries BC (Nos 2, 3, 4) 
were excavated. Every part of the trench contained Early Bronze Age remains. An undisturbed thick layer was 
recorded only at the south-west corner of the trench, in sections 2, 3 of Grid 5, Plot CXCII (pl. IV, 2). Consisting 
of ash and carbon 0.3 m thick, it covers an area of 1.8 x 2.4 m (pl. V, 1). Part of a basalt wall abuts this layer, 
and continues through the unexcavated areas to the south and west. To the north was a Classical period cist 
burial, which cut through the Early Bronze Age layer. One burial appeared in the south face of the trench, but 
was left unexcavated. The part of the settlement found in sections 2, 3 of Grid 5, Plot CXCII proved to be the 
north-east corner of an Early Bronze Age house. The stone wall dressed on one side is a part of the chamber 
tomb of the Late Bronze Age burial and not the wall of the house since at least a small part of the floor goes 
under it (pl. V, 2-3). The house has an earth floor plastered with clay on which vessels of different shapes and 
sizes had stood (pl. VII, 41-43). Particularly important is a fragment of a large pot with a representation of an 
animal in relief (pl. VII, 45). The pottery is made from well-precipitated clay and its surface is burnished. All of it 
is reddish, although it should be mentioned that the house displays traces of an intense fire and the colour of 
the pottery might be the result of secondary burning. There appeared stone mortars and pieces of plaster on 
the floor. The latter have impressions of wood which points to the fact that this house, like the one excavated 
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in Trench No. 3 was of jargvali type, or a timber house.
Within the settlement and on the floors of the houses there were numerous vessels in situ: fragments of 

large pots (pl. VI, 7, pl. VII, 45, 47), smaller pots (pl. VI, 8; pl. VII, 11, 40), large bowls (pl. VI, 9; pl. VII, 24, 26), smaller 
bowls (pl. VII, 25, 27), rims and wall fragments ( pl. VII, 20-21), hemispherical handles (pl. VII, 1, 5), so called 
pseudo-handles (pl. VII, 6, 38-39), bases and lids (pl. VII, 28-29, 31-36). There are separate pieces of clay hearths, 
hearth mountings, a crucible (pl. VI, 5) and discs of various sizes made from potsherds (pl. VII, 17-19). There are 
numerous flint sickle blades (pl. VI, 3) and obsidian tools and flakes (pl. VII, 22-23, 44).

Beshtasheni settlement is located at 0.5km north-west of the village of Beshtasheni in Tsalka region, at 
the confluence of the rivers Chil-chil and Bashkov-su. A “Cyclopean” fort is situated here on a triangular cape. 
There are several cemeteries of different periods around the settlement. A Late Bronze Age cemetery is situ-
ated north of the settlement, and another is on the bank of the River Chil-chil. An Achaemenid period cem-
etery is at the north-east of the fortress, while east and west are taken up by a row of Middle Bronze Age burial 
mounds (Kuftin 1941, 108).

Archaeological investigation of the Beshtasheni “Cyclopean” fort was begun by B. Kuftin in 1939 and the 
Trialeti Archaeological Expedition resumed the investigation in 1991-1992 (Narimanishvili 2004). It is a multi-
level settlement. Its upper level is Medieval; the layer below is of the Late Bronze Age, while the lowest one 
belongs to the Kura-Araxes Culture. The thickness of the cultural stratum at some places reached 3.5 m. The 
Kura-Araxes pottery appeared at a depth of two metres (Kuftin 1941:109). Kuftin divided it into three chrono-
logical phases (Kuftin 1941, 115-117). The various archaeological horizons contain many remains of buildings, 
fragments of clay plastered earthen floors, hearths and stoves. The Early Bronze Age settlement is so badly 
damaged by strata of later periods that it proved impossible to attempt a plan of the structures.

Kuftin remarks in this connection: “The inner territory of the fort is criss-crossed by remains of stone foun-
dations of interior walls and square constructions that are difficult to discern. Among the Early Achaeme-
nid period burials a circular hearth of 1.65m diameter modeled on a clay plastered earthen floor was found, 
where there appeared fragments of clay plaster of a prismatic chimney over a thick coating of carbon and ash. 
Nearby lay stone hand grinders, remains of slag and pottery” (Kuftin 1941, 109). Black-burnished potsherds 
of the same period with a pink interior and a red slip were found in the cultural levels situated between the 
early Achaemenid period burials Nos 45 and 46. A little further away there appeared ceramic fragments of a 
hearth arranged on the clay plastered earthen floor (Kuftin 1941, 113). Numerous stone tools and weapons 
were found at the settlement: flint arrowheads and sickle blades, a knife, and a hand grinder. There is also a 
clay statue of an ox. Particularly remarkable are ceramic fragments painted with various geometrical patterns 
and a vessel ornamented with “pictograms” (Kuftin 1941, 109-111).

Ozni settlement is situated on the southern outskirts of the village of Ozni, at the southern edge of Mount 
Nadir-Shah. The settlement is crossed by a canal of the river Gunia-Juri. Kuftin conducted excavations here in 
1947-48. Archaeological work was carried out in two areas: 1: on the first terrace where remains of a dwelling 
and a clay plastered earthen floor with fragments of a ritual hearth were found and 2: at the hydro-station 
building site (Kuftin 1948, 35-42).

In the first area south of the village of Ozni, on the slopes of Mount Nadir-Shah and near the canal, a 
semi-circular foundation 7.5 m in diameter consisting of thin stone slabs was excavated. According to Kuftin 
it was the remains of a conical structure built of wood, stone and brick. Similar buildings are known from the 
Kura-Araxes Culture, at Shengavit. Circular buildings are common to Eneolithic Mesopotamia and the eastern 
Mediterranean, which led Kuftin to the conclusion that the community of the Kura-Araxes Culture belonged 
to the upper Mesopotamian and eastern Mediterranean cultural group (Kuftin 1948, 27-29).

Outside the round building there stood a circular hearth with a projection and further away there was a 
clay plastered earthen floor over which there appeared a horseshoe shaped “andiron” and a bowl decorated 
with “pictograms” together with fragments of various potsherd (Kuftin 1948, 26-48, pl. XXIX-XXXVI). The archi-
tecture of the Ozni settlement is relatively better preserved than that of Beshtasheni.
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The second area excavated at the Ozni settlement near the hydro-station consisted of two levels. This 
area yielded fragments of pottery, a copper four-faceted awl and a miniature knife (Kuftin 1948, pl. XXXVII-
XLI). Apart from these, flat clay slabs of a hearth with a round hole forming a disc 0.98 m in diameter were 
found here. Kuftin called it a “sacrificial table” (Kuftin 1948, pl. XLII). This area also yielded a red-painted four-
faceted incense burner (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 39-63).

Cemeteries. Kuftin also excavated Early Bronze Age burials in Trialeti. Burials investigated near Barmaksizi 
(Tsalka), Tash-Bashi, Beshtasheni and Ozni in 1936-1940 and 1947-1948 consist of small cists. The grave goods 
are rather scanty: mainly pottery, copper bracelets, stone and vitreous paste beads.

A kurgan overlaid with a stone mound and containing Kura-Araxes Culture pottery was found during 
building work in the BTC pipeline ROW (KP-117+550) in 2003. The basalt stone mound of the kurgan was 
badly damaged by the contractor, but it was established that its diameter was 10-12 m. The interior was en-
tirely filled with a stone mound in the centre of which a tomb chamber of basalt slabs lying north-south was 
recorded. All four walls of the chamber are built with specially selected flat basalt slabs that fit together so 
well that there are no spaces between them. It is remarkable that the separate slabs as well as the walls are so 
firmly joined together (pl. IX, 1-2).

The burial chamber is horseshoe-shaped in plan. Its north wall forms a right angle with the side walls, 
while the corners of the south wall are clearly rounded (pl. IX, 2, 5). We should note that the south wall lacks 
one lower row of masonry. The foundations of the other three walls are deeply cut into the burial floor. To the 
south a step 0.1m high was left and a stone wall built upon it. Each wall consists of eight rows of masonry. 
Thus, this small structure possesses both architectural form and clearly expressed aesthetic qualities.

There was a single burial: of a male of 50-60, lying on his left side in a crouched position, the head to the 
south, with a large ceramic bowl in front of the face (pl. IX, 3). The latter is of brownish fabric with a grey-black 
exterior. A groove runs between rim and shoulder, and there are two projections oval in section on the shoul-
der. In the central part of the west wall two vitreous paste beads lay on the floor (pl. IX, 4).

At 0.1-0.15 m south of the burial chamber a black stain 1.55 x 0.8 m was observed. It proved on cleaning 
to be a pit 0.1m deep (pl. IX, 2). The edges and orientation of the base of this ritual pit indicate that its original 
depth was at least 0.3-0.4 m. The floor yielded three small untreated stone fragments and a tool made from 
the rib of a bovine which disintegrated on lifting. The pit must be related to the burial ritual. A pile of ceramic 
fragments and obsidian flakes recorded at 1.4 m south of the pit must also be connected this ritual. 

The bowl found in the Sapar-Kharaba kurgan is typical of the Kura-Araxes Culture. Similar bowls have 
been found at Samshvilde in Burials No. 2 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. X, 9), No. 5 ( Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XIII, 17-
18) and No. 14 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXII, 8-9), No. 18 ((Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXVI, 9), No.19 (Mirtskhulava 
1975, pl. XXVII, 6, 11), No. 20 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXVIII, 4-5), No. 23 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXIX, 6-7), No. 
31 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXXIV, 5-6, 9,14), No. 36 (Mirtskhulava 1975, pl. XXXVIII, 2, 4), No. 38 (Mirtskhulava 
1975, pl. XXXIX, 4-5); in Kiketi Burials No. 6 (Pkhakadze 1963, fig. 3, 12), No. 8 (Pkhakadze 1963, fig. 5, 26), No. 
9 (Pkhakadze 1963, fig. 6, 27, 30, 32), No. 12 (Pkhakadze 1963, fig. 7, 52), No. 14 (Pkhakadze 1963, fig. 10, 73); 
in Didube (Koridze 1955, pl. III, 17); at Dangreuli Gora (Results 1975, fig. 566, 8); at Qaitmazi (Results 1975, fig. 
5526), at Kurgan No. 3 in Marneuli (Results 1975, pl. XXXIII, 2), in Gomareti (Tskvitinidze 2001, pl. XVI). It would 
appear that handle-less bowls and with two parallel projections are mainly diagnostic of Kvemo Kartli and are 
common from the second half of the 4th millennium BC to the second half of the 3rd millennium BC.

The majority of stone tomb chambers are found in South Georgia, at Kiketi (Pkhakadze 1963, 71-72, fig. 
4), Koda (Chubinishvili, Nebieridze, Pkhakadze 1976, 19), Ardasubani (Tushishvili 1968), Tamarisi (Pkhakadze 
1963, 73, pl. XV), Amiranis Gora in Akhaltsikhe (Chubinishvili 1963, 36, fig. 10, pl. IV), Gomareti (Tskvitinid-
ze 2001, 103-14), and Ghrmakhevistavi (Ghrmakhevistavi 1980, 17) and in Armenia, at Gegharot (Badalyan, 
Smith 2007, 38-40), and Horom (Badalyan, Edens, Gorny, Kohl 1993, 4). There was a view that tomb chambers 
built of stone were only common in southern regions and that they did not extend to the north of Kvemo 
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Kartli. However, a tomb chamber with a stone mound was found in the village of Doesi in Shida Kartli, which 
was built with stone slabs (SIKZA 1990: 155). 

All the tomb chambers are built of flat stone slabs and are oriented south to north, with the entrance at 
the south. The north wall is curved. Some burials are collective (Ghrmakhevistavi, Koda, Burial No. 16 at Ami-
ranis Gora, Kiketi, Tamarisi, Gomareti, Gegharot, Horom) and some are individual (Burial No. 36 at Amiranis 
Gora, Burial No. 7 in Kiketi, Doesi). Part of the tomb chamber might be covered with a stone mound (Goma-
reti, Ghrmakhevistavi, Doesi). The average size of the burials is between 2.5 x 1.5 m and 3 x 1.8 m. Some are 
covered with large slabs (Burials Nos 16, 36 at Amiranis Gora, Ghrmakhevistavi, Gomareti, Koda), and some 
have arched roofs (Tamarisi, Burials Nos 7, 12 in Kiketi). The tomb chambers can be entered from the south, 
sometimes entrances are closed off with stone blocks (as at Gomareti); in one case steps could be seen (at 
Tamarisi); some entrances are open (Kiketi), while in other cases vertically fitted stone slabs are found (Burials 
Nos 16, 36 at Amiranis Gora ). Some burials are paved with stone tiles (Koda). 

Similar burials excavated in South Caucasia are dated to the second half of the 4th millennium BC. Ac-
cording to the results of C14 analysis, the Horom tomb chamber dates to 3350-3050 BC and 3371-3136 BC 
(Badalyan, Kohl, Stronach, Tonikyan 1994, 14; Badalyan, Edens, Gorny, Kohl 1993, 3), while the Gegharot tomb 
chamber dates to 3100-2700 BC (AA 52898) (Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004, 20). In the light of 
these dates we conclude that the Sapar-Kharaba stone tomb chamber should be dated to the end of the 4th 
millennium BC.

Pottery. The Trialeti Early Bronze Age sites produced numerous ceramic vessels of different sizes, shape and 
function. The settlements yielded large pots (at Beshatasheni, Ozni, and Avranlo), large and small pots with 
and without handles, jars, bowls, and lids (at Beshtasheni, Ozni, and Avranlo), a three-handled vessel with 
a tall neck (at Ozni), footed bowls (at Ozni), a double vessel (at Beshtasheni), a four-faceted incense burner 
painted red (at Ozni).

Kuftin divided the pottery from the Beshatasheni settlement into three chronological groups according 
to horizons. The pottery found in the earliest, lower, horizon is characterized by their size and the superficial 
treatment of the exterior. This group is represented by large pots with broad bases (Kuftin 1941, 115, fig. 122). 
The second group is characterized by high technical and artistic qualities. Pottery of the second group is rep-
resented by wide-rimmed bowls with an offset and delicate rim; also by broad pots with high necks, whose 
bodies narrow dramatically towards the base, which is sometimes deliberately concave. Handles are as a rule 
hemi-spherical. The ornament is also distinctive: beside the thin incised decoration a new method is intro-
duced: small grooved and convex relief ornaments (Kuftin 1941, 116). The third chronological group consists 
of pottery fragments found in the same area of the fort, in its upper layers. Kuftin brought together fragments 
of black burnished pottery with sophisticated engraved ornament and painted ceramics (Kuftin 1941, 117). 

The Trialeti Early Bronze Age sites rarely produce any pottery that cannot be attributable to the Kura-
Araxes Culture. The footed bowl ornamented with a “pictogram” from Ozni can be regarded as one of these 
exceptions. Pottery of this type is completely alien to South Caucasia, although it is found in Iran, in a Kura-
Araxes stratum at Ianik-tepe (Burney 1961, pl. LXXIV, 51). Similar bowls have also been excavated at other Early 
Bronze Age sites in Iran (Stankevich 1978, fig. 11,17,19), which are attributable to the Elam cultural group.

The double vessel found at Beshtasheni, is another exception. It consists of two very small (6.7 cm high) 
black burnished drinking vessels joined to each other at the sides and having a hemispherical handle in 
common (Kuftin 1941, pl. CXXIV; Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, 46, pl. 34-211). The vessel appeared in the 
lower level III. An analogous drinking vessel appeared in West Georgia, in level 8 at the Pichori settlement 
(Pkhakadze 2002, 29), Kurgan No. 5 at Bedeni (Gobejishvili 1981, 75, 87) and at early Bronze Age sites in north 
Caucasia (Pkhakadze 2002, 29). Different variants of the similar vessel (three or four conjoined vessels) have 
been recorded mainly on the Mediterranean coastline from Palestine to the Pyrenees (Bet-Ierah [Esse 1991, 
pl. 9-A], and at Vounu, Cyprus [Dikaios 1932, pl. LXXIII-3], Mersin, Tarsus, Karatash [Garstang 1953, 2; Huot 



166	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Nino Shanshashvili

1982, fig. 64], Byblos, the Balkans [Pkhajadze 2002, 30], and El-Algar in Spain [Menendez Pidal 1954, fig. 480]), 
although separate specimens have been recorded in Iran as well (at Suza, Sialk, and Hissar I [Pkhakadze 2002, 
30]). This type of vessel clearly only had a ritual function. 

The pottery recovered at the Avranlo settlement is fired red or black with a burnished exterior. There are 
also fragments of painted vessels (pl. VII, 43). The ceramic material is largely represented by bowls and pots. 
Among the fragments from the Avranlo settlement only a large bowl and a smaller pot could be restored. The 
large bowl has a red exterior, interior and fabric. The surface shows signs of a slip. It has a rounded rim, a cylin-
drical neck, a ribbed body, and a handle modelled to the rim and side (pl. VI, 9; pl. VII, 49). It was recovered at a 
depth of 0.52m in Grid 5-2,3 of Plot CXCII. The smaller pot has a red-burnished exterior, and a red interior and 
fabric. It has a round lip, an offset rim, a tall cylindrical neck, a rounded body, and a flat base; it has a knob at-
tached at the point where neck joins the body. A trace of red slip can be seen on the surface (pl. VI, 8; pl. VII, 50). 

Fragments of a large pot fired red should be mentioned. The fabric contains fine admixtures. The interior 
is yellowish. The exterior is cracked and traces of slip can be observed here and there. It has a round rim and a 
tall cylindrical neck. There is a groove at the junction of neck and shoulder with a hole 1.5 cm in diameter. The 
shoulder is decorated with an ornament in high relief (pl. VI, 7; pl. VII, 45).

The red-burnished large bowl can be is dated to the first quarter of the 3rd millennium BC. Similar large 
bowls have been found at Khizanaant Gora (Kikvidze 1972, pl. XX, 1, XXI, 1, 6-7) and in levels C1 and B1 at 
Kvatskhelebi (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 119-120, pl. IV, 368, 375), also at Sachkhere and in Kurgan No. 2 at 
Nacherkezevi (Pkhakadze 1993, pl. XVIII, XVI, 2), and in Burial No. 196 at Natsargora (Ramishvili 1997, fig. 36, 
2). It is close to the bowls excavated in Ozni (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 27, 109) and in Pit No. 17 at 
Tsikhiagora (Makharadze 1994, pl. XLIX, 2-3).

The pot finds close parallels among vessels excavated at sites in Kvemo Kartli and Armenia: at Amiranis 
Gora (Orjonikidze 1983, pl. 5,16,19), Ozni (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 24, 67; 27, 110; 29, 120, 126), 
Beshtasheni (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 31, 152), Kiketi (Pkhakadze 1963, pl. XIII, 6), Dangreuli Gora 
(Results of Archaeological Expedition of Kvemo Kartli 1975, fig. 56, 10), Okami, Zveli, Akhalkalaki district (Or-
jonikidze 1983, pl. 28, 1; 37), Gegharot (Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004, fig. 12, d-f ), and Horom 
(Badalyan, Kohl, Stronach, Tonikyan 1994, fig. 12, 20, 22). It is worth noting that an analogous pot was found 
in level B1 at Arslantepe VI, in the so called “King’s Burial”, which is dated to 3000-2900 BC together with Late 
Uruk pottery (Frangipane 2004, fig. 91, 158).

There were also discs of various sizes made from the walls of clay vessels (pl. VII, 17-19). Similar discs come 
from settlements of both the Early and Late Bronze periods and they occur in great numbers on Neolithic sites 
in the Balkans. Scholars assume that these discs were weights (Gimbutas, Winn, Shimabuku 1986, 254).

Signs and symbols. The decoration on the vessels excavated at the Trialeti Early Bronze Age sites is not com-
plex. The pottery is decorated in relief, or is incised, engraved, or painted. Relief ornament mainly occurs on 
large vessels. There are double spirals (at Beshtasheni and Ozni), double spirals and ostrich-like birds (at Ozni 
and Avranlo), animals or reptiles (at Avranlo). Various geometrical shapes and birds are incised or engraved 
(at Beshtasheni, Ozni, and Avranlo).

Relief, incised and painted representations of ostrich-like birds are fairly frequent at Kura-Araxes Culture 
sites, and especially in Kvemo Kartli, Armenia, Anatolia and Iran. They are known from Kiketi (Pkhakadze 1963, 
150), Amiranis Gora (Chubinishvili 1963, 67, pl. 13, 3-4), Beshtasheni (Kuftin 1941, 109, fig. 116), Ozni (Kuftin 
1948, 35), Dangreuli Gora (Results 1975, fig. 56, 6, 13), Kvatskhelebi (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 25, pl. IV), Garni, 
Arevik, Karnut, Shengavit (Khachatryan 1975, fig. 46, 74, 75, 78, 79), Ianik-tepe (Burney 1961, pl. LXX), and in 
Malathia and Keban regions, in Anatolia (Marro 1997, pl. 86-92).

A stork is represented in relief on a red-burnished vessel found at Avranlo (pl. VI, 4; pl. VII, 14). Scholars 
differ as to the significance of such images. They are close to processions of ostrich-like birds to be seen on 
the pottery of Eneolithic cultures of Mesopotamia and Iran. These birds are accompanied by a double spiral 
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on Kura-Araxes pottery. One kind is known as “triptych composition” consisting of a double spiral flanked by 
two birds, a motif that comes close to an image common to Syrian and Mesopotamian art of the 2nd millen-
nium BC, namely a figure of a goddess flanked by two birds (Wegner 1981, 89-93). The symbol of the goddess 
(Inana-Ishtar-Shavushka), a sign resembling the Greek “Ω”, recalls the double spiral.

A small fragment of black-burnished ware from Avranlo (pl. VI, 6; pl. VII, 12) has a double volute resting 
on a triangle and a single coiled spiral. Similar motifs have been found in Kvemo Kartli (Glonti 1972, 53) and 
Armenia (Khachatryan 1975, fig. 7). According to L. Glonti, similar double volutes occur not only on the pot-
tery “but also on metal pins and pendants very typical of this period… they are widespread in Asia Minor in 
the Hittite period on monumental reliefs and in glyptics” (Glonti 1972, 57). A pendant of a similar shape was 
found at Gegharot (Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004, fig. 15), and a double volute gold pendant 
at Shengavit (Armenia 1991, fig. 6). A very rich solid gold pendant was found in Ananauri kurgan (Japaridze 
2003, pl. XXXI). In our opinion, a pendant of this shape must be a symbolic image of an axe which, in its turn, 
was an attribute of some deity, probably Teshub, and this was his symbolic representation.

Several ceramic vessels with distinctive ornament have been recovered in the area in which the Kura-
Araxes Culture flourished. The decoration is irregular and no elements are repeated. When such vessels were 
first discovered, it was thought that this strange ornament represented “pictographic” writing (Shanshashvili 
1999, 3). Two such vessels were found in the Ozni and Beshtasheni settlements in Trialeti.

A bowl decorated with an “inscription” was found in 1947 resting on a floor plastered with clay during 
excavations at Ozni (Kuftin 1948, 26). Kuftin compared the signs incised in a circular manner to proto-Elamite 
script (Kuftin 1948, 90). It is interesting that a similar bowl with incised signs appeared at Ianik-tepe. According 
to C. Burney, the Early Bronze Age population of Iranian Azerbaijan and its contiguous regions had their own 
writing which was employed on wooden plaques (Burney 1961, 147-149). It is possible that Iusup Majizadeh’s 
discovery of a new civilization in Iran in 2002, which was known as Arata to Sumerians and existed around 
3000-1500 BC (Muscarella), will illuminate the way of life and culture of the Kura-Araxes Age population of 
Iran. A small vessel with a “pictogram” was also found at Beshtasheni; there are linear signs incised on its 
exterior (Kuftin 1941, 109-110). Pottery bearing such signs has been excavated on Early Bronze Age sites in 
Georgia, Armenia, Anatolia and Iran and was probably related to social, political and cultural changes occur-
ring in the Near East over the 4th -3rd millennia BC.

Agriculture. The Trialeti settlements were very productive of flint sickle blades (pl. VI, 3), mortars (pl. VIII, 2-3, 
7, 11) and hand grinders (pl. VIII, 10). An oval clay object (pl. VIII, 4) excavated at Avranlo is of special interest. 
It has four deep vertical grooves. A similar object embellished with geometrical décor was found within the 
palace at Mari, Syria, which is a loaf pan (Fortin 1999, 101, fig. 34).

The Avranlo settlement produced part of a round basalt hand grinder (pl. VIII, 9) with a perforated centre. 
In the 3rd-2nd millennia BC hand grinders consisting of two stones fitted together were widespread across the 
Near East. It was a significantly advanced variety of hand grinder used to grind corn finely. The Tell-Bazi settle-
ment in Syria produced both parts of a grinder similar to the Avranlo specimen (Fortin 1999, 182, fig. 120).

Kura-Araxes Culture in South Caucasia is thought to have been that of a community of farmers and cattle-
breeders. The significant role of agriculture in the economy is emphasized by the discovery of numerous 
agricultural tools in settlements: a plough of deer horn, flint sickle blades, hand grinders, vessels for the stor-
age of grain and actual surviving examples of grain (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 45; Lisitsina, Prishchipenko 
1977, 65-69; Lordkipanidze 1989, 100). Metal sickles have also been found (Kikvidze 1976, 54; Kushnareva, 
Chubinishvili 1970, 126). The Kura-Araxes community also practised viticulture (Lisitsina, Prishchipenko 1977, 
15, 25). A large number of spindle-whorls and impressions of textiles on clay vessels point to the existence 
of an advanced textile industry (Javakhishvili, Glonti 1962, 33; Lordkipanidze 1989, 101). Livestock breeding 
also played an important part in the economy. The discovery of churns and sieves in settlements stresses the 
importance of livestock breeding and the widespread manufacture of dairy produce (Lordkipanidze 1989, 
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101). But if we consult the topography of Kura-Araxes Culture settlements it will quickly be clear that there is a 
concentration in regions rich in copper. There is hardly any Kura-Araxes settlement where metal or metallurgy 
is not recorded. “It can be stated that this culture developed on the basis of metallurgy” (Kikvidze 1976, 75).

The Trialeti Early Bronze Age settlements, however, rarely produce metal tools or objects connected with 
metallurgy; a crucible from Avranlo (pl. VI, 5) is an exception. The clay discs might have been used for weigh-
ing raw materials. On the road from Avranlo to Khando there still is a source of copper ore with old mines and 
a mountain called “Ore” by the local inhabitants.

Problems of dating the Trialeti Early Bronze Age sites. Pottery excavated in the Early Bronze settlements and 
cemeteries in Trialeti show affinities to that excavated in South Georgia, Armenia and Anatolia (Malatya re-
gion). However, some examples are also diagnostic of Shida Kartli. The pottery from the Beshtasheni settle-
ment, regarded by Kuftin as an early complex, is identical with pots excavated in level BI at Arslantepe VI to-
gether with Uruk ceramics, and also with pottery found in Armenia, at Gegharot and Horom. Strata with simi-
lar ceramic content in Armenia are dated to the late 4th and early 3rd millennia BC. Pottery similar to Gegharot 
comes from strata dated by C14 analysis to 3100-2700 BC (Smith, Badalyan, Avetisyan, Zardaryan 2004, 20), 
while the vessels from Horom date to 3350-3050 BC and 3371-3136 BC (Badlyan, Kohl, Stronach, Tonikyan 
1994, 14; Badalyan, Edens, Gorny, Kohl 1993, 3). According to traditional chronology, Arslantepe VI level B is 
contemporary with Jemdet-Nasr/Early Dynastical period I and dates to 3100-2800 BC (Conti, Persiani 1993, 
386). 

Pottery of the second chronological group from Beshtasheni noted by Kuftin has parallels in settlements 
in Shida Kartli. Painted fragments of the third chronological group resemble the painted earthenware found 
in Malatya and Keban regions. Painted vessels recorded in level C at Arslantepe VI and in stratum XXI-XVIII at 
Norshuntepe are dated to the first half and the middle of the 3rd millennium BC (Conti, Persiani 1993, 388). 
Stratum VIII at Pulur containing analogous pottery is dated to 2470±150 BC by C14 analysis (Kossay 1976, 130). 
It should be mentioned that painted earthenware also appeared in Kurgan No. 5 at Bedeni. An ornament ap-
plied with dark paint on light coloured exterior vanished completely during washing in the laboratory of the 
Georgian State Museum (Gobejishvili 1981, 48). Painted fragments from Beshtasheni are also executed with 
dark paint over a light coloured background. The earlier kurgans excavated near the settlement presumably 
belonged to the community of the Beshtasheni settlement that made the material of the third chronological 
group. 

In our opinion, the Beshtasheni Early Bronze Age settlement corresponds to levels B and C of Arslantepe 
VI and levels X-VII at Pulur. Consequently, it functioned from the late 4th millennium BC down to the middle 
of the 3rd millennium BC and contains strata reflecting co-existence between two archaeological cultures, 
namely Kura-Araxes and Bedeni. 

Ozni and Avranlo settlements produced early pottery dated to the late 4th millennium BC as well as 
fragments of painted earthenware dated to the middle of the 3rd millennium BC. The ancient settlements of 
Beshtasheni, Ozni and Avranlo presumably functioned for about 500 years, from the late 4th to the mid-3rd 
millennium BC.

Conclusion. The Kura-Araxes Culture of the Early Bronze Age is characterized by its vast extent: it covers the 
Eliazig-Malatya region in south-west Anatolia and Syria and Palestine; in West Georgia it is to be found in the 
Qvirila basin and Guria; in the south it reaches Lake Van and in the south-east it embraces Lake Urmia and the 
Tabriz region. In the east it is spread across the steppes of Mill and Qarabagh. This culture is characterized by a 
process of intensive occupation against a background of population increase. The marvel of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture lies in its duration, its spread over a vast area and in its strangely uniform quality (although with some 
local peculiarities). Kvemo Kartli, Trialeti, Meskheti and present-day Armenia can be considered to be such 
local regions, characterized by similar ceramic shapes, ornamental patterns, burial practices and domestic 
architecture.
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From the second half of the 4th millennium BC, the pottery of the Kura-Araxes culture emerges in small 
quantities in the upper part of the Euphrates, in Eliazig-Malatya region, that enjoyed economic prosperity 
at the time. This came about thanks to penetration of the region by Uruk merchants in the middle of the 4th 
millennium BC. It is demonstrated by the rich burials of Korujutepe B, whose grave goods and architecture 
find close parallels with levels XI-IX at Tepe Gavra. The monumental architecture and wealth of Arslantepe 
enabled M. Frangipane to assume the presence of administrative organs and an early state system at Arslan-
tepe (Frangipane 1997, 45-48). Thus, at the end of the 4th millennium BC Malatya region was an economically 
advanced and well-organized regional centre, provided with bronze and probably gold by the Kura-Araxes 
population from the middle of the 4th millennium BC. The source of wealth of the Arslantepe community was 
trade in metal. This is suggested by the discovery of a weapon store in one of the rooms (113) of Building III 
(Burney 1993, 314-315). Arslantepe played an important part in relations with Syria and Mesopotamia as it lay 
over the border of different cultural areas. We may assume that the contact zone of the Uruk merchants and 
the Kura-Araxes early metallurgists lay in this very region. It is possible that Mesopotamia’s commercial inter-
est brought about the development of metallurgy and the beginnings of the Bronze Age in South Caucasia, 
which was accompanied by mutual economic and cultural development. Population increase and the spread 
of the Kura-Araxes Culture over a vast area were the results of these processes.

It has been suggested several times in the scientific literature that the rich Arslantepe of the Late Uruk pe-
riod was destroyed by people who arrived from South Caucasia. According to M. Frangipane, “half-nomadic 
Caucasians erected their wattle and daub huts over ruined palaces.” In his opinion, the people enjoying the 
Kura-Araxes Culture were a half-nomadic community with a pastoral economy (Frangipane 2003, 32-34).

At the beginning of the 3rd millennium BC there was an intensive infiltration of part of the Kura-Araxes 
population from South Caucasia and Anatolia to Syria-Palestine and Iran, although most of the population 
remained in their ancestral home. Traces of intense fire are recorded in some of the Early Bronze Age settle-
ments of Anatolia and Syria-Palestine. Some scholars believe that they were destroyed by the Kura-Araxes 
people (Schaeffer 1961, 231; Frangipane 2003, 33-34). Recently M. Rothman compared the emergence of 
the Kura-Araxes people in the Near East to the migration of the Turkish Seljuks (Rothman 2003, 98-99). We 
suppose that both views require serious reappraisal. It must be emphasized that the Kura-Araxes settlements 
excavated in South Caucasia are distinguished by their peaceful nature. Archaeological sites recorded here 
allow us to assume that the people who enjoyed the Kura-Araxes Culture had highly developed agriculture.

The majority of South Caucasian settlements of the Kura-Araxes Culture that have been investigated so 
far are multi-levelled and are spread over a wide area. For example, the area of Kvatskhela is 3.5 ha and con-
tains three cultural strata with seven building horizons. The soil at Khizanaant Gora is damaged by erosion, 
although it used once to be a rather large settlement. Its three building horizons are earlier than those of 
Kvatskhela. This settlement therefore functioned over a long period. Amiranis Gora at Akhaltsikhe occupied 
8 hectares with three building horizons (Javakhishvili 1973, 114,131,150). The Beshtasheni settlement is situ-
ated over 12 ha. The Early Bronze Age stratum is 1.5 m deep and contains three building horizons. The area 
of Avranlo is 6 ha and also has three chronological periods. The Ozni settlement occupied an area of 10 ha. 
Shengavit was built over about 30 ha, and in the 4 m thick cultural stratum E. Baiburtyan distinguished three 
building horizons (Javakhishvili 1973, 168,182).

The layout of the Early Bronze Age settlements and dwellings is characterized by a number of common 
features in South Caucasia despite the variety of building materials employed (stone, wood, adobe, brick). The 
choice of the building material depended on the bio-environment. All the Kura-Araxes settlements were lo-
cated in fertile areas, on river banks. Villages were situated close to each other. Private dwellings were densely 
set. There is noticeable tendency to separate religious centres, streets and public squares. (Javakhishvili 1973, 
110-116). 

The building skills and fine architecture of this period, as well as the fact that the settlements functioned 
over a long period excludes the “half-nomadic pastoral economy” hypothesis. These people were farmers 
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and metallurgists. It is particularly remarkable that Early Bronze Age cemeteries excavated in South Caucasia 
hardly ever contain weapons. The settlements do not have powerful defensive systems. Weapons only ap-
pear in large quantities in the final stages of the Kura-Araxes Culture (as at Sachkhere). According to B. Kuftin 
and O. Japaridze, both ordinary and ceremonial weapons found at Sachkhere were imitations of Near East-
ern prototypes (Kuftin 1949, 71-74; Japaridze 1991, 124-125), but moulds for different kinds of weapons and 
tools, together with weapons excavated in earlier strata of the settlements, allows us to believe that they were 
widely employed in everyday life (Kushnareva, Chubinishvili 1970, 114-116). It is thus conceivable that signs 
of militarization in South Caucasia emerge relatively late and that they might be associated with political 
events that took place in the Near East, which in our opinion were followed by the return of the Kura-Araxes 
population to the Caucasus in the final centuries of the 4th millennium BC.

At the turn of the 4th-3rd millennia BC, the people of the Kura-Araxes Culture settled in Elazig-Malatya 
region. In the second half of the 4th millennium BC the pottery of the Kura-Araxes Culture, known in present 
Turkey as Karaz-type pottery, constituted 35 % of the Syrian, Central and Eastern Anatolian earthenware in the 
Keban region; at the turn of the millennia it was 60%, and in the first half of the 3rd millennium BC it increased 
to 80% (Abay 1997, 18-19). In our view, Elazig-Malatya region was occupied by the local community of Kvemo 
Kartli who launched elements of Mesopotamian culture in South Caucasia.

According to M. Kelly-Buccellati, the community that introduced the Early Transcaucasian Culture (Kura-
Araxes Culture) to Arslantepe VI B1 established control over metal ores and commerce and reoriented the 
distribution points (Kelly-Buccellati 1990, 122). The advent of the Kura-Araxes people had a negative influence 
on the development of Arslantepe. The “Caucasians” failed to become involved in the local economic system 
which resulted in a short-term economic crisis for the Malatya region (Frangipane 2003, 32-34). It was Meso-
potamian cultural influence, however, that brought about innovations in South Caucasian culture.

Tomb chambers built of stone or brick are a rarity in the Near East of the 4th millennium BC. In almost 
every case they are distinguished by rich grave goods and are consequently to be regarded as burials of 
nobles. Rich tomb chambers built of stone and brick first appear in levels XI-VIII at Tepe Gavra and are dated 
to the middle of the 4th millennium BC (Lloyd 1984, 72). Each of them contains numerous turquoise, obsidian, 
cornelian, lapis lazuli, ebony and gold ornaments, which were probably attached to clothes and diadems. 
Apparently, they apparently belonged to members of the community of high rank (Lloyd 1984, 93). The Tepe 
Gavra tomb chambers find close parallels with collective tomb chambers in Malatya region, which were built 
with stone and brick and contained rich grave goods (Burney 1980, 161). In the Korucutepe level B dated to 
3500-3000 BC, two brick tomb chambers were found. In the first one a woman embellished with numerous 
stone and silver ornaments was buried with a remarkable silver diadem. The second contained a couple; both 
were adorned with silver and copper jewellery (van Loon, Güterbock 1971, 17). 

The so called “King’s Tomb” excavated in level B1 at Arslantepe VI is dated to 3000-2900 BC. It is built of 
stone slabs. One part of the pottery can be characterized as local, Late Uruk; another is typically Kura-Araxes 
in style and is black-burnished on a pinkish fabric. Apart from the principal deceased there were skeletons 
of four youths. According to M. Frangipane, two of them might have been sacrificed. Three of the deceased 
were adorned with copper, silver and gold ornaments, among which diadems of silver and bronze stood out. 
They are similar to the one found in Burial No. 2 at Kvatskhela. The principal deceased was buried together 
with many metal weapons, jewellery and pottery of South Caucasian origin. There were numerous beads 
of rock crystal, silver and gold arranged as though they were appliqués on clothes or the shroud. The metal 
objects (spearheads, daggers, swords, axes, spiral ornments, bracelets, etc.) are made of copper, bronze, silver 
and arare alloy of silver and copper. M. Frangipane concludes that the principal deceased was a foreigner, a 
Caucasian, but also noble and the heir of an ancient elite (Frangipane 2003, 33-34).

In our opinion, stone tomb chambers in South Caucasia were built in imitation of Upper Mesopotamian 
practice, since a certain part of the community of Kura-Araxes Culture already made claims on “kingship”. They 
tried to imitate, at least outwardly, the aristocracy of Tepe-Gavra despite the fact that they did not apparently 
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have any economic basis for doing so.
The Kura-Araxes community clearly managed at some period to monopolise the east Anatolian market 

and came into direct contact with Mesopotamian merchants, since black-burnished pottery emerges in the 
cities of North Syria, at Tell-Brak (Oates 1987, 198) and Tell-Mozan (Kelly-Buccellati 1990, 121). We may assume 
that at the turn of the 4th -3rd millennia BC the community of the Kura-Araxes Culture became acquainted with 
the achievements of Mesopotamian culture and made attempts to launch its imitations in South Caucasia (cf. 
the four-faceted incense-burner excavated at Ozni [Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 39, 63]). Similar objects 
which are at the same time miniature models of buildings or incense-burners have been found at Kvatskhela 
(Japaridze 1976, fig. 43), Amiranis Gora (Chubinishvili 1963, fig. 4, 24), Khizanaant Gora (Kikvidze 1972, pl. 
XXIV1) and Digasheni (Orjonikidze 1995, fig. 141, 1). It is remarkable that such models are not found either in 
Anatolia or in other regions of Caucasia, which suggest their proximity to Mesopotamian incense-burners. 
Similar objects were recovered at Ubeid period Eridu, in Abu-Shahrein, in level XI of Tepe Gavra, dated to the 
second half of the 4th millennium BC, and at Jemdet-Nasr (3200-2800 BC) Khafaje (Goff 1963, fig. 147, 237, 
328, 496). A model of a round structure was found in levels dated to 2700-2500 BC at Mari (Fortin 1999, 278). 
Incense-burners of the Kura-Araxes Culture, like those of Mesopotamia, represent houses. These oval (Khiza-
naant Gora) or square (Ozni, Kvatskhela, Digasheni) miniature houses and those with windows and chimneys 
show the closest affinity to incense-burners of the Ubeida period (Tepe-Gavra, Tell-Brak, Khafaje) and are 
completely different from the broad-rimmed examples widespread in Anatolia and Iran from the second half 
of the 4th millennium BC. In our opinion, the incense-burners from Ozni as well as those from other sites in 
Georgia are related to Mesopotamian religious practice.

As mentioned above, two vessels with circular symbols were found in Trialeti (at Ozni and Beshtasheni). 
Such vessels were excavated at Kura-Araxes Culture sites in Georgia, Armenia, Iran and Anatolia (at Kvatskhela, 
Amiranis Gora, Aradeti, Shengaviti, Arich, Ianik-tepe, Norshuntepe, and Pulur) and their decoration was appar-
ently an attempt at creating “pictographic” writing.

Throughout the ancient world the creation of writing accompanies the birth of civilization. The introduc-
tion of writing occurs simultaneously with state formation, developments in crafts, commerce, manufacture, 
metallurgy, transport and agriculture. All pre-writing cultures seem to be relatively primitive compared with 
societies that enjoyed such progress (Gelb 1982, 211). By a certain stage the community of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture had already risen to the level where there emerged a demand for the creation of writing, but for rea-
sons unknown to us they did not manage to pass beyond this stage, and the signs and symbols consequently 
did not get transformed into a writing system. It is remarkable that the signs appear only in the Kura-Araxes 
Culture and do not occur in either the “splendid kurgans of Trialeti” or at sites of the Late Bronze Age. They 
seem to have been applied only for magic, sacral or ritual functions and to have become redundant as a result 
of social and economic changes and the formation of a structurally different society.

South Caucasia at the turn of the 4th-3rd millennia BC witnessed, in the area in which the Kura-Araxes Cul-
ture spread, a number of emergent cultural elements explicable by influence from North Mesopotamia. Such 
innovations included: building with adobe brick (cf. Kvatskhela, Kultepe II, Shengavit); burial beneath the 
floor of a dwelling (e.g. Amiranis Gora), tomb chambers built of stone (at Tamarisi, Koda, Kiketi, Ardasubani, 
Sapar-Kharaba, etc.); polychrome painting on the walls of buildings (e.g. Gudabertqa), ideogrammatic signs 
on pottery (at Ozni, Amiranis Gora, Beshtasheni, and Aradeti Orgora); painted pottery (Kvatskhela, Beshtashe-
ni, the Aragvi Valley), miniature architectural models used as incense-burners (cf. Kvatskhela, Khizanaant Gora, 
Amiranis Gora, Ozni, Digasheni); clay anthropomorphic sculptures (e.g. Kvatskhela, Tsikhiagora, Khizanaant 
Gora, Amiranis Gora), horned mounts (at Kvatskhela, Khizanaant Gora, Kulbakebi, Arichi), stamp seals (from 
Akhali Zhinvali, Gudabertqa); pottery stamped with a seal (at Kvatskhela). These cultural innovations were 
accompanied by a number of social changes: large and small places of worship appear (at Kvatskhelebi, Gud-
abertqa, Amiranis Gora, and Shengavit), as do houses built of brick, perhaps belonging to local dignitaries (at 
Kvatskhelebi, Baba-Dervish): chiefs, priests or “kings” are buried in distinguished settings (at Sachkhere, Tama-
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risi, Amiranis Gora, Kiketi, Koda, Sapar-Kharaba), they have distinctive grave goods (a diadem at Kvatskhela, 
a ceremonial weapon at Sachkhere, a vessel with symbols at Amiranis Gora). These facts suggest that there 
existed a certain social class more privileged than ordinary members of the community. There was temple 
or community property that needed to be protected and there was a system of symbols by means of which 
certain information was recorded and preserved. In our opinion, at the developed stage of the Kura-Araxes 
Culture, in the first half of the 3rd millennium BC, an administrative-bureaucratic organ was in the process of 
formation, a primitive copy of Mesopotamian temple administration system. Nobles within the Kura-Araxes 
Culture who claimed to rule were buried with special rituals and occasionally with exceptional grave goods.

Nevertheless, the villages of the Kura-Araxes community did not transform into towns, there are no signs 
of monumental architecture, signs and symbols did not turn into writing and for reasons unknown to us, this 
society did not manage to rise to the level of an “urban civilization”.

By the end of the 3rd millennium BC in South Caucasia there appear “kings’” and the “splendid kurgans” 
of aristocrats. Near their burial places grand processional or ritual roads were paved in a manner traditional 
in the ancient Near East, but hitherto entirely unfamiliar in South Caucasia (Narimanishvili 2000; Narimanish-
vili 2004). Kurgans contain numerous luxurious objects, vessels made from precious metals, ornaments and 
weapons. Judging by the pottery, the traditions of the previous Kura-Araxes Culture were clearly observed. 
The influence of Mesopotamia and and Iran are also obvious in both pottery and jewellery.

In our view, the “kings” and aristocrats buried in the “splendid kurgans of Trialeti” were the successors of 
the people of the Kura-Araxes culture who came back to their Urheimat from the south. Apparently part of 
the Kura-Araxes people stayed in Anatolia and Mesopotamia, while another returned to their homeland and 
fused the cultural achievements of Near East with their old traditions.
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with a spiral; 7. Trench No. 4. Fragment of a large pot; 8. Trench No. 4. Pot; 9. Trench No. 4. Bowl
Pl. VII – 1-36. Settlement. Scattered pottery and obsidian lamellae; 37, 38, 40, 44. Trench No. 3. Artefacts found on the 

floor of the structure; 39, 46. Material from Pit No. 1; 41-43, 45-50. Trench No. 4. Material found on the floor of the 
structure

Pl. VIII – 1, 2, 4, 5, 10. Stone and clay artfacts found in Trench No. 4; 3, 7-9, 11. Chance finds from the settlement
Pl. IX – 1. Sapar-Kharaba. Plan and sections of kurgan with tomb chamber; 2. Plan and sections of the tomb chamber; 

3-4. Bowl and beads found in the tomb chamber; 5. Tomb chamber. Drawing.
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tyemlaras yorRanuli veli mdebareobs qvemo qarTlSi, TeTriwyaros raionSi, be
denis mTis samxreT-dasavleT ferdobze, md. WivWavis samxreTiT. igi Crdilo-dasavle
Tidan samxreT-aRmosavleTiskenaa daferdebuli, velis aRmosavleTiT Sua saukunee
bis mcire eklesiaa, Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT aseve Suasaukuneebis nasoflari  tyemlara, 
garSemo ki rkinigza uvlis. amJamad misi didi nawili moqceulia baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis 
navTobsadenis # 2 navTobsaqaCi sadguris teritoriaze.

1987-88 wlebSi, arqeologiuri kvlevis centris marabda-axalqalaqis eqspedici
am (xelm. z. SatberaSvili) am midamoebSi adrebrinjaos xanis ori yorRani Seiswavla 
[Шатберашвили 1997: 63-65]. 2002-2003 wlebSi, baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis mSe
neblobisas navTobsaqaCi sadgurisaTvis gaTvaliswinebul teritoriaze, tyemlaras 
velze, arqeologiur samuSaoebs awarmoebda arqeologiuri kvlevis centris TeT
riwyaros eqspedicia (xelmZRv. z. SatberaSvili), romelmac brinjaos xanis ramdenime 
samarxi Seiswavla. mcire simaRlis gamo yorRanebi Crdilo-dasavleTidan TiTqmis Se
umCneveli iyo. rogorc Cans, Camorecxilma miwam maTi Crdilo-dasavleTi mxare damar
xa. yorRanebi jgufurad iyo ganlagebuli, zogierTi maTgani erTmaneTTan qvis dabali 
yrilebiT (bilikebiT) iyo dakavSirebuli. 2002 wels gaiTxara 5 yorRani da maT Soris 
damakavSirebeli biliki [SatberaSvili 2003], 2003 wels ki 2 yorRani da 2 qvayriliani 
ormosamarxi [SatberaSvili da sxv. 2005]. TiToeul sezonze samarxebs damoukidebeli 
savele nomrebi eZleoda. winamdebare werilSi Cven SevecadeT gamogvesworebina es Sec
doma da erTiani numeracia migveca yvela maTganisaTvis. ## 1-2 1987-88 wlebSi gaTxri
li yorRanebia, 2002 wels gaTxrilma ## 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 yorRanebma Sesabamisad miiRes 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7 nomrebi (## 5, 6, 7 mcire zomisa da carieli iyo), 2003 wels Seswavlili samarxebi 
ki Semdegnairad dainomra: # 13 yorRanma (Zalze dazianebuli da, savaraudod, gaZar
cvuli iyo) miiRo # 8, xolo # 16-ma ki # 9; ormosamarxebma # 1 da # 2 Sesabamisad 10 da 
11 nomrebi. 

tyemlaras velze yorRanebi or sxvadasxva periodSi, kerZod, adrebrinjaos xanasa 
da Suabrinjaos xanis miwurulSi augiaT. 

navTobsadenis mSeneblobisas Seswavlili samarxebis aRweramde yuradRebas SevaCe
rebT 1987-88 wlebSi gaTxril or, # 1 da # 2 yorRanze. Oorive maTgani qvayriliani iyo da 
didi zomebiT ar gamoirCeoda – maTi maqsimaluri diametri 15 metrs aRwevda, ormoebi 
ovaluri formisa iyo (# 1 – 3,5×3,8 m, h – 1,5 m; # 2 - 3,8×3,6 m). # 1 yorRans yrili TiTqmis 
mTlianad gadaclili hqonda. orive yorRanis yrilSi obsidianis anatkecebi aRmoCnda.

# 1 yorRanSi aRmoCnda: 1. qoTani, Savpriala, Txelkedliani, keci moyavisfro–moru
xoa, cilindrulyeliani, sferulmucliani, yuriani, (tab. I2); 2. tolCa, Savpriala, keci 
moyavisfro–moruxo, cilindrulyeliani, sferulmucliani, yuriani, yelisa da mxris 
mijnaze sami ganivi, paraleluri zolia amoRaruli (tab. I,

4
); 3. tolCa, Savpriala, keci 

ruxia. tani bikonusuria, yuri mxarzea miZerwili (tab. I
3
); 4. tolCa, Savpriala, keci mo

zebede SatberaSvili 
vaxtang SatberaSvili 
vaxtang nikolaiSvili
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yavisfro–moruxo, SemorCenilia yelis fragmenti (tab. I
5
); 5. laxtis Tavi – qviSaqvis, 

msxliseburi formis (tab. I
1
).

# 2 yorRanSi aRmoCnda: 1. dergi, Savpriala, Signidan agurisferi, oryura, bikonu
surtaniani. mxari Semkulia iribi xazebiT Sevsebuli samkuTxedebiTa da Tevzifxuri 
ornamentiT (tab. I

6
); 2. dergi, ruxad gamomwvari, hqonda bikonusuri tani, mxarze amoRa

ruli iyo ori paraleluri xazi (tab. I
8
); 3. qoTani, ruxkeciani. tani bikonusuria, yuri 

mxarzea miZerwili. mxarze or paralelur xazs Soris amoRarulia ori zigzagiseburi 
xazi (tab. I

7
); 4. koWobi, vardisferi, farTomucliani, uyuro (tab. I

9
).

yorRani # 3 (2002 wlis # 1) qva-miwa yriliani, wriuli formisa, d – 22,5 m, yrilis maq
simaluri h–1,4 m. qvayrilis CrdiloeT nawilSi gamoikveTa qvawre (d–3,3 m). qvayrilSi 
aRmoCnda: obsidianis anatkeci – 233 c. (maT Soris 8 retuSirebuli), anamtvrevi – 3 c., 
safxeki – 4 c., nukleusi – 5 c., lamela – 13 c., saxvreti – 1 c., saxoki – 1 c., saWrisi – 7 c., 
xowiseburi iaraRi – 8 c., SalaSiniseburi iaraRi – 1 c., zurgiani dana – 51 c., dana-safxe
ki – 1 c.

yorRanis centralur nawilSi, 1,4 m-is siRrmeze, Savi miwis fenaSi, moyavisferod da 
Savad gamomwvari, gaprialebuli, obdisianis minarevebiani keramikis sami fragmenti aR
moCnda. yorRanSi dasakrZalavi kamera ar gamovlenila, igi uormo unda yofiliyo.

yorRani # 4 ( 2002 wlis # 2 yorRani) – qva-miwayriliani, wriuli formisa iyo, d – 23 
m, yrilis h – 1,23 m ( tab. II1,2

). igi # 3 yorRanis Semdeg unda aegoT (misi yrilis aRmosav
leTi nawili mesame yorRanis yrilze gadadioda). qvis javSani kideebisaken 0,3-0,4 m-is 
simZlavrisa, centrSi – 0,6-0,8 m (tab. II

1,2
).

yorRanis humusis fenaSi aRmoCnda SuasaukuneebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli keramikis 
fragmentebi. zedapiridan 0,4-1,2 m-is siRrmeze, humussa da yrilSi obsidianis iaraRi 
Cndeboda: 1) anatkecebi – 142 c., 2) anamtvrevebi – 19 c., 3) nukleusebi – 21 c.), 4) lamela 
24 c., 5) retuSirebuli anatkecebi – 24 c., 6) xowiseburi iaraRi – 7 c., 7) ankesiseburi ia
raRi – 3 c., 8) zurgiani dana –14 c., 9) saxoki – 11 c., 10) saxvreti – 2 c., 11) saWrisi – 2 c., 
12) safxeki – 13 c., 13) quslamoRaruli isrispiri – 1 c. 

yorRanis centrSi gamoikveTa oTxkuTxa formis, TixnarSi amoWrili dasakrZalavi 
kamera (h – 1,75 m, d – 4,2×3,2 m). igi savaraudod, xiT iyo gadaxuruli, Semdeg ki qvis jav
SniT daufaravT da TixiT moutkepniaT.

kameris Tavze, mis Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi, aRmoCnda CaSvebuli samarxi (savara
udo zomebi – 1,5×1,2 m) (tab. II3

). micvalebuli dakrZaluli iyo marcxena gverdze, TaviT 
dasavleTiT. Tavi da zeda kidurebis nawili yviTel Tixnarze esvena, qveda kidurebi ki 
qvayrilze. ConCxis zeda nawili kameris piridan 0,3 m-is, qveda ki 0,5-0,6 m-is siRrmeze 
mdebareobda da aRmosavleTisaken iyo daqanebuli. Zvlebi cudad iyo daculi. 

CaSvebul samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1) satevari, brinjaosi, yunwiani, mxrebdaqanebuli, od
nav SesamCnevi qediT (tab III4

); 2) culi, qviSaqvis, kargad damuSavebuli. yua gabrtyele
bulia, piri ovaluria, fxiani (tab III

6
); 3) tolCa, moSavod gamomwvari Tixis, Txelkedli

ani, moyavisfro sarCuliT. pirgadaSlili, yeli TiTqmis cilindruli, mxrebisaken od
nav gafarToebuli, muceli – sferuli. kalTa Zirisaken mkveTrad Seviwrovebulia, Ziri 
– brtyeli. yuri mxarsa da mucelzea daZerwili. yuris mopirdapire mxares cera TiTis 
anabeWdis zomis foso SeimCneva. yelisa da mxaris SeerTebis adgilze amoRaruli sar
tyeli emCneva (tab. III3

); 4) QqoTani, Savad gamomwvari, priala zedapiriani, yavisfersarCu
liani, Txelkedliani. piri gadaSlilia, yeli TiTqmis cilindrulia, muclisaken odnav 
gafarTovebuli, muceli sferulia, mxarze cera TiTis anabeWdis zomis erTi fosoa da
tanili. mxarsa da yels yofs amoRarul zolebs Soris datanili fosoebisagan Sedgeni
li sartyeli. sartylidan muclisaken eSveba wvrili fosoebiT Sedgenili, foTlisebri 
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Sverilebi, romlebic amoRaruli xazebiTaa Sevsebuli (tab III
1
); 5) tolCis yelgverdis 

fragmenti, Savpriala, moyviTalo-moruxo sarCuliani. WurWels gadaSlili piri hqon
da. mxarze cera TiTis anabeWdis zomis foso emCneva, fosos qvemoT amoRaruli xazebi 
SeimCneva (tab III

8
); 6) tolCebis pirisa da yelis fragmentebi (3 sasmisi). Savpriala, mo

yavisfro-moruxo sarCuliani, samive pirgadaSlilia. yeli TiTqmis cilindrulia; or 
maTgans yuri yelsa da mxarze hqondaT miZerwili (tab. III

2,5,7
).

dasakrZalavi kameris (tab. II
4,5

) iataki motkepnili iyo. centrSi, Tixnarze, danaxSire
buli wnulis (lastis) anabeWdebi iyo SemorCenili. samarxis Ziridan 1,4 m-is simaRleze, 
kedlebis gaswvriv, 0,6 m-is sigane Tixis baqani iyo gamarTuli, romlis dasavleT mxares 
brinjaos foTlisebri dana aRmoCnda. iatakis N da S mxares, kldovan dedaqanSi gaWrili 
iyo ori Txrili (2,5×0,5×0,6 m). TxrilebSi xis urmis TiTo borbali da RerZis nawili iyo 
Cawyobili. mis gaswvriv, Txrilebsa da iatakze Tixis ramdenime WurWeli – dergebi da 
tolCebi elaga. micvalebuli samarxSi ar aRmoCnda. aRsaniSnavia, rom kameris iatakze 
aRmoCenili keramikis fragmentebis erTi nawili CaSvebuli samarxis WurWels ekuTvno
da, xolo zeda fenebSi ki samarxis iatakze aRmoCenili WurWlebis fragmentebsac vxvde
biT, rac, SesaZloa, samarxis gaZarcvaze metyvelebs. 

dasakrZalav kameraSi aRmoCnda: 1) urmis fragmentebi, xe danaxSirebulia, gadasulia 
miwaSi. moxerxda borblebisa da RerZis dafiqsireba da laboratoriuli damuSaveba. la
boratoriuli samuSao Seasrula nino kalandaZem, rekonstruqcia - nino oqruaSvilma 
(ix. tab II5

); 2) wnulis danaxSirebuli fragmentebi; 3) dana, brinjaosi, patinirebuli, da
zianebuli, foTliseburi formis (tab. III

14
); 4) tolCa, Savpriala, moyavisfro sarCulia

ni, piri mkveTrad gadaSlilia, tani – bikonusuri,   yuri mxarzea daZerwili. mxari Semku
lia e.w. margalitebisagan Sedgenili ori sartyliT, romelTa Soris reliefuri zolia 
moqceuli. mucelze odnav SesamCnevi wibo aqvs. Ziri brtyelia (tab. III

12
); 5) dergi, movar

disfro-moyavisfro, pirgadaSlili, bako momrgvalebuli, yel dabali, muceli sferu
lia, Ziri momrgvalebuli (tab IV

2
); 6) dergi, moSavo moruxo, oryura; bako momrgvale

bulia, yeli cilindruli, muceli sferuli. ori oTxkuTxa ganivkveTiani yuri mxarzea 
daZerwili. Ziri brtyelia. yuris Tavebis orive mxridan gamodis morkaluri reliefu
ri zoli, romelTa Soris aseve reliefuradaa gamosaxuli daklaknili TiTo gveli. cal 
mxares, gvelis Tavidan WurWlis yurebamde ori reliefuri kopia (tab. IV

1
); 7) dergi, mo

ruxo-moSavo, oryura; piri gadaSlilia, bako momrgvalebuli, yeli cilindruli, mu
celi sferuli, Ziri viwro. yurebi mxarsa da mucelzea daZerwili (tab. IV

3
); 8) qoTani, 

Savpriala, yavisfersarCuliani, calyura. piri gadaSlilia, bako momrgvalebuli, yeli 
gamoyofilia amoRaruli xaziT. tani odnav gamoberilia, Zirisaken bikonusuri, kalTa 
mokle da mkveTrad Seweulia, Ziri brtyeli. yuri tanzea daZerwili. yelis qvemoT da 
wibos zemoT WurWels gasdevs horizontuli, amoRaruli xazebis ramdenime rigi. ver
tikalur xazebs Soris amokawruli xazebiTaa gadmocemuli badiseburi ornamentiT Sev
sebuli rombebi (tab. III9

); 9) qoTani, Savpriala, yavisfersarCuliani, piri gadaSlilia, 
yeli TiTqmis cilindruli – qvemoTken gafarToebuli, muceli sferuli, Ziri – viwro 
da brtyeli. yuri mxarsa da mucelzea daZerwili. mxari gofrirebulia – emCneva eqvsi 
amoRaruli xazi (tab. III

10
); 10) tolCa, Savpriala, yavisfersarCuliani; piri gadaSlilia, 

yeli – cilindruli, muceli – sferuli, Ziri – brtyeli. yuri yelsa da mucelzea mi
Zerwili, mxari gofrirebulia – amoRaruli xazebi WurWels yelsa da mucelze gasdevs, 
yurTan ki Sveulad eSveba Zirisaken (tab. III

14
); 11) qoTani, Savpriala, nawilobriv aRdge

nili, piri gadaSlilia, muceli sferuli, mxarze dauyveba ori, amoRaruli, ganivi zoli, 
romlis qvemoTac SeiniSneba amoRaruli, damreci xazebi. yuri mxarzea miZerwili (tab. 
III

11
); 12) dergi, moSavo-moruxo, oryura, piri gadaSlilia, yeli cilindruli, odnav Sez
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neqili, muceli sferulia, Ziri viwro. zeaweuli yurebi mxarzea daZerwili. mxarze 6 re
liefuri kopia (tab. IV

4
).

## 1, 2 da 4 yorRanebSi aRmoCnda sxvadasxva masalisa da daniSnulebis nivTi, romel
Tagan upirveles yovlisa ganvixilavT keramikul nawarms. samive samarxSi mopovebuli 
keramikis absoluturi umravlesoba Savad gamomwvari da naprialebia, Tumca gamoirCeva 
mcire zomis WurWlis erTi jgufi _ bedenuri kulturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli, nati
fi, TiTqmis sarkiseburad bzinvare tolCebi da qoTnebi _ romelic ## 1 da 4 yorRaneb
Si aRmoCnda.E

tolCebSi gamoiyofa: 1) maRalcilindrulyeliani, sferoseburmucliani (tab. I2
 – yor

Rani # 1; tab. III
13

 – yorRani # 4, ZiriTadi samarxi); 2) dabalyeliani, sferoseburmucliani 
(tab. III

3
, yorRani # 4, CaSvebuli samarxi); 3) bikonusuri tolCa, romlis tanis maqsimaluri 

diametri mis simaRleze metia (tab. III
12

, yorRani # 4, ZiriTadi samarxi); 4) bikonusurtania
ni grZelmxriani, moklekalTiani (tab. I

4
, yorRani # 1). zemoT CamoTvlili yvela WurWeli 

mxolod bedenur kompleqsebSi gvxvdeba [gobejiSvili 1981: 62-68; Дедабришвили 1979: 44-47]. 
qoTnebi tolCebze mozrdilia da formiT maTi msgavsia: 1) # 4 yorRanis CaSvebul 

samarxSi aRmoCenil uyuro qoTans dabali, cilindruli yeli da sferoseburi tani aqvs 
(tab. III

1
); 2) # 4 yorRanis ZiriTad samarxSi calyura, odnav gamoberil mucliani, mokle 

kalTiani da brtyelZiriani, ornamentirebuli qoTania (tab. III
9
); 3) ## 1 da 4 yorRanebSi 

cilindrulyeliani, sferoseburtaniani, calyura qoTnebia (tab. I
2
; III

10
). 

calke dgas # 2 yorRanis, bedenur WurWelTan SedarebiT uxeSad damuSavebuli, bi
konusurtaniani, calyura qoTani (tab. I

7
), romelic bedenur kompleqsebSi naklebad Cans 

gavrcelebuli da ufro martyofuli kompleqsebisaTvis unda iyos damaxasiaTebeli. 
# 2 yorRanSi mikvleuli ori bikonusuri formis dergi martyofuli yorRanebisaT

visaa damaxasiaTebeli (tab  I
6,8

). marTalia, erTi maTganis formis zusti aRdgena ver mo
xerxda, magram meoris analogebi martyofis # 2 [jafariZe 1998: 15-16] da TrialeTis XII 
[Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 55] yorRanebidanaa cnobili. amgvarad, tyemlaras # 2 yorRa
nis masala martyofulia.

tyemlaras velze mopovebuli danarCeni dergebi # 4 yorRanis ZiriTadi samarxi
dan momdinareobs. movardisfro-moyavisfrod gamomwvari, pirgadaSlili, dabalyeli
ani, sferulmucliani, Zirmomrgvalebuli dergi (tab. IV2

) interess iwvevs imiT, rom gan
sxvavdeba bedenuri yorRanebis Savpriala nawarmisagan da SedarebiT iSviaTad gvxvde
ba am kulturuli wris yorRanebSi. CvenTvis misi zusti analogi cnobilia bedenis # 10 
yorRanidan [gobejiSvili 1981: 105, sur. 41]. martyofis # 5 yorRanSi mikvleulia amave 
formis, wiTlad gamomwvari dergi, romelic aRwerili egzemplarisagan tanze SemorCe
nili moxatulobis kvaliT gansxvavdeba [jafariZe 1998: 45].

sami dergi Savad gamomwvari da Savad naprialebia, oryuraa da cilindruli yeli aqvs 
(tab. IV1,3,4

). aseTi formis dergebi bedenuri kompleqsebisaTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli (mag. 
ix. wnoris # 1 yorRani) [Дедабришвили 1979: табл. XXII]. erTi dergis yuris Tavebis orive 
mxridan gamodis morkaluri reliefuri zoli, romelTa Soris aseve reliefuladaa ga
mosaxuli TiTo, daklaknili gveli: WurWlis erT mxares - gvelis Tavisa da yurebis gas
wvriv ori reliefuri kopia datanili (tab. IV

1
), meore dergze ki yurebs Soris, mxarze 6 

kopia daZerwili (tab. IV
4
).

# 1 da A# 4 yorRanebSi aRmoCnda qviSaqvis laxtisTavi, amave masalis gaxvretili cu
li, brinjaos satevrispiri da brinjaosve mcire zomis dana, aqve aRsaniSnavia obsidia
nis fuZeamoRaruli isrispiri, romelic # 4 yorRanis yrilSi iqna napovni.

tyemlaras # 4 yorRanis CaSvebul samarxSi aRmoCenili msxliseburi, cilindrul
naxvretiani laxtisTavi insignia unda iyos. msgavsi laxtisTavebi mikvleulia adreul 
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yorRanebSi: TrialeTis XL (faravnis # 3) yorRansa da sapitiaxSoSi (SemTxveviTi aRmoCe
na) [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 13, 59-60]. aseTive nivTebia mopovebuli martyofis # 5 (be
denuri), ziliCis # 2, anagis #1, agreTve stefanakertis yorRanebSi [jafariZe 1998: 115].

qvis gaxvretili culebi saqarTveloSi sakmaod iSviaTia. tyemlaras # 4 yorRanis 
CaSvebul samarxSi mopovebuli culis yvelaze axlo paraleli martyofis # 1 yorRanis 
(uadresi yorRania) yrilSi, kameris Tavze aRmoCenili aseTive iaraRia [jafariZe 1998: 
14].M msgavsi culebi CrdiloeT kavkasiidanacaa cnobili [ Мунчаев 1961: 76 ], Tumca isini 
mainc gansxvavdebian zemoT aRwerili nivTisagan – maTi satare xvreli ufro zemoT, yu
asTan axlosaa.

tyemlaras #4 yorRanis CaSvebul samarxSi mopovebuli brinjaos satevrispi
ri yvelaze metad bakurcixis etlian, bedenur yorRanSi aRmoCenili iaraRis msgavsia 
[Пицхелаури 1982: 18]. daqanebuli mxrebi da viwro piri mas mkveTrad ganasxvavebs sxva ad
reul yorRanebSi mopovebuli satevrebisagan. aseTive nivTia mopoveuli jer gamouq
veynebel, sof. xandakis maxloblad, kenWiyaras yorRanSiac (z. SatberaSvilis gaTxrebi).

bedenuri kulturis yorRanebisaTvis umniSvnelovanesi, damaxasiaTebeli da sxva ad
reuli yorRanebisagan ganmasxvavebeli niSania xis etlis samarxSi Cataneba. tyemlaras # 
4 yorRanis ZiriTad samarxSi aRmoCenilia etlis RerZisa da ori borblis fragmentebi, 
xe danaxSirebulia, gadasulia miwaSi da misi formis aRdgena sakmaod rTulia. rogorc 
Cans, Tavidanve, oTxTvala etlis swored es nawili iyo Catanebuli. bedenur yorRanebSi 
gvxvdeba rogorc mTliani etlebi (mag. bedenis ## 5, 8, 10 GyorRanebi) [gobejiSvili 1981: 
42, 39, 99], aseve maTi nawilebi (mag. wnoris ## 1 da 2 yorRanebi) [Дедабришвили 1979: 22, 40]. 
sainteresoa aRiniSnos, rom palinologiuri kvlevis Sedegad, tyemlaras # 4 yorRanSi 
mikvleul urmis borbalze aRmoCnda mravalZarRvas mtvris marcvlebis didi raodeno
ba, rac, mkvlevaris azriT, imaze miuTiTebs, rom uremi funqcionirebda [yvavaZe 2003: 6]. 
gamoTqmulia azri, rom, rogorc bedenuri, ise TrialeTuri etlebi yofaSi ar gamoi
yeneboda da sakulto daniSnulebisa iyo – maT samarxebSi aTavsebdnen [jafariZe 1981: 
99]. savaraudoa, rom etlebi swored bedenuri yorRanebisaTvis iyo damaxasiaTebeli da 
TrialeTur kulturaSi inerciiT gadavida, isic mxolod mis adreul monakveTSi.U unda 
aRiniSnos, rom b. kuftinis Seswavlili XXIX yorRanic, romelic TrialeTurad miiCneo
da [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 22, 101-102], bedenur yorRanebs miekuTvneba.

adreyorRanuli kulturis areali saqarTvelos teritoriaze moicavs qvemo qarT
ls, Sida qarTlsa da kaxeTs. igi gavrcelebulia Crdilo–aRmosavleT kavkasiaSi, azer
baijansa da somxeTSic. am kulturis bedenur da martyoful jgufebs aerTianebs re
gionisaTvis sruliad axali movlena – micvalebulebis yorRanebSi dakrZalva. Tumca, 
dakrZalvis wesSi aris erTi arsebiTi gansxvaveba: bedenur yorRanebSi gvxvdeba etli an 
sakace, rac sruliad ucxoa martyofulisaTvis.G gansxvavebulia keramikac – martyofu
li yorRanebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia msxliseburi formisa da bikonusurtaniani, or
yura, Savzedapiriani dergebi, agreTve Savi feris mozrdili, calyura tolCebi, romle
bic garkveul msgavsebas avlenen mtkvar-araqsul keramikasTan [mircxulava da sxv. 1992: 
126]. Bbedenuri keramika natifia, mas axasiaTebs kecis siTxele da simkvrive, zedapiris 
TiTqmis metaliseburi bzinvareba (magaliTisaTvis ix. # 4 yorRanis masala). 

sakamaTo sakiTxia bedenuri da martyofuli kulturebis qronologiuri urTier
Toba. zogierTi mkvlevari martyofuls bedenurze ufro adreulad Tvlis, sxvebis az
riT, bedenuri ufro adreulia. arsebobs mosazreba, rom mtkvar-araqsuli kulturis 
finaluri etapis sinqronulad arsebobs martyofuli da bedenuri Zeglebic (am sakiTx
Tan dakavSirebuli literatura ix. [orjonikiZe 2002: 23]). sakiTxs naTeli verc Sida qar
TlSi Seswavlilma im Zeglebma mohfina, sadac mtkvar-araqsuli, martyofuli da bedenu
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ri masala gamovlinda. sainteresoa dmanisis # 1 yorRani, romlis inventari msgavsebas 
avlens rogorc bedenur, ise martyoful nawarmTan [Кахиани и др. 1991: 66]. sayuradReboa 
xovles yorRani [jafariZe 1998 :148-150], sadac qvayrilis centralur nawilSi, erTmane
Tis Tavze, ori CaSvebuli samarxi iyo gamarTuli, ZiriTadi samarxi ki uinventaro iyo. 
qveda, # 2 samarxSi mikvleuli keramika bedenuri iyo, zeda, # 1 samarxSi aRmoCenili ma
sala ki ufro martyoful iers atarebs, vidre mtkvar-araqsuls [Sdr. jafariZe 1998: 
148-150].

amgvarad, tyemlaras velze Seswavlili, inventariani yorRanebi ## 1, 2, 4 adreuli 
yorRanebis ricxvs miekuTvneba: # 2 yorRanis keramika martyofulia, ## 1 da 4 ki bede
nuri kompleqsia, romelTa Soris qronologiuri sxvaobis dadgena Wirs. samive maTgani 
Zv.w. III aTaswleulis SuaxanebiT TariRdeba.

2003 wlis ivlisSi, tyemlaras velze arqeologiuri kvleva ganaxlda. gaTxrebi, am
jerad, mis Crdilo-aRmosavleT nawilSi Catarda. Seswavlil iqna oTxi samarxi, aqedan 
ori yorRani (## 8 da 9) da oric (## 10 da 11) ormosamarxi. 

samarxi # 10 (2003 wlis # 1) warmoadgenda moyviTalo feris Tixnar niadagSi gaWril, 
oTxkuTxa, kuTxeebmomrgvalebul ormosamarxs, romlis qvawre darRveuli iyo (zomebi: 
1,10×1,20×0,40m). micvalebulis ConCxis Zvlebi daSlili iyo. igi marcxena gverdze dauk
rZalavT, TaviT Crdilo-aRmosavleTisaken. samarxSi, Crdilo kedelTan cxvari Cauta
nebiaT (tab. V1

). 
samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1) qoTani, moyavisfro moSavo, keci moSavo-monacrisfro, qviSa

narevi. yeli _ dabalia, cilindruli, muceli _ sferuli, Zirisken Tanabrad daqane
buli, Ziri _ brtyeli (tab. V

3
); 2) qoTani, moyavisfro-monacrisfro. keci moyavisfroa, 

qviSanarevi. piri gadaSlili hqonda, yeli _ dabali, gamoyofili, muceli _ sferuli, 
Ziri brtyeli (tab. V

4
); 3) Tixis WurWlis (qilis) fragmentebi; 4) koWobi, xeliT naZerwi, 

keci moyavisfroa, pirs qvemoT kopi emCneva (tab V
3
); 5) sakinZi brinjaosi, piramidisebur

Taviani, nakluli; 6) dana, obsidianis; 7) iotebi, TeTri feris. 
samarxi # 11 (2003 wlis # 2) qvayriliani ormosamarxia (zomebi: 180×120×50 sm). mis 

samxreT aRmosavleT kuTxeSi aRmoCnda cxvris mTliani ConCxi, Crdilo-dasavleTiT ki 
Zroxis ConCxi (neknebi da Tavis qala). dasavleT nawilSi ido Tixis daSlili sami WurWe
li. Zroxis ConCxze ido brinjaos yunwiani satevrispiri. samarxis Tixatkepnil iatakze 
aRmoCnda keramikis natexebi (tab. V2

). 
samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1) satevari, brinjaosi, patinirebuli, yunwiani, TavTan samanWvle 

xvreli aqvs (tab. V
8
); 2) qoTani, moSavod gamomwvari, nakluli. keci moyavisfro-moSavoa, 

silanarevi. piri gadaSlilia, bako-momrgvalebuli, yeli _ gamoyofili, cilindruli, 
muceli _ sferuli, Zirisken Tanabrad Seviwroebuli. Ziri _ brtyeli. yelisa da mxris 
SeerTebis adgilze Semouyveba amoRaruli zoli. mxarze, wveriT muclisken mimarTuli, 
savarcxlisebri StampiT Sevsebuli amoRaruli samkuTxediebia gamosaxuli (tab. V

7
); 3) 

qoTani, moyavisfro-moSavo, keci moyavisfroa, silanarevi. piri gadaSlili hqonia, bako 
_ gamoyofili, tani _ viwro, muceli odnav gamoberili, Ziri _ brtyeli. yuri yelsa 
da mxarze unda hqonoda miZerwili (tab. V

6
); 4) Tixis WurWlis natexebi, moyavisfro-mo

Savod gamomwvari, keci gadanatexSi mowiTalo-moyavisfroa da silanarevi. daSlilia. 
zemoaRwerili WurWlis analogiuri unda yofiliyo; 5) msgavsi Tixis WurWlis natexebi 
aRmoCnda samarxi ormos iatakze, agreTve yrilSi (SesaZloa ori-sami WurWlis nawilebi 
iyos). 

gaTxrebis Sedegebis mixedviT SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom # 11 samarxi gaZarculi un
da yofiliyo. 
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yorRani # 8 (2003 wlis # 13) qvamiwayriliani, ormoiania. dazianebulia miwis samuSa
oebis Sedegad, SemorCa mxolod qvatexilisgan Sedgenili yrilis nawili (3×2,8 m) da kame
ris naSTi (1,2×0,75×0,25 m). kamera kldeSi CauWriaT, mas ovaliseburi moyvaniloba hqonia. 
iatakze SemorCa 14-16 wlis gogonas Tavis qalas nawili, ramdenime Tixis WurWlis nate
xi, mowiTalo sardionis gamWolnaxvretiani mZivi. yorRani gaZarculia.

yorRani # 9 (16) qvamiwayriliani da ormoiania. dazianebulia miwis samuSaoebis dros. 
SemorCenili iyo mxolod momrgvalebuli formis dedaqanSi gaWrili kamera (1,9×1,65× 
0,74 m). micvalebuli daukrZalavT kameris centralur nawilSi (odnav aRmosavleTis
ken), marcxena gverdze, mis win cxvris mTliani ConCxi dafiqsirda (tab. VI1

). 
yorRanSi aRmoCnda: 1) satevari brinjaosi, patinirebuli. yunwi farTo aqvs, brtye

li, TavTan amoRaruli, mxrebisken gafarToebuli. taris dasamagreblad sami Tanabari 
manZiliT dacilebuli naxvreti hqonda. wverisken Seviwrovebulia. qedi odnav SemaRle
bulia (tab. VI

5
); 2) qoTani, moSavod gamomwvari, pirnakluli, keci gadanatexSi orfeniani, 

silanarevi, moruxo-moSavo da nacrisferi. yeli – cilindrulia, mxrisgan gamoyofili, 
muceli _ sferuli, Zirisken Tanabrad Seviwrovebuli, Ziri _ brtyeli. mxarze wveriT 
muclisken mimarTuli amoRaruli wertilovani xazebiT Sevsebuli 12 samkuTxedia ga
mosaxuli (tab. VI

4
); 3) qoTani, moSavod gamomwvari, pirnakluli. keci gadanatexSi orfe

niani, Sidapiri vardisfersarCuliania. yeli cilindrulia _ Zirisken gafarToebuli. 
yelisa da mxris SeerTebis adgilze amoRaruli zoli Semosdevs; muceli sferulia, Zi
risken Tanabrad Seviwrovebuli, Ziri _ brtyeli. mxarze wveriT muclisken mimarTu
li, amoRaruli wertilovani xazebiT Sevsebuli 14 samkuTxedia datanili (tab. VI

2
); 4) ba

dia, moSavo-moyavisfro, keci gadanatexSi samfeniania _ silanarevi, pirmoyrilia, bako 
gamoyofilia, mxari _ gamoberili, Zirisken Tanabrad Seviwroebuli, Ziri _ brtyeli 
(tab. VI

3
); 5). sasmisi (koWobi), moyavisfro, xeliT naZerwi,Ppirmrgvalia, viwro, Zirisken 

gafarToebuli, Ziri brtyelia (tab. VI
7
); 6) koWobi, moyavisfro moSavo, keci gadanatexSi 

agurisferia, silanarevi, piri mrgvalia, gadaSlili, yeli _ dabali, gamoyofili, mu
celi sferuli, Ziri _ brtyeli (tab. VI

6
); 7) qoTani, moyavisfro-moSavo, daSlili, keci 

gadanatexSi moyavisfroa, silanarevi, kirqvis CanarTebiani, piri gadaSlili hqonda, ba
ko _ dabrtyelebuli, yeli dabali, gamoyofili, mxari – amoRaruli wertilovani xaze
biT Sedgenili ornamentiT iyo Semkuli; 8) qoTani, moyavisfro-moSavo, keci gadanatexSi 
moyavisfroa, piri gadaSlili hqonda, bako _ dabrtyelebuli, yeli dabali da gamoyo
fili, Ziri _ brtyeli; 9) xufi, bazaltis, saxeluriani, jamiseburi moyvanilobisaa, ze
dapiri dabrtyelebuli aqvs, saxeluri amoRarul qusls waagavs. SesaZloa sadgari an 
sasresi iyos (tab. VI8

); 10) sasafeTqle (?) brinjaosi, patinirebuli, boloebgaxsnili, ga
nivkveTSi mrgvali, dazianebuli, samad gatexilia, boloebi Seviwroebuli aqvs, rkalis d 
_ 3 sm.; 11) sasafeTqle xvia brinjaosi (4 c). warmoadgens brinjaos mavTulisagan damza
debul erTnaxevar rgols, boloebi gaxsnili da erTmaneTze gadasuli aqvs, d _ 1 sm (tab. 
VI

10
); 12), sakinZi brinjaosi, SemorCenilia ori natexi; 13) mZivebi, brinjaosi da sardio

nis, yelsabami unda iyos. Sedgeba brinjaos borbliseburi mZivebisagan, romelTa Soris 
garkveuli intervaliT CarTulia mowiTalo sardionis 4 mZivi. yelsabamis sigrZe _ 16 
sm; brinjaos mZivis d _ 0,3-0,4 sm; sardionis mZivis d – 0,4 sm. (tab. VI

9
); 14) mZivebi pastisa, 

TeTri feris, borbliseburi da sferuli; (tab. VI
11

);
tyemlaras yorRanebis velze, mis Crdilo-aRmosavleT nawilSi aRmoCenil samarxeb

Si dadasturebuli inventari (SevronebiT Semkuli qoTnebi, brinjaos satevrebi da sxva) 
damaxasiaTebelia Sua brinjaos xanis finaluri etapis samarxebisaTvis [kalandaZe 1980: 
sur. 18-19; sadraZe 1990: 657_660; ramiSvili 2004: 117, sur. 746] da zogadad Zv.w. II aTas
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wleulis Sua xanebiT unda daTariRdes. aRsaniSnavia, rom es masala ufro metad Sida 
qarTlis sinqronul ZeglebTan avlens msgavsebas.

tyemlaras velze gaTxril ## 5 da 6, uinventaro yorRanebs Soris gaiwminda 24 m-is 
sigrZisa da 3 m-is sigane, miwis zedapiridan odnav amoburculi, qviT mokirwyluli ”bi
liki”. aRsaniSnavia, rom misi zedapiri mofenili iyo obsidianis iaraR-anatkecebiT.A viw
ro biliki nadarbazevis maxloblad arsebul # 2 da # 4 yorRanebsac akavSirebs, aseTive 
suraTi Cans sapitiaxSos, kuSCisa da zurtakertis yorRanebTanac [gobejiSvili 1981 :8]. 
tyemlaras, nadarbazevisa da sxva yorRanebs Soris arsebul bilikebis Sesaxeb SeiZleba 
iTqvas, rom isini mixveul- moxveulia, riTac mkveTrad gansxvavdebian TrialeTSi, wal
kis wyalsacavis teritoriaze arsebuli saritualo daniSnulebis gzebisagan. tyemla
rasa da sxva adgilebze aRmoCenili bilikebi yorRanebs erTmaneTTan akavSirebda, gzebi 
ki konkretuli samarxi nagebobisaTvis iyo gankuTvnili da maTken swor xazze gadaWimu
li, dromosisaken miemarTeboda [narimaniSvili 2003: 9-11].

Suabrinjaos xanis dasasruliT daTariRebul # 8 yorRanTan 2003 wels gaiTxara bi
likis monakveTi. samwuxarod, am yorRanis yrili Zlier dazianebuli iyo, amitom, bili
kisa da yorRanis urTierTkavSiri (an piriqiT, maTi erTmaneTisagan damoukideblad ar
seboba) ver dadginda.A amgvarad, saritualo gzebisagan gansxvavebiT, dReisaTvis am “bi
likebis” daniSnuleba da TariRi gaurkvevelia. 
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The Tqemlara kurgan field is situated in Tetritsqaro district, Kvemo Kartli, on the south-western side of 
Mount Bedeni, south of the river Chivchavi. It slopes north-west to south-east. There is a small Medieval 
church east of the plain, and the Medieval settlement of Tqemlara lies to the north-east and is bordered 
by a railway. Currently its greater part is situated in the area of the No. 2 oil pumping station of the BTC 
pipeline.

In 1987-1988 the Marabda-Akhalkalaki Expedition of the Centre for Archaeological Research directed 
by Z. Shatberashvili investigated two kurgans of the Early Bronze Age in this area (Shatberashvili 1997: 63-
65). During construction of the BTC pipeline in 2002-2003 on land projected for the oil pumping station, ex-
cavations were carried out on the Tqemlara field by the Tetritsqaro Expedition of the Centre for Archaeolog-
ical Research directed by Z. Shatberashvili. Their object was to investigate several Bronze Age burials which 
had hitherto escaped notice because their low height meant they were hardly visible from the north-west, 
having succumbed to land slips on that side. The kurgans stood in clusters and some were connected to 
each other by low stone paths. In 2002 five kurgans and a connecting path between them were excavated 
(Shatberashvili 2003) and in 2003, two kurgans and two pit graves overlaid by stone mounds (Shatberash-
vili et al. 2005). The burials were labeled with separate field numbers each season. In the present article we 
decided to simplify matters and to give them a fresh enumeration. Nos 1 and 2 are the kurgans excavated 
in 1987-1988; Kurgans Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 excavated in 2002 are now 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Nos 5, 6, and 7 were small and 
empty). The burials investigated in 2003 were Kurgans Nos 13 (it was badly damaged and, presumably, 
robbed) and 16, but now Nos 8 and 9; pit graves Nos 1 and 2 are now Nos 10 and 11. 

Kurgans on Tqemlara field had been built at two different periods, in the Early Bronze Age and at the 
end of the Middle Bronze Age.

Before describing the burials investigated during pipeline construction, we will briefly discuss Kurgans 
Nos 1 and 2 excavated in 1987-1988. Both had stone mounds built over them and were not very large; their 
greatest diameter was 15 m; the pits were oval (No. 1: 3.5 x 3.8 m 1.5 m deep; No. 2: 3.8 x 3.6 m). The stone 
mound over Kurgan No. 1 had been almost completely removed. In the filling of both kurgans obsidian 
flakes were found.

Kurgan No. 1 contained: 1. A handled pot, black-burnished, thin-walled, brownish-grey fabric, cylindri-
cal neck, spherical body (pl.I, 2); 2. A handled mug, black-burnished, brownish-grey fabric, cylindrical neck, 
spherical body, three lateral grooves at junction of neck and shoulder (pl. I, 4); 3. A handled mug, black-
burnished, grey fabric; bi-conical body (pl. I, 3); 4. A mug, black-burnished, brownish-grey fabric, fragment 
of neck surviving (pl. I, 5); 5. A mace head, sandstone, pear-shaped (pl. I, 1).

Kurgan No. 2 contained: 1. A large two-handled pot, black burnished, reddish interior, bi-conical body; 
the shoulder decorated with hatched triangles and herring-bone ornament (pl. I, 6); 2. A large pot, fired 
grey, bi-conical body, two lateral grooves on the shoulder (pl. I, 8); 3. A pot, grey fabric, bi-conical body, 
handle modelled on the shoulder; two zigzag lines between two grooves on the shoulder (pl. I, 7); 4. A small 
handleless pot, pink, broad body (pl. I, 9).

Z e b e d e  S h a t b e r a s h v i l i 
Va k h t a n g  S h a t b e r a s h v i l i 

Va k h t a n g  N i k o l a i s h v i l i

Bronze Age Burials  
at Tqemlara
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Kurgan No. 3 (No. 1 of 2002) is circular and overlaid with a stone and earth mound; diameter 22.5 m, 
1.4 m. A stone circle (diameter 3.3m) is visible in the northern part. The stone mound produced the fol-
lowing: 233 obsidian flakes (8 retouched), 3 obsidian chips, 4 scrapers, 5 nuclei; 13 lamellae, a perforator, a 
side scraper, 7 burins, 8 chisel-like tools, a blade-like tool, 51 knives, and a knife flake. In the central part of 
the kurgan, at a depth of 1.4 m, there appeared in a black earth layer three fragments of burnished pottery 
with an obsidian admixture fired brown and black. There was no burial chamber found in the kurgan, and 
it must have lacked a pit.

Kurgan No. 4 (No. 2 of 2002) is circular and overlaid with a stone and earth mound; diameter 23m, 
greatest extant height of the mound 1.23 m (pl. II, 1, 2). It must have been built after Kurgan No. 3 (the east-
ern part overlies the latter). The stone mound was 0.3-0.4 m deep towards the edges, and 0.6-0.8 m in the 
centre (pl. II, 1, 2). A fragment of Medieval pottery was found in the humus layer of the kurgan. At a depth 
of 0.4-1.2 m beneath ground level, there emerged from the humus and the mound the following obsid-
ian tools: 142 flakes, 19 chips, 21 nuclei, 24 lamellae, 24 retouched flakes, 7 chisel-like tools, 3 fishhook-like 
tools, 14 knives, 11 side-scrapers, 2 perforators, 2 burins, 13 scrapers, 1 arrowhead with an engraved base. 
An oval burial chamber (4.2 x 3.2 m, height 1.75m) cut in loam in the centre of the kurgan was, presumably, 
once roofed with timber covered with a course of stone and plastered with clay. 

On top of the chamber, in its north-west part, there appeared a raised burial (estimated size, 1.5 x 1.2 
m) (pl. II, 3). The deceased was buried lying on the left side with the head to the west. The head and part of 
upper extremities rested on yellow loam, while the lower extremities lay on the stone mound. The upper 
part of the skeleton was situated 0.3 m below the level of the mouth of the chamber, and the lower 0.5-
0.6m below, and was angled towards the east. The bones were badly preserved.

In the raised burial there were: 1. A bronze dagger with a hoop, slanting shoulders and a slightly promi-
nent ridge (pl. III, 4); 2. A sandstone axe, well worked, flattened butt, oval edge, sharp (pl. III, 6); 3. A ceramic 
mug, fired black, thin-walled, brownish interior, offset rim, almost cylindrical neck slightly broadened to-
wards the spherical body, belly dramatically narrowed towards the flat base. The handle must have been 
modelled on the shoulder and body; a hole opposite the handle. A groove at the junction of the neck and 
shoulder (pl. III, 3); 4. A pot, fired black, polished exterior, brown interior and thin-walled. Offset rim, neck 
almost cylindrical broadening towards the spherical body. Shoulder and neck separated by a band dots 
between horizontal grooves. Hatched leaf-like projections and made up of small dots run down from the 
band towards the body (pl. III, 1); 5. A fragment of the neck and wall of a mug with an offset rim, black-
burnished, with a yellowish-grey fabric. A thumb-print sized depression on the shoulder; grooves beneath 
(pl. III, 8). 6. Fragments of mugs with offset rims (from three vessels). Black-burnished, brownish-grey fabric. 
Neck almost cylindrical; two with handles between neck and shoulder (pl. III, 2, 5, 7). 

The floor of the burial chamber (pl. II, 4, 5) was plastered with clay. In the centre, impressions of car-
bonized textile have survived. At 1.4 m above the bottom of the burial, a 0.6m wide platform was arranged 
along the walls, on the west side of which was found a leaf-like bronze knife. To the north and south of 
the floor two trenches were cut in bedrock (2.5 x 0.5 x 0.6 m). There was the wheel and part of the axle of 
a wooden cart in each trench. Along the platform were several clay vessels, and large pots and mugs lay 
on the ditch and the floor. There were no traces of the deceased: it is perhaps significant that a part of the 
fragments of the pottery discovered on the chamber floor belonged to the inventory of the raised burial, 
while upper levels contained fragments of vessels discovered on the floor of the burial, likely pointers to 
the grave having been robbed. 

The burial chamber included: 1. Fragments of a cart, the wood carbonized and turned to dust. The 
wheels and the axle were recorded, treated in the laboratory by Nino Kalandadze, and reconstructed by 
Nino Okruashvili (pl. II, 5). 2. Carbonized textile fragments. 3. A patinated leaf-shaped bronze knife, some-
what damaged (pl. III, 14); 4. A black-burnished mug of a brownish fabric; offset rim, bi-conical body, handle 
modelled on the shoulder; shoulder decorated with two bands of applied clay “pearls”, a relief line between 
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them; a ridge on the body; flat base (pl. III, 12); 5. A large pot, pinkish-brown; offset, rounded rim, low neck, 
spherical body, rounded base (pl. IV, 2); 6. A large two-handled pot, blackish-grey, rounded rim, cylindrical 
neck, spherical body; handles square in section on shoulder; flat base; arched relief lines on either side of 
the handles with relief representations of coiled snakes between them. On one side, two knobs in relief 
from the snake heads to the handles (pl. IV, 1); 7. A large pot, greyish-black, with two handles, rounded 
offset rim, cylindrical neck, spherical body, narrow base; handles modelled on shoulder and body (pl. IV3); 
8. A black-burnished one-handled pot, brown fabric; rounded offset rim, groove at neck; slightly convex 
body, bi-conical towards base, sharply recessed wall, flat base; handle modelled on the body; below the 
neck and above the ridge several rows of grooves running around the vessel; incised rhomboid motifs 
filled with net-like ornament (pl. III, 9); 9. A black-burnished pot, brown fabric, offset rim, almost cylindrical 
neck broadening towards the base, spherical body, narrow and flat base; handle modelled on shoulder and 
body; side ribbed, six grooves (pl. III, 10); 10. A black-burnished mug, brown fabric, offset rim, cylindrical 
neck, spherical body, flat base; handle modelled on neck and body; ribbed wall, grooves running around 
the neck and the body (pl. III, 14); 11. A black-burnished pot, offset rim, spherical body, two grooved lines 
on shoulder, beneath which are oblique hatchings; handle modelled on the shoulder (pl. III, 11); 12. A large 
two-handled pot, blackish-grey, with offset rim, cylindrical neck; slightly concave, spherical body, narrow 
base; high handles attached to the shoulder; six knobs in relief on the shoulder (pl. IV, 4).

Kurgans Nos 1, 2 and 4 produced objects of different materials and function. Most of the pottery from 
all three burials is fired black and is black-burnished, although a group of small vessels can be distinguished: 
mugs and pots diagnostic of the Bedeni Culture, refined, smooth and shiny, found in Kurgans Nos 1 and 4.

The mugs vary: 1. Mugs with a tall cylindrical neck and spherical body (pl. I, 2, Kurgan No. 1; pl. III, 13; 
Kurgan No. 4, main burial); 2. Mug with a low neck and spherical body (pl. III, 3, Kurgan No. 4, raised burial); 
3. Bi-conical mug whose greatest diameter exceeds its height (pl. III, 12, Kurgan No. 4, main burial); 4. Mug 
with bi-conical body, long shoulder, short wall (pl. I, 4, Kurgan No. 1). All the above listed vessels are exclu-
sively typical of Bedeni complexes (Gobejishvili 1981: 62:68; Dedabrishvili 1979: 44-47).

Pots are larger than mugs but are similar in shape: 1. The pot discovered in the raised burial of Kurgan 
No. 4 has a low, cylindrical neck and a spherical body (pl. III, 1); 2. an ornamented pot from the main burial 
of Kurgan No. 4 has a single handle, a slightly convex body, short wall and flat base (pl. III, 9); 3. Kurgans Nos 
1 and 4 contained single-handled pots with cylindrical neck and spherical body (pl. I, 2; III, 10).

A single-handled pot with a bi-conical body, coarser than Bedeni ware, stands apart (pl. I, 7), and is of a 
kind less common in Bedeni complexes and is probably more typical of those of Martqopi type.

Two large bi-conical pots from in Kurgan No. 2 are diagnostic of Martqopi kurgans (pl.I, 6, 8). It was 
not possible to restore the shape of one of them, but parallels for the other are known from Kurgan No. 2 
at Martqopi (Japaridze 1998: 15-16) and Kurgan 12 at Trialeti (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974:55). The con-
tents of Kurgan No. 2 at Tqemlara are thus Martqopian in character.

The other pots from Tqemlara come from Kurgan No. 4. The large pot which is fired pinkish-brown (pl. 
IV, 2) is interesting as it differs from the black-burnished production of Bedeni kurgans and is relatively rare 
in this cultural group of kurgans. We known of an exact parallel from Kurgan No. 10 at Bedeni (Gobejishvili 
1979: pl. XXII), where again there are snakes in relief (pl. IV, 1; cf. pl. IV, 4).

Kurgans Nos 1 and 4 contained a sandstone mace-head, a perforated axe of the same material, a bronze 
dagger blade and a small bronze knife, and Kurgan No. 4 also had obsidian arrowhead with and engraved 
base. The pear-shaped mace head with a round hole for the handle found in the raised burial of Kurgan 
No. 4 must be a badge of office. Similar mace heads have been found in early kurgans: in Trialeti Kurgan 40 
(Paravani No. 3) and in Sapitiakhsho (chance find) (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974: 13, 59-60). Similar ob-
jects come from Martqopi Kurgan No. 5 (Bedeni type), Zalichi Kurgan No. 2, Anagi No. 1, and in kurgans at 
Stepanakert (Japaridze 1998: 115). Perforated stone axes are a rarity in Georgia. The closest parallel to the 
specimen found in the raised burial is one from Kurgan No. 1 at Martqopi (the earliest kurgan), just above 
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the chamber (Japaridze 1998:14). Similar axes are also known from North Caucasia (Munchaev 1961: 76), 
although they differ from ours in that their handle is higher up, closer to the butt. The bronze dagger blade 
from Kurgan No. 4 is closest to the weapon found in the Bedeni-type kurgan containing a cart at Bakurt-
sikhe (Pitskhelauri 1982: 18). The slanting shoulders and narrow head are the features that distinguish them 
from daggers found in early kurgans. A similar object was found in the Kenchiqara kurgan near the village 
of Khandaki, as yet unpublished (Z. Shatberashvili’s excavations). 

The most important characteristic feature of the Bedeni Culture kurgans, and one that distinguishes 
them fom other early kurgans, is the practice of depositing a wooden cart in a burial. In the principal burial 
of Kurgan No. 4 at Tqemlara fragments of a cart axle and wheels were recovered; the wood is carbonized 
and turned into dust, and thus it is difficult to restore its shape. It seems that what we have is part of a 
four-wheeled cart that was originally deposited in the tomb. Bedeni kurgans display both whole carts (e.g. 
Bedeni Kurgans Nos 5, 8, 10) (Gobejishvili 1981:42, 39, 99) and parts of carts (e.g. Tsnori Kurgans Nos 1 and 
2) (Dedabrishvili 1979: 22, 40). It is noteworthy that palynological research showed that there was a large 
amount of plantain pollen on the wheel of the cart in Kurgan No. 4 at Tqemlara which points to the fact that 
the cart had been used in real life (Kvavadze 2003:6). The view has been expressed that the Bedeni and Tri-
aleti carts only had a religious function, to be placed in burials (Japaridze 1981:99). The carts were presum-
ably peculiar to Bedeni kurgans and the practice of depositing such vehicles was adopted by practitioners 
of the Trialeti Culture by inertia at an early stage. It should be noted Trialeti Kurgan No. 29, investigated by 
B. Kuftin, which used to be attributed to the Trialeti Culture (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974: 22, 101-102), 
is in fact a Bedeni kurgan.

The area of Early Kurgan Culture in Georgia covers Kvemo Kartli, Shida Kartli and Kakheti. In general it 
is widespread over North-West Caucasia, Azerbaijan and Armenia. The feature that brings together the Be-
deni and the Martqopi groups of this Culture is an entirely new phenomenon for this region, namely, burial 
in the deceased in kurgans. There is, however, one significant difference in burial practice. Bedeni kurgans 
contain carts or stretchers, unknown in kurgans of Martqopi type. The pottery is also different: Martqopi 
kurgans contain large black two-handled pear-shaped pots with a bi-conical body, and also large, one-
handled mugs that display a certain affinity with the pottery of the Kura-Araxes Culture (Japaridze 1992: 
126). Bedeni pottery is refined, characterized by a thin, strong fabric, and an almost metallic lustre on the 
exterior (cf. material from Kurgan No. 4).

Chronological correlation between the Bedeni and Martqopi Cultures is a controversial matter. Some 
scholars regard Martqopi to be earlier than Bedeni, while others believe Bedeni is earlier. There is an opinion 
that the sites of Martqopi and Bedeni were contemporary with the final stage of the Kura-Araxes Culture 
(for bibliography, see Orjonikidze 2002: 23). Even sites which produced Kura-Araxes, Martqopi and Bedeni 
material did not seem to elucidate the problem. Dmanisi Kurgan No. 1 is relevant, in that the grave goods 
are close both to those of Bedeni and Martqopi (Kakhiani et al. 1991: 66). The Khovle kurgan is also interest-
ing (Japaridze 1998: 148-150), where in the central part of the stone mound there were two raised burials 
arranged one on top of the other, and the principal burial had no grave goods. The pottery recovered in the 
lower burial No. 2 belonged to Bedeni Culture, while the upper Burial No. 1 has more of a Martqopi profile 
than Kura-Araxes characteristics (cf. Japaridze 1998:148-150).

Thus, the Kurgans Nos 1, 2, 4 with grave goods investigated in the Tqemlara valley belong to early 
kurgans: pottery of Kurgan No. 2 is of Martqopi type while Nos 1 and 4 are Bedeni-type complexes and it is 
difficult to estimate what the chronological difference between them might have been. All three date from 
the mid-3rd millennium BC. 

Excavations were resumed at Tqemlara in 2003, when the north-east part was investigated. Four buri-
als were studied : two kurgans (Nos 8 and 9) and two pit graves (Nos 10 and 11).

Burial No. 10 (2003, No. 1) was a rectangular pit grave (1.1 x 1.2 x 0.4 m) with rounded corners cut into 
yellowish loam, whose stone circle had been disturbed. The skeletal remains were badly preserved but it 
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was possible to see that the deceased lay on the left side with the head to the north-east. There was a sheep 
placed in the burial at the north end (pl. V, 1). The burial contained: 1. A dark pot, of blackish-grey fabric, 
with a sand admixture; the neck is low, cylindrical, and the spherical body diminishes in diameter towards 
the flat base (pl. V, 3); 2. A dark pot, of a brownish fabric with a sand admixture; offset rim, low neck, sepa-
rate spherical body, flat base (pl. V, 4); 3. Fragments of a ceramic vessel (jar); 4. A small hand-made pot, of 
brownish fabric, a knob on the surface (pl. V, 3); 5. A bronze pin with a pyramidal head, incomplete; 6. An 
obsidian knife; 7. Small white beads.

Burial No. 11 (No. 2 of 2003) is a pit grave with a stone mound (size: 1.80 x 1.20 x 0.50 m). A complete 
sheep’s skeleton was found in the south-east corner and the ribs and skull of a bovine in the north-west. 
There were three broken ceramic vessels in the west. A bronze dagger blade with a hook lay above the 
cow’s skeleton. Pottery fragments were revealed on the clay plastered floor (pl. V, 2). The burial produced: 1. 
A bronze dagger with a hook and a suspension hole in the handle (pl. V, 8); 2. A pot fired black, incomplete, 
brownish-black fabric with sand admixture; offset, rounded rim, cylindrical neck, spherical body diminish-
ing in diameter towards the flat base; a groove at the junction of the neck and shoulder; on the shoulder 
incised inverted triangles (pl. V, 7); 3. A dark pot, blackish-grey fabric, with sand admixture; offset separate 
rim, narrow body, slightly convex wall, flat base; handle must have been modelled on neck and shoulder 
(pl. V, 6); 4. Fragments of dark pottery, reddish-brown fabric with sand admixture; similar to the last men-
tioned; 5. Similar potsherds found on the floor of the pit grave and also in the fill (probably from two or 
three vessels). .Judging by the evidenceit would appear that Burial No. 11 had been robbed.

Kurgan No. 8 (2003/No. 13) had a pit and an earth and stone mound. It was damaged during construc-
tion work and only a part of the fill stone (3 x 2.8 m) and remains of an oval rock-cut chamber (1.2 x 0.75 x 
0.25 m) were preserved; part of the cranium of a 14-16 year-old girl, fragments of a few ceramic vessels and 
a pierced sardonyx bead were found on the floor. The kurgan had been robbed.

Kurgan No. 9 (16) had a pit and an earth and stone mound. It was damaged during construction work; 
a round chamber cut in bedrock (1.9 x 1.65 x 0.74 m); the deceased was buried in the central part of the 
chamber (slightly eastwards), lying on the left; the complete skeleton of a sheep in front of the deceased 
(pl. VI, 1). The kurgan contained: 1. A bronze dagger; wide hoop, flat, engraved at the tip, broadening to-
wards shoulders; three holes equidistant holes for attaching handle (pl. VI, 5); 2. Dark pot, rim missing; grey-
ish-black; cylindrical neck, spherical body, flat base; triangles on shoulder (pl. VI, 4); 3. Dark pot, rim missing; 
pinkish fabric; cylindrical neck; groove at junction of neck and shoulder; spherical body; flat base; inverted 
triangles on the shoulder (pl. VI, 2); 4. A large dark bowl, fabric has a sand admixture; incurved, separated 
rim, convex shoulder, flat base (pl. VI, 3); 5. A brown hand-made drinking vessel, flat base (pl. VI, 7); 6. A small 
dark pot, reddish fabric with a sand admixture, round, offset rim, low neck, spherical body, flat base (pl. VI, 
6); 7. A dark pot, brownish fabric with sand admixture and limestone insertions, offset flattened rim, low 
neck, shoulder ornamented with engraved dotted lines; 8. A dark pot, brownish fabric, offset, flattened rim, 
low neck, flat base; 9. A basalt lid with handle, bowl-shaped, flattened top, handle in form of a foot; perhaps 
a pestle (pl. VI, 8); 10. Temple pendant (?), bronze, ends open, round in section, damaged, broken into three 
parts, ends narrowed, diameter 3 cm; 11. Four bronze wire temple spirals; diameter 1 cm (pl. VI, 10); 12. 
Bronze pin in two fragments; 13. Bronze and sardonyx beads from a necklace 16 cm long; bronze bead 0.3-
0.4 cm diameter; sardonyx bead 0.4 cm (pl. VI, 9); 14. White paste, circular and spherical beads, (pl. VI, 11).

The finds from the burials in the north-east part of the Tqemlara kurgan valley (pots decorated with 
chevrons, bronze daggers, etc.) are diagnostic of burials of the final stage of the Middle Bronze Age (Kalan-
dadze 1980: fig. 18-19; Sadradze 1990: 657-660; Ramishvili 2004: 117, fig. 746) and must generally be dated 
to the middle of the 2nd millennium BC. It is noteworthy that this material is close to that from contempo-
rary sites at Shida Kartli. 

Between the empty Kurgans Nos 5 and 6 there was a slightly raised paved stone path 24m long and 
3 m wide. The surface was covered with obsidian tools and flakes. Narrow paths link Kurgans Nos 2 and 4 
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near Nadarbazevi, kurgans at Sapitiakhsho, Kushchi and Zurtaketi (Gobejishvili 1981: 8). The paths at Tqem-
lara, Nadarbazevi and elsewhere, are winding, and differ in this respect from the ritual roads of the Tsalka 
reservoir in Trialeti. The paths at Tqemlara and elewhere were used to link the kurgans, while Trialeti roads 
were designed as part of the burial construction and led in a straight line to the dromos (Narimanishvili 
2003: 9-11).

In 2003 part of a path was excavated near Kurgan No. 8 datable to the end of the Middle Bronze Age. 
Unfortunately, the fill of this kurgan was badly damaged and it was therefore impossible to work out the 
precise relationship between the path and the kurgan. Unlike the ritual roads, therefore, it has so far not 
been possible to determine the function or date of these paths.

Bibliography: 

Manuscript reports are to be found in the Library of the Otar Lordkipanidze Archaeological Centre of the Georgian 

National Museum. Tbilisi

Dedabrishvili Sh. 1979: Kurgany Alazanskoi dolini (Kurgans of the Alazani Valley). Proceedings of the Kakheti 

Archaeological Expedition 2. Tbilisi.

Gobejishvili G. 1981: bedenis gorasamarkhebis kultura (Bedeni Kurgan Culture). Tbilisi.

Gogadze E. 1972: trialetis qorghanuli kulturis kronologia da periodizatsia (The Chronology of the Trialeti Kurgan Culture 

and its Division into Periods). Tbilisi.

Japaridze O. 1961: kartveli tomebis istoriisatvis litonis tsarmoebis adreul saphekhurze (On the History of Georgian Tribes 

at the Early Stage of Metallurgy). Tbilisi.

Japaridze, O. (ed.) 1992: sakartvelos arkeologia (Georgian Archaeology 2. Eneolithic-Early Bronze Age). Tbilisi.

Japaridze O. 1998: kartveli tomebis etnokulturuli istoriisatvis dzv.ts. III atastsleulshi (On the Ethnocultural History of 

Georgian Tribes in the 3rd Millennium BC). Tbilisi.

Kakhiani K., Gligvashvili E., Kalandadze G., Tskvitinidze Z. 1991: O rabote ekspeditsii Mashaverskogo ushchel’ya v 

1987 g. (On the activities of the Mashavera Valley Expedition in 1987). PAI 1987, 62-69.

Kalandadze A. 1980: samtavro. tsinaantikuri khanis arkeologiuri dziebani (Samtavro. Archaeological Studies of the 

pre-Classical Period). Mtskheta 4. Tbilisi.

Kvavadze E. 2003: tqemlaras gorasamarkhis 2002 tslis noembrisa da dekembris tveebshi chatarebuli arkeologiuri 

gatkhrebis shedegad gakhsnili shreebis nalekta palinologiuri da paleoetnobotanikuri shestsavlis shedegebi 

(Results of palynological and palaeoethnobotanical studies of deposits of strata opened as a result of archaeological 

excavations carried out at Tqemlara Kurgan, November and December 2002). (Manuscript) .

Munchaev R. 1961: Drevneishie kul’turi Severnogo Kavkaza (Ancient Cultures of the Northern Caucasus). Moscow.

Narimanishvili G. 2003: saritualo gzebi trialetis qorghanebtan (Ritual roads near Trialeti kurgans). Dziebani, 2, 9-23.

Orjonikidze A. 2002: mtkvar-araksuli traditsiebi adreuli qorghanebis gavrtselebis khanashi (Kura-Araxes traditions 

during the spread of early kurgans). Dziebani 9, 23-28.

Pitskhelauri K 1982: Issledovaniya Kakhetskoi arkheologicheskoi ekspeditsii (Studies of the Kakheti Archaeological 

Expedition). PAI 1980, 17-20.

Ramishvili A. 2004: brinjaos khanis arkeologiuri dzeglebi tsaghvlshi (Archaeological sites of the Bronze Age at Tsaghvli). 

Tbilisi.

Sadradze V. 1990: samtavros samarovnis shua brinjaos khanis dzeglebis kronologia- periodizatsia (The chronology of 



200	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Zebede Shatberashvili Vakhtang Shatberashvili Vakhtang Nikolaishvili

the Middle Bronze Age sites of Samtavro Cemetery and their division into periods). SMAM, 138/3, 657-660.

Shatberashvili Z. 1997: Rezul’tati rabot Marabda-Akhalkalakskoi ekspeditsii (Results of the activities of the Marabda-

Akhalkalaki Expedition). PAI 1988, 63-65. Tbilisi.

Shatberashvili Z. 2003: tetritsqaros arkeologiuri ekspeditsiis samushaoebi 2002 tslis noember- dekembershi (Activities of 

the Tetritsqaro Archaeological Expedition, November-December 2002). (Manuscript) .

Shatberashvili Z., Amiranashvili J., Gogochuri G., Mindorashvili D., Grigolia G., Nikolaishvili V. 2005: tetritsqaros 

arkeologiuri ekspeditsiis samushaoebi 2003-2004 tslebshi (Activities of the Tetritsqaro Archaeological Expedition, 

November-December 2003-2004). (Manuscript) .

Zhorzhikashvili L., Gogadze E. 1974: Pamyatniki Trialeti epokhi rannei i srednei bronzy (The Early and Middle Bronze Age 

Sites of Trialeti). Tbilisi.

Illustrations:

Pl. I – 1-5. Inventory of kurgan No. 1; 6-9. Inventory of Kurgan No. 2

Pl. II – 1,2. Kurgan No. 4, plan and section; 3. Plan of raised burial; 4. Plan of main burial; 5. Section of the main burial

Pl. III – 1-8. Material of the raised burial of Kurgan No. 4: 9-14. Material of main burial of Kurgan No. 4

Pl. IV – 1-4. Big pots from the main burial of Kurgan No. 4

Pl. V – 1. Burial No. 10, section and plan; 2. Burial No. 11, section and plan; 3-5. Inventory of Burial No. 10; 6-8. Inventory 

of Burial No. 11

PL. VI – 1. Kurgan No. 9, section and plan; 2-11. Inventory of Kurgan No. 9
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jinisis namosaxlari samxreT kavkasiaSi, TrialeTis qedis samxreT kalTebzea gan
Tavsebuli. igi walkis municipalitetis Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi, sof. jinisis uki
dures CrdiloeT ganapiras, jinisi-gumbaTis samanqano gzis dasavleTiT, 30 m-is daci
lebiT mdebareobs (tab. I

1
). 

dasaxleba md. gumbaTiswyalis marcxena napirze, meore terasaze yofila gamarTuli. 
reliefi, namosaxlaris teritoriaze, dasavleTis mimarTulebiT Tanabrad damrecia, 
xolo mdinarisaken daxris kuTxe matulobs da mdinaris marcxena napirTan faqtiurad 
davakebulia. Tavis mxriv, md. gumbaTiswyali CrdiloeTis mxridan md. qcias uerTdeba 
(tab. I2

). 
namosaxlari gamovlinda baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis mSeneblobis dros 

(tab. II
1
), energokoridoris CrdiloeT monakveTSi. gaiTxara 54×24 m farTobi, sadac ga

movlinda xuTi saxli da 24 sameurneo ormo (tab. II
2
).

saxli # 1 warmoadgens naxevradmiwur nagebobas. saxlis asaSeneblad, yviTel Tix
narSi, Tavdapirvelad amoWrilia wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis formis ormo, romlis ki
deebic qvebiTaa amoSenebuli (tab. III; IV). kedlebis SemorCenili maqsimaluri simaRle 1,0 
m-ia. nagebobis sigrZe 12,5 m-s, sigane 7 m-s udris. kedlebi nagebia calpirad dawyobili 
riyis qvebiT. didi da saSualo zomis qvebis wyoba ZiriTadad horizontaluria (tab. IV3

). 
aRmosavleT kedelSi Cadgmulia vertikalurad dayenebuli bazaltis didi zomis qve
bi. SemorCenilia kedlis wyobis ori-oTxi rigi, romlis simaRle 0,8-1,0 m-s, sigane 0,6 m-s 
udris. saxlis Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kuTxe momrgvalebulia (tab. III; IV

2
), Crdilo-dasav

leTisa da samxreT-dasavleTis kuTxeebi marTia, iataki Tixatkepnilia. alag-alag qvis 
filebiT mogebuli iatakis naSTebia SemorCenili (tab. IV

2
;V

1
). 

iatakis SelesilobaSi Cadgmulia oTxkuTxa formis brtyeli qvebi, ise, rom maTi ze
dapiri da iatakis Selesiloba erT donezea (tab. IV

2,3
). isini baliSebs, gadaxurvis kon

struqciis sayrdeni boZebis bazisebs warmoadgenen da nagebobis sigrZivi RerZis gas
wvriv oTx rigadaa Camwkrivebuli. rigebs Soris manZili daaxloebiT 2,0 m-s udris. oTx
ive kedlis gaswvrivac qvis baliSebi an saboZe ormoebia gamarTuli (tab. IV

2
). centralur 

nawilSi ganlagebuli baliSebis zomebi 0,45×0,35×0,08 m-ia. iatakis doneze gamovlenili 
saboZe ormoebis diametri 0,25-0,3 m-s, siRrme 0,2 m-s udris. rogorc Cans, xis boZebis di
ametri ormoebis zomebs Seesabameboda. 

am doneze dadasturebuli iatakis aRebis Semdeg gairkva, rom qvis baliSebis qveda
piris doneze meore Tixatkepnili iatakia gamarTuli. am doneze Tavi iCina misma Sesaty
visma saboZe ormoebma, isini kedlebis gaswvrivaa ganlagebuli da zeda donis saboZe or
moebis gverdiT mdebareoben. es imiTac unda yofiliyo gamowveuli, rom rogorc Cans, 
qvis baliSebi Zveli iatakis funqcionirebis drosac asrulebdnen Tavis movaleobas. 
qveda donis saboZe ormoebis diametri 0,18-0,2 m-ia, rac imaze miuTiTebs, rom SedarebiT 
susti sayrdenebi mogvianebiT ufro mZlavri boZebiT SeucvliaT.

goderZi narimaniSvili 
juanSer amiranaSvili

jinisis  
namosaxlari
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amdenad, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom saxli erTxel maincaa kapitalurad SekeTebuli, rom
lis drosac gamocvlilia sayrdeni boZebi da, savaraudoa, saxuravic. 

saxlis gaTxrisas gamovlenili konstruqciuli detalebi da mSeneblobis teqnika 
saSualebas iZleva vimsjeloT mis arqiteqturul formaze. saxli warmoadgenda naxev
radmiwurs, romlis iataki miwis Tanadrouli zedapiridan 1,2-1,5 m siRrmeze iyo gamar
Tuli. kedlebi, romlebsac saZirkveli ar gaaCnia, amoyvanilia calpirad dawyobili ri
yis qviT. aseTi kedlebi, rogorc Cans, miwis Tanadroul zedapiramde amodioda. kedlis 
im nawilis Sesaxeb, romelic miwis donis zemoT iyo gamarTuli, arqeologiuri monace
mebi ar gagvaCnia. varaudis saxiT SeiZleba davuSvaT, rom zeda nawilic qviT iyo amoy
vanili. Tu aseTi kedeli arsebobda is, gansxvavebiT qveda nawilisagan, orpiri unda yo
filiyo. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom kedlis es nawili xis ZelebiT iyo Sekruli. saxls, 
rogorc Cans, brtyeli gadaxurva hqonda. gadaxurvis konstruqcia ar eyrdnoboda qvis 
kedlebs. gadaxurvis simZimes, kedlebi, qvis calpiri wyobis gamo, ver gauZlebda. ami
tom, is eyrdnoboda kedlebis gaswriv da saxlis interierSi gamovlenil qvis baliSebze 
aRmarTul xis boZebs. 

saxlis interieri martivia. is warmoadgens wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis formis 
darbazs, romelic saxuravis sayrdeni boZebiT oTxadaa gayofili. Crdilo-aRmosavleT 
kuTxeSi # 1 kera, xolo aRmosavleT kedelSi Rumelia gamarTuli. iataki Tixatkepni
lia, romelic ramdenjerme Cans ganaxlebuli. zeda donis iatakSi, ramdenime adgilas, 
qvis filebiT mogebuli moednebi SeiniSneba. am doneze iataki ar aris Tarazuli. magali
Tad 5-6 kvadratebSi arsebuli qvis filebis zedapiri 0,05 m-iT maRlaa, vidre maT Soris 
arsebuli Tixatkepnili iataki, xolo 6 kvadratSi gamovlenili keris Ziri da iataki 0,04 
m-iT maRlaa, vidre zemoT aRniSnul kvadratebSi miTiTebuli qviT mogebuli moedne
bi. maTi SeerTebis adgilebi kargadaa gadalesili, rac bolo etapze maT erTdroulad 
funqcionirebaze miuTiTebs. 

saxlis interieris ganaxlebaze aRmosavleTi kedlis gaswvriv gamovlenili kerebis 
naSTebic miuTiTeben. zeda donis iatakis Sesatyvisi kera (# 1) saxlis Crdilo-aRmosav
leT kuTxesTan dafiqsirda (kvadrati 6). igi naxevarwriuli formisaa. misi sigrZe Crdi
loeT-samxreTis xazze 0,8 m-ia, aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazze 0,7 m. wre qvis filebiTaa 
Sedgenili da Selesilia Tixis xsnariT. bordiuris maqsimaluri simaRle 0,18 m-ia. kera 
Sevsebuli iyo nacriT. sqeli nacris fena mis win da saxlis Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxe
Sic aRmoCnda.

# 2 kera aRmosavleTi kedlis centralur nawilSi (kvadrati 9), # 1 keridan 2,25 m-is 
dacilebiT gamovlinda. is Zlieraa dazianebuli. SemorCenilia TixiT nalesi dabali 
bordiuri, romelic gadalesili iyo axali iatakis gamarTvisas. zeda iatakis donidan 
keris fskeri 0,09 m-iT dablaa. kera mrgvali formisa (diametri 0,65 m) yofila. is Cakve
Tilia # 4 sameurneo ormoTi.

# 3 kera gamarTuli yofila samxreTi kedlidan 2,25 m dacilebiT (kvadrati 9, 12). mi
si formis garkveva Znelia, SemorCenilia Qqvis oTxkuTxa fila (0,5×0,5 m) da bordiuris 
mcire naSTebi. qvis fila cecxlis zemoqmedebis Sedegad damskdaria. es kerac zeda do
nis iatakis qveSaa moqceuli. 

Znelia imis Tqma, Tu am ori ukanaskneli keridan romeli Seesabameboda qveda Tixat
kepnil iataks. migvaCnia, rom # 2 da # 3 kerebi sxvadasxva dros funqcionirebda. amdenad 
safiqrebelia, rom # 3 kera Tavdapirveli interieris nawili iyo. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT 
# 3 keris gverdze gamovlenil or filas, romlebzec cecxlis kvali ar aris, SeiZleba 
gvefiqra, rom igi im dros aris gamarTuli, rodesac saxls qvis iataki hqonda.
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yuradRebas iqcevs saxlis dasavleTi kedlis konstruqciuli Tavisebureba. sam
xreT-dasavleTi kuTxidan 3,75 m dacilebiT kedlis wyoba naxevarrkalurad Sedis ked
lis sisqeSi, ris Sedegadac warmoqmnilia 0,55 m siRrmis da 1,2 m siganis niSa. niSaSi Sed
gmulia qvis filebiT Sekruli, wagrZelebuli formis konstruqcia. misi sigrZe aRmo
savleT-dasavleTis xazze 1,1 m-ia, sigane 0,45 m, siRrme 0,35 m. kedlebi Sedgenilia ver
tikalurad dayenebuli Txeli filebiTa da riyis qvebiT. es konstruqcia, rogorc Cans, 
Rumels warmoadgenda. igi SeiZleba organyofilebiani iyo. konstruqcia Zlieraa dazi
anebuli da misi formis aRdgena Wirs. 

saxlSi xuTi sameurneo ormo (## 1-4, 6) gaiTxara (tab. III; IV1
). yvela maTgans saxlis 

Tixatkepnili iatakis samive done aqvs gaWrili. 
interierSi mravali artefaqti iqna dadasturebuli. gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia 

me‑8  kvadratis samxreT nawilSi irmis rqa (tab. XV
10

), romelic iatakidan 0,4 m simaRleze 
ido. es faqti imaze unda miuTiTebdes, rom is an saxlis saxuravze iyo damagrebuli an 
interierSi iyo Camokidebuli. 

saxli da ormoebi sxvadasxva epoqas miekuTvneba. amaze miuTiTebs ara mxolod is faq
ti, rom sameurneo ormoebis mier CaWrilia saxlis Tixatkepnili iatakebi, aramed pali
nologiuri monacemebic.

saxlis iatakze aRmoCenili keramikuli masalidan gamoirCeva kargad ganleqili Ti
xisagan damzadebuli, Savad gamomwvari, zedapirgaprialebuli WurWlebis fragmentebi, 
romlebic Semkulia StampiT datanili wertilovani oramentiT (tab. X6-8

; XII
1-3,6,20

). aseTi
ve fragmenti aRmoCnda # 4 ormoSi (tab. X

5
; XII

4
). yvela danarCeni WurWeli damzadebulia 

msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisagan da uxeSi keci aqvs. maT Sorisaa: tafiseburi WurWeli, ro
melic wriuli formisaa da gverdebze naxvretebi aqvs (tab. XI

5,6
; XV

3
). amave tipis erTi 

WurWeli oTxkuTxa formisaa (tab. XI
1
; XV

1
). aseTive keci aqvs qoTnebs (tab. XIII

7,22,24,26
), ja

mebs (tab. XIV
2,3,5-9,17

; XV
2
). 

Tixis aseTive struqturiT xasiaTdeba # 4 ormoSi aRmoCenili jamebic (tab. XIV
35,38,39

). 
Savad gamomwvari uyuro sadRvebeli # 3 ormoSi iqna nanaxi (tab. XV

4
).

saxlis iatakze napovnia irmis rqis Zirisagan damzadebuli kverTxisTavi (tab. XV
11

), 
bazaltis xelsafqvavebi (tab. XVI

2,9
) da riyis qvis sanayebi (tab. XVII

1,2,3
). 

saxli # 2 mdebareobs # 1 saxlis Crdilo-dasavleTiT 3-4 m daSorebiT,^ II nakveTis 
me-6, 9 kvadratebsa da III nakveTis me-4, 7 kvadratebSi (tab. II

2
). gegmaSi warmoadgens wag

rZelebul oTxkuTxeds, romlis sigrZe 7 metria, sigane 5,8 m. damxrobilia Crdilo-aR
mosavleT samxreT-dasavleTis xazze (tab. V). 

saxli warmoadgens naxevradmiwurs. TixaSi CaWrili oTkuTxa formis ormos kideebi 
amoSenebulia calpirad dawyobili riyis qvebis horizontaluri wyobiT. kedlis qveda 
rigi didi zomis qvebisaganaa (0,6×0,5×0,35 m) Sedgenili, zeda rigebi – SedarebiT momcro 
qvebiT (tab. VI). 

samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis centralur nawilSi karis Riobi yofila gaWrili (tab. 
VI1

). am adgilze mcire daqanebis pandusia gamarTuli, romelic yviTel TixnarSia CaWri
li da Savi miwis feniTaa Sevsebuli. misi saerTo sigrZe 0,5 m, sigane 1,3 m-ia. kedlis sisqe 
karebTan 0,45-0,5 m. amdenad karis Riobis Wrili 1,3 m-ia, sisqe 0,5 m. pandusi samxreTiT 
miemarTeba da kedels 0,4 m-iT scildeba. pandusis samxreTiT 0,32 m dacilebiT # 8 ormoa 
gamarTuli (tab. VI

1
). 

saxlis Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kuTxe momrgvalebulia, Crdilo-dasavleTis – mar
TkuTxaa. sxva kuTxeebi SemorCenili ar aris (tab. V; VI

1-3
).

saxlis interieri martivadaa mowyobili. is erTi darbazisagan Sedgeba (tab. V), ro
melic centralur nawilSi dawyobili saboZe baliSebiT (bazisebi) oradaa (tab. VI

1
) ga
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yofili – aRmosavleTidan dasavleTis mimarTulebiT iatakSi Cadgmulia 0,07 sisqis ori 
brtyeli qva (0,45×0,5 m; 0,35×0,38 m), romelTa gayolebaze, samxreT-aRmosavleTi da Crdi
lo-dasavleTi kedlebis ZirSi aseTive, wriuli (diametri 0,25 da 0,30 m) qvebi gamovlin
da. gadaxurvis sayrdeni boZebis baliSebs (bazisebi) Soris manZili daaxloebiT 1,5-1,7 
m-ia.

saxls Tixatkepnili iataki aqvs. iataki alag-alag dazianebulia. mis qveS moCanda 
kidev erTi Selesilobis kvali. zeda donis iatakis moxsnis Semdeg, 0,05 m-iT dabla, ga
iwminda qveda donis iataki, romelic Zlieraa dazianebuli. iatakis es done qvis bali
Sebzea Semolesili. rogorc Cans, am saxls, # 1 saxlisagan gansxvavebiT, safuZvliani 
rekonstruqcia ar ganucdia. aq mxolod iataki Cans ganaxlebuli. qveda iatakis doneze 
artefaqtebi ar aRmoCenila.

saxlis Crdilo-dasavleT kedelTan, me-9 kvadratSi keris naSTi dafiqsirda. 
saxlis Sida perimetrze 6 sameurneo ormo gaiTxara (tab. VI2,3

). yvela maTgans Tixat
kepnili iataki aqvs CakveTili. # 6 ormo ki saxlis SesasvlelSia gaWrili. yuradRebas 
iqcevs saxlis samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis samxreTiT, 0,85 m dacilebiT (me-9 kvadratis 
samxreT-dasavleT kuTxeSi) gamovlenili ormo (# 8). igi saxlis iatakidan 0,5 m-iT maR
la mdebareobs da uSualod saxlis gareT, Sesasvlelis win aris gamarTuli. # 6 da # 
8 ormoebis ganlageba (tab. V1

) miuTiTebs, rom isini aSkarad saxlis dangrevis Semdegaa 
amoTxrili.

saxlis iatakze aRmoCenili keramikuli masalidan gamoirCeva kargad ganleqili Ti
xisagan damzadebuli, Savad gamomwvari, zedapirgaprialebuli WurWlebis fragmente
bi, romlebic Semkulia StampiT Sesrulebuli wertilovani ornamentiT (tab. X

4
; XII

7,11-13
). 

aseTive fragmenti aRmoCnda # 2 (tab. XII
5,8

) # 6 ormoSi (tab. X
4
; XII

11-13
). yvela danarCeni 

WurWeli damzadebulia msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisagan da uxeSi keci aqvs. maT Sorisaa: 
qoTnebi (tab. XIII

8,14,16
), jamebi (tab. XIV

1,4,10,11,13,15,16
). jamebis fragmentebi aRmoCnda # 2 (tab. 

XIV
14

) da # 3 (tab. XIV
19

) ormoebSi. iatakze dafiqsirda bazaltis xelsafqvavi (tab. XVI
1
) da 

riyis qvis sanayebi (tab. XVII
10,11,13

). # 6 ormoSi aRmoCnda Zvlisagan (falanga) damzadebuli 
sakidebi (tab. XV

8,9
).

saxli # 3 mdebareobs # 2 saxlis Crdilo-dasavleTiT 4 metris daSorebiT (tab. 
VII

1,2
). moicavs II nakveTis 4, 5, 7, 8 kvadratebs. saxli warmoadgens naxevradmiwur nagebo

bas. Senoba damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleTidan samxreT-dasavleTisaken. mis gasa
marTad yviTel TixnarSi amoRebulia oTxkuTxa moyvanilobis ormo, romlis napirebi 
qviTaa amoSenebuli. kedlebi agebulia horizontalur rigebad dawyobili riyis qviT, 
mSrali wyobiT, calpirad. kedlebis qveda rigi didi zomis qvebiT aris gamarTuli, yo
veli zeda rigis qvebis zoma ki TandaTan mcirdeba (tab. VIII1-4

).
kedlebis SemorCenili maqsimaluri simaRle 1,1 m-s udris da wyobis xuT rigs Sei

cavs. saxlis kuTxeebi momrgvalebulia, karis Riobi SemorCenili ar aris. 
# 3 saxlis interieri martivia. is warmoadgens marTkuTxa formis darbazs, romelic 

saxuravis sayrdeni boZebiT oradaa gayofili. isini, sxva saxlebisagan gansxvavebiT, 
CrdiloeT-samxreTis xazzea ganlagebuli, rac kidev erTxel miuTiTebs, rom saxlis ka
ri am xazis mopirdapired, Crdilo-dasavleT kedelSi unda yofiliyo gaWrili. xis bo
Zebis sayrdenebad qvis brtyeli filebia gamoyenebuli (0,45×0,5×0,08 m; 0,35×0,35×0,07 m). 
qvis baliSebi saxlis centralur nawilSia ganlagebuli da kedlebidan 1,65 m-iTaa daci
lebuli (tab. VIII2

). 
iataki Tixatkepnilia. aseTive masiTaa Semolesili qvis baliSebic. iataki CaWrilia 

sameurneo ormoebiT (tab. VII
1,2

; VIII
2
), romelTa WrilSi qveda iatakis done gamoCnda. zeda 

iatakis donidan 0,05-0,07 m qveS meore iataki gaiwminda, romelic Zlieraa dazianebuli. 
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am doneze aRmoCnda saboZe ormoebi, maTi diametri 0,2-0,25 m-ia, siRrme 0,3-0,4 m-s udris. 
isini kedlebis gaswvrivaa ganlagebuli. 

saxls safuZvliani rekonstruqcia aqvs Catarebuli. rogorc Cans centraluri bo
Zebi gamocvlilia. stratigrafia uCvenebs, rom saxlis saxuravi Tavdapirvelad ormo
ebSi Camagrebul xis boZebs eyrdnoboda. rekonstruqciis Semdeg boZebis baliSebad ukve 
qvis filebia gamoyenebuli.

saxlis samxreT-aRmosavleT da Crdilo-dasavleT kuTxeebTan kerebia gamarTuli. 
Crdilo-dasavleT kuTxeSi gamarTuli kera zeda donis iatakis aRebis Semdeg gamov
linda. kera Crdilo-aRmosavleT kedelze yofila midgmuli, xolo Crdilo-dasavleTi 
kedlidan 1,1 m-iTaa dacilebuli. igi Zlieraa dazianebuli. SemorCenilia TixiT amoyva
nili bordiuris mcire nawili. iataki Tixis xsnariT aris Selesili. Sida sivrce nacriT 
iyo Sevsebuli. keris SemorCenili simaRle 0,05 m-s udris. misi savaraudo diametri ki 
0,75-0,8 m unda yofiliyo. 

meore kera samxreT-dasavleTis kedelzea midgmuli, samxreT-aRmosavleTi kedli
dan ki 0,75 m-iTaa dacilebuli. is wriuli formisaa (diametri 0,75 m). misi bordiurebi 
(simaRle 0,1 m) wvrili qvebiT da Tixis xsnariT yofila amoyvanili. iataki qvis oTxi fi
liTaa mogebuli. keris dasavleTi nawili naxevarwriuladaa CamokveTili. am adgilze 
keris nacrovan fenas, sruliad gansxvavebuli Savi miwis fena enacvleba. es ukanaskneli 
miekuTvneba # 8 ormos, romlis Ziric saxlis iatakidan 0,1 m-iT dabla wydeba. ormoSi 
aRmoCnda kanelurebiani doqi (tab. X9,10

; XV
5
) da naprialebi zolebiT Semkuli Tixis Wur

Wlis natexebi. 
keris Sida sivrce Sevsebuli iyo nacriT. nacrovani fenis da zeda iatakis aRebis Sem

deg, uSualod kuTxeSi, ori saboZe ormo gamovlinda. erTis diametria 0,3 m, siRrme – 0,2 
m, meorisa diametria 0,2 m, siRrme – 0,15 m.

saxli ramdenjerme yofila SekeTebuli. amaze miuTiTebs kedlebis gaswvriv gamar
Tuli saboZe ormoebi, romlebic erTmaneTTan sakmaod axlos mdebareoben (mag. samxreT
-aRmosavleT kuTxeSi) da Tixatkepnili iatakebi. Tumca, rogorc aRvniSneT, mxolod er
Txel Cans kapitalurad SekeTebuli.

# 3 saxlSi gaTxrili ## 1-5, 7-8 sameurneo ormoebi (tab. VIII2
) saxlis dangrevis Sem

degaa gamarTuli. yvela am ormos CakveTili aqvs Tixatkepnili iataki. # 3 sameurneo 
ormos CakveTili aqvs Caqceuli kedlebis yrili (tab. II

2
; VII). garda amisa # 8 sameurneo 

ormos dazianebuli aqvs # 2 kera da misi sanacris nawili. # 4 sameurneo ormo gamarTu
lia karis RiobSi. 

saxlis is monakveTi sadac ormoa gamarTuli, Zlieraa dazianebuli. Crdilo-dasav
leTi da samxreT-dasavleTi kedlebi mTlianadaa morRveuli, saxlis iatakebi SemorCe
nili ar aris. aqve unda yofiliyo karis Riobic.

saxlis iatakze aRmoCenili keramikuli masalidan gamoirCeva kargad ganleqili Ti
xisagan damzadebuli, Savad gamomwvari, zedapirgaprialebuli WurWlebis fragmentebi, 
romlebic Semkulia StampiT datanili wertilovani ornamentiT (tab. XII10

). yvela danar
Ceni WurWeli damzadebulia msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisagan da uxeSi keci aqvs. maT Sori
saa: tafiseburi WurWeli, romelic wriuli formisaa da gverdebze naxvretebi aqvs (tab. 
XIV

34
). aseTive keci aqvs qoTnebs (tab. X

16
; XIII

17,19-21
) da jamebs (tab. X

12
; tab. XIV

20,24,25,27,30,33,34,36,40
). 

jamebi aRmoCnda # 2 (tab. XIV
28

) da # 3 (tab. XIV
21-23,26,29

) ormoebSi. # 8 ormoSi kanelurebi
ani doqi (tab. X

9,10
; XV

5
) iqna napovni. 

saxlis iatakze ramdenime xelsafqvavi (tab. XVI
3,6,10-12,14

), sanayi (tab. XVII
5,8,15-17

) da sasre
si (tab. XVII

4,6
) ido. xelsafqvavi aRmoCenilia # 4 (tab. XVI

5
) da # 6 (tab. XVI

4,7,8,13
) ormoeb
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Sic. sanayebi ki # 4 (tab. XVII
12

) da # 5 (tab. XVII
9
) ormoSi. saxlis iatakze aRmoCnda irmis 

rqa (tab. XI
9,10

; XV
6
) da Zvlis sakidi (tab. XV

7
). 

saxli # 4 mdebareobs I nakveTis 3, 6 da II nakveTis 1, 4 kvadratebSi, # 3 saxlis Crdi
lo-dasavleTiT 3 m dacilebiT, energokoridoris ukidures CrdiloeT nawilSi (tab. II).

saxli damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleTidan samxreT-dasavleTisaken (tab. IX
1
). war

moadgens naxevarmiwurs. yviTel TixnarSi amoRebulia saxlis perimetris formis ormo, 
romlis kedlebi amoSenebulia, calpirad dawyobili, riyis saSualo da mozrdili qve
biT (tab. X

1-3
). 

Crdilo-dasavleTi kedeli gamovlenilia 2,8 m sigrZeze, misi simaRle 0,65 m-ia da 
qvis wyobis or-sam rigs Seicavs.

samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis sigrZe 4,55 m-ia, SemorCenili simaRle 0,65-0,75 m-s udris 
da qvis wyobis or-oTx rigs Seicavs. aRmosavleT kidesTan kedels momrgvalebuli kuTxe 
aqvs. aqedan kedeli samxeTisaken uxvevs da koridoris kedelSi (sigrZe 2,0 m) gadadis. 
samxreTiT karis Riobia datovebuli, romlis dasavleT kides derefnis kedeli warmo
adgens, aRmosavleTiT ki, 0,75 m sigrZis kedeli ebjineba, romelic samxreT-aRmosavleT 
kedels figurul formas aZlevs. misi gamovlenili saerTo sigrZe 7,0 m-ia. Sesasvleli
dan 3,5 m dacilebiT kedeli saxlis Sida sivrcisaken 1,25 m-iT aris SeWrili. kedeli am 
adgilze momrgvalebulia. kedlis samxreT nawilSi qvis wyobis erTi rigia SemorCenili 
(simaRle 0,3 m), CrdiloeT nawilSi ki xuTi rigi, romlis simaRle 0,9 m-s aRwevs.

# 4 saxli erTaderTia namosaxlarze gaTxril saxlebs Soris, romlis Sesasvlelic 
SedarebiT kargadaa Semonaxuli. karis Riobidan saxlis Sida sivrcisaken koridori mi
emarTeba, romelic darbazis mimarT asimetruladaa ganlagebuli. koridoris samxreT-
aRmosavleTi da saxlis samxreT-aRmosavleTi kedlebi erTmaneTis paraleluradaa age
buli, magram koridoris kedeli aRmosavleTiT aris gamoweuli da saxlis kedels 1,25 
m-iT scildeba. amdenad, warmoiqmneba pandusi, romelic Sesasvlelis dasawyisidan iata
kisaken 12°-iT aris daqanebuli. karis Riobi koridoris samxreT kedelSia datovebuli, 
romlis sigrZe 1,3 m-ia, SemorCenili sisqe 0,4 m-s udris. koridoris sigane 2,5 m-ia. misi 
Crdilo-dasavleTi kedeli ufro moklea, vidre samxreT-aRmosavleTisa da 2,0 m sigrZi
saa. koridoris es kedeli momrgvalebuli kuTxiT uerTdeba darbazis samxreT-dasav
leT kedels. amdenad, koridoris Crdilo-dasavleTi nawili gaxsnilia darbazisaken da 
masTan erTad erT sivrces qmnis (tab. X1

).
saxlis interieri ar aris srulad gamovlenili. gaTxrili farTobis mixedviT Se

iZleba iTqvas, rom interieri martivad aris gaformebuli. kedlebis gaswvriv saboZe 
ormoebia aRmoCenili, romelTa nawili (samxreT-aRmosavleT da samxreT-dasavleT ked
lebTan) gverdi-gverdaa ganlagebuli, rac saxlis SekeTebis mauwyebeli unda iyos. xis 
boZebis sayrdeni qvis baliSebidan erTi (0,25×0,2×0,1 m) samxreT-aRmosavleTi kedlidan 
1,25 m dacilebiT, darbazis aRmosavleT nawilSi, iatakze devs. mis gaswvriv, kedlis Zir
Si ori saboZe ormoa. erTis diametri 0,25 m-ia, meorisa 0,38 m. maTi siRrme 0,2 m-s udris. 
qvis erTi baliSi (0,25×0,2×0,08 m) samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis aRmosavleT nawilSi, ko
ridoris dasawyisTan devs. meore (0,2×0,18×0,08 m) ki pirvelisagan dasavleTiT 1,25 m da
cilebiT devs. orive baliSis maxloblad saboZe ormoebia (diametri 0,2 m, siRrme 0,2 m) 
gamarTuli (tab. IX1

). 
Crdilo-dasavleT kedelTan, samxreT-dasavleTi kuTxidan 2,5 m dacilebiT keraa 

gamarTuli (tab. IX
1
; X

3
). is daZerwilia saxlis iatakze, gamovlenilia nawilobriv. kera 

elifsuri moyvanilobisaa da zurgiT kedelzea mibjenili. misi sigrZe 1,2 m-ia, sigane 
0,85 m. keris bordiurebi (simaRle 0,15 m) nagebia wvrili qvebiT da TixiT, zedapiri gada
lesilia Tixisave xsnariT. keris iatakze meCxerad Cawyobili qvis filebi gaiwminda, ro
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melic aseve TixiTaa gadalesili. am Selesilobaze riyis ori mozrdili qva ido. qvebze, 
iseve rogorc keris yvela detalze, Zlieri cecxlis kvali SeiniSneba. am Selesilobis 
moxsnis Semdeg qveda donis iataki gamovlinda (tab. X

2
). am doneze mxolod Tixatkepnili 

iataki dafiqsirda. keris iatakebs Soris manZili 0,05 m-s udris. 
saxlis iataki Tixatkepnilia. zedapirze SeiniSneba Zlieri cecxlis kvali. dasavle

Ti nawili kargadaa Semonaxuli. es monakveTi dafaruli iyo nacris Txeli feniT.
yuradRebas iqcevs sameurneo ormo, romlis mxolod erTi nawili moeqca gaTxril 

farTobSi. energokoridoris kideSi, romelic arqeologiuri Txrilis Wrilsac warmo
adgens saxlis iatakidan 0,4 m simaRleze kargad gamoCnda ormos piri.

saxlis iatakze aRmoCenili keramikuli masalidan gamoirCeva kargad ganleqili Ti

xisagan damzadebuli, Savad gamomwvari, zedapirgaprialebuli WurWlebis fragmentebi, 

romlebic Semkulia StampiT Sesrulebuli wertilovani ornamentiT (tab. XII14-17
). 

yvela danarCeni WurWeli damzadebulia msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisagan da uxeSi ke

ci aqvs. maT Sorisaa: oTxkuTxa formis tafiseburi WurWeli (tab. XI
7
), jamebi (tab. X

11
; 

XIV
12,18,31,32,41

), qoTnebi (tab. X
14

; XIII
10-13,15,23,25,28

), koWobi (tab. XIII
18

), dergi (tab. XIII
3
).

saxlebis konstruqciuli da arqiteqturuli Taviseburebani. namosaxlaris ar

qeologiurad Seswavlil nawilSi gamovlenili saxlebi naxevrad miwur nagebobebs war

moadgenen. saTavsoebi Cadgmulia moyviTalo Tixnar dedaqanSi amoWril oTxkuTxa moy

vanilobis ormoebSi, romlis kedlebic calpirad dawyobili bazaltis qvebiTaa mopir

keTebuli. kedeli qvis erT mwkrivs Seicavs da miwis Tanamedrove zedapiramdea amoyvani

li. SemakavSirebel masalad miwa-Tixis xsnaria gamoyenebuli. saxlebis kuTxeebi umetes

wilad momrgvalebulia, iSviaTad gvxvdeba sworkuTxa formac. 

saxlebis gaTxrisas gamovlenili konstruqciuli detalebi da mSeneblobis teqnika 

miuTiTebs, rom isini naxevradmiwurs warmoadgenda, romelTa iataki miwis Tanadrou

li zedapiridan 1,2-1,5 m siRrmeze iyo gamarTuli. kedlebs saZirkveli ar gaaCnia. isini 

amoyvanilia calpirad nawyobi riyis qviT. aseTi kedlebi miwis Tanadroul zedapiramde 

amodioda. rogorc Cans, kedlebis zeda nawilic qviT iyo amoyvanili. Tu aseTi kedeli 

arsebobda is, gansxvavebiT qveda nawilisagan, orpiri mainc unda yofiliyo. 

saxlebis gadaxurva banuria. saxuravis konstruqciis mzidi koWebi xis mrgval bo

Zebze yofila dayrdnobili. boZebi kedlis gaswvriv da saxlebis centrSi mdgara. amaze 

miuTiTebs kedlebis Sidapiris ZirTan da iatakze ganlagebuli qvis baliSebi da mcire 

diametris ormo-budeebi.

gadaxurvis konstruqcia qvis kedlebs ki ar eyrdnoboda, aramed kedlebis gaswriv 

da saxlis interierSi gamovlenil qvis baliSebze aRmarTul xis boZebze iyo dayrdnobi

li. gadaxurvisaTvis saWiro sayrdeni boZebis aseTi ganlageba TrialeTis (zurtaketi, 

kuSCi) Sua brinjaos xanis yorRanebSia dadasturebuli [jafariZe 1969: 24-30, 45-54, 68, 

tab. I; Куфтин 1948: 12-14, tab. X, XI], romlebic Zv.w. XIX-XVIII ss miekuTvneba da jinisis namo

saxlaris gamarTvis TariRs odnav win uswrebs. 

saxlebis interieri martivia. isini warmoadgens wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis for

mis darbazebs, romelic saxuravis sayrdeni boZebiT ramdenime nawiladaa gayofili. 

erT-erT kuTxeSi kera, xolo aRmosavleT kedelTan Rumelia gamarTuli. iatakebi Ti

xatkepnilia, romlebic ramdenjermea ganaxlebuli.

saxlebi erTxel maincaa kapitalurad SekeTebuli, romlis drosac ganaxlebulia 

iatakebi, gamocvlilia sayrdeni boZebi da albaT, saxuravic. 
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nagebobaTa palinologiuri kvlevebis Sedegebi. namosaxlari mdebareobs 1569-

1572 m simaRleze. jinisis dRevandeli landSafti aris mosworebuli adgili, sadac gav

rcelebulia utyeo mdeloebi, romlebic ZiriTadad saZovrebisTvis gamoiyeneba. aris 

kartofilis naTesebic. 

jinisis namosaxlarze palinologiuri meTodiT Seswavlilia ## 1, 3 da 4 saxlebi

dan aRebuli nimuSebi (Zeglis palinologiuri daxasiaTeba mocemulia el. yvavaZis mier 

Catarebul kvlevis Sedegebis mixedviT). pirveli saTavsodan aRebul nimuSebSi aRmoC

nda mxolod damwvari organuli mikroskopiuli naSTebi. 

mesame saTavsos nimuSi uxvad Seicavs balaxovnebis mtvris marcvlebs. xe-mcenareTa 

da buCqnarebis mtveri aq saerTod ar aRmoCenila. balaxovnebs Soris Warboben naTese

bis sarevelebi. esenia vardkaWaWasnairebi (Cichorioideae type), Cveulebrivi matitela (Pol­
ygonum aviculare). kulturuli marcvlovnebidan gansazRvrulia xorbali. aRiniSneba na

carqaTama, RiRilo, wiwibura, nari. saZovrebis sarevelTagan am saTavsoSi napovnia baias 

da mixakisnairebis mtvris marcvlebi. aq aRmoCenilia farsmandukis mtveric, romelic 

miekuTvneba samkurnalo mcenareebis jgufs. napovnia qvatexias (Saxifragaceae), irmismxa

las (Serratula), astras (Aster), kitrisunas (Borraginaceae) mtvris marcvlebi. aqve aRiniSneba 

gvimrisnairebis sporebi.

# 3 saxlSi aRmoCenili qoTnidan (tab. X16
) amoRebuli miwis sinjis palinologiuri 

speqtri TiTqmis ar Seicavs xe-mcenareTa da tyis jgufis elementebs. napovnia mxolod 

fiWvis 2 mtvris marcvali da gvimris 4 spora. ganxilul nimuSSi sul daTvlilia 111 

mtvris marcvali. bevria saTesi marcvlovnebis da maTTan arsebuli naTesebis sareve

laTa mtvris raodenoba. ezos da saZovrebis sarevelebi aq TiTqmis ar aris. amitom sa

varaudoa, rom ganxilul WurWelSi inaxeboda xorbleuli. qoTans Zlieri cecxlis kva

li etyoba. rogorc Cans is sakvebis mosamzadeblad gamoiyeneboda. qoTanSi aRmoCenili 

xorbali SeiZleba imazec miuTiTebdes, rom masSi fafas xarSavdnen.

meoTxe saTavso. am saTavsodan Seswavlilia ori sinji. erTi maTgani iatakis doni

danaa aRebuli, meore ki saTavsos zeda Sridan. iatakis nimuSSi SeimCneva cecxlis kvali. 

aq aris uamravi damwvari organuli naSTebi da mtvris marclebzec SeimCneva cecxlis 

gavlena. mesame saTavsosTan SedarebiT, aq matulobs xorblis mtvris raodenoba. bev

ria naTesebis sarevelebic. ezos sarevelaTagan aRiniSneba WinWari da avSani. napovnia 

fiWvis da murynis mtvris marcvlebic. sainteresoa is faqtic, rom iatakze aRmoCenilia 

adamianis kuW-nawlavis parazituli Wiebis (helmitebis) kvercxebi. 

meore nimuSis palinologiuri speqtri gacilebiT mdidaria. garda balaxovnebisa, aq 

kargadaa warmodgenili xe-mcenareTa da tyis gvimrebis jgufic. am Sris sinjSi daTvli

lia 211 mtvris marcvali, sadac tyis elements miekuTvneba 28.4%. dominirebs aryis da 

fiWvis mtvris marcvlebi. aRiniSneba aryis ori saxeoba. kargadaa warmodgenili murynis 

da Txilis mtveri. cotaa libanuri kedaris, Telas, muxis da kaklis mtvris marcvle

bi. tyis gvimrebidan Warbobs kilamuras sporebi. kriptogramas da margalitas sporebi 

sustadaa warmodgenili.

balaxovnebidan, ZiriTadad, sarevelebis mtveria aRricxuli. dominirebs vardka

WaWisnairebi, romlebic 42.6% Seadgenen. aris nacarqaTamas, matitelas, RiRilos da na

Tesebis sxva sarevelaTa mtvris marcvlebi. aRiniSneba ezos sarevelebic: avSani, WinWa

ri, irmismxala. saZovrebis sarevelebi aq naklebadaa warmodenili. cotaa baias da naris 

mtvris marcvlebi.
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rac Seexeba kulturul marcvlovnebs, ganxilul speqtrSi maTi roli arc Tu ise di

dia, ganisazRvra mxolod xorbali.

sameurneo ormoebis palinologiuri daxasiaTeba. gaTxril farTobze Seswavli

lia 8 sameurneo ormos masala. pirveli saTavsos teritoriaze didad sainteresoa ormo 

# 3-is palinologiuri speqtri. bevria xorblis, Wvavis da sxva kulturuli marcvlov

nebis mtveri. naTesebis sarevelebic uxvadaa warmodgenili. dominirebs vardkaWaWisnai

rebi da narSavi. bevria matitelas mtvris raodenobac. aRiniSneba RiRilo, nacarqaTama, 

Cveulebrivi matitela, boloka da sxva. ganxilul palinologiur speqtrSi saZovrebis 

sarevelebic kargadaa warmodgenili. bevria baias, mixakisnairebis da naris mtvris mar

cvlebi. SeimCneva ruderalur mcenareTa monawileobac. esenia WinWari da farsmanduki. 

xe-mcenareTa jgufSi aRiniSneba fiWvis, naZvis, soWis mtveri. garda wiwvovanebisa aris 

murynis, rcxilis da wablis mtvris marcvlebi. tyis gvimranairebidan aRiniSneba kila

muras sporebi. Seswavlil ormoSi napovnia adamianis kuW-nawlavis helmitebis kvercxe

bi.

# 4 sameurneo ormos sinjis palinologiuri speqtri ar aris iseTi mdidari, rogorc 

mesame ormos speqtri. xe-mcenareTa jgufSi napovnia mxolod fiWvis mtvris ramdenime 

marcvali da tyis gvimris erTi spora. balaxovnebs Soris kulturuli marcvlovnebis 

roli dabalia. gansazRvrulia xorblis mtvris marcvlebi. cotaa naTesebis sarevela

Ta mtvris raodenoba. amasTanave aq matulobs ezos sarevelaTa roli. esenia WinWari, 

narcecxla, samyura, avSani da sxva. cotaa saZovar mcenareTa maCveneblebic. ganxilu

li ormos sinjSic napovnia adamianis helmintebis kvercxebi. ormo albaT ufro sanagves 

warmoadgens, vidre marcvleulis Sesanaxs.

# 2 saTavsoSi gaTxril # 2 sameurneo ormos sinjis palinologiur speqtrSi gvxvde

ba marcvlovnebis mtveri. uxvadaa warmodgenili naTesebis sarevelebi, sadac domini

rebs narSavi, nacarqaTama, matitela da Cveulebrivi matitela. aRiniSneba saZovrebis da 

ezos sarevelebis mtvris marcvlebi. xe-mcenareTa jgufSi aris naZvis, fiWvis, murynis 

da jagrcxilis mtveri. Warbobs muryani da fiWvi. samkurnalo mcenareTagan napovnia 

farsmandukis mtvris marcvlebi, romelic aseve ezos ruderaluri komponentia. ormo

Si napovnia adamianis helmitebis kvercxebi.

# 4 sameurneo ormos speqtric sakmaod mdidaria. gvxvdeba xorblis, Wvavis da sxva 

kulturuli marcvlovnebis mtveri da naTesebis sarevelaTa kompleqsi (vardkaWaWisna

irebi, narSavi, matitela, Cveulebrivi matitela da sxva. bevria nacarqaTamas mtveri). 

saZovrebis elementebi mcire raodenobiTaa, Raribia agreTve ezos sarevelaTa Semad

genloba. xe-mcenareTa jgufSi aRiniSneba fiWvi, romelic dominantia. aseve mcire rao

denobiTaa soWis da Txilis mtveri. napovnia gvimris erTi spora. ganxilul ormoSi bev

ria adamianis kuW-nawlavis helmintebis kvercxebi.

# 3 saTavsos # 4 sameurneo ormoSi dominirebs kulturuli marcvlovnebis da maT

Tan arsebuli naTesebis sarevelaTa mtveri. bevria xorblis da Wvavis mtvris marcvle

bi. sarevelebs Soris uxvadaa warmodgenili varkaWaWasnairebi da matitela. cotaa nar

Savis da nacarqaTamas mtveri. saZovrebis sarevelebi naTesebis sarevelebTan Sedare

biT naklebadaa aRmoCenili. amasTanave bevria ezos ruderalebi. xe-mcenareTa jgufSi 

mcire raodenobiTaa aRmoCenili fiWvis da soWis mtvris marclebi. napovnia tyis gvim

ras erTi spora. adamianis helmitebis kvercxebi aq aRmoCenili ar aris.
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# 5 sameurneo ormodan aRebuli nimuSis palinologiuri speqtri mdidaria. daT

vlilia 220 mtvris marcvali. dominirebs kulturuli marcvlovnebis mtveri, romelTa 

Soris Warbobs xorbali da Wvavi. naTesebis sarevelaTa Soris bevria vardkaWaWasnairebi 

da matitela. aRiniSneba nacarqaTama, narSavi, Cveulebrivi matitela, RiRilo. saZovre

bis elementebic kargadaa warmodgenili. baiasa da mixakisnairebis garda, aris goqSas 

mtveri. aRmoCenilia ezos ruderalebic: WinWari, farsmanduki da sxva. xe-mcenareTa So

ris Warbobs fiWvi. aris soWis, naZvis, murynis da Txilis mtvris marcvlebi. aRiniSneba 

tyis gvimrisnairebis sporebic. adamianis helmitebis kvercxebi ar dafiqsirebula.

saTavso # 5, sameurneo ormo # 3. ganxiluli ormos nimuSSi kulturuli marcvlov

nebis raodenoba arc Tu ise didia, magram naTesebis sarevelebis roli sakmaod maRalia. 

esenia vardkaWaWasnairebi, narSavi, nacarqaTama, matitela, Cveulebrivi matitela da 

sxva. palinologiur speqtrSi kargadaa warmodgenili saZovrebis da ezos sarevelebi. 

xe-mcenareTa jgufSi cotaa fiWvis, soWis da murynis mtvris marcvlebi.

sameurneo ormo # 5. am ormos sinjSi xorblis da sxva saTesi marclovnebis mtvris 

raodenoba ufro naklebia, vidre mesame ormoSi. magram aqac bevria naTesebis sareve

lebis mtveri. dominirebs vardkaWaWisnairebi. bevria narSavis mtvris marcvlebis ra

odenobac, aRiniSneba RiRilo. saZovar mcenareTa maCveneblebi dabalia. xe-mcenareTa 

jgufSi aris fiWvis da rcxilas mtveri. bevrad Warbobs fiWvis mtvris raodenoba. tyis 

gvimrebisgan aRiniSneba gvimruWa da Caduna (Asplenium). 

amrigad, ganxiluli ormoebis palinologiuri speqtrebi saSualebas iZleva davad

ginoT, rom ormoebis palinokompleqsi aCvenebs ufro Tbil klimatur pirobebs, vidre 

saxlebisa. 

saxlebis aRebuli nimuSebis analizi uCvenebs, rom isini didi raodenobiT Seicavs 

kulturuli mcenareebis naSTebs. ormoebSi ki ZiriTadad tyis elementebi da gvimris

nairebis mtveri fiqsirdeba. es faqti imaze miuTiTebs, rom ormoebi Ria cis qveS iyo ga

marTuli. e.yvavaZis azriT, es ormoebi sanagved gamoiyeneboda [yvavaZe 2005].

palinologiurma kvlevam aCvena, rom # 3 saxlis iatakis da sameurneo ormoebis pa

linologiuri speqtric mkveTrad gansxvavdeba erTmaneTisagan. saxlSi dasturdeba 

kulturuli marcvlovnebi, didi raodenobiT aris naTesebis sarevelebi, gvxvdeba ezos 

da saZovris sarevelebic. ormoebic daaxloebiT igive speqtrs iZleva, im gansxvavebiT, 

rom maTSi didi raodenobiT aris xe-mcenareebis da gvimrisnairebis mtveri, rac imaze 

miuTiTebs, rom ormoebis piri Ria sivrceSi gadioda. el. yvavaZis daskvniT, ormoebis 

paleoklimati ufro Tbil klimatur pirobebs uCvenebs, vidre saxlebisa. 

# 4 saxlidan palinologiuri kvlevisaTvis ori nimuSi SeirCa. erTi aRebulia sax

lis iatakidan, kerasTan, I nakveTis 3 kvadratSi, meore ki I nakveTis 3 kvadratSi, iataki

dan 0,55 m simaRleze. 

iatakis doneze aRebul nimuSs cecxlSi yofnis kvali etyoba. cecxli mtvris mar

cvlebzec SeimCneva. palinologiuri speqtri xorblis mtvris did raodenobas uCvenebs, 

aseve bevria naTesebis sarevelebi, gvxvdeba ezos sarevelebi da umniSvnelo raodeno

biT fiWvis da muryanis mtvris marcvlebic. 
meore nimuSis palinologiur speqtrSi balaxovnebis mtvris (dominireben vardka

WaWasnairebi, gvxvdeba – nacarqaTama, matitela, RiRilo) garda, didi raodenobTaa xe-
mcenareTa (aryis xis ori saxeoba, muryani, Tela, muxa, libanuri kedari, kakali, Txili) 
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mtveri da tyis gvimrebis sporebi (kilamura, margalita). aRiniSneba ezos sarevelebic, 
saZovrebis sarevelebis wili umniSvneloa. 

amdenad, palinologiuri monacemebis safuZvelze naTelia, rom saxlebis Sevsebis 
zeda done da sameurneo ormoebi erTgvarovan palinologiur speqtrs Seicaven da gan
sxvavdebian iatakis speqtrisagan. isini sxvadasxva paleoklimatur pirobebSi funqcio
nirebdnen da miwiT Sevsebac sxvadasxva epoqebSi moxda.

amdenad, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom jinisis namosaxlari or fenas Seicavs. qveda fenas mi
ekuTvneba yvela saxli, zedas ki sameurneo ormoebi. 

daTariRebis sakiTxebi. jinisis namosaxlaris daTariReba ZiriTadad stratigra
fiul monacemebs, keramikuli masalis SedarebiT da stilistur analizs efuZneba. namo
saxlaris stratigrafiis Taviseburebebze saxlebis aRweris dros iyo aRniSnuli.

keramikuli masalis analizi gviCvenebs, rom saxlebis iatakze aRmoCenili Tixis 
WurWlis erTi jgufi damzadebulia kargad ganleqili Tixisagan, gamomwvaria Savad, ze
dapiri gaprialebulia. am WurWlebis nawili Semkulia amoRaruli an wertilovani orna
mentiT. gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia samkuTxedis formis, StampiT datanili wertilo
vani ornamenti (tab. X4,6,8

; XII). maTi absoluturi umravlesoba saxlebis iatakzea aRmoCe
nili (tab. XII

1-3,10,12-17
), mxolod ori aseTi fragmenti iqna dafiqsirebuli ormoebSi (tab. X

5
; 

XII
4,5,8

). 
am stilis ornamentiT WurWlebis Semkoba mxolod `TrialeTis kulturis~ kera

mikisaTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli [jafariZe 1969: sur. 19, 22, 25, 36, 50, 51, 54, 58, 60, 61; 
Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: tab. 52, 60, 67, 70, 75, 76, 85, 90, 93, 95, 96, 102, 104, 105; gogaZe 1972: 
tab. 15, 16, 22, 25, 28-32; Дедабришвили 1969: sur. 15; jafariZe da sxv. 1981: sur. 2, 5, 8, 19, 21, 
24, 31-33, 35, 48]. namosaxlarze isini pirvelad jinisSi iqna mopovebuli [Амиранашвили, 
Нариманишвили 2005: 42-43].

keramikis meore jgufi msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisaganaa damzadebuli, araTanabrad, 
sustadaa gamomwvari, zedapiri uxeSi aqvs. zogierT natexze naWdevebiT Sesrulebuli 
sartyelebis fragmentebia SemorCenili, riTac isini `bareTis kulturis~ meore tipis 
keramikaze datanil ornaments mogvagoneben (tab. XIII8,10,15,25

; XIV
18,37,41

). Tumca jinisSi aR
moCenil masalas Soris ar gvxvdeba reliefuri, dakeWnili sartylebiT Semkuli natexe
bi, rac esoden damaxasiaTebelia e.w. baiburTuli tipis WurWlebisaTvis, romelsac Cven 
`bareTis kulturis~ wreSi vaTavsebT da Zv.w. XV-XIV s-is pirveli naxevriT vaTariRebT 
[narimaniSvili 2006: 92-127]. 

jinisis namosaxlarze dafiqsirebuli pirveli jgufis keramikis is nimuSebi, romle
bic Semkulia StampiT datanili wertilovani ornamentiT, msgavsia `TrialeTis kultu
ris~ am stilis keramikisa; maSin, rodesac aseTi stilis keramikis arcerTi nimuSi `bare
Tis kulturis~ iseT klasikur Zeglebze, rogoricaa beSTaSenis namosaxlari da safar-
xarabas samarovni ar gvxdeba.

yvela sxva WurWeli meore jgufs miekuTvneba. am jgufis keramika uxeSkeciania da 
zedapiri xaoiani aqvs. 

meore jgufis WurWlebs Soris aRsaniSnavia tafiseburi WurWlebi, romlebic didi 
raodenobiT iqna aRmoCenili. maT nawils gverdebze gamWoli naxvretebi aqvs (tab. XI1-7

; 
XIV

34
; XV

3
), am jgufSi Sedis: qoTnebi (tab. X

14
; XIII

3,5,7,8,10-17,19-26,28
), koWobi (tab. X

13
; XIII

18
), jamebi 

(tab. X
11,12

; XIV
1-41

; XV
1
).

namosaxlaris zeda fenas ekuTvnis Savad gamomwvari, zedapirgaprialebuli uyuro 
sadRvebeli (tab. XV

4
) da kanelurebiani doqi (tab. X

9,10
; XV

5
). 
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saxlebis iatakze dafiqsirda bazaltis xelsafqvavebi (tab. XVI
3,5,6,10-12

; XVII
3
), riyis 

qvis sanayebi (tab. XVII
5,8,10,11,13,15-17

) da sasresebi (tab. XVII
1,4,6

). xelsafqvavebi (tab. XVI
4,5,7,8,13

) 
da riyis qvis sanayebi (tab. XVII

9,12,14
) ormoebSic aRmoCnda. 

saxlebis iatakze dafiqsirda irmis rqis Zirisagan damzadebuli kverTxisTavi (tab. 
XI

11
; XV

11
), irmis rqebi (tab. XI

9,10
; XV

10
) da Zvlis (falanga) sakidi (tab. XV

7
). aseTive sakidebi 

(tab. XV
8,9

) ormoSic aRmoCnda.
xazgasasmelia, rom jinisis namosaxlaris meore jgufis Tixis WurWelis msgavsi ke

ramikis arcerTi nimuSi ar aris aRmoCenili `TrialeTis kulturis~ Zeglebze. aseve aR
saniSnavia, rom jinisis namosaxlaris meore jgufis Tixis WurWels jer kidev ara aqvs 
`bareTis kulturis~ klasikuri nimuSebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli forma da stili.

amdenad, jinisis namosaxlaris, `TrialeTis kulturisa~ da `bareTis kulturis~ ke
ramikuli masalis formaluri da stilisturi analizi gviCvenebs, rom jinisis namosax
lari stadialurad am or kulturas Soris unda moTavdes.

namosaxlaris stratigrafia da saxlebSi aRmoCenili artefaqtebi miuTiTeben^ rom 
jinisis namosaxlari or samSeneblo fenas Seicavs. qvedas miekuTvneba saxlebi da Sesaba
misad, iatakebze dafiqsirebuli artefaqtebi, zedas ki sameurneo ormoebi. unda aRiniS
nos, rom # 3 saxlSi ormoebi or donezea ganlagebuli ## 6, 7, 8 ormoebs fskeri mxolod 
saxlis iatakis dones aRwevs an odnav kveTs mas, amave donezea saxlis dasavleTiT gaTx
rili # 1 ormoc. es ormoebi zeda samSeneblo fenas Seesabameba, danarCeni ormoebi, ki 
romelTa piri saxlis iatakis donezea, qvedas unda ekuTvnodes. # 2 saxlis teritoria
ze gaTxrili # 4 ormos saxlis kedeli aqvs dazianebuli, # 6 da # 7 ormoebi ki uSualod 
SesasvlelSia gamarTuli. aRsaniSnavia, rom am da # 1 saxlSi dafiqsirebul yvela ormos 
Tixatkepnili iatakebi aqvs CaWrili.

rac Seexeba zogierT, qveda fenis Sesabamis keramikul fragmentebs, romlebic mcire 
raodenobiT aRmoCnda ormoebSi, isini gvian, ormoebis gamarTvis an funqciis Sewyvetis 
Semdeg Cans zedapiridan ormoSi moxvedrili. palinologiurma kvlevamac aSkarad aCve
na, rom saxlebi da ormoebi mtvris sxvadasxva speqtrs Seicavs. am kvlevis Sedegad aseve 
dadginda, rom ormoebi Ria cis qveS iyo gamarTuli. 

kvlevis dRevandel etapze unda iTqvas, rom qveda fena Zv.w. XVIII-XVII ss-s miekuTvne
ba, zeda ki Zv.w. VIII-VII ss-iT TariRdeba.

daskvna. TrialeTis Suabrinjaos xanis Zeglebi pirvelad b. kuftinma Seiswavla. mis 
mier XX saukunis 30-40-ian wlebSi gaTxrili am epoqis Zeglebi samarx nagebobebs – yor
Ranebs warmoadgendnen. aq aRmoCenilma mdidrulma da unikalurma masalebma b. kuftins 
saSualeba misca gamoeyo axali arqeologiuri kultura, romelsac `TrialeTis brwyin
vale yorRanebis kultura~ uwoda. es kultura dRes `TrialeTis kulturis~ saxeliTaa 
cnobili.

aTeuli wlebis manZilze `TrialeTis kulturis~ namosaxlarebi ver iqna mikvleu
li. amis gamo, gamoiTqva mosazreba, rom am kulturis matarebeli sazogadoeba momTa
bare tomebs warmoadgenda. Sesabamisad maT stacionaluri namosaxlarebi ar gaaCndaT. 
aseve gamoTqmulia mosazreba, rom Sua brinjaos xanis namosaxlarebs winamorbedi da 
Semdgomi xanis namosaxlarebisagan gansxvavebuli topografia aqvT. mkvlevarTa nawili 
fiqrobs, rom samxreT kavkasiis namosaxlarTa topografia adrebrinjaos xanidan moki
debuli gviani Suasaukuneebis CaTvliT ar icvleba. isini ganlagebulia dabali qedebis 
Txemebze, mTis ferdobebze da mdinarispira terasebze. mdinarispira dasaxlebas warmo
adgens TrialeTSi gaTxrili namosaxlaric.
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jinisis namosaxlaris nagebobaTa konstruqcia da mopovebuli artefaqtebi garkve
ul siaxles Seicavs, romlebic saSualebas gvaZlevs SeviswavloT namosaxlarTa dageg
marebasTan dakavSirebuli zogierTi sakiTxi. 

namosaxlarze gaTxrili saTavsoebi gamarTulia moyviTalo Tixnar dedaqanSi amoW
ril oTxkuTxa moyvanilobis sxvadasxva zomis ormoSi, romlis kedlebic calpirad 
dawyobili bazaltis qvebiTaa amoyvanili. SemakavSirebel masalad miwa-Tixis xsnaria 
gamoyenebuli. kedlebis Sida piri SedarebiT sworpiriania. qvis kedlebis kuTxeebis ga
dabmis adgilebi zogi momrgvalebulia, zogi ki sworkuTxaa. erTi da igive nagebobaSi 
gvxvdeba gadabmis orive xerxi. 

saxlebis gaTxrisas dafiqsirebuli konstruqciuli detalebi da mSeneblobis teq
nika miuTiTebs, rom isini naxevradmiwurs warmoadgendnen, romelTa iataki miwis Tanad
rouli zedapiridan 1,2-1,5 m siRrmeze iyo gamarTuli. kedlebi, romlebsac saZirkveli 
ar gaaCnia, amoyvanilia calpirad nawyobi riyis qviT. aseTi kedlebi miwis Tanadroul 
zedapiramde amodioda. rogorc Cans kedlebis zeda nawilic qviT iyo amoyvanili. Tu 
aseTi kedeli arsebobda is, gansxvavebiT qveda nawilisagan, orpiri mainc unda yofili
yo. 

saxlebis gadaxurva banuria. saxuravis konstruqciis mzidi elementis sayrdenad 
xis mrgvali boZebia gamoyenebuli. amaze miuTiTebs kedlebis Sidapiris ZirTan da ia
takze ganlagebuli, erTmaneTisgan Tanabrad daSorebuli^ brtyeli qvebi da patara zo
mis ormo-budeebi.

gadaxurvis konstruqcia qvis kedlebs ki ar eyrdnoboda, aramed kedlebis gaswriv 
da saxlis interierSi gamovlenil qvis baliSebze aRmarTul xis boZebzea dayrdnobili. 
gadaxurvisaTvis saWiro sayrdeni boZebis aseTi ganlageba TrialeTis (zurtaketi, kuS
Ci) Sua brinjaos xanis yorRanebSia dadasturebuli. 

saxlebis interieri martivia. isini warmoadgens wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis for
mis darbazebs, romelic saxuravis sayrdeni boZebiT ramdenime nawiladaa gayofili. er
T-erT kuTxeSi kera, xolo aRmosavleT kedelTan Rumelia gamarTuli. iatakebi Tixat
kepnilia, romlebic ramdenjermea ganaxlebuli. saxlebi erTxel maincaa kapitalurad 
SekeTebuli. romlis drosac gamocvlilia sayrdeni boZebi da albaT, saxuravic.

namosaxlarze mopovebuli masalebi miuTiTeben, rom mosaxleobas ganviTarebuli 
soflis meurneoba hqonia: mohyavdaT marcvleuli kulturebi (xorbali, qeri), sakvebad 
gamoiyeneboda mravalferovani mcenareuli masala; maTi gadamuSaveba xdeboda sxvadas
xva formisa da zomis xelsafqvavebiTa da sanayebiT; hyavdaT Sinauri saqoneli (msxvil
fexa da wvrilfexa saqoneli, cxeni). mniSvnelovani adgili ekava nadirobas. nanadirevs 
ZiriTadad iremi da kanjari warmoadgenda. kvebis racionSi Sedioda xorci da fafebi.

jinisis namosaxlari dReisaTvis cnobili erTaderTi Zeglia, romelic `TrialeTis 
kulturis~ finalur stadias miekuTvneba. namosaxlaris Seswavlam saSualeba mogvca 
gagverkvia am epoqis samSeneblo teqnika, nagebobaTa arqiteqturuli forma, interieri, 
gagverkvia am epoqis dasaxlebis topografiis mTeli rigi sakiTxebi.

jinisis namosaxlari, adre da gviani brinjaos xanis dasaxlebebisagan gansxvavebiT 
gaSlil mindorze, mdinaris pirasaa gaSenebuli. TrialeTis brinjaos xanis namosaxla
rebis topografia qvemo qarTlis namosaxlarebis topografiiis sakiTxebis ganxilxis 
saSualebas iZleva.

qvemo qarTli da TrialeTi mcire kavkasionis qedebiT – bambaki, TrialeTi, samsari 
da gare kaxeTis zeganis ferdobebiT arian garSemortymuli. klimaturi pirobebiT sami 
zona gamoiyofa: 1) zomierad mSrali, 2) kontinentaluri da 3) mkacri zamTari.
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qvemo qarTli mdebareobs md. mtkvris Sua dinebis auzSi da or nawilad iyofa: a) gar
dabnis, marneulis da bolnisis dablobebi (simaRle 200-300 m) da b) mdinareebis qciis da 
algeTis zegani (300-600 m), aq gamoyofilia bedenis plato (1600-1800 m). mcire kavkasionis 
mTiswineTi ukavia TrialeTs, sadac ganlagebulia maRalmTiani zegnebi (walkis, gomare
Tis, WoWianis – 1400-1800 m). qvemo qarTlis zegnebi TeTriwyaros midamoebSi samxreTis
ken arian daqanebuli. farTo xeobebi ki uSualod ebjinebian qvemo qarTlis dablobebs. 
mTiswina zoli ganlagebulia qvemo qarTlis mdinareebis Sua dinebaze, mdinareebi saTa
ves iReben maRal mwvervalebsa da platoebze.

regioni adamianis mier uZvelesi droidanaa aTvisebuli da dasaxlebuli. pirveli 
stacionaruli dasaxlebebi (Sulaveri, aruxlo da sxv.) gamovlenilia marneulis da 
bolnisis dablobebze da Zv.w. VI-V aTaswleulebs miekuTvnebian. Senobebi nagebia ali
zis aguriT da TixiT. dasaxlebebi mdebareoben samiwaTmoqmedo savargulebSi. drois 
ganmavlobaSi, nasaxlarebis ganaxlebisa da gaSenebis Sedegad borcvis saxes iReben. am 
epoqaSi isaxeba namosaxlaris, erTiani sistemis gegmareba, romelic asaxavs soflis, ro
gorc socialuri organizaciis ZiriTadi tipis Camoyalibebis process. 

Semdeg aTaswleulebSi (Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebi) namosaxlarebi ganlagebulia ro
gorc barSi (yaiTmazi, koda), aseve mTiswina terasebze (sioni, RrmaxevisTavi, TaS-baSi, 
avranlo, Wala) da mdinaris xerTvisebSi (beSTaSeni), agreTve mTis damrec kalTebze (oz
ni, abelia, samSvilde, TeTriwyaro). namosaxlarebi da Sesabamisad samarovnebi arasami
waTmoqmedo nakveTebzea gamarTuli, rac ganpirobebuli iyo mosaxleobis demografiu
li zrdiT da produqciis matebiT.

Zv.w. III aTaswleulidan namosaxlarebis regularuli gegmareba ufro srulyofi
li xdeba. dasaxlebebi izrdeba mosaxleobis ricxvis mixedviT da did farTobs aRwevs. 
Cndeba sacxovreblis axali tipi, samSeneblod gamoiyeneba sxvadasxva saxis masala, ro
melTa Soris dominirebuli xdeba qva. 

qvemo qarTlSi Sua brinjaos xanis namosaxlarebi dReisaTvis cnobili ar aris. amde
nad, maTi topografiis garkveva Semdgomi kvlevis sagans warmoadgens. saqarTvelos sxva 
regionebidan am epoqis namosaxlarebi mxolod kaxeTidanaa cnobili, sadac isini mdina
rispira terasebze, mTebis ferdobebze da dablobebSia ganlagebuli. 

jinisis namosaxlari, romelic Sua brinjaos xanis finalur etaps miekuTvneba, md. 
gumbaTiswyalis mdinarispira terasaze yofila gaSenebuli. miuxedavad imisa, rom es na
mosaxlari walkis maRalmTian zeganze mdebareobs, is vake adgilzea gamarTuli. 

gviani brinjaos da adre rkinis xanis namosaxlarebi adre brinjaos xanis namosaxla
rebis topografiis msgavsia. mosaxleoba iTvisebs da sacxovreblad iyenebs dabali mTe
bis mwvervalebsa da ferdobebs. Zv.w. XV saukunidan mcire kavkasionis mTianeTSi, maT So
ris qvemo qarTlSi farTod vrceldeba dasaxlebis axali tipi, romelic gamagrebulia 
`ciklopuri~ sasimagro kedlebiT (beSTaSeni, axaldaba, sabeWdavi, knole, sanTa, ozni, 
bareTi, aSkala, gumbaTi, avranlo, nardevani, aiazma). gvxvdeba namosaxlarebi, romlebic 
gamarTuli arian sasimagro kedlebis gareT (bareTi, sabeWdavi, knole, goxnari), agreT
ve calke mdgomi simagreebi (gumbaTi, avranlo, CxikvTa, nardevani). am epoqis dasawyisSi 
isaxeba qalaquri, anu protoqalaquri tipis namosaxlarebi, romelTac uCndebaT gare 
sasimagro sistemebi.

Zv.w. VII-VI ss vrceldeba soflis tipis dasaxlebebi (sasimagro kedlebis gareSe), rom
lebic mdebareoben mTiswina vakeze (axaldaba, winwyaro).

namosaxlarebis aseTive topografia SenarCunebulia antikur epoqaSic (Zv.w. V s. – 
ax.w. IV s.) (beSTaSeni, sanTa, daraqoi, enageTi, Roubani, eco, gomareTi, Savsaydara, papi
gora, abelia, naxidrebisWala, bogvi, TeTriwyaro). am epoqaSi sasimagro sistema ufro 
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srulyofili xdeba. simagreebi sabolood gamoeyofian mcire zomis dasaxlebebs da er
Tvebian qveynis erTian TavdacviT sistemaSi. isini regionaluri dacvis funqcias asru
leben. amave epoqaSi Cndeba qalaqebi da qalaquri tipis dasaxlebebi TavdacviTi kedle
biT, romlebic aseve CarTulni arian qveynis erTian TavdacviT sistemaSi.

adre SuasaukuneebSi (V-VIII ss.) namosaxlarTa topografia iseTivea, rogorc wina 
epoqebSi, SeiniSneba mcire sxvaoba. ricxobrivad da xarisxobrivad izrdeba calke mdgo
mi TavdacviTi sistemebi. isini ganlagebulia saqaravno gzebis gaswvriv, erTmaneTisagan 
erTi dRis savalze, rac komunikaciebis warmatebiT dacvasa da vaWrobis usafrTxoebas 
uzrunvlelyofda. 

aseTi simagreebis irgvliv droTa ganmavlobaSi warmoiqmneba mudmivi dasaxlebebi, 
romlebic TandaTan gadaiqcevian feodaluri tipis qalaqur dasaxlebad. es aris e.w. 
`axalqalaqobis~ epoqa, rodesac citadels gareT izrdeba stacionaruli dasaxleba, 
romlis irgvliv mogvianebiT aRimarTeba damcavi kedlebi (dmanisi, axalqalaqi).

ganviTarebul SuasaukuneebSi namosaxlarebi inarCuneben wina epoqebis topografi
as. mosaxleoba, demografiul zrdasTan erTad mTis damrec kalTebze saxldeba, rac me
ti saxnavi savargulebis SenarCunebis saSualebas iZleoda. samarovnebi, igive mizeziT 
imarTeba mTis kalTebze. qveynis TavdacviTi sistema magrdeba periferiebzec, sadac 
igeba axali simagreebi, romlebic qveynis erTian TavdacviT sistemaSi erTvebian.

gviani Suasaukuneebis dasawyisSi, mtris mravalricxovani Semosevebis gamo, qvemo 
qarTlidan, TrialeTidan da saqarTvelos sxva regionebidan, gansakuTrebiT sasazRvro 
zolidan, mosaxleoba iZulebuli gaxda mietovebia Zveli samosaxlo adgilebi da Tavi 
daecva qveynis Sida regionebSi, gansakuTrebiT Rrma xeobebSi gadasaxlebiT. aman qvey
nis sasazRvro raionebis dacarieleba gamoiwvia, sadac SemdgomSi dasaxlda aramkvidri 
mosaxleoba, gansakuTrebiT im namosaxlarebze, sadac SenarCunebuli iyo sacxovrebeli 
pirobebi. gviani Suasaukuneebis dasasruls isaxeba Tavdacvis axali sistema, e.w. `koSku
ri~ tipis, romlis irgvliv, terasebze warmoiqmneba dasaxlebebi.

qvemo qarTlis dasaxlebaTa topografiis kvlevam gviCvena, rom gansxvavebulma kli
maturma pirobebma da mkveTrma vertikalurma zonalobam Zv.w. III aTaswleulSi Camoya
libebuli namosaxlarTa topografia ver Secvala aTaswleulebis manZilze. 

Zv.w. III aTaswleulidan borbliani transportis gavrcelebiT Seicvala sakomuni
kacio sistemebi, rac namosaxlarTa topografiazec aisaxa. am epoqaSi Camoyalibebuli 
gzebi arsebiTad ar Secvlila aTaswleulebis manZilze, riTac albaT aixsneba sxvadas
xva epoqebis namosaxlarTa topografiis erTgvarovneba. samxedro saqmeSi momxdari 
cvlilebebi garkveulwilad namosaxlarTa topografiazec aisaxa. stabiluroba regi
onebSi da mTlianad qveyanaSi uzrunvelyofda dasaxlebebis warmoqmnas vake adgilebsa 
da dablobebSi.

namosaxlarebis topografiis cvlileba damokidebuli iyo ekonomikur da politi
kur mdgomareobaze, agreTve axali socialuri institutebis warmoqmnaze. damjdari 
miwaTmoqmedebis swrafi ganviTareba uzrunvelyofda stacionaruli dasaxlebebis war
moqmnas da piriqiT. xangrZlivi drois ganmavlobaSi soflis meurneobas Sereuli xasia
Ti hqonda (miwaTmoqmedeba, mesaqonleoba). Cveni azriT, samxreT saqarTveloSi saiala
Ro mesaqonleoba Caisaxa da ganviTarda Sua saukuneebSi. 
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tabulebis aRwera

tab. I – 1. jinisis namosaxlaris saerTo xedi; 2. jinisis namosaxlaris topogegma.

tab. II – 1. namosaxlaris topogegma; 2. namosaxlaris gegma.

tab. III – 1. saxli # 1, gegma; 2. saxli # 1, Wrilebi.

tab. IV – 1. saxli # 1, saerTo xedi samxreT-dasavleTidan; 2. saxli # 1. xedi samxreTidan. detali; 

3. saxli # 1. xedi samxreT-aRmosavleTidan. detali.

tab. V – 1. saxli # 2, gegma; 2. saxli # 2, Wrilebi.

tab. VI – 1. saxli # 2, saerTo xedi samxreT-aRmosavleTidan; 2. saxli # 2, xedi samxreT-dasavle

Tidan, detali; 3. saxli # 2, xedi samxreTidan, detali.

tab. VII – 1. saxli # 3, gegma; 2, saxli # 3, Wrilebi.

tab. VIII – 1. saxli # 3, xedi samxreTidan; 2. saxli # 3, xedi samxreT-aRmosavleTidan; 3. saxli # 3. 

Crdilo-dasavleTi kuTxe, detali; 4. saxli # 3. Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kuTxe, detali.

tab. IX – 1. saxli # 4, gegma; 2. saxli # 4, Wrilebi.

tab. X – 1. saxli # 4. xedi dasavleTidan; 2. saxli # 4, kera; 3. saxli # 4, xedi aRmosavleTidan, 

detali; 4. saxli 2, ormo 6; 6-8. saxli # 1. keramikis fragmentebi; 5. saxli # 1, ormo # 4, kera

mikis fragmenti; 9, 10. saxli # 3, ormo #8, doqi; 11, 13, 14. saxli # 4, keramika; 12, 16. saxli # 3. 

keramika; 15. saxli # 5, qoTani.

tab. XI – 1, 5, 6. saxli # 1. keramika; 2-4. saxli # 3, keramika; 7, 8. saxli # 4, keramika. 9, 10. saxli # 3, 

irmis rqebi; 11. saxli # 1. irmis rqis Ziris kverTxi.

tab. XII – 1-3, 6, 20. # 1 saxli, iatakze; 4. saxli #1, ormo # 4; 7. # 2 saxli, iatakze; 5,8. # 2 saxli, 

ormo # 2; 9. # 2 saxli, ormo # 1; 11-13. # 2 saxli, ormo # 6; 10. # 3 saxli, iatakze; 14-17. # 4 
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saxli, iatakze; 18. # 5 saxli, ormo # 3; 19. # 5 saxli, ormo # 1.

tab. XIII – 1. # 3 saxli, ormo # 2; 17, 19-21. saxli #3, iatakze; 4, 6, 7, 22, 24, 26. # 1 saxli, iatakze; 8, 

14, 16. # 2 saxli, iatakze; 3, 10-13, 15, 18, 23, 25, 28. # 4 saxli, iatakze; 2, 5, 9, 27. # 5 saxli, ormo 

# 2.

tab. XIV – 1, 4, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16. saxli # 2, iatakze; 14. saxli # 2, ormo # 2; 19. saxli # 2, ormo # 3; 

2, 3, 5-9, 17. saxli # 1, iatakze; 35, 38, 39. saxli # 1, ormo # 4. 12, 18, 31, 32, 37, 41. saxli # 4, ia

takze; 20, 24, 25, 27, 30, 33, 34, 36, 40. saxli #3 iatakze; 28. saxli #3, ormo #2; 21-23, 26, 29. saxli 

# 3, ormo # 3.

tab. XV – 1-3. # 1 saxli, iatakze aRmoCenili keramika; 4. # 1 saxli, sadRvebeli # 3 ormodan; 10, 

11. # 1 saxli, iatakze aRmoCenili irmis rqa da rqis Zirze damzadebuli kverTxisTavi; 8-9. # 2 

saxli, Zvlis sakidebi # 6 ormodan; 5. # 3 saxli, doqi # 8 ormodan; 6, 7. # 3 saxli, iatakze aR

moCenili irmis rqa da Zvlis sakidi.

tab. XVI – 1. # 2 saxli, iatakze; 2, 9. # 1 saxli, iatakze; 3, 6, 10-12, 14. # 3 saxli, iatakze; 5. # 3 sax

li, ormo # 4; 4, 7, 8, 13. # 3 saxli, ormo # 6.

tab. XVII – 1-3. # 1 saxli, iatakze; 10, 11, 13. # 2 saxli, iatakze; 14. # 2 saxli, ormo # 1; 4-6, 8, 15, 16, 

17. # 3 saxli, iatakze; 9. # 3 saxli, ormo # 5; 12. # 3 saxli, ormo # 4; 7. #4 saxli. zedapiruli 

masala.
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Jinisi settlement is situated in South Caucasia, on the southern slopes of the Trialeti range. It is located 
in the north-west part of Tsalka municipality, on the extreme northern outskirts of the village of Jinisi, 30 
m west of the Jinisi-Gumbati main road (pl. I, 1). The settlement was established on the left bank of the 
river Gumbatistsqali. The area of the settlement slopes equally towards the west, while it becomes steeper 
towards the river, but it is level on the left bank of the river. The Gumbatistsqali itself joins the river Ktsia to 
the north (pl. I, 2). The settlement was discovered during the construction of the BTC pipeline (pl. II, 1), in 
the north section of the ROW. An area of 54 x 24 m, incorporating five houses and 24 household pits was 
excavated. 

House No. 1 is a semi-dugout building. Construction initially involved the cutting of an elongated 
rectangular pit in the yellowish loam, the edges of which were lined with stone (pl. III; IV). The greatest sur-
viving height of the walls is 1.0 m. The structure is 12.5m long and 7 m wide. The walls are built of pebbles 
that face inwards. The masonry of large and medium sized stones is mainly laid horizontally (pl. IV, 3). In 
the east wall large basalt stones are fitted vertically. Between two and four rows of masonry 0.6 m in width 
have survived to a height of 0.8-1 m. The north-eastern corner of the house is rounded (pl. III; IV, 2), while 
the north-west and south-west corners are rectangular. The floor is plastered with clay, and there are oc-
casional remains of stone paving slabs (pl. IV, 2; V, 1).

Flat square stones were inserted in the plastering of the floor so that their surface and the plastering 
of the floor are at the same level (pl. IV, 2-3). Stone cushions act as bases for supporting the columns of 
the roof, and lie in four rows along the longitudinal axis of the structure. The distance between the rows is 
approximately 2 m. Stone cushions and pits for pillars are disposed along all four walls (pl. IV, 2). The stone 
cushions in the central part measure 0.45 x 0.35 x 0.08 m. The diameter of the pillar pits recovered on the 
floor level is between 0.25 and 0.3 m, while their depth is 0.2m. Clearly the diameter of the wooden pillars 
corresponded to the size of the pits.

After the floor at this level was removed it emerged that there was another floor plastered with clay at 
the level of the lower surface of the stone cushions. There also emerged corresponding pillar pits arranged 
along the walls and located next to the pillar pits of the upper layer. The stone cushions had clearly served 
their function when the older floor was in use. The diameter of the pillar pits of the lower level is between 
0.18 and 0.2 m, which points to the fact that relatively weaker columns had been replaced by stronger. It 
can thus be concluded that major repairs had been carried out on the house at least once, when the sup-
porting columns and probably the roof were altered.

Construction details and building techniques revealed while excavating the house enable us to dis-
cuss its architectural form. The house was a semi-dugout structure whose floor was arranged at between 
1.2 and 1.5 m below present ground level. The walls, that lacked foundations, rose to the ground level of 
their day. There is no evidence for the nature of the superstructure, but we may assume that the upper part 
was also built of stone. If such a wall had existed, it must have been faced on both sides unlike its lower part. 
It is probable that this part of the wall was bound with wooden beams. The house is likely to have had a flat 
roof. The roof construction was not supported by the stone walls alone since the latter would not have sup-
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ported the weight of the roof; hence the presence within of wooden columns resting on stone cushions.
The interior of the house was simple. An oblong rectangular hall was divided into four parts by means 

of pillars supporting the roof. Hearth No. 1 was in the north-east corner and a stove lay against the east 
wall. The floor was plastered with clay and seems to have been renovated several times. At some places the 
upper layer of the floor has a surface paved with stone slabs. The floor is uneven at this level. For example, 
the surface of the stone slabs in grids 5, 6 is 0.05 m higher than the nearby clay plastered floor, while the 
base of the hearth and floor recovered in grid 6 are 0.04 m higher than the stone paved platforms in the 
above mentioned grids. The junction is well plastered, which points to the fact that at the final stage they 
were in use at the same time.

The remains of hearths recovered along the east wall also point to the renovation of the interior. The 
semicircular hearth (No. 1) of the upper level floor was recorded against the north-east wall of the house 
(grid 6). It was 0.8 m long (north-south) and 0.7 m wide (east-west). The curved edge was 0.18 m high at the 
most and consisted of stone slabs plastered with a clay mixture. The hearth was filled with ash, and a thick 
layer of ash was found in front of it as well as in the north-east corner of the house.

Hearth No. 2 was circular (0.65 m in diameter) and situated in the central part of the east wall (grid 9), 
2.25 m away from Hearth No. 1. It was badly preserved, but a low curb survived. It had apparently been 
plastered with clay in the course of the creation of a new floor. The base of the hearth is 0.09 m lower than 
the upper floor. The hearth was cut into by the household pit No. 4.

Hearth No. 3 was situated 2.25 m from the south wall (grid 9, 12) but since only a rectangular stone slab 
(0.5 x 0.5 m) and minor remnants of the curb survived, it was difficult to reconstruct its shape. The stone 
slab was cracked due to fire. This hearth too lay beneath the level of the upper floor. It is difficult to define 
which of the latter two hearths corresponded to the lower clay plastered floor. It is likely that hearths Nos 2 
and 3 functioned at different times. It is likely therefore that hearth No. 3 was a part of the original interior. 
If we take into consideration two slabs next to hearth No. 3 that lack any traces of burning, we might con-
clude that it was created when the house had a stone floor. 

The west wall of the house incorporated a peculiar feature, namely a semi-circular niche 0.55m deep 
and 1.2 m wide situated 3.75 m from south-west corner. An oblong structure 1.1 x 0. 45 x 0.35 m consisting 
of vertical stone slabs and pebbles was inserted into the niche. This structure was badly damaged, but is 
likely to have been a stove perhaps divided into two compartments.  Five household pits were excavated in 
the house (Nos1-4, 6) (pl. III; IV1) and cut through all three levels of the clay plastered floor. Numerous finds 
were made; in particular an antler in the southern part of grid 8 (pl. XV, 10), which lay at 0.4 m above the 
floor level, suggesting that it was attached to the roof of the house or suspended in the interior.  The house 
and the pits belong to different periods, as is indicated both by the fact that the clay plastered floor is cut 
into by the household pits and by palynological data. 

Among the ceramic material recovered on the floor of the house there are fragments of black fired bur-
nished vessels made from well-precipitated clay. The fragments are decorated with punched ornament (pl. 
X, 6-8; XII, 1-3, 6, 20). A similar fragment was discovered in pit No. 4 (pl. X, 5; XII, 4). Other vessels are made 
of coarse-grained clay and have a rough fabric. They include a circular pan-like vessel with perforations on 
the sides (pl. XI, 5-6; XV3), a rectangular version of the same type (pl. XI, 1; XV, 1), and pots (pl. XIII, 7, 22, 24, 
26) and bowls (pl. XIV, 2-3, 5-9, 17; XV, 2) of the same fabric. Similar bowls were found in the pit No. 4 (pl. 
XIV, 35, 38-39), and a handleless churn fired black was found in pit No. 3 (pl. XV, 4). A sceptre-head made 
from the base of antler (pl. XV, 11), basalt hand-grinders (pl. XVI, 2, 9) and pebble mortars (pl. XVII, 1-3) were 
found on the floor of the house.

House No. 2 is situated 3-4 m north-west of House No. 1, in grids 6 and 9 of plot II and grids 4, 7 of plot III 
(pl. II, 2). It is rectangular (7 x 5.8 m), and is oriented NE-SW (pl. V). The house is a semi-dugout. Rectangular 
pits cut into clay were lined with courses of pebbles dressed on the inside, large stones (0.6 x 0.5 x 0.35 m) 
below and relatively smaller stones above (pl. VI). There was an opening in the central part of the south-
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west wall (pl. VI, 1) approached by a slightly sloping ramp 0.5 m long and 1.3 m wide cut into the yellow 
loam and filled with a black earth layer. The thickness of the wall near the door is between 0.45 and 0.5 m. 
The opening is 1.3 m wide. The ramp runs towards the south and stands 0.4 m proud of the wall. Pit No. 8 
was situated 0.32 m south of the ramp (pl. VI,1).  The north-east corner of the house is rounded, while the 
north-west corner is rectangular. The other corners have not survived (pl. V; VI, 1-3).

The house has a simple interior consisting of a single hall (pl. V) divided into two parts (pl. VI, 1) by col-
umn bases in the central part, where two flat stones (0.45 x 0.5 m, 0.35 x 0.38m and 0.07 m thick) are fitted 
into the floor directed east to west, along which similar circular stones (0.25 and 0.3 m in diameter) were 
found at the bottom of the south-east and north-west walls. The distance between the column bases for 
supporting the roof was between 1.5 and 1.7m.

The floor of the house which is damaged in places was plastered with clay, with traces of earlier plaster-
ing beneath. After the upper floor had been cleaned, a badly damaged floor 0.05m lower was investigated. 
It would appear that this house, unlike House No. 1, had not undergone serious reconstruction. Only the 
floor seems to have been renovated here. No artefacts were recovered at the lower floor level. At the north-
west wall of the house, in grid 9, the remains of a hearth were recorded. A total of six household pits were 
excavated inside the house (pl. VI, 2-3). All were cut in the clay plastered floors. Pit No. 6 was at the entrance 
of the house. Pit No. 8, 0.85 m south of the south-west wall (in the south-west corner of grid 9), is of certain 
interest in that it was situated 0.5m above the floor outside the house immediately in front of the entrance. 
The position of pits Nos 6 and 8 (pl. V, 1) indicate that they were made after the collapse of the house.

Among the ceramic material discovered on the floor of the house there are fragments of black fired 
burnished vessels made from well-precipitated clay and decorated with punched ornament (pl. XII, 7). A 
similar fragment was found in pits Nos. 2 (pl. XII, 5-8) and 6 (pl. X, 4; XII, 11-13). Other vessels are made of 
coarse-grained clay and have a rough fabric. They include are pots (pl. XIII, 8, 14, 16), and bowls (pl. XIV, 1, 
4, 10-11, 13, 15-16). Fragments of bowls were recovered in pits Nos 2 (pl. XIV, 14) and 3 (pl. XIV, 19). A ba-
salt hand-grinder (pl. XVI, 1) and pebble mortars (pl. XVII, 10-11, 13) were recorded on the floor. Pit No. 6 
revealed pendants (pl. XV, 8-9) made of bone (specifically phalanges).

House No. 3 is situated 4 m north-west of house No. 2 (pl. VII, 1-2). It covers grids 4, 5, 7, 8 of plot II. The 
house is a semi-dugout building oriented NE-SW. Again, it consisted of a rectangular pit lined with stone. 
The walls are built of pebbles laid in horizontal courses without any binding agent. The lower course of the 
walls consists of large stones and the size of the stones gradually diminishes in the succeeding courses (pl. 
VIII, 1-4).

The greatest surviving height of the walls is 1.1 m and they consist of five courses of masonry. The cor-
ners of the house are rounded, and the entrance has not survived.

The interior of House No. 3 is very simple. It is a rectangular hall divided into two by columns that sup-
ported the roof. Unlike other houses the columns are aligned north-south, which implies that the entrance 
must have been in the north-west wall of the house. Flat stone slabs (0.45 x 0.5 x 0.08 m; 0.35 x 0.35 x 0.07 
m) were used for supporting the wooden columns. Stone bases were arranged in the central part of the 
house and stood 1.65 m from the walls (pl. VIII, 2).

The floor was plastered with clay, and the same material also covered the stone bases. The floor was 
cut into with household pits (pl. VII, 1-2; VIII, 2), in the cross-section of which the level of the lower floor 
was revealed. 0.05-0.07 m from the upper floor another, badly damaged, floor was cleaned. Depressions 
for columns between 0.2 and 0.25 m in diameter and between 0.3 and 0.4 m deep and arranged along the 
walls were recorded at this level.

The house had undergone major repairs. Apparently, the central columns had been altered. Strati-
graphical evidence indicated that initially the roof of the house was supported by wooden columns fitted 
in the depressions. After reconstruction stone slabs were used for column bases.

Hearths were situated in the south-east and north-west corners of the house. The badly damaged 
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hearth in the north-west corner was revealed after the floor of the upper level was removed. It had been 
placed against the north-east wall but proud of the north-west wall by 1.1 m. A small part of the curb made 
of clay has survived. The floor was plastered with a clay mixture, and the interior was filled with ash. The 
surviving height of the hearth is 0.05 m and it probably originally measured between 0.75 and 0.8 m in 
diameter.

The second hearth was circular (diameter 0.75 m) and was situated against the south-west wall, 0.75 
m from the south-east wall. The curb (height 0.1 m) was made of small stones and a clay mixture. The floor 
was paved with four stone slabs. The west part of the hearth is semicircular. At this point the ash layer of 
the hearth was succeeded by a completely different black earth layer belonging to pit No. 8 the bottom of 
which ends 0.1 m lower than the floor level. The pit contained a ribbed jug (pl. X, 9-10; XV, 5), and fragments 
of clay vessels ornamented with burnished lines. The interior of the hearth was filled with ash, and once this 
and the upper floor were removed two depressions for columns were revealed in the corner. One was 0.3 
m in diameter and 0.2 m deep; the other 0.2 m in diameter and 0.15 m deep. The house had been repaired 
several times as was clear from the presence of closely spaced column depressions along the walls (e.g. in 
the south-east corner) and clay plastered floors. As mentioned above, however, the house seems to have 
undergone major repairs only once.

The household pits Nos 1-5, and 7-8 excavated in House No. 3 (pl. VIII, 2) were made after the house had 
collapsed. All were cut into the clay plastered floor. Household pit No. 3 was cut into a heap of collapsed 
walls (pl. II, 2; VII). In addition, Hearth No. 2 of Household pit No. 8 and its pit for ashes are damaged. House-
hold pit No. 4 was situated at the opening of the door. The part of the house where the pit was situated 
was badly damaged. The north-west and south-west walls were completely destroyed, and no floors have 
survived. The opening for the door must also have been arranged here.

Among the ceramic material discovered on the floor of the house there were fragments of black fired 
burnished vessels made from well-precipitated clay and decorated with punched ornament (pl.XV, 10). The 
other vessels were made of coarse-grained clay with a rough fabric. They include a pan-like circular vessel 
with perforated sides (pl. XIV, 34). The pots have a similar fabric (pl. X, 16; XIII, 17, 19-21) as do the bowls (pl. 
X, 12; XIV, 20, 24-25, 27, 30, 33-34, 36, 40). Bowls were found in pits Nos 2 (pl. XIV, 28) and 3 (pl. XIV, 21-23, 
26, 29). A ribbed jug was found in pit No. 8 (pl. X, 9-10; XV, 5). Several hand-grinders (pl. XVI, 3, 6, 19-12, 14), 
a mortar (pl. XVII, 5, 8, 25-27) and a crusher (pl. XVII, 4, 6) lay on the floor of the house. Hand-grinders were 
also found in pits Nos 4 (pl. XVI, 5) and 6 (pl. XVI, 4, 7-8, 13). Mortars were recovered in pits Nos 4 (pl. XVII, 
12) and 5 (pl. XVII,9). An antler (pl. XI, 9-10; XV, 6) and a bone pendant (pl. XV, 7) were recovered on the floor 
of the house.

House No. 4 was situated in grids Nos 3,6 of plot I and grids Nos 1,4 of plot II, 3 m north-west of House 
No. 3, in the extreme north part of the ROW (pl. II, 1). The semi-dugout house was oriented NE-SW (pl. IX, 1). 
Again, a rectangular pit had been dug in the yellow loam. Its walls are built with medium and large pebbles 
dressed on one side only (pl. X, 1-3). 2.8 m of the north-west wall consisting of two or three courses of ma-
sonry survived to a height is 0.65m.

The south-west wall consisted of between two and four courses of masonry, was 4.55 m long, and 
survived to a height of between 0.65 and 0.75 m. There was a round corner on the east, from where the 
wall turned south leading on to a corridor wall 2m long. To the south was an opening for the door whose 
west edge was the corridor wall, while to the east was a wall 7.0 m long. 3.5 m from the entrance the wall is 
retracted back into the house by 1.25 m. On the south wall only one course of masonry survived to a height 
of 0.3 m, while there were five surviving courses in the north wall that was 0.9 m high. 

House No. 4 is the only building at the settlement with an entrance that was relatively well preserved. A 
corridor asymmetrical with the hall ran from the opening towards the interior of the house. The south-east 
wall of the corridor and the south-east wall of the house were built parallel to each other, but the corridor 
wall projected beyond the house wall to the east by 1.25 m. A ramp was thus formed sloping from the 
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beginning of the entrance towards the floor at an angle of 12˚. The door opening was in the south wall of 
a corridor 2.5 m wide. The north-west wall at 2 m was shorter than that at the south-east. There is a round 
corner at the point where the wall of the corridor joins the south-west wall of the hall. The north-west part 
of the corridor is thus open towards the hall and forms a unified space with the hall (pl. X, 1).

The interior of the house was not completely excavated. Judging by the part that was, we may assume 
that the interior was simple in plan. There were depressions for columns along the walls some of which (at 
the south-east and south-west walls) were situated side by side, an indication that the house underwent 
repairs. One of the stone bases for wooden columns (0.25 x 0.2 x 0.1m) lay on the floor in the eastern part of 
the hall, 1.25 m from the south-east wall. There were two depressions for columns, one 0.25m in diameter 
and the other 0.38m and both 0.2 m deep, at the bottom of the wall. One stone column base (0.25 x 0.2 x 
0.08m) lay in the eastern part of the south-west wall, at the beginning of the corridor. The other (0.2 x 0.18 x 
0.08m) lay 1.25 m to the west. There were depressions for columns near both bases, 0.2 m in diameter and 
0.2 m deep (pl. IX, 1).

There was a hearth on the floor of the house near the north-west wall, 2.5 m from the south-west cor-
ner (pl. IX, 1; X, 3). Insofar as it could be reconstructed it was 1.2 m long and 0.85m wide, was elliptical and 
had its back to the wall. Curbs 0.15m high were made of pebbles and clay and had their surface plastered 
with a clay mixture. There were stone slabs, also plastered with clay, scattered on the hearth floor, with two 
large pebbles lying on the plaster. Traces of intense burning were visible on the stones as well as on all parts 
of the hearth. After the plaster was removed, another floor plastered with clay was revealed (pl. X, 2) 0.05 m 
lower down. The floor of the house was plastered with clay, the surface of which showed traces of intense 
burning. The well-preserved west part was covered with a thin layer of ash. An interesting household pit 
showed up in section at the very edge of the ROW, at a height of 0.4 m.

Among the ceramic material discovered on the floor of the house there are fragments of black fired 
burnished vessels made from well-precipitated clay and decorated with punched ornament (pl. XII, 14-17). 
Other vessels are made of coarse-grained clay with a rough fabric. They include a rectangular pan-like ves-
sel (pl. XI, 7), bowls (pl. X, 11; XIV, 12, 18, 31-32, 41), and pots of various sizes (pl. X, 14; XIII, 3, 10-13, 15, 18, 
23, 25, 28). 

Constructional and architectural peculiarities of the houses. The houses revealed in the excavated part of 
the settlement are semi-dugout buildings. The rooms are inserted in rectangular pits cut out in yellowish 
loamy bedrock, and the walls are faced with basalt stones dressed inwards. The walls contain a single stone 
course and are built up to the present ground level. Earth and a clay mixture were used as bonding mate-
rial. The corners of the houses are rounded for the most part, although rectangular corners occasionally 
occur.

Construction details and building technique observed during excavation indicate that the houses 
were semi-dugout constructions with floors between 1.2 and 1.5 m below the present surface. The walls 
do not have any foundations. They are built with pebbles dressed on only one side as far as the ground level 
of their day. The upper parts of the walls were apparently also built of stone, and such walls, assuming they 
did indeed exist, must have been dressed on both sides. 

The houses had flat roofs, with supporting beams resting on wooden columns that stood along the 
walls and in the centre. This is indicated by stone bases and depressions at the walls and in the floor. The 
roofs were not supported on stone walls, but on wooden columns resting on stone cushions found in the 
interior of the houses. Such an arrangement of columns supporting roofs is known from the Middle Bronze 
Age kurgans of Trialeti (Zurtaketi, Kushchi) (Japaridze 1969, 24-30, 45-54, 68, pl. I; Kuftin 1948, 12-14, pl. X, 
XI) of the 19th and 18th centuries BC, and thus slightly earlier than the Jinisi settlement.

The houses are simple in the interior. They are oblong rectangular halls divided into several parts by 
the supporting columns for the roofs. There is a hearth in one corner and a stove at the east wall. The floors, 
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which were renovated several times, are plastered with clay. The houses underwent major repairs at least 
once. The floors were renovated, and the supporting columns and probably the roof were altered.

Results of palynological research. The settlement is situated at an altitude of 1569-1572 m above sea level. 
The present-day landscape of Jinisi is flat with meadows mainly used for pasture, as well as potato fields. 
Samples from Houses Nos 1, 3, 4 at the Jinisi settlement were investigated by palynological methods (the 
palynological references are those based on research conducted by E. Kvavadze). Only burnt organic mi-
croscopic remains were recovered from the first room. 

The sample from the third room contained plenty of grass pollen, but no pollen of trees or bushes were 
recognized at all. Among grasses weeds of crops dominate, and include chicories (Cichorioideae type) and 
knotgrass (Polygonum aviculare). Among cultivated grains wheat was identified. There were also Chenopo­
dium album, cornflower, buckwheat, and thistle. Among pasture weeds, the pollen of buttercup and the 
pink family were been recorded. The pollen of archillea belonging to the group of medical herbs was also 
found here. There was also pollen of Saxifragaceae, Serratula, Aster, and Borraginaceae. Spores of ferns were 
also recorded.

The palynological content of the sample of earth from the pot (pl. X, 16) found in House No. 3 had 
hardly any elements of trees. Only two grains of pine-tree pollen and four fern spores were recovered. A 
total of 111 pollen grains were counted in the aforementioned sample. They included a large quantity of 
pollen of crops and their accompanying weeds. Yard and pasture weeds are absent. It can therefore be as-
sumed that the vessel in question was used for wheat storage. The pot bears traces of intense burning, and 
it was clearly used for cooking. The wheat suggests that porridge was made in it. 

Room No. 4. Two samples from this room were studied. One was taken at ground level and the other 
from the upper level of the room. The floor sample has traces of burning. It contains many burnt organic 
remains and effects of fire can also be observed on the pollen. By comparison with Room No. 3, there was 
a greater amount if wheat pollen. There were many weeds of crops and among yard weeds are nettle and 
wormwood. Pine and alder pollen was also recorded. It is remarkable that the eggs of human intestinal 
parasitic worms were recovered from the floor.

The palynological spectrum of the second sample is far richer. A wide range of grasses, trees and wood 
ferns were detected here. A total of 211 pollen grains were counted, of which 28.4% belonged to forest 
types. Pollen of pine and two varieties of birch predominated. There was a large amount of alder and hazel 
nut pollen grains, but a small amount of Lebanese cedar, elm, oak and walnut. Among forest ferns sweet-
root spores prevailed, while parsley fern and moonwort were not presented in large quantities.

Among grasses weed pollen predominated, with chicories the commonest at 42.6% of the sample. 
Other crop weeds included goosefoot, knotweed and cornflower, and yard weeds present wormwood, 
nettle and serratula. The were a few pasture weeds, and very few grains of buttercup and thistle. Cultivated 
cereals played a minor role within the spectrum and only wheat was identified.

Palynological characteristics of household pits. Material from eight household pits was investigated. 
The palynological spectrum of Pit No. 3 in the first room is particularly interesting. There were many pollen 
grains of wheat, rye and other cultivated cereals. Crop weeds were also identified in abundance, and chico-
ry-type plants and thistle predominated. There were cornflower, goosefoot, knotweed, Rapistrum rugosum, 
etc., and pasture weeds such as buttercup, pinks and thistle pollens. Ruderal plants included nettle and 
achillea. Among the trees were pollen grains of pine, fir and Nordmann fir, and in addition to coniferous 
plants, there was pollen from alder, hornbeam and chestnut. Among forest fern-types sweetroot spores 
were identified. The eggs of human intestinal parasitic worms were also discovered in Pit No. 3. 

The palynological spectrum of the sample from Household Pit No. 4 was not as rich. Only a few grains 
of pine and a single spore of forest fern were found from the group of forest plants. Cultivated cereals were 
hardly represented, apart from wheat. The role of yard weeds gained in importance, and these included 



230	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Goderdzi Narimanishvili Juansher Amiranashvili 

inter alia nettle, cornflower, clover, and wormwood. Indicators of pasture plants were very low. Once again 
the sample included the eggs of human intestinal parasitic worms. The pit is more likely to have been used 
for refuse rather than corn storage. 

The sample from pit burial No. 2 in Room No. 2 contained cereal pollen and many crop weeds among 
which thistle, goosefoot, knotweed, and knotgrass predominated. There were pollens of pasture and yard 
weeds. Among trees, the pollen of fir, pine, alder and oriental hornbeam was recorded, with alder and pine 
prevailing. As for medical herbs, achillea pollen was recovered, a plant which can also be a ruderal compo-
nent of a garden. The pit displayed eggs of human intestinal helminths. 

The spectrum of Household pit No. 4 is also rather rich. It includes dust of wheat, rye and other cultural 
corns as well as weed complex of crops (chicories, thistle, knotweed, knotgrass, etc. goosefoot pollen is in 
abundance). Pasture elements are sparse as well as yard weeds. Tree-plants are represented by pine, which 
predominates. Pollen of Nordmann fir and hazelnut is also scarce. A single spore of fern has been recovered 
only. There were many eggs of human intestinal helminths in this pit. 

Household pit No. 4 of Room No. 3 contained pollen of cultivated cereals and their weeds: plenty of 
wheat and rye pollen on the one hand, and chicories and knotweeds on the other. Thistle and goosefoot 
occured in small quantity. There were fewer pasture than crop weeds, but yard ruderals were in evidence. 
Trees are represented by rather a few pine and Nordmann fir pollen grains. A single spore of fern was recov-
ered. There were no eggs of human intestinal helminths.

Household pit No. 5 was very rich, and a total of 220 pollens were counted. Pollen of cultivated cereals, 
notably wheat and rye, predominated. Crop weeds were represented by numerous chicory and knotweed 
pollen grains, as well as goosefoot, thistle, knotgrass and cornflower. Pasture elements included buttercup, 
pinks and teazel, and yard ruderals such as nettle and achillea were recorded. Among trees pine prevailed, 
but pollen of Nordmann fir, alder and hazelnut were also recorded, as were spores of forest ferns. There 
were no eggs of human intestinal helminths.

Room No. 5, Household pit No. 3 did not contain many cultivated cereals, although the role of crop 
weeds was rather large. These included inter alia chicories, thistle, goosefoot, knotweed, knotgrass. The 
palynological spectrum displayed pasture and yard weeds, while the pollen of pine, Nordmann fir and 
alder was limited.

Household pit No. 5 proved to contain less pollen of wheat and other cereals than pit No. 3. Pollen 
crop weeds were, however, present in large quantity among which chicories prevailed. There was much 
thistle pollen and cornflower was also identified. There were few indicators of pasture plants. Trees were 
represented by pollen of pine and hornbeam, with pine predominating. Forest ferns were represented by 
maidenhair and wood fern. 

The palynological spectra of the pits allow the conclusion that their palynocomplex indicates that they 
enjoyed warmer climatic conditions than did the houses. The analysis of the samples from the houses indi-
cates that they contained a large amount of cultivated plant fossils while the pits yielded mainly forest ele-
ments and fern spores. Thus suggests that the pits were situated outdoors, and according to E. Kvavadze, 
they were used for refuse (Kvavadze 2005).

Palynological analysis showed that the spectrum of the floor and the household pits of House No. 3 are 
very different from each other. The house produced cultivated cereals and numerous crop weeds as well 
as yard and pasture weeds. The pits show nearly the same spectrum but the difference is that they contain 
plenty of trees and ferns, which suggests that the pits were situated out of doors. E. Kvavadze concludes 
that the palaeoclimate of the pits indicates warmer climatic conditions than those of the houses.

Two specimens were selected for palynological analysis from House No. 4. One came from the floor of 
the house, near the hearth, in grid 3 of plot I and the other in grid 3 of plot I, from a point 0.55m above the 
floor. The sample from the floor bears traces of burning, as do the pollen grains. The palynological spec-
trum shows a large quantity of wheat pollen as well as that of crop and yard weeds and a small amount of 
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pine and alder pollen.
The contents of the second sample included, apart from crop weeds (goosefoot, knotweed, cornflower, 

chicories predominating) there was plenty of tree pollen (two varieties of birch, alder, elm, oak, Lebanese 
cedar, walnut, hazelnut) and fern spores (sweetroot, moonwort). Yard weeds were also identified, while the 
role of pasture weeds was fairly small.

Thus, on the basis of palynological analysis it is apparent that the upper level of the house filling and 
the household pits contain similar spectra and differ from the floor spectrum. They functioned in different 
palaeoclimatic conditions, and the earth fill was also deposited at different periods. We can thus conclude 
that the Jinisi settlement contained two levels. All the houses belong to the lower level, while the house-
hold pits belong to the upper one.

Problems of dating. The dating of the Jinisi settlement is based on stratigraphic data for the most part, 
as well as comparative and stylistic analysis of the pottery. The special features of the stratigraphy of the 
settlement were mentioned during the description of the houses. Pottery analysis reveals that one group 
of pottery recovered from the floor of the houses is made from well precipitated clay, is fired black and bur-
nished. Some of these vessels are decorated with engraved or punched ornament. The punched ornament 
in the shape of a triangle is of particular interest (pl. X, 4, 6, 8; XII). Most specimens were recovered from the 
floor (pl. XII, 1-3, 10, 12-17); only two fragments were recorded in pits (pl. X, 5; XII, 4-5, 8).

Ceramic decoration of this kind is diagnostic of the pottery of the “Trialeti Culture” alone (Japaridze 
1969, fig. 19, 22, 25, 36, 50, 51, 54, 58, 60, 61; Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, pl. 52, 60, 67, 70, 75, 76, 85, 
90, 93, 95, 96, 102, 104, 105; Gogadze 1972, pl. 15, 16, 22, 25, 28-32; Dedabrishvili 1969, fig. 15; Japaridze et 
al. 1981, fig. 2, 5, 8, 19, 21, 24, 31-33, 35, 48). Jinisi was the first settlement to produce this group of vessels 
(Amiranashvili, Narimanishvili 2005, 42-43).

The other group of pottery is made from coarse-grained clay, is unevenly fired and has a rough surface. 
Some fragments preserved notched bands in which respect they resemble the ornament to be found on 
pottery of the second type of the “Bareti Culture” (pl. XIII, 8, 10, 15, 25; XIV,18, 37, 41). The finds from Jinisi 
did not, however, include any fragments decorated with raised and notched bands, which is very common 
on the so called “Baiburt” type vessels, that belong to the “Bareti Culture” group and are dated to the 15th 
and the first half of the 14th centuries BC (Narimanishvili 2006, 92-127).

The specimens of the first pottery group from the Jinisi settlement that are decorated with punched 
ornament are similar to this kind of “Trialeti Culture” ceramics, while not a single example occurs at such 
classical sites of the “Bareti Culture” as the Beshtasheni settlement or Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. All the other 
vessels belong to the second group. The pottery of this group has a coarse fabric and rough surface. Here, 
the second group the plentiful pan-like vessels should be mentioned. Some have perforations on the sides 
(pl. XI, 1-7; XIV, 34; XV, 3). This group includes: pots (pl. X, 14; XIII, 3, 5, 7-8, 10-17, 19-26, 28), small pots (X, 13; 
XIII, 18); and bowls (pl. X, 11-12); XIV, 1-41; XV, 1). A black fired and burnished churn (pl. XV, 4) and a ribbed 
jug (pl. X, 9-10; XV, 5) belong to the upper layer of the settlement. Basalt hand-grinders (pl. XVI, 3, 5-6, 10-12; 
XVII, 3), pebble mortars (pl. XVII, 5, 8, 10-11, 13, 15-17) and crushers (pl. XVII, 1, 4, 6) were collected from the 
floor of the houses. Hand-grinders (pl. XVI, 4-5, 7-8, 13) and pebble mortars (pl. XVII, 9, 12, 14) were recov-
ered in the pits too. The floor of the houses yielded a sceptre head made from the base of an antler (pl. XI, 
11; XV, 11), antlers (pl. XI, 9-10; XV, 10) and a bone (phalange) pendant (pl. XV, 7). Similar pendants (pl. XV, 
8, 9) were also found in pits.

It must be emphasized that not a single example of pottery of the second group of the Jinisi settle-
ment has been discovered at “Trialeti Culture” sites. It should also be mentioned that this pottery does 
not resemble in either form or style the classic “Bareti Culture” pottery. Formal and stylistic analysis of the 
ceramic material of the Jinisi settlement, “Trialeti Culture” and “Bareti Culture” indicates that shows that on 
typological grounds the Jinisi settlement must be placed between these two cultures.
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The stratigraphy of the settlement and excavated artefacts point to the fact that the Jinisi settlement 
consists of two building strata. The lower stratum includes the houses and, accordingly, the artefacts re-
covered from the floor, while the pits belong to the upper stratum. It must be mentioned that in House No. 
3 the pits are arranged at two levels. The bottoms of pits Nos 6, 7 and 8 just reach the floor of the house or 
slightly cut into it. Pit No. 1 excavated west of the house is on the same level. These pits correspond to the 
upper building level while the rest of the pits whose mouth is on the floor level, must belong to the lower 
stratum. Pit No. 4 excavated in the area of House No. 2 has damaged the house wall, while Pits Nos 6 and 7 
are situated immediately at the entrance. It is remarkable that all the pits recorded in Houses Nos 1 and 2 
cut into the floors plastered with clay.

The scanty ceramic fragments of the lower stratum that appear in pits must have been deposited later, 
after the pits had been dug, or when they had ceased to function. Palynological research also indicated 
that the houses and the pits contain different pollen spectra. This research also concluded that the pits 
were situated outside. The current stage of research allows us to ascribe the lower stratum to the 18th -17th 
centuries BC and the upper to the 8th -7th centuries BC.

Conclusion. Middle Bronze Age sites in Trialeti were first studied by B. Kuftin. The sites he excavated in the 
1930s and 1940s were burial structures, namely kurgans. The rich and unique material he found led Kuftin 
to define a new archaeological culture which he called the “Trialeti Culture of Splendid Kurgans”. Today this 
culture is referred to as the “Trialeti Culture”. 

For many decades settlements of the “Trialeti Culture” were unknown. There was a view that the rel-
evant people were nomadic and consequently did not have any fixed settlements. There was also a view 
that Middle Bronze Age settlements possessed a different topography from those ones that preceded or 
followed them. On the other hand some scholars believe that the topography of South Caucasian settle-
ments was the same from the Early Bronze Age to the Late Middle Ages. They are situated on the crests of 
low mountain ranges, on slopes and on riverside terraces. The settlement excavated at Trialeti was a river-
side settlement. 

The way that structures in the Jinisi settlement were built and the finds contain certain novel ele-
ments that enable us to investigate various problems in connection with settlement planning. The rooms 
excavated at the settlement are arranged in rectangular pits of different sizes cut in the yellowish loamy 
bedrock and whose walls are built of basalt stones dressed on one face only. There is a single course stone 
wall of horizontally laid stones. Earth and a clay mixture are used as bonding materials. The interior of the 
walls is fairly smooth. Some of the corners are rounded and some are angular. 

Construction details and building technique point to the fact that the structures were semi-dugouts 
whose floor was arranged at a depth of 1.2-1.5 m from the ground level of the day. Walls that have founda-
tions are built with pebbles dressed on one side. These walls reached ground level and apparently had a 
superstructure also built of stone. If such walls really existed, they must, unlike their lower parts, have been 
dressed on both sides. 

The houses had flat roofs. Wooden columns were used to support the load-bearing parts of the roof. 
This is clear from the presence of flat stones arranged on the floor at equal distances near the bottom of the 
walls as well as small depressions in the ground. 

The roof construction was not supported by stone walls but by wooden columns erected on stone 
bases inside the houses along the walls. Such an arrangement of columns to support a roof is known from 
Middle Bronze Age kurgans in Trialeti (Zurtakerti, Kushchi).

The houses had simple interiors. They were oblong rectangular halls divided into several parts by the 
columns supporting the roof. A hearth was typically situated in one corner and an oven against the east 
wall. The floors were plastered with clay and had been renovated several times. The houses underwent 
major repairs at least once, during which the columns, and probably the roof, were altered.



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 233

Jinisi  Settlement

The finds from the settlement confirms the existence of advanced agriculture: wheat and barley were 
grown, and a variety of vegetation was used for food. Food was processed by means of hand-grinders and 
mortars of various shape and sizes; domestic animals were bred (large and small cattle, horse). Hunting 
played an important part, the prey being mainly deer and onager. The diet included meat and porridges. 

So far the Jinisi settlement is the only site belonging to the final stage of the “Trialeti Culture”. The study 
of the settlement has allowed us to identify the building technique, the architectural form of structures, and 
their interiors, as well as to explain a number of problems of the topography of settlement at this period.

The Jinisi settlement, unlike Late Bronze Age settlements, is built on an open field by a river. The to-
pography of the Trialeti Bronze Age settlements enables us to discuss problems of the Kvemo Kartli settle-
ments. 

Kvemo Kartli and Trialeti are surrounded by the mountain ranges of Minor Caucasus: Bambaki, Trialeti, 
Samsari and the slopes of Gare Kakheti plateau. Different climatic conditions allow us to distinguish three 
separate zones: 1. Temperate and dry; 2. Continental; 3. Severe winter.

Kvemo Kartli is situated in the middle of the River Mtkvari basin and is divided into two parts: 1) the 
Gardabani, Marneuli and Bolnisi plains (altitude 200-300m) and 2) the plateau of the rivers Ktsia and Algeti 
(300-600 m); here the Bedeni plateau stands out (1,600-1,800 m). Trialeti occupies the foothills of the Mi-
nor Caucasus, where high mountainous plateaux are located (Tsalka, Gomareti, Chochiani, 1400-1800 m). 
Kvemo Kartli plateaux are inclined towards the south in the area of Tetritsqaro. Wide valleys immediately 
border the Kvemo Kartli plains. The foothill zone is situated above the middle of the Kvemo Kartli rivers that 
rise in high peaks and plateaux.

The region has been assimilated and inhabited since time immemorial. The first stationary settlements 
(Shulaveri, Arukhlo, etc.) were found on the Marneuli and Bolnisi plateaux and date to the 6th-5th millennia 
BC. The constructions are built of adobe and clay. The settlements are situated in agricultural areas. In the 
course of time, in the age of renovation and settlement development, there arose a unified system that 
reflected the process of village formation, the village being the main type of social organization.

In the following millennia (4th-3rd millennia BC) settlements were situated not only on the plain (Qa-
itmazi, Koda) but also on foothill terraces (Sioni, Grmakhevistavi, Tashbashi, Avranlo, Chala), and at the 
confluences of rivers (Beshatsheni), as well as on mountain slopes (Ozni, Abelia, Samshvilde, Tetritsqaro). 
Settlements, and consequently cemeteries, were arranged on non-agricultural plots and were subject to 
the vagaries of demographic growth and crop production. 

From the 3rd millennium BC there was a more regular arrangement. Settlements greatly increase both 
in population size and extent. A new type of dwelling appears, different building materials are employed, 
among which stone predominates.

No Middle Bronze Age settlements have so far been found in Kvemo Kartli. The identification of their 
topography is therefore a subject for further investigation. Elsewhere in Georgia, settlements of this period 
are known only from Kakheti, where they are situated on riverside terraces, mountain slopes and plains.

The Jinisi settlement of the final stage of the Middle Bronze Age, was built on a riverside terrace of the 
River Gumbatistsqali. Although this settlement is located on the Tsalka highland plateau, it is nevertheless 
built on a level area.

Settlements of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages are similar in their topography to Early Bronze Age 
settlements. The population takes over and occupies the peaks and slopes of low mountains. A new type 
of settlement fortified by “Cyclopean” fortress walls (Beshtasheni, Akhaldaba, Sabechdavi, Knole, Santa, 
Ozni, Bareti, Ashkala, Gumbati, Avranlo, Nardevani, Aiazma) begins to spread widely in the mountains of 
the Lesser Caucasus from the 15th century BC onwards. There are settlements arranged outside the fortress 
walls (Bareti, Sabechdavi, Knole, Gokhnari) and also freestanding fortresses (Gumbati, Avranlo, Chkhikvta, 
Nardevani). At the beginning of this period urban, or proto-urban, settlements arise displaying outer forti-
fication systems. 
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In the 7th-6th centuries BC village-type settlements without fortification walls begin to spread on foot-
hill plains (Akhaldaba, Tsintsqaro).

This kind of settlement topography was maintained in the Classical period (5th-4th centuries AD) 
(Beshtasheni, Santa, Darakoi, Enageti, Ghoubani, Etso, Gomareti, Shavsaqdara, Papigora, Abelia, Nakhi-
drebischala, Bogvi, Tetritsqaro). Fortification systems are greatly improved at this period. Forts cease to 
be associated with small settlements and form part of country’s general defense system. They fulfill the 
function of regional defence. Cities and urban-type settlements with defensive walls emerge at the same 
period, which are also participants in the country’s general defence system. 

The topography of settlements in the Early Middle Ages (5th-8th centuries) is the same as in earlier 
periods, but with minor differences. The number of freestanding defence systems grows and their quality 
increases. They are situated along main roads, a day’s journey from each other, and successfully protected 
both communications and commerce. 

In the course of time permanent settlements emerge around such fortresses, and they gradually turn 
into feudal-type urban settlements. This is the period of the “new towns”, when settlements grow outside 
the citadels to be themselves subsequently surrounded with protective walls (Dmanisi, Akhalkalaki).

During the developed Middle Ages settlements maintain the topography of previous epochs. Demo-
graphic growth encouraged people to settle on mountain slopes, and this in turn led to the creation of 
more farmland. Cemeteries were situated on mountain slopes for the same reason. The country’s defence 
system required the construction of new forts on the peripheries, and these too played a part in the general 
defence system. 

At the beginning of the Late Middle Ages, numerous invasions meant that the population was forced 
to abandon their ancestral places and protect themselves by moving from Kvemo Kartli, Trialeti and other 
regions of Georgia, and especially from border regions, to inland parts, especially deep valleys. This caused 
the desolation of the country’s border regions which were later settled by newcomers who chose in partic-
ular places that retained the requirements for a settled existence. At the end of the Late Middle Ages a new 
defence system was created: the so called “tower” type, around which settlements emerged on terraces.

An investigation of the topography of Kvemo Kartli reveals that different climatic conditions and dis-
tinct vertical zoning were unable to change the topography formed in the 3rd millennium BC over millennia. 

The spread of wheeled transport from the 3rd millennium BC meant that communications did not 
changed over millennia, which probably explains the invariability of the topography of settlements of vari-
ous epochs. Changes that occurred in the military sphere were reflected to a certain extent in the topogra-
phy. Regional and national stability led to the formation of settlements on plains and level areas.

Regional topographic change depended on the economic and political situation as well as on the 
formation of new social institutions. The speedy development of agriculture resulted in the emergence of 
stationary settlements and vice versa. For a long time agriculture was mixed (arable, livestock breeding). 
Presumably pastoral livestock breeding arose and developed in South Georgia in the Middle Ages.
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Pl. IX – 1. House No. 4, plan; 2. House No. 4, sections.
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jug; 11, 13, 14. House No. 4, pottery; 12, 16. House No. 3. Pottery; 15. House No. 5, pot.

Pl. XI – 1,5,6. House No. 1. Pottery; 2-4. Dwelling No. 3; pottery; 7,8. House No. 4, pottery. 9, 10. House No. 3, antlers; 11. 
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House No. 1. Warder made from base of antler.

Pl. XII – 1-3, 6, 20. House No. 1, on the floor; 4. House No. 1, pit No. 4; 7. House No. 2, on the floor; 5,8. House No. 2, pit 

n2; 9. House No. 2, pit No. 1; 11-13. House No. 2, pit No. 6; 10. House on the floor; 14-17. House No. 4, on the floor; 

18. House No. 5; pit No. 3; 19. House No. 5, pit No. 1.

Pl. XIII – 1. House No. 3, pit No. 2; 17, 19-21. House No. 3, on the floor; 4, 6, 7, 22, 24, 26. House No. 1, on the floor; 8, 14, 

16. House No. 2, on the floor; 3, 10-13, 15, 18, 23, 25, 28. House No. 4, on the floor; 2, 5, 9, 27. House No. 5, pit No. 2.

Pl. XIV – 1, 4, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16. House No. 2, on the floor; 14. House No. 2, pit No. 2; 19. House No. 2, pit No. 3; 2, 3, 5-9, 

17. House No. 1, on the floor; 35, 38, 39. House No. 1, pit No. 4, 12, 18, 31, 32, 37, 41. House No. 4, on the floor; 20, 

24, 25, 27, 30, 33,34, 36, 40. House n3, on the floor; 28. House No. 3, pit No. 2, 21-23, 26, 29. House No. 3, pit No. 3.

Pl. XV – 1-3. House No. 1, pottery recovered on the floor; 4. House No. 1, churn from pit No. 3; 10, 11. House No. 1, antler 

and a warder head made of an antler base discovered on the floor; 8-9. House No. 2, bone pendants from pit No. 6; 

5. House No. 3, jug from pit No. 8; 6,7. House No. 3, antler and a bone pendant discovered on the floor.

Pl. XVI – 1. House No. 2, on the floor; 2,9. House No. 1, on the floor; 3, 6, 10-12, 14. House No. 3, on the floor; 5. House 

No. 3, pit No. 4; 4, 7, 8, 13. House No. 3, pit No. 6.

Pl. XVII – 1-3. House No. 1, on the floor; 10,11,13. House No. 2, on the floor; 14. House No. 2, pit No. 1; 4-6, 8, 15, 16, 17. 

House No. 3, on the floor; 9. House No. 3, pit No. 5; 12. House No. 3, pit No. 4; House No. 4.
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preistoriul periodSi cxovelebis moSinaurebis procesi sakmaod rTuli, xan
grZlivi da mravaletapobrivi iyo. es niSnavs, rom sasoflo-sameurneo cxovelebi Tan
mimdevrobiT, sxvadasxva epoqaSi Cndeboda. magaliTad, Tu ZaRli, qaTami, Rori, msxvil
fexa da wvrilfexa rqosani saqoneli da TiTqmis yvela Tanamedrove Sinauri cxoveli 
ukve gviani neoliTis xanaSi arsebobda, iseTi swrafmavali cxovelebi, rogoricaa cxe
ni an morbenali calkuza aqlemi, rogorc Cans, mogvianebiT, mxolod brinjaos xanidan 
Cndeba. l. vulis [Вулли 1961] gaTxrebis Sedegad SumerTa qalaq-saxelmwifo urSi aR
moCenil Standartze etlSi Sebmuli kanjaris gamosaxulebebisa da aseve, am cxovelis 
Zvlebis uruqis samefo samarxebSi aRmoCenis Semdeg SegviZlia dabejiTebiT vTqvaT, rom 
pirveli swrafmavali cxoveli, romelic adamianma moaSena, unda yofiliyo ara CvenTvis 
kargad nacnobi Sinauri cxeni, aramed kanjari, romelic zoologiurad naxevradvirebis 
qvegvars ekuTvnis. SuamdinareTsa da wina aziaSi kanjaris moSinaureba [Bendukidze 2003], 
rogorc Cans, win uswrebda namdvil cxens (qvegvari Equus), romelic kavkasiaSi da mis mo
mijnave raionebSi mxolod Zv.w. II aTaswleulSi, savaraudod, migraciuli procesebis Se
degad gamoCnda.

ganuzomlad didia cxenisnairebis (gvari Equus) mniSvneloba kacobriobis istorii
saTvis. am gvaris sami warmomadgeneli: viri Equus (Asinus) asinus, namdvili cxeni Equus (Equus) 
caballus da kanjari Equus (Hemionus) hemionus adamianma jer kidev preistoriul xanaSi moi
Sinaura: viri _ egvipteSi, kanjari ki, savaraudod, mesopotamiaSi, cxeni _ centralur 
aziaSi. SemdgomSi Sinauri viri da Sinauri cxeni farTod gavrcelda mTels evraziaSi da 
amJamadac, Tanamedrove epoqaSi Sinauri cxovelebi arian.

sxvagvarad iyo saqme kanjaris SemTxvevaSi, romelic mxolod garkveuli drois gan
mavlobaSi yofila Sinauri cxoveli _ eneoliTis dasasrulidan adrebrinjaos xanis 
bolomde. istoriuli epoqis dasawyisisaTvis ukve mxolod veluri kanjari arsebobda, 
man dakarga Sinauri cxovelis statusi, Tumca manamde dasavleT evraziis farTo teri
toriaze iyo moSinaurebuli. SesaZlebelia Tamamad iTqvas, rom Zv.w. IV-II aTaswleuleb
Si Sinauri kanjari (Equus hemionus pumpellii Duerst) maxlobeli aRmosavleTisa da winaaziis 
bevr regionSi iyo gavrcelebuli: SuamdinareTSi (uruqi, uri), iranSi (Saxre-suxte), kav
kasiaSi da savaraudod, TurqmeneTSi (anau). savaraudod, Sinauri kanjari saqarTvelos 
teritoriazec iyo gavrcelebuli. rogorc adrebrinjaos xanis dasaxlebebSi – orWo
sani (samcxe), qvacxelebi (Sida qarTli), damwvari gora (kaxeTi) – aRmoCenili kanjarebis 
osteologiuri masalebis Seswavlam gviCvena, isini Sinaur formas miekuTvneba. gansa
kuTrebiT niSandoblivia saqarTvelos teritoriuli siaxlove mesopotamiasTan. garda 
amisa kavkasiaSi (azerbaijanSi, daRestansa da CeCneTSi) aRmoCenili arqeologiuri Zeg
lebic, romlebSic uruqis kulturis fenebic dasturdeba (yovel SemTxvevaSi, uruqis 
kulturasTan axlos mdgomi kulturisa) gvaZlevs safuZvels, vivaraudoT, rom kanja
ris Zvlebi, romelic adrebrinjaos xanis ZeglebSi gvxvdeba mTel kavkasiaSi, ekuTvnis 
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Sinaur kanjars. am monacemebze dayrdnobiT SegviZlia davadginoT Sinauri kanjaris ar
sebobis periodi kavkasiasa da saqarTveloSi. xolo imis gamo, rom Sinauri kanjari da 
Sinauri cxeni erTad jer arsad ar aRmouCeniaT, logikuri iqneba miviCnioT, rom cxeni 
saqarTveloSi da yvela sxva maxlobel regionSi Sinaur kanjarze gvian gaCnda, daaxlo
ebiT Zv.w. II aTaswleulis dasawyisSi. gamoricxuli araa, rom cxenma Caanacvla Sinauri 
kanjari, rogorc ufro Zlierma cxovelma, romelsac SeeZlo etlis transportireba 
(etlebSi oTx kanjars abamdnen, cxeni ki _ oric sakmarisi iyo).

saqarTvelosa da samxreT kavkasiaSi pirveli Sinauri cxenis gamoCenis drois dasad
genad, saintereso masalas gvaZlevs iseTi arqeologiuri artefaqtebis aRmoCena, rom
lebic cxenosnobasTan aris dakavSirebuli: lagami, mosarTavi, unagiris nawilebi da 
sxva, agreTve cxenis patara figurebi da cxenis gamosaxulebebi. amgvari sagnebi aRmo
Cenilia gvianbrinjaos xanis fenebSi: mcxeTaSi [sadraZe, murvaniZe 1987, 437-440; sadra
Ze 1991], artikSi (somxeTi), berikldeebSi da safar-xarabaSi, sadac micvalebulisaTvis 
Catanebul nivTebs Soris aRmoCenili iqna iseTi tipis uReli, romlis msgavsi gamosaxu
lebebic kldeebze iyo aRmoCenili mTels evraziaSi, kerZod ki ramdenime naxati aRmoCe
nili iqna sevanis tbasTan [Межлумян 1972].

samxreT kavkasiis regionSi Sinauri cxenis erT-erTi yvelaze Zveli da saintereso 
aRmoCenaa lWaSenis Tavis qalebis seria, romlebic Seiswavla cnobilma paleozoolog
ma s. meJlumianma [Межлумян 1972], Tumca Cven zustad ar viciT cxenis romel jiSs ekuT
vnoda es Tavis qalebi, radgan Tavad ar gvinaxavs masala. fotoaslebis meSveobiT raimes 
dadgena ki SeuZlebelia. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom lWaSenis cxenis Tavis qalebi ekuT
vnodes imave jiSs, rac jinisSia aRmoCenili [benduqiZe 2005]. lWaSenSi aRmoCenili masa
la saWiroebs damatebiT osteologiur Seswavlas.

akademikosi b. kuftini (1941 w.) cxens, beSTaSenis ciklopuri cixe-simagris gaTxre
bis Sedegad aRmoCenil cxovelTa siaSi asaxelebs. Tumca Tu mxedvelobaSi miviRebT is
toriul periods, romliTac beSTaSenis kulturuli fenebi TariRdeba (adrebrinjaos 
xana), SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom iq SesaZlebeli iyo aRmoeCinaT Sinauri kanjari. Tria
leTis V yorRanSi b. kuftinma cxenis oqros figura aRmoaCina [Куфтин 1941, таб. XCVII], mag
ram ratomRac am faqtma mecnierTa yuradReba ar miiqcia. Tu es nivTi imports ar warmo
adgens, igi Sua brinjaos xanaSi (TrialeTis kultura) moSinaurebuli cxenis arsebobis 
utyuar sabuTs warmoadgens.

n. gamrekelma or mokle statiaSi aRwera cxenebis naSTebi, romlebic saqarTvelos 
teritoriaze gaTxrili Zeglebidan (mcxeTa, ilto, axali ulianovka, qvacxelebi da 
TrialeTi) momdinareobs. TrialeTSi aRmoCenil cxenis naSTebs igi Sua brinjaos epo
qiT aTariRebs [gamrekeli 1976; gamrekeli 1980]. Tumca aseTi daTariReba CvenSi did eWvs 
iwvevs, radgan cxeni TrialeTidan, magaliTad, Cveni monacemebiT, aRmoCnda SedarebiT 
gviandel, CaSvebul samarxebSi. gaurkvevelia agreTve, konkretulad romeli fenebidan 
momdinareobs iltoSi aRmoCenili cxenis Zvlebi da a.S. amrigad n. gamrekelis mier sta
tiebSi moyvanili TariRebi ndobas ar imsaxurebs. 

saerTod, cxeni maxlobel aRmosavleTsa da winaaziaSi SedarebiT gvian gaCnda. ro
gorc cnobilia, Sinauri cxenis pirveli, istoriulad dafiqsirebuli gamoCena miekuT
vneba egvipteSi hiqsosebis Semosevis periods (Zv.w. XVII s.). am faqtTan dakavSirebiT, 
Zalze niSandoblivia jinisis namosaxlarze cxenebis naSTebis aRmoCena, romlebic da
axloebiT imave epoqas ganekuTvneba. jinisSi cxenebis naSTebi raodenobrivad Warbobs 
sxva Sinaur cxovelTa Zvlebis saerTo raodenobas (aranakleb 35-40%-ia). imis gaTvalis
winebiT, rom cxenebis Zvlebi ar ganirCeoda nasufrali sxva Sinaur cxovelTa Zvlebisa
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gan [benduqiZe 2005], SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom adamiani cxens iseve iyenebda sakvebad, 
rogorc sxva Sinaur cxovelebs.

aq ismis sakiTxi, ra statusi hqonda jinisis cxens, veluri iyo Tu Sinaur formas 
ekuTvnoda? es sakiTxi arc ise martivia. Cveni azriT, Tu cxeni samxedro saqmeSi gamoi
yeneboda, maSin uZveles xalxSi akrZaluli unda yofiliyo cxenis sakvebad gamoyeneba, 
Tumca aRmosavleTis xalxebs, tradiciul mecxeneebs (monRolebs, Turqebs) es akrZalva 
ar hqoniaT. unda iTqvas, rom Tavisi tipiT jinisis cxeni ar gansxvavdeboda paleoliTis 
epoqis veluri cxenisagan, romelic aRmoCenili iqna eZanSi, zurtaketsa da bavraSi. igi, 
rogorc Cans, warmoadgenda kargad cnobil morfotips e.w. `samxreTuli cxenisa~, rom
lisganac, savaraudod, warmoiSva arabuli da sxva masTan axlos mdgomi sajiriTo cxeni. 
samwuxarod, jinisis cxenis ufro detaluri daxasiaTebis mocema ar SegviZlia, radgan 
masala warmodgenilia mxolod izolirebuli kbilebiT, kidurebis wvrili ZvlebiT (fa
langebiT, metapodiumebis epifizebiT da terfisa da wvivis ZvlebiT).

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, veluri cxeni uZvelesi droidan binadrobda samxreT saqar
TveloSi (javaxeTis zeganze da walkaSi). misi Zvlebi, pirvelyofili adamianis samzare
ulos narCenebis saxiT aRmoCenil iqna zurtaketisa da eZanis epipaleoliTuri sadgo
mebis gaTxris dros.

niSandoblivia saxelwodeba `zurtaketis~ etimologia. sityva `zurtak~ zog iranu
lenovan xalxSi aRniSnavs velur cxens. Cveni azriT, gamoricxuli araa, rom saqarTve
los teritoriasa da ufro farTo mniSvnelobiT samxreT kavkasiaSi SesaZlebelia er
Tdroulad earseba rogorc velur, aseve Sinaur cxens. amaze, SesaZloa miuTiTebdes 
mcxeTaSi aRmoCenili Tixis cxenebis figurebi [sadraZe, murvaniZe 1987; Садрадзе 1991], 
romelTa Sorisac aSkarad Cans cxenebis ori tipi. erTi tipis cxens aqvs grZeli moxdeni
li kiseri, patara lamazi Tavi, wagrZelebuli tani da es cxeni eqsterieriT Zalian hgavs 
Zveli parTuli jiSis cxens (Tanamedrove epoqaSi es aris e.w. axalTequri jiSis cxeni). 
meore tipis cxeni, romelic mxolod erTi Tixis figuriT aris warmodgenili, aRnago
biT ufro masiuria, aqvs dakunTuli kiseri, msxvili Tavi, dabali tani, xSiri da grZe
li fafari. amrigad, gvaqvs cxenis ori tipi: erTi _ gakeTilSobilebuli, specialurad 
gamoyvanili sajiriTo da meore _ pirveladi seleqciisagan xelSeuxebeli, romelic 
ekuTvnoda velur cxens, an ukidures SemTxvevaSi, samuSao, ujiSo saqonels.

paleoliTuri xanis dasasruls veluri cxeni binadrobda dasavleT saqarTveloSic. 
cxenis naSTebis didi raodenoba aRmoCenilia zemo imereTis mRvimeebSi.

gasuli saukunis 70-ian wlebSi d. TuSabramiSvilis eqspediciaSi monawileobis dros 
ZuZuanas mRvimeSi Cven movipoveT am cxenis naSTebis didi raodenoba. samwuxarod, iseve 
rogorc jinisSi, ZuZuanas mRvimeSi ver iqna aRmoCenili cxenis Tavis qalebi an Tundac 
Tavis qalis nawilebi sadiagnostikod, raTa ufro dawvrilebiT SegvZleboda gvemsjela 
am cxenis morfologiur tipze. Cven SegviZlia mxolod aRvniSnoT, rom dasavleT saqar
Tvelos cxeni im qvesaxeobaTagan gansxvavebiT, romlebic gavrcelebuli iyo aRmosav
leT da samxreT saqarTveloSi, savaraudod ekuTvnoda sxva, ufro didi zomis qvesaxe
obas Equus caballus strictipes Gabunia, maSin, rodesac aRmosavleT da samxreT saqarTvelos 
veluri cxenebi miekuTvneboden qvesaxeobas Equus caballus binagadiensis Gajiev (= E. caballus 
zurtakensis Bendukidze), romelic Tavdapirvelad aRwerili iyo binagadis pleistocenuri 
adgilsapovebelidan (azerbaijani), Tavisi tipis mixedviT (kbilebis minanqris naoWebis, 
Cliqebis moxdenilobiTa da tanis sididiT es qvesaxeoba Zalian hgavs eZanis, zurtake
tis, bavrisa da jinisis cxens), rac SeiZleba niSnavdes mxolod imas, rom isini ekuTvnian 
cxenebis e.w. `samxreTul~ jgufs, romelic arabuli jiSisa da masTan axlos mdgomi uZ
velesi aRmosavluri cxenis winapars warmoadgenda.



jinisis cxeni da cxovelTa  moSinaurebis zogierTi sakiTxi

Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 257

rogorc cnobilia, uZvelesi droidan cxenisnairebis gamoyenebis saSualeba iyo ma
Ti Sebma sabrZolo etlebSi. sabrZolo etli ZiriTadad gamoiyeneboda mtris wyobis ga
sarRvevad. Sumerebis (uri) uZvelesi sabrZolo etlebi Zalian primitiuli iyo, uxeSi da 
mouxerxebeli. maT oTxi mZime borbali hqondaT da masSi oTxi kanjari ebmoda. es yvela
feri kargad Cans e.w `uris Standartze~ da erTi zardaxSis Tavsaxurze, romelic aseve 
urSia aRmoCenili [Вулли 1961]. Cveni varaudiT, ufro gviandeli asurul-babilonuri sa
omari orborbliani etlebi win gadadgmuli nabiji iyo Sumerul etlebTan SedarebiT. 
marTalia, am etlebsac, rogorc gamosaxulebebze Cans, Zalian uxeSi da masiuri bor
blebi hqondaT, magram maTSi ukve ori cxeni iyo Sebmuli. igive tipis etli (uzarmazari 
masiuri borblebiT) iyo gavrcelebuli urartuSic (ix. gamosaxulebebi mefe sarduris 
saisreze).

xmelTaSuazRvispireTSi kidev erTi tipis etli iyo gavrcelebuli. Cven SegviZlia 
es etli vixiloT berZnebTan, etruskebTan, romaelebTan da, savaraudod, aqemenideb
Tan, romelTac daaxloebiT erTi tipis sabrZolo etlebi hqondaT. amgvari etlebi Cve
ulebriv Semkuli iyo gamosaxulebebiT, bareliefebiTa da horeliefebiT. garda amisa, 
berZnebisa da sparselebis etlis borblebs Soris gadebuli RerZebis boloebi maxvili
seburi hqonda, romlebic mters Cexavda. 

WeSmariti reforma etlebis gakeTebis saqmeSi moaxdines indoeTisa da avRaneTis uZ
velesma arielebma. isini etls gansakuTrebiT magari jiSis xisgan amzadebdnen, amitom 
etli msubuqi iyo da zrdasrul mamakacs cali xeliT SeeZlo aewia igi, am tipis etli 
pirvelad aziaSi gaCnda. Semdeg hiqsosebisagan igi egviptelebma SeiTvises, SeamCnies ra 
misi sabrZolo Tvisebebi. aseTi etli xeTebsac hqondaT. cxeni sajiriTod gamoyeneba Se
darebiT gvian daiwyes, rogorc Cans, esec dakavSirebuli iyo hiqsosTa egvipteSi SeWras
Tan. aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom etlTan erTad hiqsosebi, savaraudod, ukve calke cxensac 
iyenebdnen sajiriTod (Zv.w. XVII s). amgvarad, im droisaTvis arsebobda cxenosani jari, 
kavaleria [benduqiZe 2005]. 

amrigad, Cven SegviZlia Tvali gavadevnoT etlis evolucias: SumerTa sabrZolo 
oTxTvliani etlidan asurul-babilonur etlamde da Semdeg ariul etlamde, romelic 
progresuli, gacilebiT ufro msubuqi iyo.

Cveni azriT cxenebis moSenebis mTavari centrebis dadgena, romlebic uZveles dros 
arsebobdnen, SesaZlebeli iqneba etlebis tipebis analizisa da Sedarebis safuZvelze, 
romlebic hqondaT sxvadasxva xalxebs evraziis sxvadasxva regionSi. savaraudoa, rom 
am monacemebis sistematizirebam, saboloo jamSi, SeiZleba saSualeba mogvces, davadgi
noT ramdenime gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovani mecxeneobis centri misi ganviTarebis pre
istoriul etapze.

Cveni varaudiT, SesaZlebelia ori sxvadasxva tipis etlis gavrceleba miuTiTebdes 
cxenebis moSinaurebis ori ZiriTadi centris arsebobaze. es, savaraudod, winaaziis re
gionSi iyo. aqedan gaCnda moSinaurebuli cxeni babilonSi, asureTsa da urartuSi. meo
re centri ki, savaraudod, Sua da centralur aziaSi, maSindeli ariuli modgmis xalxis 
gavrcelebis arealSi mdebareobda.

cnobilia, rom cxenebis moSenebis didostatebi uZveles dros xuritebi iyvnen, ker
Zod ki miTanelebi. am saqmeSi swored isini iyvnen xeTebis maswavleblebi. amas adastu
rebs lursmuli damwerlobis arqivebSi _ boRaz-qoiSi (xaTusa) aRmoCenili vinme miTa
nelis saxelad kikulis traqtati, romelic Seicavda cxenis wrTvnis meTodebs. es meTo
debi cota ramiT Tu gansxvavdeba Tanamedrove meTodikisagan.

bolo xanebSi gaTxrebis dros gaxSirebuli xurituli (miTanuri) warmoSobis arte
faqtebis aRmoCena samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze (samxreT saqarTvelo, somxeTi) [na
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rimaniSvili 2006], SesaZloa migviTiTebdes, rom kavkasiis swored es regionebi, kerZod, 
preistoriuli saxelmwifoebrivi gaerTianeba `diaoxi~ (taos istoriuli regioni) Zv.w II 
aTaswleulSi SesaZloa yofiliyo cxenis momSenebeli centri kavkasiaSi; razec migviTi
Tebs aRmoCenebi jinissa da safar-xarabaSi.

aRsaniSnavia, rom asureli da urartueli dampyroblebi pirvel rigSi diaoxis teri
toriaze swored jiSian cxenebs eZebdnen. maT epigrafikul lursmnul warwerebSi sauba
ria xarkis Sesaxeb, romelsac isini damorCilebul mxares Seawerdnen xolme. aRsaniSna
via, rom pirvel rigSi aq CamoTvlilia cxenebi, rogorc maTi nadavlis uZvirfasesi nawi
li [Меликишвили 1959]. ufro gvianac, antikur xanaSi samxreT saqarTvelo kvlav rCeboda 
mecxeneobis gansakuTrebuli ganviTarebis olqad. amaze migviTiTebs cxenis naSTebis 
didi raodenoba Cvens mier gansazRvrul osteologiur masalaSi Woratidan (axalcixe), 
sadac es naSTebi bevrad Warbobdnen sxva Sinaur cxovelTa naSTebs.

ar aris gamoricxuli, rom cxenis gamoCena mesopotamiasa da wina aziaSi dakavSirebu
li iyo e.w. zRvis xalxebis gadmosaxlebasTan, romelTa Sorisac iyvnen adrindeli ari
elebic. SemdgomSi cxeni swrafad gavrcelda am regionSi (evraziis dasavleTi nawili), 
Semdeg ki hiqsosTa meSveobiT cxenma afrikaSic (egvipte) ki CaaRwia. am Zlieri cxovelis 
gamoCenis Semdeg, romelsac SeeZlo msubuqi orTvliani etlis swrafi transportire
ba (sadac cxeni wyvilad iyo Sebmuli, maSin roca oTxi kanjari iyo Sebmuli Zalian mZime 
da primitiul oTxTvala etlSi), rogorc Cans, kanjari aRar iyo saWiro da savaraudod, 
Zv.w. II aTaswleulis dasawyisSi adamianma miiviwya igi, rogorc Sinauri cxoveli. amas xe
li Seuwyo Semdegomma faqtorebma:

1. rogorc zeviT iyo aRniSnuli, kanjari cxenTan SedarebiT bevrad susti iyo.
2. lagami jer ar arsebobda, amitom kanjaris marTva ufro rTuli iyo, vidre cxenisa.
3. da bolos, yvelaze mniSvnelovani: imave uris Standartze arsebuli gamosaxulebe

bis mixedviT, SumerTa etlebi iyo Zalze mZime da xis oTxi masiuri borbliT iyo aRWur
vili. es yvelaferi erTad, savaraudod imaze miuTiTebs rom, Sinauri cxenis gamoCena 
kanjaris gaqrobis mizezi gaxda. rogorc ukve aRniSnuli iyo, cxenisagan gansxvavebiT 
kanjari sxva qvegvars ekuTvnis _ Hemionus-is qvegvars. marTalia, igi garegnulad patara 
cxens mogvagonebs, magram amasTan erTad mas axasiaTebs mTeli rigi morfologiuri Ta
viseburebebisa, romlebic virebs aqvT (qvegvari Asinus): SedarebiT ufro grZeli yurebi, 
ufro Txeli kiseri, funjiT daboloebuli kudi, Zalian mokle (TiTqos gangeb SeWri
li) fafari. yvelaze mTavari ki is aris, rom misi saReWi kbilebi zedapiris CuqurTmebis 
mixedviT aSkarad gansxvavdeba namdvili cxenis (Equus-is qvegvari) saReWi kbilebisagan. 
garda amisa, kanjars Zalian wvrili, moxdenili fexebi aqvs da am mxriv igi uaxlovdeba 
stenonis cxens da zogierT hiparionebs. kanjars aseve axasiaTebs stenoniseburi for
mis qveda saReWi kbilebis ormagi maryuJi, saReWi kbilebis Txeli minanqari, gauyofeli 
mezostiliT; qveda kbilebis gansakuTrebuli formis gare ube, romelsac wina kedelze 
aqvs Zalian sustad ganviTarebuli damatebiTi naoWi. damaxasiaTebelia qveda kbilebze 
am ubis Zalian Zlieri SeWra ormagi maryuJis yelSi.

kanjaris sxvadasxva qvesaxeobebis (7 qvesaxeoba) gavrcelebis are warsulSi moicav
da erayis, siriis, iranis, avRaneTis, monRoleTis, CineTis, pakistanis, indoeTis, tibe
tis, TurqmeneTisa da yazaxeTis teritoriebs [Соколов 1957; Сосновский 1987]. holocenur 
epoqaSi kanjari aseve binadrobda ruseTis zeganis samxreT nawilSi, kaspiis gadaRma ra
ionebSi, dasavleT cimbiris samxreT nawilSi, kavkasiaSi, mcire aziasa da TiTqmis mTe
li yazaxeTisa da Turanis (Sua azia) dablobebze. magram ukve XX s-is I mesamedSi (daaxl. 
30-ian wlebamde) kanjari SemorCa mxolod centralur (beTpakdala) da aRmosavleT ya
zaxeTSi (jungareTi), aseve TurqmeneTSi (baTxizi). daaxloebiT amave periodSi kanjari 
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arsebobda agreTve monRoleTSi, Crdilo-dasavleT indoeTSi, das.avleT pakistansa da 
centralur iranSi (deSTeqeviri, deSTe-luTi). Tumca misi amJamindeli gavrceleba in
doeTSi Semofarglulia mxolod udabnos raioniT, e.w. kaCis raniT. unda aRiniSnos, rom 
miuxedavad am cxovelis gavrcelebis didi arealisa, moSinaurebuli iyo mxolod erayis 
qvesaxoba (Equus hemionus hemippus Geoffroy). miwaTmoqmedebisa da mecxoveleobis ganviTa
rebasTan erTad kanjaris gavrcelebis areali Semcirda. aRmosavleT evropaSi daaxlo
ebiT XVII-XVIII ss-Si kanjari SemorCenili iyo mxolod volgisa da uralis SuamdinareTSi. 
XIX s-is bolos kanjari amowyda dasavleT yazaxeTSi da misi raodenoba mkveTrad Semcir
da TurqmeneTSic. aRsaniSnavia, rom kanjaris SesanarCuneblad sabWoTa periodSi Seiq
mna sami nakrZali: TurqmeneTSi (baTxizi, 1941 w.), aralis zRvis erT-erT kunZulze (bar
sa-qelmesi, 1953 w.) da yazaxeTSi, 1982 w (yafCagai).

kanjari Zalian swrafi cxovelia. zrdasrul mamrs SeuZlia irbinos 60-70 km-sT-is 
siCqariT 10 km-is manZilze. ufro neli tempiT ki aranakleb 20-25 km-isa Seusveneblad. 
kanjari sakmaod didi cxovelia, misi sxeulis sigrZe aRwevs 200-260 sm-s, sxeulis simaR
le kisris saZirkvelTan 1,5 metria, xolo wona 350 kg-mde. kanjaris xorci Zvelad didad 
fasobda, xolo tyavs Sagrenis dasamzadeblad iyenebdnen. kanjaris gavrcelebisaTvis 
yvelaze sasurveli pirobebia mSrali stepebi da naxevarudabnoebi, kargi saZovrebiTa 
da wylis didi raodenobiT. mag. kopet-daRis mTiswina zoli, Tejengisa da murRabis Su
amdinareTi TurqmeneTSi [Соколов 1957; Сосновский 1987]. 

kavkasiaSi kanjari, savaraudod, binadrobda yvelgan, sadac iyo misTvis Sesaferisi 
pirobebi: aRmosavleT amierkavkasiaSi, Crdilo kavkasiis aRmosavleT nawilSi, samxreT 
saqarTvelosa da kaspiis zRvis dablobze. kerZod, warsulSi kanjari binadrobda aRm. 
azerbaijanSi abzindisa da kaparis gavrcelebis raionebSi (aRmosavleT azerbaijani), 
muRanisa da milis stepebi, yobustani da afSeronis naxevarkunZulis sxva raionebi. swo
red amitom aRmoaCines azerbaijanelma arqeologebma kanjaris naSTebi yobustanis neo
liTisa da adrebrinjaos xanis sadgomebSi. amas garda arqeologiuri monacemebis mixed
viT, saqarTveloSi kanjari binadrobda samxreT-dasavleT (axalcixe) [benduqiZe 2006] 
da samxreT-aRmosavleT (qvemo qarTli) [Бендукидзе 1979] raionebSi. Crdilo kavkasiaSi 
ki daRestnis dablobSi, derbendTan [Верещагин 1959]. arqeologiur masalebze dayrdno
biT SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom gviani neoliTidan antikuri xanis CaTvliT (Worati) gareu
li kanjari farTod iyo gavrcelebuli samxreT saqarTveloSi. amas adasturebs kanja
ris naSTebis aRmoCena aruxloSi da imiris goraze (neoliTi) [Бендукидзе 1979], orWosansa 
(adrebrinjaos xana) [benduqiZe, devnozaSvili 2006] da WoratSi (antikuri xanis fenebi). 
zemoCamoTvlili aRmoCenebis gaTvaliswinebiT SeiZleba CaiTvalos, rom kanjari far
Tod iyo gavrcelebuli mTel samxreT saqarTveloSi. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom kanja
ri yofiliyo gavrcelebuli Sida qarTlis dablobSi, razec migviTiTebs misi naSTebis 
aRmoCena qvacxelebSi (a. javaxiSvilis gaTxrebi). am aRmoCenis mixedviT adrebrinjaos 
xanaSi SeiZleba yofiliyo Sinauri kanjari. amrigad, dasavleTiT kanjaris gavrceleba, 
savaraudod, aRwevda urbniss (mxedvelobaSi gvaqvs qvacxelebis aRmoCena). Cveni azriT, 
aseT SemTxvevaSi, roca fiqsirdeba kanjaris ori formis (Sinaurisa da gareulis) er
Tdrouli arseboba, dgeba saWiroeba, ganvasxvavoT erTmaneTisagan es ori forma. miTu
metes, roca Sinauri formisaTvis ukve arsebobs specialuri sistematuri dasaxeleba, 
romelic SemogvTavaza u. fon diurstma anaus (TurqmeneTi) kanjarisaTvis _ Equus hemi­
onus pumpellii. Cven vTavazobT gamoviyenoT es saxelwodeba Sinauri kanjarisaTvis, rome
lic arsebobda adrebrinjaos xanis SuamdinareTsa da wina aziaSi. saqme isaa, rom ulriq 
fon diurstis mier Equus pumpellii-s saxelwodebiT aRweril iqna SedarebiT patara da mox
denilfexeba cxeni [Duerst 1908]. Tumca Semdgom v. gromovam gamoTqva sakmaod safuZvli
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ani mosazreba imis Sesaxeb, rom Equus pumpellii–s Zvlebi sinamdvileSi SeiZleba cxenis ki 
ar yofiliyo, aramed kanjarisa [Громова 1947]. Cven ar gvaqvs safuZveli eWvi SevitanoT v. 
gromovas gansazRvrebaSi da vfiqrobT, rom anaus namosaxlaridan momdinare Zvlebi nam
dvilad ekuTvnoda kanjars. xolo imis gamo, rom adrebrinjaos fenebi anau II-dan ekuT
vnis igive hilmendis kulturas (m. sajadis zepiri cnoba), iseve, rogorc Saxre-suxtes. 
Cven vvaraudobT, rom kanjaris naSTebi anaudan aseve ekuTvnis igive Sinaur formas. imi
saTvis rom es Sinauri kanjari ganvasxvavoT misi gareuli formisagan, Cven gTavazobT 
vuwodoT mas diurstis mier SemoRebuli saxeli _ Equus hemionus pumpellii.

Cveni varaudiT, swored qseroTermuli adreholocenis epoqa iyo kanjaris yvelaze 
farTo gavrcelebis xana saqarTvelosa da mis momijnave teritoriebze: kavkasiaSi, mci
re aziaSi, iransa da axlo aRmosavleTSi. unda vivarauoT, rom kanjarisa da sxva qsero
filuri cxovelebis gansakuTrebiT farTo gavrceleba uSualod iyo dakavSirebuli am 
periodSi klimatis sagrZnob daTbobasa da simSralesTan.

istoriuli cnobebi kanjaris gavrcelebis Sesaxeb Segrovebuli aqvs rus zoolog 
n. vereSCagins. igi gvatyobinebs, rom qsenofontes aRwerili aqvs berZenTa nadiroba 
kanjarebze evfratis saTaveebTan. somexi istorikosi mose xorenaci mogviTxrobs ar
Sakidebis dinastiis mefeebis nadirobis Sesaxeb kanjarebze md. araqsis Sua welSi. some
xi istorikosebi anania Sirkaci da grigol narekaci migviTiTeben kanjaris arsebobaze 
somxeTSi. X s-is cnobili istorikosi mose kalankatuaci iuwyeba gareuli kanjarebis 
arsebobis Sesaxeb milisa da yarabaRis stepebSi. azerbaijaneli poeti nizami ganjeli 
Tavis leqsebSi aRwers kanjarebze nadirobas mtkvrisa da araqsis SuamdinareTSi. raSid 
ed dini (XIV s.) mogviTxrobs, rom im nadirobis dros, romelic mowyobila ilxan yazan 
xanis mier TaliSSi, nadavlSi sxva cxovelebTan erTad iyo agreTve gareuli virebi (a
nu kanjarebi). poloneli mecnierisa da mogzauris adam olearis cnobiT iranis Sahs is
pahanis samxeceSi damwyvdeuli hyavda e.w. onagrebi. da bolos, aRsaniSnavia, rom iranis 
erT-erTi sasanidi Sahi (baxrami) ganjelis nawarmoebSi `Svidi portreti~ saxeldebulia 
rogorc `xuur~ anu kanjari [Верещагин 1959].

saqarTvelos teritoriaze kanjarebis binadrobis Sesaxeb araviTari cnoba araa Se
monaxuli, Tumca sayuradReboa, rom SoTa rusTavels `vefxistyaosanSi~ aRwerili aqvs 
rostevanisa da avTandilis nadiroba, sadac sxva cxovelebTan erTad kanjaric moixse
nieba [rusTaveli 1957: 22].

kanjaris namarxi da naxevradnamarxi naSTebi aRmoCenili iqna zurtaketis epipale
oliTur sadgomSi [Бурчак-Абрамович 1951], aruxlo I-sa da imiris goris adresamiwaT
moqmedo sadgomebSi [Бендукидзе 1979], aseve orWosanSi (adrebrinjaos xana), qvacxeleb
Si (adrebrinjaos xana a. javaxiSvilis gaTxrebi) da WoratSi (antikuri xana). garda ami
sa, pleistocenis xanis kanjaris qveda yba aRmoCenili iqna kirmakus adgilsapovebelSi 
(azerbaijani, n. burCak-abramoviCis masalebi). da bolos, Zalian Taviseburi adrindeli 
kanjaris forma aRwera a. vekuam axalqalaqis adrepleistocenur adgilsapoveblidan, 
rogorc axali saxeoba (Equus hipparionoides Vekua) [vekua 1962]. am formis kbilebi, iseve, 
rogorc misi axlo monaTesave formisa binagadidan (azerbaijani), xasiaTdeba kanjari
saTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebiT: saReWi kbilebis Txeli emali, gauyofeli mezostili, 
qveda kbilebis gansakuTrebuli formis gare ube, romelsac wina kedelze aqvs Zalian 
sustad ganviTarebuli damatebiTi naoWi. damaxasiaTebelia qveda kbilebis am ubis Za
lian Zlieri SeWra ormagi maryuJis yelSi, magram Tanamedrove da gviani pleistocenis 
xanis kirmakus kanjarisagan gansxvavebiT Zalian mokle protokoniT (Tanamedrove kan
jrebis zeda molarebis protokoni Tavisi sigrZiT uaxlovdeba namdvili cxenis mola
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rebis protokonis sigrZes). kanjaris forma axalqalaqidan, romelic a. vekuam aRwera, 
SeiZleba CaiTvalos gvianpleistocenis xanisa da Tanamedrove kanjaris winaprad.

rogorc ukve aRniSnuli iyo, Zv.w. IV da III aTaswleulebSi kanjari moSinaurebuli iyo 
da arsebobda mesopotamiisa da mis momijnave axlo aRmosavleTis teritoriebze. amis 
dasturia IV aTaswleulis samarxebSi aRmoCenili kanjaris Zvlebi da agreTve suraTebi 
uridan, romlebzec gamosaxulia etlSi Sebmuli kanjarebi (Zv.w. III aTasw.), Tumca cota 
xnis win gaCnda cnobebi imis Sesaxeb, rom adrebrinjaos xanaSi kanjari arsebobda agreT
ve SuamdinareTis aRmosavleTiT, Crdilo-aRmosavleT iranSi, kerZod, belujistanisa 
da sistanis administraciuli olqebis teritoriaze [Bendukidze 2003], is aseve arsebob
da am teritoriis CrdiloeTiT, TurqmeneTSi (anau), sadac aseve aris dasaxlebebi, rom
lebic ekuTvnis imave hilmendis kulturas, romelic arsebobda Crdilo-aRmosavleT 
iranSi.

2001 wlis Semodgomaze iranis kulturuli memkvidreobis dacvis departamentis eq
spediciam doqtor s. m. s. sajadis xelmZRvanelobiT da agreTve Cveni monawileobiT, aR
moaCina kanjaris Zvlebi Saxre-suxteSi (provincia sistani da belujistani). unda iTqvas, 
rom kanjarebis naSTebi aRmoCnda jer kidev italiuri eqspediciis mier, romelic muSa
obda Saxre-suxteSi islamur revoluciamde, Tumca iTvleboda, rom yvela kanjaris naS
Ti ekuTvnoda velur formas. amjerad kanjaris naSTebi iseT pirobebSi iqna aRmoCenili, 
romelic moSinaurebul formaze migviTiTebs, kerZod, kanjaris sami ConCxi (ori zrdas
rulisa da erTi axalgazrda kanjaris) aRmoaCines saTavsoSi E.R.A. (East Residential Area) mo
nakveTze Zroxis erTi saxeobis, cxvrebisa da Txebis ramdenime ConCxTan erTad. aqve iyo 
aRmoCenili keramikis fragmentebi da xis naxSiri. Saxre-suxteSi aRmoCenili ConCxebis 
ganlageba (ConCxebi areul, uwesrigo mdgomareobaSia, magram maTi Zvlebi bunebriv ana
tomiur SesaxsrebebSia, rac qmnis srul ConCxebs) gvafiqrebinebs, rom cxovelebi dai
Rupnen raRac katastrofis, SesaZloa xanZris Sedegad. amaze migviTiTebs naxSiris sak
maod didi raodenoba, romelic aRmoCenil iqna ConCxebTan erTad. iseTi STabeWdileba 
iqmneba, rom yvela zemoCamoTvlili cxoveli imyofeboda boselSi, sadac mohyvnen ki
dec Camongreul saxuravsa da kedlebs Soris. amrigad, E.R.A.-s monakveTSi myofi cxove
lebis daRupva moxda erT wamSi. rodis, wlis romel sezonSi moxda es katastrofa? amis 
Sesaxeb Cven SegviZlia vimsjeloT mxolod varaudis saxiT, Tumca Tu mxedvelobaSi mivi
RebT imas, rom kanjarebis ZvlebTan erTad boselSi batknebisa da Tiknebis naSTebic iyo 
aRmoCenili, jer kidev SemorCenili, magram ukve mocveTili qveda mesame sarZeve kbiliT 
(dp3), maSin SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom katastrofa moxda Sua zafxulSi. unda aRiniS
nos, rom zogi arqeologis mier gamoTqmuli azri E.R.A.-s saTavsoSi aRmoCenili kanjaris 
naSTebis Sewirvis ritualuri xasiaTis Sesaxeb, albaT, ar aris swori. kanjarebi Zalian 
frTxili cxovelebi arian, maTTan axlos miparva Znelia da amitom, TavisTavad cxadia, 
isini gaurbodnen iseT xalxmravlobas, rogoric iyo Saxre-suxteSi. amas garda, imisaT
vis, rom moenadiraT da moetanaT dasaxlebaSi mTeli kanjari, saWiro iqneboda Zalian 
Sromatevadi da Zveli xalxis azriT araracionaluri qmedeba. aseve aSkarad ver uZlebs 
kritikas varaudi imis Sesaxeb, rom E.R.A.-s saTavsoSi aRmoCenili Zvlebis grova unda yo
filiyo mTliani kanjaris xorcis maragis narCenebi. saqme isaa, rom zafxulSi iranis am 
regionSi, sistanSi haeris temperatura, Cveulebriv, aRwevs +50-55o C, rac mniSvnelovnad 
daaCqarebda xorcis gafuWebas. amgvari ram adamianebis iq yofnas autanels da praqti
kulad SeuZlebels gaxdida. naTqvamidan gamomdinare Cven vvaraudobT, rom aRmoCenili 
sami kanjaris ConCxi sinamdvileSi ekuTvnoda Sinaur cxovelebs, romlebic damwyvde
ulni iyvnen boselSi, sadac daiRupnen kidec. es Cveni varaudi miT ufro realuri Cans, 
Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom mesopotamiaSi daaxloebiT imave periodSi kanjarebis domes
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tikacia damtkicebulad iTvleba. ufro metic, Cveni azriT, kanjaris aRmoCenis faqti 
sxva Sinaur cxovelebTan erTad aris erT-erTi yvelaze damajerebeli argumenti imisa, 
rom saqme gvaqvs moSinaurebul kanjarTan. miuxedavad Tavisi siaxlisa da sensaciuro
bisa, es varaudi sul ar gveCveneba SeuZleblad, miT umetes, Tu mxedvelobaSi miviRebT 
Sinauri kanjarebis arsebobas ara mxolod SuamdinareTSi, aramed TurqmeneTSic (anau), 
sadac kanjaris Zvlebi aRmoCenda jer kidev XX s-is dasawyisSi [Громова 1947]. anaus fene
bi, rogorc ukve aRvniSnavdiT, miekuTvneba hilmendis kulturas. Saxre-suxteSi moSi
naurebuli kanjarebis aRmoCenasTan dakavSirebiT unda vaxsenoT agreTve u. diurstis 
mier aRwerili patara cxenis naSTebi anaus adgilsapovebelidan (TurqmeneTi), romelic 
miekuTvneba imave hilmendis kulturis gviandel etaps [Duerst 1908]. cnobili rusi pale
ontologis v. gromovas azriT, patara zomis da wvrilfexa cxeni unda miekuTvnos kan
jars [Громова 1947]. radgan anaus brinjaos xanis fenebi daaxloebiT igive asakisaa, rac 
Saxre-suxteSi (m. sajadis zepiri cnoba), SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom anaus kanjarebic 
Sinaur formas ekuTvnodnen.

Cven davadgineT, rom E.R.A.-s monakveTze napovni Zvlovani masala misi aRmoCenis mo
mentSi, `in situ“, savaraudod warmodgenili iyo sami kanjaris mTliani ConCxis saxiT. amas
Tan, maTTan erTad napovni iyo agreTve Zroxis ConCxi, Txebisa da cxvrebis Zvlebi (sa
varaudod, aseve ConCxebis saxiT anatomiur SesaxsrebaSi). Tu gaviTvaliswinebT am nek
rocenozis Taviseburebas (saTavsoSi), Cven miviCnevT, rom Saxre-suxteSi saqme gvaqvs 
Sinaur kanjarTan. es daskvna dasturdeba sxva Sinauri cxovelebis naSTebis aRmoCeniT 
kanjaris ZvlebTan erTad (Zroxisa da wvrilfexa saqonlis).

Saxre-suxtes eqspediciis laboratoriaSi CvenTvis E.R.A.-dan Camotanili qanis mo
noliTSi aRmovaCineT Tavis qalebi da sxva Zvlebi (kisris malebi, wina kiduris Zvlebi 
da neknebis namtvrevebi). gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania, rom osteologiuri masala iyo 
Tavis bunebriv anatomiur wesrigSi erTmaneTis mimarT, rac miuTiTebs cxovelebis da
Rupvaze katastrofisas im SenobaSi, sadac damwyvdeulebi iyvnen. amasTan dakavSirebiT 
Cven gvinda gansakuTrebiT aRvniSnoT, rom kanjarebisa da Saxre-suxtes sxva cxovelebis 
nekrocenozSi Cven ufro vxedavT pirdapir analogias warsuli geologiuri epoqebis 
nekrocenozebTan, vidre arqeologiur masalasTan, romelic, rogorc wesi aris Zalian 
dasaxiCrebuli da danawevrebuli.

amrigad, amJamad cnobilia adrebrinjaos xanis Sinauri kanjaris aRmoCenis sami pun
qti: 1. mesopotamia; 2. irani (Saxre-suxte); 3. TurqmeneTi (anau). xolo imis gamo, rom sa
qarTvelosa da kavkasiis teritoria geografiulad mdebareobs aRmoCenaTa ukidures 
dasavleTsa (SuamdinareTi) da ukidures aRmosavleTs (irani) Soris, unda davuSvaT, rom 
mosalodnelia Sinauri kanjarebis naSTis aRmoCena agreTve kavkasiaSic, miTumetes, rom 
axalcixis teritoria (orWosani), sadac kanjaris naSTebi aRmoCenili iyo adrebrinja
os xanis fenebSi, daSorebulia mesopotamiidan mxolod 1000 kilometriT. swored ami
tom, sulac ar gamovricxavT, rom kanjaris naSTebi, romlebic adrebrinjaos xanis or 
ZeglSia aRmoCenili _ orWosansa da qvacxelebSi, SesaZloa ekuTvnoda am formis moSi
naurebul saxeobas. amaze upirveles yovlisa migviTiTebs saqarTvelosa (da mTlianad 
kavkasiis) geografiuli mdebareoba im arealis farglebSi, sadac dasavleTSi (mesopo
tamia) da ukidures aRmosavleTSi (irani), rogorc ukve zemoT aRvniSnavdiT, adrebrin
jaos xanaSi namdvilad arsebobda Sinauri kanjari. rasakvirvelia, unda iTqvas, rom Cve
ni daskvnebi Sinauri kanjaris savaraudo arsebobis Sesaxeb samxreT saqarTvelos teri
toriaze atareben wminda hipoTetur xasiaTs. miuxedavad amisa, Cven vvaraudobT, rom 
swor gzaze vdagavarT, Tumca es Cveni Tvalsazrisi unda dadasturdes arqeologiuri 
aRmoCenebiT.
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iranSi Sinauri kanjaris aRmoCenasTan dakavSirebiT Cndeba kiTxva _ sad da rodis 
gaCnda pirvelad es Sinauri forma: dasavleTSi _ mesopotamiaSi, Tu aRmosavleTSi _ 
iransa da TurqmeneTSi? SesaZloa am kiTxvaze, pasuxi mogvces gasul wlebSi gakeTe
bulma aRmoCenebma um-dabaniiaSi (um-dabaniis asaki inglisel arqeologTa monacemebiT 
Zv.w. 6200-5750 wlebia), romlebic sakmaod sagulisxmoa. aq ingliselma arqeologebma aR
moaCines mTeli rigi patara kvadratuli zomis uCveulo saTavsoebi saxuravis gareSe, 
romlebic Zalian mogvagonebs imas, rasac Tanamedrove cxenebis mwvrTnelebi uwodeben 
bagebs anu cxenebis dasamwyvdev adgilebs. savaraudoa, rom am nagebobebSi xdeboda da
Weril kanjarTa pirveladi moTviniereba, radgan aqve iyo aRmoCenili maTi dasaWeri ba
deebis naSTebic. aRsaniSnavia, rom kanjarTa Zvlebis xvedriTi wili um-dabaniis Zveli 
mosaxleobis osteologiuri masalis 70%- Seadgenda [Янковская 1985].

um-dabaniidan miRebuli monacemebis mixedviT SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom kanja
ris moSinaureba daiwyes mesopotamiaSi gviani neoliTis xanaSi da ukve Semdeg, brinjaos 
xanaSi moSinaurebulma kanjarma iranisa da TurqmeneTis teritorias miaRwia. Sinauri 
kanjaris gamoCenisa da gavrcelebis Sesaxeb sxva varaudic arsebobs: Sinauri kanjari 
SeiZleba gaCeniliyo sxvadasxva qvesaxeobidan paralelurad, magram misi moSinaurebis 
adreuli kerebi, iseTi, rogoric aRmoCenilia um-dabaniiaSi, jer ar aris aRmoCenili. 
magram es mosazreba Cven nakleb sawmunod migvaCnia, radgan amJamad miRebulia Tvalsaz
risi Sinaur cxovelTa monofiluri warmoSobis Sesaxeb. amis safuZvelze SegviZlia da
vaskvnaT, rom kanjaris Zalian farTo gavrcelebis miuxedavad, evraziaSi moSinaurebul 
iqna misi mxolod ukiduresi dasavluri qvesaxeoba, romelic gavrcelebuli iyo siria
Si, palestinaSi da eraySi [Соколов 1987]. 

Tumca SuamdinareTSi kanjaris moSinaurebis procesi daiwyo bevrad adre, Zv.w. III-
IV aTaswleulamde, xolo um-dabaniis aRmoCenebi asaxavs am cxovelis moSinaurebis mxo
lod sawyis etaps da ukve danamdvilebiT moSinaurebuli kanjari cnobilia uruqis kul
turis periodSi (Zv.w. IV aTaswleuli). inglisel mecnierTa monacemebiT, swored kan
jaris naSTebi da ara cxenisa, uxvad aris aRmoCenili e.w. mefeTa samarxebSi uruqisa da 
uris Semdgom xanebSi.

Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebSi kanjars, savaraudod, gardacvlil mefeTa gasasvenebel 
etlebSi Sesabmelad iyenebdnen. amas adasturebs kanjaris Zvlebis aRmoCena ritualur 
etlebTan erTad da im epoqis mefeTa naSTebTan erTad, romlebsac xSirad pouloben 
preistoriuli xanis mesopotamiis qalaq-saxelmwifoebSi.

dasasruls unda aRvniSnoT, rom yvela Sinauri cxovelis msgavsad, romelic 2000 
welze metxans arsebobda (Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleulebi), Sinaur kanjarsac udaod SeeZlo See
Zina zogi morfologiuri da diagnostikuri Tavisebureba, romelTa safuZvelzec moma
valSi albaT SesaZlebeli gaxdeba ganasxvavon Sinauri kanjari gareulisagan. es sakiTxi 
udaod imsaxurebs safuZvlian Seswavlas. amJamad Cven mxolod viwyebT Sinauri kanjaris 
detalur Seswavlas.

daskvna. Sinauri cxeni, rogorc Cans, wina aziaSi da kavkasiaSi sakmaod gvian gaCnda. 
Sinaur cxovelTa sxva saxeobebi neoliTSi ukve arsebobdnen evraziis regionSi, maSin, 
roca Sinauri cxeni samxreT kavkasiaSi gamoCnda arauadres Suabrinjaos xanisa (Zv.w. II 
aTaswleuli). Tumca arsebobs safuZveli vivaraudoT, rom jer kidev Sinauri cxenis ga
moCenamde maxlobel aRmosavleTsa da wina aziaSi iyo mcdeloba moeSinaurebinaT cxenis 
sxva saxeoba _ kanjari. magaliTad uris cnobil Standartze (mesopotamia) gamosaxulia 
oTxTvala etlSi Sebmuli oTxi kanjari da ara cxenebi. magram Semdgom moSinaurebuli 
kanjari, rogorc gamwevi Zala, icvleba iseTi ufro Zlieri saxeobiT, rogoricaa Sinau
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ri cxeni, romelic savaraudod centraluri aziidan Semovida. cxeni, rogorc Cans, uf
ro Zlieri iyo da ufro metad SeeZlo etarebina samxedro etli an mxedari.

moSinaurebuli kanjaris naSTebis aRmoCenam Saxre-suxteSi im monacemebTan erTad, 
romelic l. vulim pirvelma moipova uridan, mogvca SesaZlebloba axleburad Segve
xeda cxenis sxvadasxva saxeobaTa (sensu lato, kanWaris CaTvliT) rolisa da mniSvnelobi
saTvis kacobriobis ganviTarebis preistoriul etapze. irkveva, rom kanjari, rogorc 
erT-erTi Sinauri cxoveli (adreuli brinjaos xanis periodi, Zv.w. 2800-2850 ww.) maxlo
beli aRmosavleTisa da wina aziis regionebSi, savaraudod, qronologiurad win uswreb
da Sinaur cxens. es Zalian mniSvnelovani faqti SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs met-naklebad 
zustad davadginoT dasaxelebul regionebSi Sinauri cxenis gamoCenis dro, romelic 
savaraudod Sua brinjaos xanaa. amas adasturebs hiqsosebis SeWra Zvel egvipteSi, sadac 
gamoCnda maTi samxedro Zala orTvlian etlebSi Sebmuli cxenebiT. amitom yvela naSTi 
cxenebisa, romlebic brinjaos xanis adrindel periodebs miekuTvneba, SegviZlia avto
maturad mivakuTvnoT velur cxens. rac Seexeba Sinaur kanjars mesopotamiidan, Saxre-
suxtedan da anaudan, igi ukve arsebobda Zv.w. III aTaswleulis pirvel naxevarSi da ufro 
adre ki, uruqis kulturis epoqaSi (Zv.w. IV aTaswleuli), Tumca kanjaris moTviniereba 
mesopotamiaSi moxda kidev ufro adre, gvian neoliTSi, razec migviTiTebs aRmoCenebi 
um-dabaniiaSi, romlebic asaxavs am cxovelis moTvinierebis sawyis etaps.
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In prehistoric times the domestication of animals was a complex process, which took place over a long 
period. Dogs, hens, pigs, and cattle, for instance, were already domesticated in the Late Neolithic; animals 
such as the horse or dromedary, on the other hand, probably appeared on the domestic scene later, in the 
Bronze Age. Discoveries of representations of an onager harnessed to a chariot at Ur and onager bones in 
the royal burials of Uruk as a result of excavations conducted by L. Woolley (Woolley 1961) lead to the con-
clusion that the first fast animal to be domesticated was not the horse, but the onager, which zoologically 
belongs to the subfamily of semi-asses. In Mesopotamia and Near Asia the domestication of the onager 
(Bendukidze 2003) thus preceded that of the horse (subfamily Equus), which emerged in Caucasus and its 
contiguous regions, presumably, as a result of migration processes, only in the 2nd millennium BC.

The significance of the horse for human history is enormous. Man domesticated three representatives 
of this family: asses, Equus (Asinus) asinus; horses, Equus (Equus) caballus and onagers, Equus (Hemionus) 
hemionus as early as prehistoric times: the ass in Egypt, the onager probably in Mesopotamia, and the 
horse in Central Asia. Later domestic asses and domestic horses spread widely throughout Europe and Asia. 

While asses and horses remain domestic animals today, onagers were domesticated only from the end 
of the Eneolithic to the end of the Early Bronze Age. By the beginning of the historical epoch only wild ona-
gers remained; although they had been a domestic animal in vast areas of Europe and the Middle East, these 
animals were now wild. One kind of domestic onager (Equus hemionus pumpellii Duerst) was widespread 
in many regions of Near East in the 4th-2nd millennia BC: in Mesopotamia (Uruk, Ur), Iran (Shakhre-Sukhte), 
Caucasus and also, presumably, in Turkmenistan (Anau). The domestic onager is likely to have been wide-
spread in Georgia as well. The study of osteological material of onagers excavated from Early Bronze Age 
settlements, Orchosani (Samtskhe), Kvatskhelebi (Shida Katli), Damtsvari Gora (Kakheti), showed that they 
belonged to a domesticated form. Furthermore, archaeological sites studied in the Caucasus (Azerbaijan, 
Daghestan and Chechenya), where the Uruk cultural strata are also attested (or, at least, strata of a culture 
close to the Uruk) allow us to assume onager bones, which occur throughout Caucasia at Early Bronze age 
sites, belong to domesticated onagers. We can thus estimate the period in which the domesticated onager 
was present in Caucasia and Georgia. But because domesticated onagers and domesticated horses have 
not yet been found together, it would be logical to assume that domesticated horses emerged in Georgia 
and neighbouring regions later than domesticated onagers, approximately at the beginning of the 2nd 
millennium BC. It is quite possible that horses replaced onagers as the stronger animal (for example, four 
onagers were harnessed to a chariot, while two horses were sufficient).

To estimate the time when the first domesticated horse appeared in Georgia and South Georgia, there 
is interesting material provided by the discovery of archaeological artefacts related to horse riding: bridles, 
ornaments, parts of saddle, etc. as well as small figurines and pictures of horses. Such objects have been 
found in Late Bronze Age strata in Mtskheta (Sadradze, Murvanidze 1987, 437-440; Sadradze 1991), Artik 
(Armenia), Berikldeebi and Sapar-Kharaba. Here, in particular, in a burial, was found a kind of yoke similar 
to those discovered on rock-paintings throughout Europe and Asia. Furthermore, several representations 
were found near Lake Sevan (Mezhlumyan 1972).

O l e g  B e n d u k i d z e

The Jinisi horse: and some thoughts on the role of the 
onager in the Bronze Age
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The Jinisi horse: and some thoughts on the role of the onager in the Bronze Age

In the South Caucasian regions one of the most ancient and interesting discoveries is a series of skulls 
from Lchashen, which was studied by the illustrious palaeozoologist S. Mezhlumyan (Mezhlumyan 1972). 
Since I have not personally examined these skulls myself, I cannot state to which breed of horses they be-
longed. The material excavated at Lchashen requires additional osteological study, but it is probable, how-
ever, that the Lchashen horse skulls belong to the same breed as that found in Jinisi (Bendukidze 2005). 

Academician B. Kuftin (1941) reckoned that horse bones were found in the “Cyclopean” fortress in 
Beshtasheni. If, however, if we bear the period in mind (Early Bronze Age), it is likely that it was a domesti-
cated onager that was in question. In Kurgan V B. Kuftin recovered the gold figurine of a horse (Kuftin 1941, 
pl. XCVII). This, inexplicably, did not attract scholarly attention. If it is not an import, we can see this object 
as documentary proof of the presence of a domesticated horse in the Middle Bronze Age (Trialeti Culture). 

N. Gamrekeli studied equine fossils found on Georgian sites (Mtskheta, Ilto, Akhali Ulianovka, Kvatskhe-
lebi and Trialeti). He dates horse fossils found in Trialeti to the Middle Bronze Age (Gamrekeli 1976; Gam-
rekeli 1980). Such a dating seems mistaken, however, since the Trialeti horse, according to our information, 
was recovered in relatively later, intrusive burials. It is also unclear which exact strata the bones of the horse 
excavated at Ilto come from and so on. Thus, the dates in Gamrekeli’s article are not reliable.

Generally speaking, horses emerged in the Near East relatively late. As is well known, the first histori-
cally recorded discovery of a domestic horse belongs to the period of the Hyksos invasion in Egypt (the 17th 
century BC). The discovery of horse fossils at the Jinisi settlement, which belongs to nearly the same epoch, 
is truly remarkable in this context. The quantity of horse fossils from Jinisi exceeds the general amount of 
those of other domestic animals (at least 35-40%). Given that the horse bones were difficult to distinguish 
from the remains of other domestic animals’ remains (Benduidze 2005), we can assume that horses, like 
other domestic animals, were eaten.

The question is now the status of the Jinisi horse: was it wild or domesticated? This is not a easy ques-
tion to answer. It is likely that if the horse was used for military purposes then its use for meat was not 
allowed, although oriental horse riders (Mongols, Turks) did not have such a taboo. It must be mentioned 
that typologically the Jinisi horse did not differ from the wild horse of the Palaeolithic epoch discovered in 
Edzani, Zurtaketi and Bavra. It was obviously a morphotype of the so-called “southern horse”, from which, 
probably, the Arab horse was derived. Unfortunately, we are unable to give more detailed characteristics of 
the Jinisi horse as the material consists only of isolated teeth, and thin leg bones (phalanges, epiphyses of 
metapodia and foot and shin bones). 

As was mentioned above, the wild horse inhabited South Georgia from ancient times (Javakheti Pla-
teau and Tsalka). Its bones were discovered among cooking remains of primitive humans while excavating 
epipalaeolithic dwellings at Zurtaket and Edzani.

The etymology of the name “Zurtaketi” should be noted. The word zurtak means a wild horse in some 
Persian dialects. It is probable that on the territory of Georgia and throughout South Caucasia both wild 
and domesticated horses were present simultaneously. In Mtskheta for instance ceramic horse figures have 
been excavated (Sadradze, Murvanidze 1987; Sadradze 1991), which obviously display two types of horse. 
One has a long graceful neck, a beautiful small head, and an elongated body. Externally, it looks very much 
like an ancient Parthian horse (today the so-called “Akhaltekin” breed). The second, attested by only one 
ceramic figure, is more massively built, has a muscular neck, a large head, a low body and long thick mane. 
In all probability, one breed was for racing and the other for work.

At the end of the Palaeolithic the wild horse also lived in West Georgia as well. Many horse fossils 
have survived in caves of Zemo Imereti. In the 1970s, I participated in D. Tushabramishvili’s expedition at 
Dzudzuana Cave, where many horse fossils were found. Unfortunately, Dzudzuana Cave, just like Jinisi, 
did not yield horses’ skulls or at least enough fragments of skulls for analysis to enable a more detailed 
discussion of the morphological type of this horse. We can only remark that, unlike the sub-types of horse 
widespread in East and South Georgia, the West Georgian horse probably belonged to a different, larger 
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sub-species (Equus caballus strictipes Gabunia), while the wild horse of East and South Georgia belonged 
to the sub-species Equus caballus binagadiensis Gajiev (= E. caballus zurtakensis Bendukidze) which was 
originally described in the Binagadi Pleistocene area (Azerbaijan). Judging by to the type (tooth enamel 
ridges, smart hooves and a solid body) this sub-species displays a close affinity to Edzani, Zurtaketi, Bavra 
and Jinisi horses, which suggest that they all belong to the so-called “southern” group, the ancestor of the 
Arab breed and its near relative, the ancient eastern horse.

In antiquity, fast animals were harnessed to military chariots, which were mainly used to break through 
an enemy’s line. The ancient Sumerian (Ur) military chariot was extremely primitive, rough and inconve-
nient. It had four heavy wheels and four onagers were harnessed to it. All this is perfectly illustrated on the 
so-called “standard from Ur” and on a lid of a box also discovered in Ur (Woolley 1961). In my opinion, the 
later Assyrian-Babylonian military two-wheeled chariots were more advanced than the Sumerian ones. 
Although these chariots also had very rough and massive wheels, can be seen in images, they were pulled 
by two horses. The same type of chariot, with huge wheels, was used in Urartu as well, as shown on the 
representations on King Argishti’s armour. 

Another type of chariot was used by the Greeks, the Etruscans, the Romans and, probably, the Achae-
menids, who had nearly the same type of military chariots. Such chariots were usually decorated with rep-
resentations in relief. Furthermore, the ends of the axle between the wheels of Greek and Persian chariots 
were pointed and served a useful belligerent purpose in themselves.

Major changes in chariot manufacture were initiated by the ancient Aryans of India and Afghanistan. 
They made chariots from a particularly strong wood, which meant that the chariot was light and a man 
could lift it with one hand. This type of a chariot first emerged in Asia. Then the Egyptians adopted it from 
the Hyksos having appreciated its military qualities. The Hittites also had such chariots. 

The use of horses for racing started relatively late, and can also be related to the Hyksos invasion in 
Egypt. It must be mentioned that, apart from chariots, the Hyksos already used horses for racing (17th c BC). 
Thus, by that time cavalry units already existed (Bendukidze 2005).

In conclusion, we can trace the evolution of the chariot as follows: from the military four-wheeled 
chariot of Sumerians and Assyrian-Babylonians, and then to the chariot of the Aryans, which was more 
advanced and much lighter. 

I believe that it would be useful in this context to analyze different types of chariots of Europe and Asia. 
It is likely that systematization of these data may enable us to define several main horse-breeding centres 
existing at the prehistoric stage of development. 

In my opinion, the diffusion of two different types of chariots indicates the existence of two main cen-
tres of horse-breeding. One of them was probably in the Near East; this is where the domesticated horse 
emerged, from Babylon, Assyria and Urartu. The second was probably in Central Asia, in the area of distribu-
tion of Aryan peoples. 

As we know from ancient sources, in ancient times Hurrians, particularly Mitannians, were the most 
skilled at horse breeding; it was Mitannians who taught the Hittites this art. In a treatise by Kikuli, a Mitan-
nian, recovered in the Boghazkoi cuneiform archives, we find methods of horse training which hardly differ 
from modern ones.

The frequent discoveries of Khurit (Mitannian) artefacts in South Caucasia (South Georgia, Armenia) 
during recent excavations (Narimanishvili 2006) might indicate that these Caucasian regions, in particular, 
the prehistoric state union “Diaokhi” (historical region of Tao) could have been the center of horse-breeding 
in Caucasia in the 2nd millennium BC. This view is supported by the finds at Jinisi and Sapar-Kharaba.

It should be mentioned that Assyrian and Urartuan conquerors used to search for pedigree horses on 
the territory of Diaokhi. Cuneiform texts speak of the tax levied on subject peoples. Horses top the list, as 
the most precious part of their booty (Melikishvili 1959). Even later, in the Classical period, South Georgia 
still remained a region of advanced horse breeding. This is indicated by a large quantity of horse fossils in 
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the osteological material from Chorati (Akhaltsikhe), where they much exceeded those of other animals.
It is believed that the emergence of the horse in Mesopotamia and Near East was connected to the 

immigration of the so-called sea peoples (among whom were the ancient Aryans). Afterwards the horse 
spread quite fast in west Eurasia, and later reached Egypt through the Hyksos. After the emergence of this 
strong animal, there was no need for onagers any more and, presumably, by the beginning of the 2nd mil-
lennium BC humans had forgotten them as domestic animals. This process gained momentum from the 
following factors:

1. As mentioned above, the onager was weaker than the horse;
2. The bridle having not yet been invented, it was more difficult to direct an onager than a horse;
3. Finally, and most importantly: Judging by representations on the Ur standard, Sumerian chariots 

were very heavy and were equipped with four massive wheels. 
These considerations suggest that the emergence of the domesticated horse was the reason for the 

disappearance of the onager. The onager belongs to the sub-family of Hemionus. Although reminiscent 
of a small horse, it bears a number of morphological peculiarities common to asses (sub-family of Asinus): 
longer ears, a thinner neck, a tail ending in a brush, a very short (as if specially trimmed) mane. The most 
important thing is that, judging by their surface relief, the onager’s back teeth clearly differ from those of a 
horse (sub-family of Equus). Besides, the onager has elegant and slender legs and by this feature it stands 
closer to the Stenon horse and to some hipparions. An onager is also characterized by a double loop of 
stenon-like lower incisors, the thin enamel of the incisors, with an undivided mesostyle; a distinctive out-
ward protrusion on the lower teeth, with a weakly developed additional ridge on the front wall. On the 
lower teeth this protrusion is deeply cut into the neck of the double loop. 

In the past the area of distribution of different sub-species of onagers (seven in all) embraced the terri-
tories of Iraq, Syria, Iran, Afghanistan, Mongolia, China, Pakistan, India, Tibet, Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan 
(Sokolov 1957; Sosnovskii 1987). In the Holocene onagers lived in the southern part of the Russian Plateau, 
in the regions beyond the Caspian Sea, in the southern part of Siberia, in Caucasia, in Asia Minor and practi-
cally all over the Kazakhstan and Turan (Middle Asia) plains. But already in the first third of the 20th century 
the onager only survived in central (Betpakdala) and eastern Kazakhstan (Jungaret), as well as in Turkmeni-
stan (Batkhiz). At about the same period onagers lived in Mongolia, north-west India, western Pakistan 
and central Iran (Deshtekevir, Deshte-Lut). Today its presence in India is limited to the desert region, the 
so-called Kachis Ran. It must be stressed that despite a vast area of distribution of this animal, only the Iraqi 
sub-species was domesticated (Equus hemionus hemippus Geoffroy). With the development of agriculture 
and livestock breeding the area of onager distribution was reduced. In the 17th and 18th centuries in East 
Europe onagers survived only in the area between the Volga and the Urals. At the end of the 19th century 
onagers became extinct in western Kazakhstan and their number dramatically decreased in Turkmenistan 
too. It is remarkable that in the Soviet period three protected areas were established to preserve onagers: in 
Turkmenistan (Batkhiz, 1941), on one of the islands in the Aral Sea (Barsa-Kelmes, 1953) and in Kazakhstan 
(Qapchagai, 1982).

The onager is a very fast animal. An adult male can run at 60-70 km/h over a distance of 10 km, while at 
a lower speed it can run 20-25 km without rest. This animal is also rather big: about 200-260 cm in length, 
height at the base of neck 1.5 m, and weight up to 350 kilos. Onager meat had a high price in olden times, 
while its skin was used for producing shagreen leather. The most desirable conditions for onagers are dry 
steppes and semi deserts with good pastures and a lot of water, e.g. the foothills of Kopet-dagh, the area 
between the Tejeng and the Murghab in Turkmenistan (Sokolov 1957; Sosnovskii 1987).

It is probable that in Caucasia onagers lived in places with suitable conditions: in east Transcaucasia, 
the eastern part of the Northern Caucasus, South Georgia and on the plains of the Caspian Sea. In par-
ticular, in the past onagers lived in the regions where wormwood and capers grew in east Azerbaijan, at 
Mughan and on the Mil steppes, in Qobustan and other regions of Apsheron peninsula. This is why Azeri 
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archaeologists discovered onager fossils in Neolithic and early Bronze Age dwellings of Qobustan. Apart 
from this, judging by the archaeological data, onagers lived in the south-west (Akhaltsikhe) (Bendukidze 
2006) and southeast (Kvemo Kartli) (Bendukidze 1979) regions of Georgia. In the Northern Caucasus they 
lived on the plains of Daghestan, near Derbend (Vereshchagin 1959). On the basis of archaeological mate-
rial it can be assumed that the wild onager was widespread in South Georgia from the Late Neolithic to the 
Classical period (Chorati). This is suggested by the discovery of onager fossils at Arukhlo and Imiris Gora 
(Neolithic) (Bendukidze 1979), Orchosani (Early Bronze Age) (Bendukidze, 2006) and Chorati (Classical pe-
riod strata). Given these discoveries, it is likely that onagers were widespread throughout South Georgia. 
The onager probably lived in the plains of Shida Kartli, as is shown by the recovery of its fossils in Kvatskhel-
ebi (A. Javakhishvili’s excavations). Judging by this discovery the domestic onager could have been around 
in the Early Bronze Age. The onager thus inhabited areas westwards as far as Urbnisi (given the discovery 
in Kvatskhelebi). It is thought that in such a case, when the simultaneous presence of two forms of onager 
(wild and domesticated) is attested, there arises the need for marking the difference between these forms, 
and especially so since there already exists an individual systematic name for the domestic form, which was 
proposed by U. Duerst for the onager from Anau (Turkmenistan): Equus hemionus pumpellii. We suggest us-
ing this name for the domesticated onager which was lived in Mesopotamia and Hither Asia. The point is 
that Duerst described a relatively small horse with elegant legs as Equus pumpellii (Duerst 1908). However, 
later V. Gromova expressed the reasonable view that the bones of Equus pumpellii could, in fact, belong to 
an onager and not to a horse (Gromova 1947). I have no reason to challenge V. Gromova’s proposal and be-
lieve that the bones from the Anau settlement really belonged to an onager. But, because the Early Bronze 
Age strata from Anau II belong to the same Hilmend Culture (information from S.M.S. Sajadi) as well as to 
the Shakhre-Sukhte, I believe that the onager fossils from Anau also belong to the same domesticated 
form. In order to distinguish this domesticated onager from its wild form, we suggest calling it by the name 
introduced by Duerst, namely, Equus hemionus pumpellii.

We assume that it was during the xerothermic Early Holocene period that onagers were the most 
widespread in Georgia and its contiguous areas: Caucasia, Asia Minor, Iran and Near East. We must also as-
sume that the particularly wide distribution of onagers and other xerophilic animals was closely linked to 
significant warming and a dry climate in this epoch.

A Russian zoologist, N. Vereshchagin, has collected historical accounts relating to onagers. Xenophon 
describes the Greeks hunting onagers at the source of the river Euphrates. An Armenian historian, Mose 
Khorenats, describes the royal hunts of the Arshakid dynasty of onagers in the middle part of the river 
Araxes. The Armenian historians Anania Shirkats and Grigol Narekats mention the presence of onagers in 
Armenia. The famous 10th century historian Mose Kagankatvats speaks of wild onagers on the steppes of 
Mil and Qarabakh. The Azeri poet, Nizami of Gandja, describes the hunting of onagers in the area between 
the Mtkvari (Kura river) and the Araxes. Rashid-ed- din (14th century) recounts that during a hunt arranged 
by Ilkhan Qazan Khan in Talish, there were, among other animals, wild asses (or onagers). According to the 
Polish scientist and traveler Adam Olear, the Shah of Iran kept so-called onagers in a menagerie in Isfahan. 
And finally, it should be mentioned, that one of the Sassanid shahs (Bakhram) is nicknamed as “khuur” or 
onager in Nizami of Gandja Seven Portraits (Vereshchagin 1959).

There is no information about where onagers lived in Georgia. Shota Rustaveli, however, describes 
Rostevan’s and Avtandil’s hunt in his Knight in the Panther Skin, where the onager is mentioned alongside 
other animals (Rustaveli 1957:22).

Fossils and semi-fossils of onagers were discovered in the Zurtaketi Epipalaolithic dwelling (Burchak-
Abramovich 1951), in Arukhlo I and in the Imiris Gora Early Agricultural dwellings (Bendukidze 1979), at 
Orchosani (Early Bronze Age), at Kvatskhelebi (Early Bronze Age, A. Javakhishvili’s excavations) and in Cho-
rati (Classical period). The lower jaw of an onager of the Pleistocene was also discovered at Kirmaku (Azer-
baijan, N. Burchak-Abramovich’s material). And, finally, A. Vekua described a very special form of an early 
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onager as a new type (Equus hipparionoides Vekua) (Vekua 1962). Teeth of this form, as well as those of 
its related form Binagadi (Azerbaijan) is characterized by features typical of onagers: thin enamel of the 
back teeth, undivided mesostyle, the special shape of the outer protrusion of the lower teeth, which have 
a weakly developed additional ridge. On the lower teeth this protrusion is deeply cut into the neck of the 
double loop. But, unlike the modern and Late Pleistocene onager from Kirmaku, it is characterized by very 
short protokon (the protokon of the upper molars of modern onagers is close to the length of the protokon 
of real horses’ molars). The form of onager from Akhalkalaki, described by A. Vekua, can be considered to be 
the ancestor of Late Pleistocene and modern onagers.

As mentioned above, in the 4th and 3rd millennia BC the onager was domesticated and lived in Meso-
potamia and the territories adjacent to it. This is proved by the discovery of onager bones in burials of the 
4th millennium BC and also by drawings from Ur which show onagers harnessed to chariots (3rd millennium 
BC), although recently new data suggest that in the Early Bronze Age onagers were also to be found in east-
ern Mesopotamia (north-east Iran, particularly on the territories of the administrative regions of Belujistan 
and Sistan) (Bendukidze 2003). They also lived to the north of this territory, in Turkmenistan (Anau), where 
there are also settlements belonging to the same Hilmend Culture, which existed in north-east Iran.

In the autumn of 2001 I joined the Expedition of the Cultural Heritage Protection of Iran under the 
leadership of Dr S.M.S. Sajadi. We discovered onager bones in Shakhre-Sukhte (province of Sistan and Be-
lujistan). Furthermore, onager remains had been discovered by an Italian expedition working in Shakhre-
Sukhte before the Islamic revolution, although all the remains of onagers were then considered to belong 
to the wild form. In this case the remains were discovered in the conditions indicating to the domesticated 
form. In particular, three skeletons (two adult and one young onager) were discovered in room in E.R.A. (East 
Residential Area) section together with one type of a cow and several skeletons of sheep and goats. Nearby 
were fragments of pottery and charcoal. The position of the skeletons discovered in Shakhre-Sukhte (the 
skeletons were disturbed, but the joints were not, and so complete skeletons could be reconstructed) sug-
gests that the animals died as a result of a disaster, probably a fire. A large amount of charcoal was found 
with the skeletons. It is likely that all the animals were gathered in a stable, where they were trapped under 
the collapsed roof and walls. Thus, the death of the animals in section E.R.A. came about in seconds. 

In which season did this disaster occur? We cannot prove anything, although, if we take into consider-
ation the fact that besides onager bones there were those of sheep and goats with a preserved third milk 
tooth (dp3), we can suggest that the disaster came about in the middle of the summer. It must be men-
tioned that the belief of some archaeologists that the E.R.A. room served as a place of sacrifice. Onagers 
are very skittish animals, difficult to approach, and would naturally try to avoid such crowded places as 
Shakhre-Sukhte. In addition, hunting an onager and bringing it to the settlement must have been time-
consuming and in the eyes of contemporaries an irrational act. Another suggestion, that the pile of bones 
discovered in the E.R.A. room must have been the remains of a supply of onager meat, does not ring true 
either. The point here is that the temperature in this region of Iran-Sistan normally reaches 50-55 degrees 
Celsius in summer, which would speed the decay of such meat. The stench would make human life nearby 
impossible. In our view, therefore, the recovered onager skeletons in fact belonged to domesticated ani-
mals tethered in the stable in which they died. This is supported by the fact that the domestication of the 
onager in Mesopotamia is thought to be established at more or less this period. The discovery of onagers 
together with other animals is, moreover, perhaps the most convincing pointer to their being domesticat-
ed onagers. Although this might appear to be an unconventional view, it is not inherently unlikely since we 
know that domesticated onagers existed not only in Mesopotamia, but also in Turkmenistan (Anau), where 
onager bones were discovered as early as the beginning of the 20th century (Gromova 1947). The Anau 
strata, as we mentioned above, belonged to the Hilmend Culture. We should also mention in connection 
with the domesticated onagers from Shakhre-Sukhte the fossils of a small horse at Anau (Turkmenistan), 
described by U. Duerst, which belong to the later stage of the same Hilmend Culture (Werst 1908). Accord-
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ing to V. Gromova, the small, slender-legged horse must be identified as an onager (Gromova 1947). Since 
the Bronze Age strata of Anau are of the same age as those in Shakhre-Sukhte (information from S.M.S. 
Sajadi), it may be said that the onagers from Anau also belonged to a domesticated variety.

In the Shakhre-Sukhte laboratory the monolithic rock brought for us from the E.R.A. displayed skulls 
and other bones (neck vertebrae, bones of front legs and fragments of ribs). It is particularly important that 
osteological material be naturally articulated, which points to the animals’ death during a catastrophe in 
the building where they were kept. In this connection, we would like to emphasize that in the necrocenosis 
of the onagers and other animals of Shakhre-Sukhte we find more direct analogies with the necrocenosis 
of past geological epochs than to archaeological material which is as a rule decayed and disturbed.

There are thus three areas in which Early Bronze Age domesticated onagers have been found: Mesopo-
tamia, Iran (Shakhre-Sukhte), and Turkmenistan (Anau). Because Georgia and Caucasia are geographically 
situated between the extreme west (Mesopotamia) and extreme east (Iran) of these discoveries, we may 
expect to find fossils of domestic onagers in Caucasia too, especially as Akhaltsikhe (Orchosani), where 
fossils of onagers were discovered in Early Bronze Age strata, is only 1000 km from Mesopotamia. It is not 
out of the question therefore that those onager fossils excavated on two Early Bronze Age sites, Orchosani 
and Kvatskhelebi, could belong to this domesticated variety. This is suggested in the first place by Georgia’s 
geographical situation within an area where, as we have seen, domesticated onagers did exist in the Early 
Bronze Age. These conclusions concerning the likely presence of domesticated onagers in South Georgia 
are hypothetical, and need to be confirmed by archaeological discoveries in the future; they do, however, 
have a firm logical basis. 

There is also the question of the discovery of the domesticated onager in Iran; where and when did the 
domesticated variety emerge for the first time, in Mesopotamia or in the east, in Iran or Turkmenistan? An 
answer is suggested by recent remarkable discoveries at Um-Dabania (dated by British archaeologists to 
6200-5750 BC). Here the British archaeologists discovered a number of strange small square rooms without 
roofs, which very much resemble modern places for tethering horses. Presumably, the primary taming of 
captured onagers occurred here, since remains of nets for their capture were also recovered. It is interest-
ing that the proportion of onager bones was 70% of the relevant osteological material from Um-Dabania 
(Iankovskaia 1985).

Judging by the data from Um-Dabania we can conclude that the domestication of the onager in Meso-
potamia began in the late Neolithic and that later the domesticated onager reached Iran and Turkmenistan. 
Others believe that the domesticated onager might have emerged from different sub-species in parallel, 
although early centres of its domestication, like the one in Um-Dabania, have not yet been discovered. This 
is, however, unlikely since today the monophyletic origin of domestic animals is widely accepted. We can 
thus conclude that despite wide distribution of the onagers only its extreme western sub-species, found in 
Syria, Palestine and Iraq, was domesticated in Eurasia (Sokolov 1987).

The process of onager domestication began in Mesopotamia far earlier, before the 4th-3rd millennia BC; 
the discoveries at Um-Dabania reflect only the initial stage of such domestication and completely domes-
ticated animals are known from the period of Uruk Culture (4th millennium BC). According to the British 
scholars, there are plenty of onager (but not horse) fossils that have been excavated in the so-called king’s 
burials in the epochs after Uruk and Ur Cultures.

Discoveries of onager bones together with ritual chariots and remains of kings often found in Meso-
potamian city-states of prehistoric epoch suggest that in the 4th-3rd millennia BC onagers were used to 
harness to burial chariots of kings. 

Finally, it should be mentioned that like all domestic animals which existed for over 2000 years (4th-3rd 
millennia BC), the domesticated onager might have adopted some morphological and diagnostic pecu-
liarities, on the basis of which it may become possible in the future to distinguish a domestic onager from 
a wild one. This problem certainly requires further study; the detailed study of the domesticated onager 
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has only just begun.

Conclusion: Domesticated horses appeared late on the Near Eastern and Caucasian scene. Other types of 
domestic animals already existed in Europe and Asia in the Neolothic period, while the domesticated horse 
appeared in South Caucasia not earlier than the Middle Bronze Age (2nd millennium BC). Nevertheless, we 
can assume that there were attempts to domesticate another horse-like animal before the emergence of 
the domesticated horse in the Near East, namely the onager. For example, the well-known standard of Ur 
(Mesopotamia) represents four onagers, and not horses, harnessed to a four-wheeled chariot. But at a later 
stage the domesticated onager was replaced by a stronger animal, the domesticated horse, which prob-
ably came from Central Asia. 

The discovery of domesticated onagers at Shakhre-Sukhte and L. Woolley’s finds at Ur allow us to see 
the role and significance of different types of horses (including Sensu Lata, onaser) at a prehistoric stage of 
human history in a new light. It becomes clear that the onager probably came before the horse as one of 
the domesticated animals of the Near eastern Early Bronze Age (2800-2850 BC). This important fact allows 
us to estimate more or less accurately the time of emergence of the domesticated horse in populated ar-
eas, which may be the Middle Bronze Age. An indication of this is the invasion of Egypt by the Hyksos, who 
displayed their military power with horses harnessed to two-wheeled chariots. This is why all horse remains 
of early periods of the Bronze Age can be automatically attributed to the wild horse. The domesticated ona-
ger had already existed in the first half of the 3nd millennium BC in Mesopotamia, and at Shakhre-Sukhte 
and Anau; and even earlier, during the Uruk period (4th millennium BC), although the domestication of 
the onager occurred in Mesopotamia even earlier, in the Late Neolithic, as indicated by discoveries at Um-
Dabania that reflect the initial stage of domesticating this animal.
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TrialeTi saqarTvelos erT-erTi istoriuli mxarea (tab. I
1
). dRevandeli adminis

traciuli dayofiT is mTlianad moicavs walkis municipalitetis teritorias da TeT
riwyaros, dmanisis, borjomisa da ninowmindis municipalitetebis nawils. geografiu
lad da administraciulad Sedis qvemo qarTlSi, romelic moicavs algeTisa da qcia-ma
Savera-berdujis auzebs, md. mtkvris xeobas - wiTel xidamde. qvemo qarTlis CrdiloeTi 
sazRvari mTlianad TrialeTis qedze gadis, dasavleTi sazRvari TrialeTis qedis baku
rianis monakveTamde grZeldeba, samxreTiT loqis qedi gamoyofs mas somxeTisagan, xolo 
aRmosavleTiT samgorisa da daviTgarejis mTagrexilebi sazRvravs.B

bunebrivi pirobebi. qvemo qarTli bunebrivi, landSafturi Tu klimaturi pirobe
bis mixedviT ramdenime regionad iyofa. erT-erT aseT regions warmoadgens TrialeTi, 
romelic moicavs md. qciis zemo welsa da md. Savwyaroswylis xeobas. regions Crdiloe
Tidan amave saxelwodebis qedi sazRvravs; dasavleTidan narianis veli, romelic tabawy
urisa da faravnis tbebamde vrceldeba; samxreTiT TrialeTi md. WoWianisa da ESavwyalas 
wyalgamyofamde aRwevs, xolo aRmosavleTiT kldekaridan md. WoWianisa da md. qciis Se
erTebamde.

regionis zedapiris absoluturi simaRleebi, misi rTuli landSafturi reliefidan 
gamomdinare, cvalebadia. igi meryeobs zRvis donidan 1000 m-dan 2500 m-mde.

md. qcia (xrami) da misi Senakadebi, xelovnuri wyalsacavebi da patara tbebi Triale
Tis hidrografiul qsels warmoadgens. md. qcia am regionSi yvelaze didi da wyaluxvia 
(sigrZe 220 km). is saTaves iRebs cxrawyaros mTis samxreT aRmosavleT kalTaze, Triale
Tis qedis samxreTiT miedineba da beSTaSenis tafobze xelovnurad agebul wyalsacavSi 
Caedineba. misi mravalricxovani Senakadebidan gamoirCeva md. WoWiani, nardevani, gumba
Ti, yarabulaxi da sxva. md. beSqenaSeni da yorsu uSualod walkis wyalsacavs erTvis. re
gionisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia sxvadasxva sididis tbebi – bareTi, xadiki, Svidi tba, yara
bulaxi da sxv.

sakmaod maRali mTebiT garSemortymulsa da Tavadac maRla mdebare am mxareSi, gare
dan SemoWrili haeris nakadebis efeqti adgilobrivi orografiuli pirobebis zemoqme
debis Sedegad icvleba. TrialeTis hava sakmaod mkacri klimaturi pirobebiT gamoirCe
va. regonis dabal nawilSi ZiriTadad mTis stepuri havaa gavrcelebuli, civi zamTriTa 
da xangrZlivi Tbili zafxuliT. naleqebis saSualo wliuri raodenoba 600-700 mm-ia. ian
vris saSualo temperatura -2°-dan -6°-mdea, Tumca haeris absoluturi minimumi zogjer 
SeiZleba -30°-mdec ki daeces, xolo uTbilesi ki 14°-15°-mde meryeobs, romlis absolutu
ri maqsimumi SeiZleba 35°-s aWarbebdes. wlis ganmavlobaSi mosuli naleqebis umetesoba 
gazafxulsa da zafxulis dasawyisSi modis. naleqebis minimumi ki zamTrisTvisaa damaxa
siaTebeli. am mxareSi hava mSrali kontinenturia.

orografiuli pirobebis Sesabamisad, TrialeTis mcenareuli dajgufeba ZiriTadad 
uroiani da vaciwveriani elementebisagan Sedgeba. aq farTodaa gavrcelebuli plido

goderZi narimaniSvili
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minanturi balaxnairebi, sadac ZiriTadi saxeobebia: marcvlovanebidan – stepis wivana, 
kewewura, mdelos wivana, stepis timoTela, cxvris wivana, Tagvisara, namikrefia, maCita, 
baia; vaciwveras saxeobebi: TrialeTis ionja, qafura, wiwinauri, WaRara samyura; aRsa
niSnavia, rom adre am adgilebSi sakmaod farTod iyo gavrcelebuli tyeebi: ZiriTadad 
naZvnari, fiWvnari, muxnari da arynari. axla am mxareSi tyeebi SemorCenilia umniSvnelo 
naSTebis saxiT, lokalurad – umeteswilad md. kusreTiswylis auzSi (md. qcias xeoba); 
sof. daS-baSis midamoebSi, sadac farTofoTlovani tyeebia warmodgenili – rcxila, 
muxa, nekerCxali da sxv.; regionis natyevari vrceli teritoriebi ki dafarulia zemoT 
aRwerili mTis stepis moyvaruli mcenareuli safariT. aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom regio
nisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia wyal-Waoburi dajgufebebi da lerwmianebi, romlebic mrav
ladaa tbebisa da mdinareebis siaxloves. 

dRevandeli TrialeTis fauna, Tavisi landSafturi pirobebidan gamomdinare aRar 
aris iseTi mravalferovani, rogorc adre iyo. adgilobrivma fizikur-geografiulma 
da ekologiurma pirobebma, tyis masivebis simcirem Tavisi zegavlena iqonia dRevandel 
faunaze. TrialeTSi dReisaTvis gvxvdeba: Sveli, tura, mela, mgeli, maCvi; erTeulebis 
saxiTaa SemorCenili tyis kata, kavkasiuri focxveri; Zalzed Semcirda gareuli Roris 
raodenobac; bevria mRrRneli: Tagvi, buCqnaris memindvria, zazuna; TrialeTis frin
velTa saxeobebs Soris aRsaniSnavia: qori, Sevardeni, arwivi; erTeulebis saxiT gvxvde
ba kavkasiuri roWo, SurTxi. mdinareebisa da tbebis simravlem xeli Seuwyo wyalmcurav 
frinvelTa populaciis gavrcelebas. aq mravladaa ixvis sxvadasxva saxeoba, Tolia, we
ro da sxv.

didia adamianis zegavlena TrialeTis bunebaSi momxdar cvlilebebze. adamianis mi
er TrialeTis aTviseba paleoliTis xanaSi iwyeba da dRemde mimdinareobs. misma sameur
neo saqmianobam, romelic ganapirobebda kacobriobis istoriis Semdgom ganviTarebas, 
aqtiuri roli iTamaSa TrialeTis florisa da faunis cvlilebaSi. sameurneo miwebze 
mzardma moTxovnilebam, aseve mesaqonleobis ganviTarebam, romelic saZovrad sul uf
ro da ufro meti teritoriebis aTvisebas moiTxovda, sagrZnoblad Secvala mcenareu
li safari. adamianma daiwyo tyeebis masiuri ganadgureba did farTobze. dReisaTvis es 
farTobebi gastepebuli velebis saxiTaa SemorCenili [Квавадзе, Коннор, Нариманишвили 
2007]. tyeebis simcirem ki garkveuli cvlilebebi Seitana cxovelTa samyaroSic – mkveT
rad Semcirda aq mobinadre cxovelTa mravalferovani saxeobebi.

TrialeTis (walkis) arqeologiuri kvlevis istoria. walkis arqeologiuri Ses
wavla XIX saukunis 70-iani wlebidan daiwyo. 1876 wels sof. aleqsandershilfSi, am sof
lis mkvidrma, SemdgomSi saimperatoro moskovis arqeologiuri sazogadoebis kavkasiis 
ganyofilebis wevrma, daviT Sulcma arqeologiuri gaTxrebi awarmoa soflis midamoeb
Si da sof. gunia-yalasTan. mimoixila barmaqsizis (dRevandeli q. walka) midamoebi [Шульц 
1907: 3]. 1881 wels a. ioakimovma aRwera walkis arqeologiuri Zeglebi [Иоакимов 1882: 7-9]. 
sof. winwyarosTan man miakvlia samarovans [Уваров 1887: XXXV, tab. XXXIX]. 1889 wels i. Wav
WavaZem aRniSna walkaSi aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masalis uaRresad didi istoriuli 
mniSvneloba [mumlaZe 2002: 98]. 1896-1905 wlebSi arqeologiur gaTxrebs walkaSi awarmo
ebda e. TayaiSvili [Отчёт ... 1898; Такаишвили 1907; Такаишвили 1913; Carkviani 2002]. XX sauku
nis 20-iani wlebidan TrialeTis megaliTuri Zeglebis kvlevas iwyebs l. meliqseT-begi 
[meliqseT-begi 1938].

gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba hqonda XX saukunis 30-40-ian wlebSi Catarebul samuSa
oebs, romelic xramhesis mSeneblobasTan iyo dakavSirebuli. walkis wyalsacavis moma
vali fskeris teritoriaze boris kuftinma araerTi pirvelxarisxovani Zegli Seiswav
la. am monacemebis safuZvelze mis mier pirvelad iqna SemuSavebuli kavkasiis brinjaos 
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xanis arqeologiuri Zeglebis periodizacia da qronologia, gamovlenil iqna axali ar
qeologiuri kulturebi. pirvel rigSi aRsaniSnavia tomis beladTa Tu mefeTa grandio
zuli yorRanebi, romelTa dasakrZalav „darbazebSi~ manamde ucnobi, mdidruli da uni
kaluri masala aRmoCnda. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis pirveli naxevriT daTariRebuli yorRane
bidan momdinare oqros da vercxlis samkaulebma, Standartebma, WurWlebma, vercxlis 
da brinjaos iaraRma, Savpriala da moxatulma keramikam safuZvlianad daimkvidra adgi
li ara mxolod kavkasiis, aramed msoflio kulturis saganZurSi [Куфтин 1941; Куфтин 1948; 
Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974; kuftini 1949; menabde, davlianiZe 1968; gogaZe 1972; gagoSiZe 
1982].

1947 wels sof. xadikSi imuSava iv. javaxiSvilis sax. istoriis institutis eqspedici
am [gZeliSvili 1950; gZeliSvili 1954].

1957 wels TrialeTSi muSaoba daiwyo Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetisa da sa
qarTvelos xelovnebis muzeumis gaerTianebulma eqspediciam [jafariZe 1960; jafariZe 
1962; jafariZe 1964; jafariZe 1969].

1963-1974 wlebSi walkaSi muSaobda iv. javaxiSvilis sax. istoriis, arqeologiisa da 
eTnografiis institutis xramis xeobis arqeologiuri eqspedicia [berZeniSvili 1963; 
gabunia 1965; gabunia 1972; gabunia 1976; Габуниа 1974]. 1989 wlidan dRemde walkis raionSi 
samuSaoebs awarmoebs arqeologiuri kvlevis centris walka-TrialeTis arqeologiuri 
eqspedicia [narimaniSvili 1992; narimaniSvili, mindiaSvili da sxv. 1998; SanSaSvili, nari
maniSvili 1996; narimaniSvili, maxaraZe da sxv. 1996; narimaniSvili, SanSaSvili 1997; San
SaSvili, narimaniSvili 1998; narimaniSvili, maxaraZe da sxv. 2004; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 
1997; Нариманишвили, Шаншашвили 2000; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2001; Narimanischvili, Schan
schaschvili 2001a].

Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. arqeologiuri Zeglebi xuT punqtSi gamovlinda – sof. safar-xarabas
Tan (baiburTi), beSTaSenis „ciklopur~ namosaxlarze, imeraSi, sanTasa da ozniSi.

safar-xarabas samarovani. sof. safar-xaraba (baiburTi) md. Cil-Cilis (baiburT-
Cai) da md. baSqov-sus napirebzea gaSenebuli. mdinareTa xerTvisSi cnobili arqeolo
giuri Zegli „beSTaSenis ciklopuri namosaxlari~ mdebareobs. sofeli misgan Crdiloe
TiT 200-ode metriTaa dacilebuli. 

sofels axali saxeli (safar-xaraba, baiburTi) XIX s-Si TurqeTidan gadmosaxlebul
ma berZnebma daumkvidres. isini im Zveli nasoflaris teritoriaze dasaxldnen, sadac 
vaxuSti bagrationis mixedviT sof. sabeWdavi mdebareobda. soflis teritoriaze dRe
sac dgas ganviTarebuli Sua saukuneebis arqiteqturuli Zeglebi, romlebic berZnebma 
gadaakeTes an ganaaxles.

soflis teritoriaze pirveli arqeologiuri gaTxrebi XIX s-is miwuruls da XX s-is 
dasawyisSi e. TayaiSvilma Caatara, romelmac Sua saukuneebis Zeglebi gaTxara [Отчёт ... 
1898: 111].

XX saukunis 30-ian wlebSi b. kuftinma safar-xarabas midamoebSi sam punqtSi imuSava: 
1. 1938-1939 wlebSi adgil „baiburTun garsiSi~ sami yorRani (XII, XIII, XIV) da erTi qvay

rili Seiswavla [ Куфтин 1939: 3 и сл.].
2. Tanamedrove sasaflaosTan 1939 wels sami qvayuTi gaTxara [Куфтин 1939: 27, 39-41; 

Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 11-12].
3. baiburTis mindorze oTxi samarxi gaTxara (tab. II1

). es samarxebi Cvens mier gaTxri
li samarovnis Semadgenel nawils warmoadgens da mis ukidures dasavleT nawilSi mde
bareobs (tab. I

2
). samwuxarod b. kuftinis dRiuris is nawili, sadac baiburTis samarxebi 

unda yofiliyo aRwerili, dakargulia (1937-1938 ww. dRiurebi). 1939 wlis dRiurSi ki ar
sebiTi araferia [Куфтин 1939]. didi zomis ori „baiburTuli~ samarxi 15-18 m diametris 
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qvis wreebiT aris SemozRuduli. dasakrZalavi ormoebi sakmaod farToa da CrdiloeT-
samxreTis xazzea orientirebuli. adamianis Zvlebi TiTqmis ar SemorCenila. mxolod ma
Ti naSTebiT dgindeba, rom micvalebuli TaviT CrdiloeTisaken iwva. TavTan Cveulebriv 
3-7 Tixis WurWeli idga. b. kuftini aRniSnavs, rom isini sruliad gansxvavebulia aqamde 
walkaSi aRmoCenili WurWlebisagan. arc erT WurWels yuri ar gaaCnia. yvela morgvzea 
damzadebuli da miuxedavad didi zomebisa, sakmaod Txelkedliania. b. kuftini aRniSnavs 
„aranairi garkveuli adgili am keramikas CemTvis cnobil samxreT kavkasiur samarovnebs 
Soris ar eZebneba~ [Куфтин 1941: 76]. keramikis garda did samarxebSi sxva inventari ar aR
moCenila, mcire zomis samarxebSi ki TeTri da cisferi pastis ramdenime mZivi, gaxvreti
li qva da spilenZ-brinjaos sakinZi aRmoCnda. sakinZis Tavi Wvirul sekiras warmoadgens, 
romelzec jixvis figura dgas.

b. kuftini frTxilobs baiburTis samarxebis daTariRebisas, Tumca zustad gansazR
vravs maT adgils da Sua brinjaos xanis dasasrulsa da gviani brinjaos dasawyiss Soris 
aTavsebs.

b. kuftinis mier gaTxrili oTxi samarxi samarovnis ukidures dasavleT nawilSi mde
bareobs. samarxTa numeraciis garkveva dReisaTvis ar xerxdeba. gasarkvevia samarxTa 
kompleqsebis Semadgenlobac.

b. kuftinis mier gaTxrili samarxebi dResac kargad Cans. isini patara ferdobzea 
ganlagebuli. qvawriani samarxebis wreebi srulad aris SemorCenili. aqve^ SeiniSneba da
narCeni samarxebis ormoTa konturebic (tab. II1). yvelaze samxreTiT didi qvawriani sa
marxi mdebareobs. misi wris diametri 19 m-s udris (b. kuftinis mixedviT qveda samarxi). 
misgan Crdilo-dasavleTiT 12 m-is dacilebiT gamarTulia meore samarxi^ romelsac 14 m 
diametris qvawre aqvs (b. kuftinis mixedviT zeda samarxi). ormosamarxebi didi qvawriani 
samarxis dasavleTiT 4 m-is dacilebiT mdebareobs. es samarxebi uSualod md. Cil-Cilis 
marcxena napirze, mdinarispira terasazea gamarTuli ise, rom samarovans dasavleTiT 
mdinare sazRvravs. samarovani ganfenilia aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazze. misi sigrZe 
daaxloebiT 1,5 km-ia, sigane 0,4-0,5 km-s udris.

baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenma samarovani Suaze gakveTa (tab. I2
,II

2
). energode

refanSi gamovlenili samarxebis Seswavla 2003-2005 wlebSi mimdinareobda [narimanaSvili 
2006a].

safar-xarabas samarovanze 2003 wels gaiTxara 29  (## 1-29), 2004 wels ori (## 30-31), 
2005 wels 78 samarxi (## 32-122); gasaTxreli darCa ## 46, 57, 58, 60, 65, 66, 70, 102, 111-115 
samarxebi da navTobisa da gazis milebs Soris (milsadenis 119+350 kilometridan vidre 
120+600-mde) moqceuli samarxebi, romelTa danomvra ver moxerxda.

imeras samarovani. samarovani sof. imeras aRmosavleTiT, bedenis qedis ukidures 
Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi mdebareobs. es monakveTi mkveTrad naoWiania, reliefi damre
cia da CrdiloeTisaken mimarTuli. ferdobebs mcire xevebi da nakadulebi kveTs. samar
xebi qedis CrdiloeT ferdobze da mis qvemoT arsebul mindorzea gamarTulî, romelsac 
wyalmcire mdinare egriCai kveTs, igi samxreTidan uvlis samarovans da sof. imeras gav
liT walkis wyalsacavs uerTdeba. samarovnis CrdiloeTiT Tbilisi-walkis samanqano gza 
gadis. aqvea ori naxevrad damSrali tbac.

samarovani baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis mSeneblobisas (milsadenis 109 da 
110-e kilometrebze) gamovlinda [narimaniSvili 2005].

samarxebi or jgufad^ mdinaris marcxena da marjvena napirzea ganlagebuli. rogorc 
Cans, samarxTa gamovlenili jgufebi or samarovans ganekuTvneba, romelTa mxolod mci
re, periferiuli nawili moxvda mSeneblobis zonaSi. gaiTxara 7 samarxi (tab. III

4
), maT So
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ris 2 Zlier dazianebuli. 5 maTgani (## 1-5) mdinaris marjvena napirze mdebareobs (110-e 
km), 2 ki (## 6-7) – marcxenaze (109-e km).

beSqenaSenis (beSTaSenis) „ciklopuri~ namosaxlari. namosaxlari sof. beSTaSenis 
Crdilo-dasavleTiT 0,2 km-is dacilebiT, md. Cil-Cilisa da md. baSkov-sus xerTvisSi 
mdebareobs (tab. XXVII

2
). am mdinareTa Rrma kanionebs Soris moqceuli farTobi (daaxl. 

20 ha), sof. safar-xarabas samxreTiT mdebare SemaRlebisagan xelovnuri TxriliTaa ga
moyofili, romlis samxreT kidesTan „ciklopuri~ kedelia aSenebuli ise, rom ormxriv 
bunebrivad daculi farTobi (daaxl. 4 ha), CrdiloeTidan xelovnuradaa SemozRuduli 
da gamagrebuli. namosaxlaris centraluri nawili md. beiuk-Cais (baSkov-su) da Cil-Ci
lis (geriak Cai) xerTvisSi arsebul kldovan borcvze, zRvis donidan 1550 m simaRlezea 
gaSenebuli.

aRsaniSnavia, rom es adgili beSTaSenis qvabulisa da kariak-baSqois qvabulis gamyo
fi qedis yvelaze dabal adgils warmoadgens. swored aq gadis qvabulebs Soris damakav
Sirebeli erTaderTi gza, romelic Semdeg TrialeTis qedze arsebuli gadasasvlele
bisaken miemarTeba. beSTaSenis qvabulSi ki Tavs iyris TrialeTze gamavali yvela gza. 
amdenad beSqenaSenis „naqalaqari~ moxerxebul adgilzea gamarTuli. es aris albaT imis 
mizezi, rom es teritoria Zveli qvis xanidan mokidebuli gviani Suasaukuneebis CaTvliT 
intensiurad yofila aTvisebuli.

namosaxlarze pirveli arqeologiuri gaTxrebi b. kuftinma 1939 wels Caatara. namo
saxlaris teritoriaze man oTxi Txrili gaavlo: pirveli Txrili mTavar kedelTan ga
avlo, sadac yvelaze mZlavri kulturuli fena dadasturda. kedlis Sida mxares fenebi 
3,5 m, xolo gareT, Zveli, xelovnuri Txrilis mxares, 1,8 m siRrmeze Cadioda, romelic 
ZiriTadad Sua saukuneebis masaliT iyo Sevsebuli. kedlis Sida mxares, 2 m siRrmeze, di
di zomis WurWeli aRmoCnda, romlis qveSac mtkvar-araqsis kulturis fena dadastur
da. gaTxara Zveli, xelovnuri Txrilis dasavleTi nawilic (meore Txrili), sadac kul
turuli fena 3,0 m aRwevda. es fena naxSirovani zoliT orad iyo gayofili. zeda fenaSi 
aRmoCenili Tixis WurWlis zedapiri mowiTalo-oqrisfrad iyo SeRebili, riTac isini, 
b. kuftinis azriT, yorRanebSi aRmoCenili moxatuli WurWlebis Seferilobas emsgav
seba, oRond ufro uxeSi tipisaa. qveda fena mtkvar-araqsis kulturis keramikas Seicav
da [Куфтин 1941: 109]. mesame Txrili namosaxlaris Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxeSi gaavlo 
(Cvens mier Seswavlili nakveTi kuftinis mier gavlebul Txrils ebjineba da misi gag
rZelebaa). zeda fena Suasaukuneebis masalas Seicavda, momdevno ki geriak-Cais marjvena 
sanapiroze gaTxrili gviani brinjaos xanis samarovnis analogiur keramikas Seicavda. 
qveda fenebi ki adrebrinjaos xanas miekuTvneboda [Куфтин 1941: 110-112]. meoTxe Txrili 
mxolod Suasaukuneebis masalas Secavda [Куфтин 1941: 109]. Catarebuli samuSaobis Sede
gad b. kuftini aRniSnavs, rom uZvelesi fena aRmoCnda gviani da Suabrinjaos xanis fene
bis qveS da ciklopuri kedlis safuZvlis doneze dabla mdebareobda [Куфтин 1941: 107].

beSqenaSenis namosaxlarze samuSaoebi 1991 wels ganaxlda. gaTxrebis mizani iyo na

mosaxlari fenebisa da „ciklopuri~ zRudis urTierTmimarTebis garkveva. am mizniT na

mosaxlaris Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi moqceuli ori nakveTi (XVII, LXVIII nakveTebi) Seir

Ca (tab. XXVII3)
, romelic moicavs TavdacviT kedels da b. kuftinis mier gavlebul mesame 

Txrilamde darCenil farTobs [narimaniSvili, maxaraZe da sxv. 2004: 126, tab. CCXII].

`ciklopur~ namosaxlarze da mis mimdebare teritoriaze dReisaTvis rva kulturu

li fena dafiqsirda:
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1. mezoliTuri fena (1991 wlis gaTxrebi) simagris samxreTiT 100 m dacilebiT, md. 
baSkov-sus marjvena napirze, miwis zedapiridan 3,0 m siRrmeze mdebareobs. arqeologiu

ri masala warmodgenilia obsidianisa da kaJis mikroliTebiT. 
2. mtkvar-araqsis epoqis fenebi gamovlenilia rogorc simagris teritoriaze (1939 

da 1993 ww. gaTxrebi), ise mis Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT da md. Cil-Cilis marjvena napirze, 
gviani brinjaos xanis samarovnis teritoriaze.

3. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebis namosaxlaris naSTebi simagris Crdilo-aRmosav

leT kuTxeSi gamovlinda (1939 da 1991-93 ww. gaTxrebi).

4. gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis xanis Zeglebi gamovlenilia simagris teritoriaze da 
md. Cil-Cilis marjvena napirze (1939 da 1991-93 ww. gaTxrebi).

5. Zv.w. VII-VI ss. samarovani sof. beSTaSenidan sof. safar-xarabasaken mimaval gzasTan, 
mSrali xevis napirze gamovlinda (1995-99 ww. gaTxrebi).

6. Zv.w. V-IV ss. samarovani uSualod simagris Crdilo-aRmosavleTiTaa gamarTuli 
(1939 wlis gaTxrebi).

7. Zv. w. IV-I ss. namosaxlari da samarovani (1991-99 ww. gaTxrebi) „ciklopuri~ namosax

laris samxreTiT, 100 m dacilebiT, md. baSkov-sus marjvena napirze mdebareobs.

8. Sua saukuneebis namosaxlari ZiriTadad simagris Sida teritoriaze gamovlinda 
(1939, 1992-93 ww. gaTxrebi).

1991 wels Catarebuli samuSaoebis dros Zv.w. II aTaswleulis arqeologiuri naSTebi 
LXVII da LXVIII nakveTebSi aRmoCnda. gamovlenili nagebobebidan # 1 saxli mTlianad, # 2 
ki nawilobriv gaiTxara. am saxlebis aRmosavleTiT mdebare teritoria Zlieraa dazia

nebuli da nagebobaTa kedlebi mxolod fragmentebis saxiTaa darCenili.

# 1 saxli mdebareobs LXVII nakveTis 6,9,12 da LXVIII nakveTis 4,7,10 kvadratebSi (tab. 
XXVII

3
). kedlebi nagebia bazaltis natexi qviT, romelTa maqsimaluri, SemorCenili simaR

le 0,8 m-s aRwevs. samxreTi kedlis sigrZe 7,2 m-ia, CrdiloeTi kedlisa 6,75 m. misi aRmo

savleTi nawilis garepiri dazianebulia, kedlis maqsimaluri sigane 1,5 m-ia, minimaluri 
1,0 m, kedlis centrSi 0,9 m siganis niSaa gamarTuli. dasavleTi kedlis sigrZe 6,75 m-ia, si

gane 1,0 m. aRmosavleTi kedlis sigrZe 6,5 m-ia, kedlis wyobaSi dedaqanis qvebia CarTuli, 
amis gamo kedeli odnav deformirebulia, misi sigane samxreT nawilSi 1,5 m udris, Crdi

loeT nawilSi ki 1,0 m-ia. samxreTi kedlis centralur nawilSi Sesavleli karis Riobia 
datovebuli. dasavleTi kedlis gaswvriv SemorCenilia qvis filebiT mogebuli iatakis 
(zRve?) naSTi. kedlebis siganis aseTi sxvaoba, rogorc Cans, saxlis kapitaluri gadake

Tebis Sedegia. saxlis CrdiloeTi da aRmosavleTi kedlebi ki gviandeli SekeTebis Se

degi unda iyos. saxlis aRmosavleT kedels CaWrili aqvs qvis filebiT mogebuli iataki 
(LXVIII nakveTis me-5 kvadrati). saxlSi arqeologiuri masala sami donidan iqna aRebuli: 
I dones miekuTvna kedlis zeda donidan 0,3 m siRrmemde aRmoCenili masala, II dones – 0,3-

0,6 m Soris mopovebuli masalebi, III done ki iatakze dafiqsirda. 
# 2 saxli # 1 saxlzea midgmuli, maT saerTo kedeliaqvT. # 2 saxli mdebareobs LXVII 

nakveTis 6, 9, 12-e kvadratebSi, gaTxrilia nawilobriv (tab. XXVII3
). CrdiloeTi da samxre

Ti kedlebi Zlieraa dazianebili, Txrilis dasavleT nawilSi qvis filebiT mogebuli ia

takis naSTi gamovlinda. saxlSi arqeologiuri masala sami donidan iqna aRebuli: I dones 
miekuTvna kedlis zeda donidan 0.3 m siRrmemde dafiqsirebuli masala, II dones – 0,3-0,6 
m-s Soris mopovebuli masalebi, III done iatakze dafiqsirda. 
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saxlebSi aRmoCenili keramikuli masala kargad ganleqili Tixisaa, keci Savi an mo

nacrisfroa, zedapiri kargadaa damuSavebuli da gaprialebis kvali emCveva. nawili ke

ramikisa Semkulia amoRaruli, koncentruli xazebiT; or xazs Soris moqceuli talRi

seburi ornamentiT; soliseburi StampiT; badiebis da jamebis pirebze datanilia wer

tilovani an Tevzifxuri ornamentebi, kideebze ki talRiseburi ornamenti Semosdevs. 
namosaxlaris keramika kuftinis mier aqve, mdinaris marjvena napirze gaTxril samarxeb

Si aRmoCenili WurWlebis analogiuria [Куфтин 1941: 65-75, sur. 67, 82, 83, tab. XLVIIII]. beSTa

Senis samarovani, rogorc cnobilia Zv.w. XIII-XII ss-iT TariRdeba [Abramishvili 2003: 24, 26].

beSqenaSenis namosaxlaris gaTxrebisas kulturuli fenebis naSTebi LXVIII nakveTis 
me-12 da LXIX nakveTis me-4 da me-10 kvadratebSi dafiqsirda. LXIX nakveTis me-4 kvadratSi 
gamovlenili fena fragmentuladaa SemorCenili, romelsac Zlieri cecxlis moqmedebis 
kvali emCneva. es fena „baiburTuli~ tipis keramikis mcire fragmentebs Seicavs da namo

saxlaris damcav „ciklopur~ kedels uSualod saZirkvels ebjineba. 
aseTive masalis Semcveli fena LXIX nakveTis me-10 nakveTSic dadasturda, romlis 

gaTxris Semdeg # 3 saxlis naSTebi dafiqsirda.

# 3 saxli LXVIII nakveTis me-12 da LXIX nakveTis me-10 kvadratSi mdebareobs (tab. XXVII3
). 

0,1 m sisqis fenis moxsnis Semdeg saxlis fragmenti gamovlinda. SemorCenilia riyis qvis 
calpiri wyobiT nagebi Crdilo-dasavleTi kuTxe. samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis SemorCe

nili sigrZe 1,2 m-s, Crdilo-dasavleTisa ki 1,9 m-s aRwevs. saxlis ZiriTadi nawili ero

ziis Sedegadaa mongreuli.

kedlis piridan 0,2 m siRmeze Tixatkepnili iatakis naSTi dafiqsirda, romlis far

Tobi 5,5×6,5 m-s udris (A done). es done Savi miwis feniTaa Sevsebuli. Tixatkepnil ia

taks nacar-naxSirovani Txeli fena adevs, romelic mcire raodenobiT Seicavs Tixis 
WurWlis fragmentebs. iataki uSualod adevs nacar-naxSirovan fenas (B done), romlis 
motkepvnis Sedegadacaa warmoqmnili A donis iataki. iataks alag-alag molesvis kvali 
etyoba. aseTive iataki 0,3 m fenis aRebis Semdegac gamovlinda. am donis (B done) iata

kic zemoT aRweril kedlebs ebjineba. fena mTlianad Sevsebuli iyo nacariTa da naxSi

riT, romelSic Sereuli iyo cxovelis Zvlebi (ZiriTadad msxvilfexa saqonlis, mcire 
raodenobiT wvrilfexa saqonlis) da keramikis fragmentebi. kedlis piridan 0,7 m da B 
donis iatakidan 0,2 m siRrmeze kldovani dedaqania, romlis uswormasworo zedapiri 
nacrovani masiTaa mosworebuli da gadalesili (C donis iataki). qvis kedeli am donemde 
Cadis da safuZvlad kldovani dedaqani aqvs. C donis iataki kargad yofila mosworebu

li da datkepnili. igi nawilobriv dazianebulia, alag-alag bunebrivi qvebia amoCrili. 
iatakze didi raodenobiT nacari yria, romelSic keramikis fragmentebi, msxvilfexa da 
wvrilfexa saqonlis Zvlebi urevia. aqve aRmoCnda erTCliqiani cxovelis fexis da cxe

nis Zvlebi.

amdenad, saxlis kedlis piridan kldovan dedaqanamde sami done, Sesabamisi iatake

biT, iqna gamovlenili (Tumca unda aRiniSnos, rom sul zeda fenaSi, romlis simZlavrec 
0,1 m-ia, aRmoCenili keramikis nawili saxlSi gamovlenili masalebis msgavsia). rogorc 
Cans saxli ramdenjerme iyo gadakeTebul-ganaxlebuli. saxlSi aRmoCenili mcirericx

ovani keramikuli masala danawevrebuli daTariRebis saSualebas ar iZleva. isini safar

-xarabas samarovanze mopovebuli WurWlebis analogiuria. C donis masalebSi SeiniSneba 
garkveuli gansxvavebac, esaa sqelkeciani uxeSi WurWeli (tab. XXVII

4
). es faqti am Zegle

bis gansxvavebuli funqciiT an TariRiT SeiZleba aixsnas. sayuradReboa, rom BbeSqenaSe
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nis namosaxlaris CrdiloeTiT, sof. safar-xarabasTan gaTxril vrcel samarovanze mo

povebuli Tixis WurWeli # 3 saxlSi aRmoCenili keramikis identuria. am faqtisa da am 
ori Zeglis erTmaneTTan axlos mdebareobis gamo migvaCnia, rom beSqenaSenis „ciklopu

ri naqalaqaris~ mosaxleoba safar-xarabas samarovanze ikrZaleboda. 
beSqenaSenis TavdacviTi kedeli Zlieraa dazianebili. XX s-Si kedlebi daSales, qve

bi sameurneo da sacxovrebeli saxlebis mSeneblobisaTvis gamoiyenes. b. kuftinisa da 
Cvens mier Catarebuli gaTxrebis mixedviT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom TavdacviTi kedlis si

gane LXVII da LXVIII nakveTebSi 3,0-3,5 m-ia, xolo LXIX nakveTSi 4,0-4,2 m-s udris. kedlis Sida, 
samxreTiT mimarTuli piri sworxazovania da TiTqmis aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazzea 
damxrobili. garepiri ki texilia. es an mSeneblobis Taviseburebis, an gviandeli dazia

nebis Sedegi SeiZleba iyos.

# 1 da # 2 saxlebis CrdiloeTi kedlebi TavdacviTi kedlis paraleluradaa gamar

Tuli, ise, rom maT Soris gasasvlelia datovebuli. rac, TavdacviTi kedlisa da saxle

bis erTdroulad funqcionirebaze unda miuTiTebdes.

TavacviTi kedlis CrdiloeTiT Rrma Txrili yofila, romelic md. baSkov-sus napi

ridan md. Cil-Cilis napiramdea gaWrili. b. kuftinis mier Catarebuli samuSaoebis [Куф
тин, 1941: 109] mixedviT irkveva, rom Txrilis siRrme 3,0 m mainc unda yofiliyo. Tavdac

viT sistemas aZlierebda Txrilis CrdiloeTiT arsebul SemaRlebaze gamarTuli kede

li [Куфтин 1941: 108], romelic dRes aRar arsebobs.

sainteresoa Txrilis da TavdacviTi kedlis urTierTmimarTeba. Txrilis qveda fe

nebi adrebrinjaos xanis masalebs Seicavs, romlis zemoT bedenuri kulturis fenebi 
dafiqsirda, sul zeda, 2,0 m simZlavris fena ki, Suasaukuneebis nayariTaa Sevsebuli. mi

uxedavad mcire monacemebisa vfiqrobT, rom TavdacviTi Txrili adrebrinjaos xanaSia 
gaWrili, xolo „ciklopuri~ kedeli Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebSi aigo da Zv.w. I aTas

wleulis Sua xanebamde funqcionirebda. 
sanTis „ciklopuri~ simagre. sanTis ciklopuri simagre ganlagebulia sof. san

Tis CrdiloeTiT gawolili qedis Txemze da kalTebze (tab. XXVIII1
). sasimagro kompleqsi 

ori, zeda da qveda nawilisagan Sedgeba. zeda simagre uSualod Txemzea gaSenebuli da 
mis konfiguracias emTxveva. simagris sigrZe 1300 m-s aRwevs, sigane 70-130 m-s Soris mer
yeobs.

namosaxlari aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisakenaa wagrZelebuli da ramdenime gamo
calkevebuli ubnisagan Sedgeba. maT Soris gamokveTili adgili ukavia erTian zRudeSi 
moqceul centralur ubans. simagris aRmosavleTiT da dasavleTiT gaumagrebeli ubne
bia ganTavsebuli. STambeWdavia Txemis centrSi agebuli kedeli, romelic centralur 
ubans or nawilad yofs. kedlis sigrZe 100 m-mdea, sigane 5-6 m-ia, SemorCenili maqsimalu
ri simaRle ki 2,0 m-s udris. kedelSi karibWea datovebuli, romlis erT mxares kibeebiani 
koSki yofila agebuli.

nagebobebi da damcavi kedlebi agebulia bazaltis didi zomis daumuSavebeli qve
biT. arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT zeda simagre Zv.w. XIII-XII ss. TariRdeba.

zeda simagris centraluri nawilis, samxreTiT, pirvelsave terasaze didi zomis ba
zaltis qvebis mSrali wyobiT nagebi cixe-simagre dgas. simagre gegmaSi marTkuTxedis 
formisaa, romlis samxreT kedelSi sami koSkia gamarTuli.

simagris Sida sivrceSi b. kuftinma 1936 wels erTi Txrili gaavlo [Куфтин 1936], rome
lic oTx fenas Seicavda: 1. miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 0,2 m siRrmemde humusuri fena 
arqeologiur masalas ar Seicavda; 2. 0,2-0,45 m Soris moqceul fenaSi didi raodenobiT 
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wiTlad gamomwvari keramika aRmoCnda. aq aRmoCenil yurmiliani WurWlis natexs b. kuf
tini savaraudod Sua saukuneebiT aTariRebs. masalaze dakvirveba Cven gvafiqrebinebs, 
rom es fena antikur epoqas miekuTvneba; 3. mesame fena 0,45-0,8 m-s Sorisaa. aq mopovebuli 
keramikis didi nawilis keci nacrisferia da kargadaa gamomwvari. zedapiri gaprialebu
lia. zogierTi maTgani Wadrakuli ornamentiTaa Semkuli. keramikis meore jgufis keci 
uxeSia da obsidianis minarevebs Seicavs. am fenaSi mopovebuli masala zeda simagreze, ag
reTve sxva „ciklopur~ namosaxlarebze aRmoCenili keramikis msgavsia da Zv.w. XIII-XII ss. 
miekuTvneba; 4. meoTxe fena yvelaze mZlavria. is 0,8 m siRrmeze iwyeba da 1,7 m-mde grZel
deba. am fenis zeda doneze gamovlinda didi qvebiT nagebi mZlavri kedeli, romelmac 
Txrilis uZrav fenamde Casvlis saSualeba ar misca arqeologebs. b. kuftini aRniSnavs, 
rom kedeli 1,7 m siRrmemde dafiqsirda, Tumca mowiTalo-monacrisfro gadamwvari fena 
ufro Rrmadac grZeldeboda [Куфтин 1936]. swored es fenaa safar-xarabas samarovnisa da 
beSqenaSenis namosaxlaris Tanadrouli.

oznis namosaxlari. safar-xarabas samarovanze mopovebuli WurWlebis analogiuri 
keramika b. kuftinma oznis „ciklopuri~ simagris samxreT terasaze ganTavsebuli namo
saxlaris gaTxrebisas aRmoaCina.

~ciklopuri~ simagre mdebareobs sof. oznis samxreT-dasavleTiT, maRal platoze. 
Zegli warmoadgens kompleqss, romelic Sedgeba centraluri nawilisagan (simagre), mis 
SigniT da gareT arsebuli dasaxlebisagan (tab. XXVIII2

). simagre gegmaSi oTxkuTxa moy
vanilobisaa, romelsac dReisaTvis sami Sesasvleli aqvs. ori Sesasvleli CrdiloeT 
kedelSia datovebuli, erTi ki dasavleTis kedelSi. iqmneba STabeWdileba, rom Tavda
pirvelad karibWe mxolod dasavleT kedelSi unda yofiliyo gaWrili. simagris kedlebi 
nagebia daumuSavebeli bazaltis lodebiT da e.w. peranguli wyoba axasiaTebs. Sida teri
toria mTlianad Zvel dasaxlebas ukavia, samxreT nawilSi mowyobilia saqonlis Sesareki 
Tanamedrove baki. simagris teritoriaze gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis xanis Tixis WurWlis 
natexebi aikrifa. 

simagris aRmosavleTiT terasulad ganlagebulia ZiriTadi samosaxlo, romelic 
Tanamedrove soflis farglebSic Sedis.

centraluri gamagrebuli nawilis dasavleTiT, Zveli Sesasvlelis pirdapir, kidev 
erTi simagrea gamarTuli. igi, Tavisi mSeneblobis teqnikiT, aSkarad gansxvavdeba cen
traluri simagrisagan. misi kedlebi mTlianad didi zomis bazaltis qvebiTaa nagebi da 
erTmaneTze mWidrodaa morgebuli. aseTive teqnikiTaa nagebi im dasaxlebis saxlebi, 
romlebic meore simagres samxreTidan ekvris da aseve terasulad eSveba soflisaken. 
pirveli da meore simagreebis kedlebis mSeneblobis teqnikis gansxvaveba maTi qrono
logiuri sxvaobiT unda aixsnas.

b. kuftinma gaTxrebi samxreTi ferdobis ZirSi, md. oznis wylis marcxena napirze Ca
atara, sadac mtkvar-araqsis kulturis mZlavri namosaxlari daadastura. aqve miakvlia 
safar-xarabaSi (baiburTi) gaTxril samarxebSi aRmoCenili WurWlebis analogiuri kera
mikis Semcvel kulturul fenebs [Куфтин 1948: 35-36]. Cemi azriT am fenis Tanadrouli un
da iyos oznis meore „ciklopuri~ simagre.

brinjaos xanis namosaxlarTa arqiteqtura da mSeneblobis teqnika. TrialeTis 
brinjaos xanis (Zv. w. III-I aTaswleuli) arqiteqtura sami ZiriTadi tipiTaa warmodgeni
li: Zeluri, Tixis da qvis.

saqarTvelos samxreT mTianeTSi, maT Soris TrialeTSi Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xa
nebSi ZiriTad samSeneblo masalad daumuSavebeli qvebi gamoiyeneba. qviT nageb Zeglebs 
Soris gansakuTrebuli adgili „ciklopur~ arqiteqturas ukavia. nagebobebis monumen
turoba da namosaxlarTa didi masStabebi aSkarad gamoarCevs maT samxreT kavkasiis sxva 
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Zeglebisagan. saqarTvelos „ciklopuri~ namosaxlarebisa da simagreebis ZiriTadi da
maxasiaTebeli niSania rogorc sacxovrebeli, ise dasaxlebaTa sasimagro kedlebis an 
calke mdgomi simagreebis didi zomis daumuSavebeli qvebiT uduRabod Seneba.

mSeneblobis amgvari teqnika samxreT kavkasiaSi Zv.w. III aTaswleulidanaa gavrce
lebuli, Tumca uZveles dasaxlebebs „ciklopuri~ wyobiT nagebi TavdacviTi kedlebi 
ar gaaCnia. mSeneblobis es teqnika Zv.w. I aTaswleulis Sua xanebis Semdeg TiTqmis aRar 
gvxvdeba. qva gamoiyeneba mxolod nagebobaTa kedlis safuZvlis gasamarTad, romelzec 
zemodan alizis aguria dawyobili. amave dros wina planze gamodis xis arqiteqtura. xe 
gamoiyeneba rogorc kedlis armirebisaTvis, ise peranguli wyobisaTvis. Semavseblad ga
moyenebulia wvrili qva da alizis masa. amave dros iwyeba damuSavebuli qvis gamoyeneba.

Sua saukuneebSi, samxreT kavkasiis mTel rig regionebSi soflebs da msxvil dasax
lebebsac axasiaTebs mSrali wyoba, magram ar gaaCnia mSrali wyobiT nagebi simagreebi an 
sasimagro sistemebi. amdenad, „ciklopur~ namosaxlarebsa da simagreebs mivakuTvnebT 
mxolod im Zeglebs, romelTac mSrali wyobiT nagebi TavdacviTi kedlebi aqvT.

~ciklopur~ namosaxlarTa TavdacviTi kedlebi reliefs miuyveba. mSeneblebi kar
gad iyenebdnen bunebrivad gamagrebul adgilebs. amasTan erTad, vake adgilebze Wridnen 
TavdacviT Txrilebs, kldovani borcvebis ferdebis CamokveTiT ki zrdidnen sasimagro 
kedlis simaRles. iSviaTi gamonaklisis garda, TavdacviT sistemebs da martiv simagre
ebs koSkebi ar gaaCniaT.

am tipis namosaxlarebis TariRis da raobis Sesaxeb azrTa sxvadasxvaobaa. mecnierTa 
nawili [Ханзадян 1969: 23; Есаян 1976: 7-18] maT warmoSobas Zv.w. III aTaswleulidan varau
dobs. s. esaianis mier Crdilo-aRmosavleT somxeTSi Seswavlili „ciklopuri~ simagre
ebis nawilSi mxolod erTi, Zv.w. III aTaswleulis fena dadasturda [Есаян 1976: 17-18], am 
epoqis fenebi TrialeTSi beSqenaSenis da Tezis „ciklopur~ namosaxlarebzec gamovlin
da [Куфтин 1941: 108, 115, 117; SanSaSvili, narimaniSvili 1996]. Tumca am fenebisa da „ciklo
puri~ wyobiT agebuli sasimagro sistemebis Tanadroulobis sakiTxis gadawyveta gar
kveul sirTules warmoadgens. 

beSTaSenis namosaxlaris gaTxrebis Sedegebi miuTiTeben, rom namosaxlarebis „cik
lopuri~ kedliT SemozRudva, rogorc Cans, Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss-Si iwyeba (beSqenaSeni). mom
devno epoqaSi ki „ciklopuri~ teqnikiT namosaxlarebisa da simagreebis Seneba did mas
Stabebs aRwevs [SanSaSvili, narimaniSvili 1996; narimaniSvili, maxaraZe da sxv. 1996; na
rimaniSvili, SanSaSvili 1997; SanSaSvili, narimaniSvili 1998; Ханзадян 1969; Есаян 1976; 
Нариманишвили, Шаншашвили 2000; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 1997; Narimanischvili, Schanscha
schvili 2001; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2001a].

dReisaTvis, TrialeTis platoze gaTxrili „ciklopuri~ namosaxlarebis mixedviT 
SeiZleba iTqvas, rom am tipis Zeglebi Zv.w. XVI saukunidan arseboben (beSqenaSeni), Zv.w. 
XIII-VII saukuneSi ki gabatonebul mdgomareobas ikaveben (sabeWdavi, knole, crici, bare
Ti, axaldaba, loSo, somxeTis Zeglebi).

samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze gamovlenil „ciklopur~ namosaxlarebze da simag
reebze Catarebuli samuSaoebi da gamokvlevebi naTlad miuTiTeben, rom Zv.w. XVI-V ss-
Si am tipis Zeglebs samxreT kavkasiis centralur da aRmosavleT nawilSi gabatonebuli 
adgili ukavia. maTi umetesoba Zv.w. XIII-VIII ss. miekuTvneba. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore na
xevarsa da Zv.w. I aTaswleulis pirvel naxevarSi maTi mSenebloba intensiurad mimdina
reobs. 

~ciklopur~ namosaxlarebze dafiqsirebuli gansxvaveba maT ierarqiaze miuTiTebs, 
rac aSkarad gviCvenebs sazogadoebis rTul struqturasac. TrialeTSi Seswavlil „cik
lopur~ namosaxlarebze (uwylo, bareTi, sabeWdavi, axaldaba, knole) warmodgenilia si
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tuacia, rodesac gvaqvs citadeli, an ramdenime gamagrebuli nawili, maT garSemo arse
buli gaumagrebeli an naklebad gamagrebuli dasaxleba. umetes SemTxvevaSi citadelis 
gareT arsebuli naklebad gamagrebuli namosaxlari mZlavri kedlebiTaa gamoyofili 
citadelisagan, TviT citadeli ki or an sam nawiladaa gayofili (sabeWdavi, knole, uwy
lo, axaldaba, koxaji). axaldabaSi citadeli or, erTmaneTisagan absoluturad izoli
rebul nawiladaa gayofili, romelTac damoukidebeli Sesasvlelebi aqvT. simagris ga
reT arsebul dasaxlebasTan mxolod citadelis erTi naxevaria dakavSirebuli. es faq
ti, SeiZleba, ara mxolod samoqalaqo, aramed samxedro ierarqiazec miuTiTebdes. 

SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom „ciklopuri~ cixe-simagreebis ZiriTadi funqcia samxed
ro kontroli da sustad gamagrebuli Tu gaumagrebeli punqtebis mosaxleobis da dov
laTis dacva iyo.

didi „ciklopuri~ dasaxlebebi rTul kompleqsebs warmoadgens. maTi ZiriTadi ma
xasiaTebeli niSania mZlavri galavani da citadeli, regularulad dagegmarebuli 
sacxovrebeli kvartlebi. isini, rogorc wesi, ramdenime gamagrebul monakveTs (sabeW
davi, Tezi, loSo), an erTiani galavnis SigniT moqceul gamagrebul monakveTebs (uwylo, 
bareTi, axaldaba) Seicaven da centraluri, erTiani dagegmarebis principiT aris aSene
buli. sacxovrebeli da sameurneo nagebobebi ZiriTadad galavnis SigniTaa moqceuli. 
galavnis gareT dasaxlebis gaCena, rogorc Cans, odnav mogvianod xdeba, maSin rodesac 
mosaxleoba galavnis SigniT veRar eteva an arastabiluri mdgomareobis gamo gamagre
buli adgilis siaxloves saxldeba. Sida cixis arseboba ki mmarTveli fenis sazogadoe
bis danarCeni nawilisagan gamoyofis maniSnebelia. „ciklopur~ namosaxlarTa dagegma
rebis principebi urbanizaciis maRali donis maCvenebelia, rac civilizaciis erT-erTi 
umTavresi komponentia.

didi „ciklopuri~, mravalfeniani dasaxlebebi (beSqenaSeni, Tezi, loSo, bareTi) 
strategiul adgilebSi, TrialeTidan mezobeli raionebisaken mimaval ZiriTad gzebze 
mdebareobs. mxolod am Zeglebze SeiniSneba cxovrebis xangrZlivi kvali. yvela maTganze 
(garda bareTisa) mtkvar-araqsuli fenebicaa dadasturebuli. Suabrinjaos xanis fene
bi ki, TiTqos mxolod beSqenaSenis namosaxlarze SeiniSneba, Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore 
naxevridan yvela maTgani intensiuradaa aTvisebuli. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis bolosaTvis 
zogierTi maTgani (mag. crici) arsebobas wyvets, samagierod Cndeba axlebi (mag. knole).

calke mdgomi simagreebi, rogorc Cans forpostebs warmoadgenda, icavda ra erT 
garkveul monakveTs, imavdroulad „ciklopuri~ Zeglebis gavrcelebis mTel terito
riaze gzebsac akontrolebda. SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom calke mdgomi simagreebi cen
traluri xelisuflebis mier Seqmnil Tavdacvis sistemaSi iyo CarTuli, romelsac al
baT ufro mniSvnelovani funqciebi hqonda vidre erTi, konkretuli regionis dacva iyo. 

samarxTa aRnagoba da dakrZalvis wesi. safar-xarabas da imeras samarovanebze 
gaTxrili yvela samarxi ormosamarxs warmoadgens (tab. VI8,10; VII6-8; VIII3). dasakrZalavi kame
rebi Semofarglulia bazaltis didi qvebiT Sedgenili wreebiT (kromlexebiT), romelTa 
diametri 4-18 m Soris meryeobs (tab. III1-4; IV1-4; V1-6; VI1-4). kromlexebis Sida sivrce, umetes 
SemTxvevaSi riyis wvrili qviTaa Sevsebuli (tab. III

1
; V

1-3
; VI

3
). zog SemTxvevaSi aseTive qve

biTaa dafaruli kromlexis qvebic. gvxvdeba iseTi kromlexiani samarxebic, sadac riyis 
qvis yrili mxolod samarxi kamerebis Tavzea gamarTuli (tab. II3; III2). uSualod am qvayri
lebis qveSaa moqceuli samarxi ormos gadaxurvis konstruqciebi (tab. VI2,4). samarxi kame
rebi bazaltis sxvadasxva zomis filebiT (tab. VI1,5,6) an xis ZelebiTaa (tab. VI

7-10
) gadaxu

ruli.
kromlexebis centrSi Cveulebriv erTi samarxi kameraa mowyobili. gamonakliss war

moadgens # 67 da # 68 samarxi (tab. VIII
1
), romlebic erTi kromlexis SigniTaa gamarTuli. 
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sayuradReboa, rom orive samarxi erTdroulad Cans gamarTuli. amaze unda miuTiTeb
des is faqti, rom samarxi ormoebi kromlexis centrSi ki ar aris gaWrili, aramed wris 
SigniT simetriuladaa ganlagebuli (tab. VIII

2
). # 67 samarxSi axalgazrda qalia dakrZa

luli, # 68 samarxSi ki sxvadasxva asakis oTxi bavSvi (tab. VIII
3
).

samarxi kamerebi yviTel TixnarSia gaWrili. maTi umetesoba kuTxeebmomrgvalebuli 
oTxkuTxedis (2,0×1,2 m) formisaa (tab. VI

9
; VII

1,2
; VIII

3
; XI

1,3-5
). samarovanze gaTxrili 109 sa

marxidan mxolod oTxs (## 10, 23, 30, 90; tab. VII
3-5,8

) gansxvavebuli forma aqvs. isini Crdi
loeT-samxreTis xazzea wagrZelebuli da sigrZeSi 5-6 m-s aRweven. es samarxebi imiTac 
gamoirCevian, rom iq dakrZaluli micvalebulebi xis sarecelze (## 10, 23, 90 samarxebi) 
arian dasvenebulebi (tab. VII

3,6
; XXV

1-3
) an urmis nawilebi (samarxi # 30) aqvT Catanebuli 

(tab. XXV
4-6

; XXVI
1-3

).
samarxi kamerebi ZiriTadad CrdiloeT-samxreTis xazzea damxrobili (SeiniSneba 

mcire gadaxrebic (tab. IV
1-4

; V
1-6

; XI
1,3-5

; XVII
7
; XXV

1
). micvalebulebi dasvenebulia xel-fex

mokecili, marjvena an marcxena gverdze (tab. XXV
2-3

), TaviT CrdiloeTiT (tab. VII
3,5,8

). sa
marxebSi TiTo micvalebulia dakrZaluli. gamonakliss warmoadgens # 6 (ori micvale
buli) da # 68 (oTxi micvalebuli) samarxebi, sadac mcirewlovani bavSvebia dakrZaluli 
(tab. VIII

3
).

micvalebulTa ConCxebi umetes SemTxvevaSi Savi feris mkvrivi masiTaa dafaruli 
(tab. VII

1
; X

2
; XI

1, 3-5
). aseTive masa dafiqsirebulia ConCxis qveSac. es fena swori geometri

uli formebiT gamoirCeva da wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis forma aqvT. am fenis sisqe 0,2-
0,4 m-s aRwevs da didi raodenobiT Seicavs xis naSTebs. aqve SeiniSneba tyavis anabeWdebic. 
rogorc Cans, samarxebSi tyaviT gadaxuruli, xis susti konstruqciebi iyo gamarTuli, 
romlebic samarxi kameris saxuravis Caqcevis Semdeg uformo masad iqca. micvalebule
bis qveS Savi miwis fena arTikis samarovanzec dadasturda, romelic xisa da qsovilis 
naSTebs Seicavda. # 89 samarxSi Casvenebul micvalebuls qsovili hqonda gadafarebuli 
[Хачатрян 1975: 139 ; Хачатрян 1979: 7]. 

micvalebulisaTvis gankuTvnili inventari garkveuli kanonzomierebiT aris gana
wilebuli. samarxeuli keramika (TiToeul micvalebuls 1-8 WurWeli aqvs Catanebuli) 
ZiriTadad samarxis CrdiloeT nawilSi, micvalebulis Tavis qalasTanaa ganlagebu
li (tab. VIII5-8

), sabrZolo iaraRi saxis win uwyvia (tab. XVII
3,5,7

), brinjaos sakinZebi yelis, 
mZiv‑samkauli ki gul-mkerdis areSi fiqsirdeba. sardionis mZivebis asxmebi majebze da 
terfebzec gvxvdeba.

micvalebulisaTvis Catanebuli msxvilfexa an wvrilfexa saqonlis naSTebi yvela 
samarxSi gvxvdeba (tab. VII

6-8
; VIII

5
). isini, calkeuli nawilebis saxiT, dawyobilia samarxis 

iatakze. zogierT samarxSi (## 1, 2, 30, 90) aRmoCenilia cxvris an Txis mTliani ConCxebi 
(tab. VIII

6
), romelTa yelis areSi daumuSavebeli obsidianis anatkecebi awyvia. aRapis naS

Tebs Seicaven WurWlebic. 
garkveuli ritualia Sesrulebuli kromlexis gareTac (tab. IV3,4; V4,6; VI3,4). saritua

lo (saaRape) ormoebi ganlagebulia samarxi kamerebis CrdiloeTiT, romlebic uSualod 
kromlexis qvebzea midgmuli garedan. isini warmoadgenen mcire zomis ormoebs (0,4


×0,5 m; 

0,6×0,8 m). maTi nawili gadaxurulia qvis filebiT, an moniSnulia wvrili qvebis yriliT. 
aseTi ormoebis mcire nawils zevidan aranairi niSani ara aqvs. ormoebSi mxolod Tixis 
WurWelia Cadgmuli (3-5 erTeuli), romelTa nawili saqonlis ZvlebiTaa Sevsebuli. Wur
Wlebis nawils qvis sarqveli efara.

sxvadasxva formis WurWlebSi sxvadasxva saxis saiqio sagzalia moTavsebulia. didi 
zomis qoTnebSi axlad moxarSuli sakvebi qvis sarqveliT ixureboda da ise idgmeboda sa
marxSi. aseT WurWlebSi mxolod xorceuliT momzadebuli kerZebi gvxvdeba. SedarebiT 
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mcire zomis qoTnebSi mxaleuli da fafebi yofila moTavsebuli; badiebSi Tafli esxa, an 
Txili da kakali ewyo [yvavaZe 2004; yvavaZe 2005]. sakvebiT savse WurWlebi Cawyobilia ro
gorc samarxSi, ise saritualo ormoebSi.

samarxeuli inventari. 
keramika. samarxeuli inventari ZiriTadad Tixis WurWliTaa warmodgenili. isini 

mravalricxovnebiTa da mravalferovnebiT gamoirCeva. yvela WurWeli, erTis garda 
(tab. XIV1

), uyuroa. WurWlebis erTi jgufi ganleqili Tixisaa, Carxzea damzadebuli da 
Txelkedliania, gamomwvaria Savad (tab. XII; XIV; XV). aseTi WurWlebis zedapiri gapria
lebulia da Semkulia amoRaruli da naprialebi ornamentiT. meore jgufis WurWlebic 
Carxzea damzadebuli (tab. XIII; XVI), msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisaa, kecis zedapiri moyavis
fro-ruxia, Sidapiri Savi. WurWlebis zedapiri Semkulia reliefuri sartylebiT (tab. 
XIII7,9,11,13

; XVI
9,10,12,13

). aseTive ornamenti xSirad Zirzecaa datanili (tab. XVI). aseTi WurWle
bi umetesad didi zomisaa. yvela maTgans cecxlis kvali etyoba. isini saqonlis Zvlebi
Taa Sevsebuli. mesame jgufis WurWlebi uxeSkeciania, xeliTaa naZewi, cudad gamomwvari 
da Sladia. 

safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenili Tixis WurWlebidan aRebuli nimuSebis pali
nologiuri kvlevis Sedegad dadginda, rom yofaSi sxvadasxva saxis, rogorc cxovelur 
(msxvilfexa saqoneli, batkani an cikani), ise mcenareul (wabli, Txili, kakali, xorbali, 
wiwiburasnairi mcenareebi, nacarqaTama, WinWari) sakvebs iyenebdnen. sakvebis dasamza
deblad iyenebdnen cxovelur cxims, saneleblebad ki qolgosan mcenareebs.

kvebis racioni sakmaod mravalferovani Cans. mag. # 10 samarxSi napovn qilaSi Tafli 
aRmoCnda; # 25 samarxis dergSi xorbali, Txili, cacxvis mtveri; # 28 samarxis iatakze, 
damwvar niadagSi, didi raodenobiT gamovlinda xorbali, Wvavi da sxva saTesi kultu
rebi, WinWari; aqvea rcxilis, cacxvis, muxis da wiflis mtvris naSTebi. # 29 samarxis qo
TanSi Rviis damwvari naSTebi da mtvris marcvlebi iqna aRmoCenili; pirfarTo qoTanSi 
cxoveluri cximi, didi raodenobiT xorbali, naTesebis sarevelebi da saZovris bevri 
elementi. # 30-e samarxis Tixis WurWelSi msxvilfexa saqonlis Zvlebi, cxoveluri cxi
mi, didi raodenobiT xorbali da qolgosani mcenareebi (saneleblebi) aRmoCnda [yvavaZe 
2004; yvavaZe 2005]. WurWels aSkarad etyoba cecxlis kvali. rogorc Cans, WurWeli saW
mlis momzadebisTanave Cadges samarxSi. qoTanze gamosaxuli svastikebi ki mis sakralu
robaze miuTiTebs, xolo SigTavsi garkveuli saritualo sakvebis momzadebasTan unda 
iyos dakavSirebuli.

safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenili Sinauri cxovelebis Zvlebis paleozoologi
uri gamokvleva [benduqiZe 2005] mesaqonleobis (Zroxa, Txa, cxvari, Rori), xolo palino
logiuri kvleva marcvleuli kulturebis (xorbali, Wvavi) ganviTarebaze miuTiTeben. 

sabrZolo iaraRi.
satevari mxolod sam samarxSi (## 8, 13, 85) aRmoCnda (tab. XVII3-8

). # 13 samarxSi, mic
valebulis saxis win e.w. winaaziuri tipis satevari ido (tab. XVII

7
). misi saerTo sigrZe 

0.494 m-ia, piri samkuTxa formisaa (tab. XVII
4
; XVIII

7
), taris (sigrZe 0.105 m) CarCoSi Casmulia 

xis Txeli firfitebi (tab. XVII
5
). 

aseTi satevrebi samxreT kavkasiis sxvadasxva punqtSia aRmoCenili da ZiriTadad Zv.w. 
XV-XIV ss. TariRdeba [Пилипосян 1999: 52, 61, tab. 6; Пицхелаури 1979: 79-81]. mokle satevre
bic brinjaosia. erT maTgans (samarxi # 8) wagrZelebuli piri aqvs (sigrZe 0.215 m, sigane 
vadasTan 0.047 m; tab. XVII

3
; XIX

8
), meore (samarxi # 85) misi analogiuria, mxolod ufro mok

le piri (sigrZe 0.13 m, sigane vadasTan 0.06m) da Zvlis tari aqvs (tab. XVII6, 8; XVIII
1
; XIX

4
). 

kaparWi aRmoCnda # 8 samarxSi (tab. XVII
1,3

). kaparWi damzadebulia xis Txeli ficre
bisagan^ romelsac garedan tyavi aqvs Semokruli (tab. XVIII

6
). kaparWis zedapiri Semkulia 
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brinjaos Txeli firfitebiT (tab. XVIII
10-12

). am firfitebze Catarebuli mikrorentgeno-
speqtruli analizis mixedviT dadginda,^ rom brinjaos detalebis malegirebeli ele
menti kala iyo. 

kaparWis piridan 0.15 m-is dacilebiT Savi, momrgvalebuli laqa aRmoCnda^ romelsac 
wnuli, Tokiseburi bordiuri SemosazRvravda. kaparWSi 8 isari yofila Cadebuli (ka
parWis pirTan, samxreTis mimarTulebiT, ido 7 isrispiri – 6 obsidianis da erTi kaJis, ̂
xolo kaparWis bolosTan – erTi obsidianis isrispiri. kaparWis mTel sigrZeze aRmoC
nda isris xuTi zro. kaparWis sigrZe 0.51 m-ia, maqsimaluri sigane 0.17 m-s aRwevs. zros 
sigrZe 0.38 m-ia (tab. XVIII6

).
kaparWis Sesamkobeli firfitebi aRmoCenilia Trelis # 74 samarxSi [abramiSvili 

1978: 62, nax. 28], romelic Sua brinjaos xanisadmia mikuTvnebuli [abramiSvili 1978: 55], 
Tumca aRniSnulia, rom `# 53 da # 74 samarxebi Suabrinjaos xanis samarxTa Soris yve
laze gviandelis STabeWdilebas toveben~ [abramiSvili 1978: 59]. es samarxi Zv.w. XV s-Taa 
daTariRebuli [abramiSvili 1978: 68]. kaparWis fragmentebi aRmoCnda zemo bodbis #4 
yorRanSi [Пицхелаури 1979: 83, tab. VI3-7

], romelsac k. ficxelauri uSualod gardamaval 
periods miakuTvnebs [Пицхелаури 1979: 69] da Zv.w XV s-is meore naxevriTa da Zv.w. XIV s-is 
pirveli naxevriT aTariRebs [Пицхелаури 1979: 80].

isrispirebi or samarxSi (samarxi # 8, tab. XVIII
13

; samarxi # 85, tab.XVII
2
; XVIII

14
) aRmoC

nda. # 8 samarxSi 10 c., # 85 samarxSi ki 30 isrispiri dafiqsirda (tab. XVIII13). # 8 samarxSi 
isrispirebi ewyo kaparWSi, # 85 samarxSi ki micvalebulis majaze.

isrispirebi damzadebulia Savi feris^ gamWvirvale obsidianisa da mowiTalo^ moya
visfro an ruxi-moTeTro feris kaJisagan (tab. XIX

21
). gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia # 8 sa

marxSi aRmoCenili isrispiri (tab. XVIII
2
; XIX

9
), romelsac gansxvavebuli forma aqvs. 

gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs lancetiseburi iaraRebis aRmoCenis faqti, rac 
aseve unikaluri SemTxvevaa kavkasiis arqeologiisaTvis. ori aseTi nivTi # 8 samarxSi 
dafiqsirda. maT brinjaos Txeli piri,^ oTxwaxnaga,^ bolosken daviwroebuli yunwi da 
lulovani Zvlis tari aqvT (tab. XVIII

8, 9
). 

lancetiseburi iaraRebi SeiZleba skalpelebi iyos da samedicino instrumentebs 
warmoadgendes.

samkauli. samrovanze brinjaos ori samajuri (samarxi ## 56, 119; tab. XVIII
3
; XIX

10
) 

da sami sakinZi (samarxi ## 18, 73, 56; tab. XVIII4-5; XIX5-7) aRmoCnda. mravalferovnebiT ga
moirCeva mZivebi. gvxvdeba mrgvali, kasriseburi, bikonusuri, brtyeli da cilindruli 
formis mZivebi, romlebic damzadebulia sardionis, minis, pastisa da brinjaosagan (tab. 
XIX

11-20;22-25
). mZivebis asxmaSi gvxdeba oqros firfitebisagan damzadebuli milakis formis 

mZivebic (tab. XX9-11; XXIV
19-25

).

sabeWdavi. samarovanze ramdenime sxvadasxva formis sabeWdavi iqna aRmoCenili: sa

mi maTgani oTxkuTxaa (tab. XXII10-12; XXIV2-4), oTxi cali wriulia (tab. XXII
5,6,8,9

; XXIV
12-15

), erTi 
cali samkuTxaganivkveTiania (tab. XX

7
; XXIV

11
), 7 cali ki cilindrulia, romelTagan 5 ge

ometriuli ornamentiTaa Semkuli (tab XX
1,2,5,6

; XXII
13-14

; XXIV
6-10

), orze ki siuJetia gamosa

xuli (tab. XXII
1,2

; XXIV
1,5

). 
# 27 samarxSi aRmoCenil cilindrul sabeWdavze gamosaxuli Tevzebi or rigadaa gan

lagebuli (tab. XXII
1
; XXIV

5
). analogiuri sabeWdavebi gavrcelebuli iyo siriaSi (ras-Sam

ra) Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss-Si da miTaniuri gliptikis e.w. „Common Style~-s ekuTvnis [Salje 1990: 66, 
tab. VII

136-138
]. sainteresoa, rom amgvari siuJeti da stili tipiuri iyo jemdeT-nasruli 

(Zv.w. 3000-2800 ww.) sabeWdavebisaTvis [Афанасьева 1979: tab. IVб]. aseTi sabeWdavebi, amule

tebis saxiT, didxans iyo xmarebaSi. cnobilia SemTxvevebi, rodesac jemdeT-nasruli sa
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beWdavebi aRmoCnda axalbabilonuri da parTuli xanis samarxebSi. axalasiriul sabeW

davs, rogorc Tilismas, XIII saukuneSi erT-erTi seljuki sulTani atarebda [Boehmer 
1997: 23, 24, 33].

gansakuTrebul yuradRebas imsaxurebs # 5 samarxSi aRmoCenili cilindruli sabeW

davi (tab. XXII2
; XXIV

1
). sabeWdavze gamosaxulia mamakacis figura, romelsac mokle tunika 

da wawvetebuli Tavsaburavi axuravs. mamakacs xelSi ukavia kverTxi, romlis Tavi sxivi

an varskvlavs warmoadgens. figura muxlmodrekilia sakurTxevlis win, romelzec jixvi 
dgas (tab. XXII

3,4
). Tematurad es sabeWdavi samxreT kavkasiis Zv.w. II aTaswleuliT daTari

Rebul sxva sabeWdavebis (mingeCauri, razdani, Saxtaxti, Samirami), aseve nuzisa da geze

ris sabeWdavebis msgavsia [Пилипосян 1998: tab. 34, 35, 41]. yvela am sabeWdavze gamosaxulia 
mamakacis figura, zogjer muxlmodrekili, romelsac xelSi varskvlavis an mcenaris Ta

viani kverTxi uWiravs. mis win, sakurTxevelze an SemaRlebaze jixvi dgas. nuzis erT-erT 
sabeWdavze, centraluri figuris zemoT Tevzebis rigia gamosaxuli. razdanSi, mingeCa

urSi da gezerSi aRmoCenil sabeWdavebze, jixvis zemoT talRovani ornamentia gamosa

xuli. yvela es sabeWdavi, iseve rogorc # 27 samarxSi aRmoCenili, miTaniuri gliptikis 
wreSi eqceva da „Common Style~-s miekuTvneba. isini gavrcelebuli iyo levantsa da meso

potamiaSi [Salje 1990: 34, tab. IV-VI].

safar-xarabas sabeWdavis ikonografia xuri-miTaniuri sabeWdavebis ikonografiis 
msgavsia. gamosaxulebac xuritul miTologiasTanaa dakavSirebuli. Cveni azriT, sakur

Txevelze Semdgari jixvi uZvelesi mesopotamiuri RvTaeba ea-s gamosaxulebas warmoad

gens, romelic xuritul panTeonSi ukve aqadur periodSi moxvda. ea-enqis uZveles gamo

saxulebas zogjer Tevziskudiani jixvi warmoadgens. ea-enqi qvesknelis mtknari okeanis 
(abzu) mbrZanebeli iyo. igi sibrZnes, jadosnobas ganasaxierebda. xuritul nawarmoebSi 
„simRera uliqumize~ ea-s epiTetia hassiss (aqadurad hasisu - sibrZne) [Вильхельм 1992: 95].

kavkasiis teritoriaze 13 cilindruli sabeWdavia aRmoCenili, romlebzec siuJetu

ri gamosaxulebaa mocemuli. yvela maTgani miTanuri gliptikis „Common Style~-s miekuT

vneba da Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss-Sia gavrcelebuli [Погребова 2000: 145-150] da xuri-miTanis same

fos Zlierebis xanas emTxveva.

garda zemoT aRniSnuli sabeWdavisa, safar-xarabas samarovanze sxva cilindruli, 
oTxkuTxa da skarabeoidis tipis sabeWdavebic aRmoCnda, romlebic imports warmoad

gens. importulia minis mZivebic. lurji minis erT-erTi „skarabeoidi~ adamianis saxiania 
(tab. XXII7

; XXIV
16

), rac araa uCveulo egvipturi skarabeoidebisaTvis. msgavsi egzempla

rebi inaxeba londonSi, britaneTis muzeumSi [Бадж 2001: 243].

egviptur imports unda warmoadgendes piramidiseburi qvebic. maT wakveTili pi

ramidis forma aqvT, farTo fuZidan gakeTebuli naxvreti gamWoli ar aris (tab. XXIII
4-6

). 
garda amisa # 8 samarxSi aRmoCnda sxvadasxva formisa da jiSis qvebi (tab. XXIII). am for

mis da zomis qvebi aRmoCenilia tutanhamonis samarxSi. isini „piris gaRebis~ ritualSi 
gamoiyeneboda. msgavsi instrumentebi egviptis Zvel samefoSic igive mizniT ixmareboda 
[Hagen 2002: 160].

warCinebul pirTa (`samefo~) insigniebis SeswavlisaTvis. samarovanze aRmoCenili 
liTonis nivTebidan gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia saxelisuflebo emblema-insigniebi. 

kverTxismagvari nivTi aRmoCnda # 8 samarxSi. damzadebulia brinjaosagan, aqvs T-s 
magvari Tavi da grZeli grexili Rero,^ romelic kauWiT bolovdeba. Tavis Sua nawili Ses

qelebulia, gaxvretilia da masSi Camagrebulia Rero. Rero zeda nawilSi mrgvalganiv
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kveTiania (0.03-0.35 m-is sigrZeze)^ Semdeg is oTxkuTxaganivkveTiani xdeba da Tavidan 0.045 
m-is Semdeg dagrexilia. grexili Reros oTxkuTxaganivkveTiani bolo morkalul wveti

an kauWSi gadadis (tab. XIX
1-2

). saerTo sigrZe – 0.62 m-ia, gatexilia orad. nivTis Tavi Wur

Wlis pirze ido,^ kauWis wveri ki Tavis qalas kefaze hqonda midebuli (tab. XVII
3
).

warCinebuli piris niSania # 85 samarxSi aRmoCenili kverTxisTavic. igi masiuri brin

jaosia. naxvretSi SemorCenili xis naSTi miuTiTebs, rom kverTxs xis tari hqonda (tab. 
XIX

6
; XXI

1
).

samxreT kavkasiaSi gaTxril brinjaos xanis Zeglebze aRmoCenili nivTebis mTeli 
wyeba sakulto-saritualo, sameurneo Tu sabrZolo inventarad moiazreba. am nivTebis 
nawili, rogorc Cans, saxelisuflebo emblemebs warmoadges, Tumca es sakiTxi specia

luri kvlevis sagani ar gamxdara. arqeologiur literaturaSi xSiradaa moxseniebuli 
kverTxisTavebi (beladis kverTxi). Tumca arc isinia Seswavlili saTanadod. kverTxis

Tavebis mravalferovneba tipologiuri da qronologiuri danawevrebis saSualebas iZ

leva, rac SeiZleba maTi atribuciis (konkretuli daniSnulebis) safuZvelic gaxdes. 
safar-xarabas samarovnis # 8 samarxSi aRmoCenili saxelisuflebo emblemis uaxlo

esi paraleli aqve, TrialeTSia aRmoCenili [Нариманишвили 2005]. 
walkis raionis sof. avranlos teritoriaze 2003 wels adgilobrivma mosaxlem miak

vlia da gaTxara samarxi, romelic keramikasTan erTad brinjaos inventarsac Seicavda. 
samarovani, sadac samarxi aRmoCnda, soflis dasavleT nawilSi, md. qciis marcxena napir

zea gamarTuli (aq jer kidev b. kuftins aqvs Catarebuli mcire masStabis gaTxrebi. dro

dadro adgilobrivi mosaxleoba, sakarmidamo nakveTebis damuSavebis dros gamovlenil 
samarxebs Txris. am nivTebis umravlesoba dRes TrialeTis arqeologiur eqspediciaSi 
inaxeba).

avranloSi 2003 wels aRmoCenil samarxeul inventarSi (aRmoCenis Sesaxeb dawvrile

biT ix. aqve, g. narimaniSvili, j. amiranaSvili, m. kvaWaZe, n. SanSaSvili - avranlos arqeo

logiuri Zeglebi) gansakuTrebiT gamoirCeva brinjaos nivTebis kompleqsi – kauWi, sal

te da xaris Tavis qandakeba (tab. XIX3
; XXI

4-6
). nivTebi, romelTac kauWismagvari daboloeba 

aqvT, adrec iyo aRmoCenili samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze (mag. uxeSi kauWebi, romle

bic sameurneo daniSnulebis nivTebad iTvleba), magram aseTi maRalmxatvruli nimuSi 
pirvelad iqna dadasturebuli. mimaCnia, rom igi maRali saxelisuflebo rangis moxelis 
insignias warmoadgens.

kauWismagvari kverTxi Zvel egvipteSi osirisis simbolos warmoadgenda. igi mwyemsis 
joxis (kombali) aRmniSvneli iyo [Египетская мифология 2002: 72]. mogvianebiT amgvari niv

Ti faraonebis simboloc gaxda. aseTi (am formis) niSani Zvel egvipteSi sityvas „marTva~ 
(~batonoba~) aRniSnavda [Леонтьев 1990: 117]. Zveli egviptelisaTvis idealuri faraoni 
iyo „mwyemsi keTili~, romelic yvelafers yuradRebiT adevnebda Tvals [Г. Франкфорт, Г. А. 
Франкфорт, Уилсон, Якобсон 2001: 103]. mesopotamiaSi RmerT anus simbolo iyo skiptra (sa

mefo kverTxi), kverTxi, gvirgvini da mwyemsis argani [Г. Франкфорт, Г. А. Франкфорт, Уилсон, 
Якобсон 2001: 177]. Zvel babilonSi kauWi sikvdilis momgvreli da damangreveli RmerTis – 
amuru (martu) simbolo iyo [Black, Green 1992: 54]. kasitur sabeWdavebze kauWi adamian-Tev

zebs ukaviaT, romlebic miwisqveSa wylebis RmerT easTan asocirdebodnen [Black, Green 
1992: 54]. kauWi asureTis mefeebis insigniasac warmoadgenda. es nivTi ukavia asurnasira

pal II (Zv.w. 883-859 ww), romlis qandakebac q. kalxuSi idga (tab. XXI
2
). mefes marcxena xelSi 

samefo skiptra ukavia, marjvenaSi ki kauWismagvari simbolo [Британский музей 1980: 41-42]. 



TrialeTi Zv.w. XV-XIV saukuneebSi

Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 291

amdenad SeiZleba iTqvas, rom kauWismagvari simbolo-insignia Zveli aRmosavleTis 
mraval qveyanaSi iyo gavrcelebuli da gansakuTrebuli Zalauflebis simbolod (ar 
aris gamoricxuli, sikvdilTan dakavSirebuli) aRiqmeboda. TrialeTSi aRmoCenili in

signia (tab. XXI
4
) „samefo~ xelisuflebis emblemaa.

satransporto saSualebebi. satransporto saSualebaTa gamoyenebaze da maT rTul 
konstruqciaze # 30 samarxSi aRmoCenili uremi da misi detalebi miuTiTeben (tab. XXV

4-6
; 

XXVI). safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenili urmis Zara gansxvavdeba Suabrinjaos xanis 
oTxTvala urmis Zaris konstruqciisagan. 

samarxi # 30. qvayriliani ormosamarxia, damxrobili iyo CrdiloeT-samxreTis xaz
ze. misi sigrZe 3,5 m, sigane 1,9 m-ia. samarxi kameris Crdilo-dasavleT kuTxeSi ori Tixis 
WurWeli idga. 

samarxis samxreT nawilSi, 1,4 m siRrmeze, xis Zelebis naSTebi dafiqsirda, romlebic 
urmis detalebi aRmoCnda (tab. XXV4-6

). xe cudad aris Semonaxuli. igi laqebis saxiTaa Se
morCenili. 

safar-xarabas urmis daxasiaTebamde unda iTqvas, rom urmis es tipi sami mTavari na
wilisagan Sedgeba – ube, RerZ-borbali da uReli. urmis ube ewodeba mTlian nakeTobas, 
romelzedac uSualod Tavsdeba tvirTi. igi RerZ-borbalzea Sedgmuli, xolo TaviT 
uRels eyrdnoba. ube Sedgeba calke nawilebisagan – xelnebi, dandlebi, kofoebi, Wale
bi-Wavlebi, zewrebi da sxva. ubis ZiriTadi nawilia ori grZeli xisagan oTxkuTxad ga
moTlili xelna, romlebic TavebiT erTdebian da qmnian tolferda samkuTxeds. xelnebi 
ar aris absoluturad swori, maT erTgvari moxriloba axasiaTebT [gegeSiZe 1956: 48-50].

# 30 samarxis centralur nawilSi urmis Zara-ube aris Cadgmuli (tab. XXV
4,5

; XXVI
2
). 

igi rTuli Sedgenilobisaa. misi saerTo sigrZe 2,1 m-ia, sigane boloSi 1,1 m-s udris. Za
ras detalebi ZiriTadad oTxkuTxad gaTlil xeebs warmoadgens. ubes TavwakveTili Tu 
Tavmomrgvalebuli samkuTxedis forma aqvs. Zaras CarCo Sekrulia didi ZelebiT, dan
dlebiT da wina da ukana kofoebiT. CarCos marcxena Zeli, TiTqos, ori nawilisagan Sed
geba. erTi didi Zeli Zaras ukana nawilSia moqceuli. misi sigrZe 1,25 m-s udris, sigane 
– 0,12 m, simaRle ki 0,11 m-ia. Zeli boloSi morkalulia da zeviT aziduli. am nawilSi Za
ras simaRle, ZelTan erTad, 0,28-0,3 m-ia. meore Zelis sigrZe 0,85 m-ia. mas, 0,1 m sigrZeze, 
did Zelze Tavi aqvs midebuli. am detalTan 0,03 m sisqis Savi laqis (xis naSTebi?) moxsnis 
Semdeg gairkva, rom orive Zels naWdevi aqvs gakeTebuli. naWdevebi isea gamoWrili, rom 
erTmaneTSi mWidrodaa Casmuli. rogorc Cans, es monakveTi maTi Ggadabmis adgils warmo
adgens, sadac orive Zelis sisqe 0,09 m-ia, sigane 0,1 m. Zaras TavTan, viwro nawilSi, meore 
Zelis sisqe 0,05 m, sigane 0,06 m udris. urmis Zaras dasawyisSi es Zeli momrgvalebulia 
da Zaras marjvena Zels uerTdeba. axla Zneli saTqmelia, Zaras es nawili erTi xisagan 
iyo gamoTlili, Tu ramdenime nawilisagan Sedgeboda. aqve, amave doneze, figuruli Ze
lis ori naSTi dafiqsirda. urmis ubes Tavmomrgvalebuli samkuTxedis forma aqvs (tab. 
XXVI1,2

).
Zaras am monakveTSi, zeda Zelebis aRebis Semdeg, xisagan damzadebuli oTxkuTxa Car

Co dafiqsirda, romelic ZiriTad ZarasTan konstruqciulad aris dakavSirebuli. SeiZ
leba es ori oTxkuTxad gaTlili Zeli dandali iyos, romlebic urmis konstruqciaSi 
ZiriTadi CarCos damakavSirebels warmoadgenda. pirveli dandlis sigrZe 0,30 m-ia da Se
sabamisad urmis CarCos sigane wina nawilSi 0,33 m-s udris. meore dandali pirvelisagan 
0,2 m-iTaa dacilebuli. misi sigrZe 0,45 m-ia. pirveli dandlis sigane 0,05 m, meoresi 0,07 
m-ia, orives simaRle 0,07 m-s aRwevs (tab. XXVI3

).



goderZi narimaniSvili

292	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

ar aris gamoricxuli, rom zeda, dandlebze dafiqsirebuli struqtura Zaraze Tav
dapirvelad vertikalurad idga da misi waqcevis Semdeg miviReT xis naSTebis ori fena. 
aRsaniSnavia, rom aqve, garda zemoT naxsenebi figuruli Zelebisa, iqna aRmoCenili sxva
dasxva formis xis naSTebi. erTi maTgani mcire zomis borbals mogvagonebs. 

Zaras oTxkuTxa nawili zevidan edo xis ficars (wina kofo?), romlis sigane 0,25 m-ia 
(VI done) (tab. XXVI2

). sigrZeSi igi Zaras orive mxares scildeba da misi sigrZe 0,75 m-s aR
wevs. Fficari mxolod anabeWdis saxiTaa SemorCenili. am monakveTSi, samxreTidan, Zaraze 
midebuli iyo wriuli formis (diametri 0,35 m), xis brtyeli firfita (tab. XXV

4-6
; XXVI

2
), 

romelic zemoT aRweril ficarze devs. amave ficris kideze orkapa xelnis Tavia Camo
debuli (tab. XXV

5
; XXVI

2, 3, 5
).

rogorc aRwerilobidan Cans, urmis Zaras wina nawili rTuli Sedgenilobisa iyo. misi 
formis zusti aRdgena kvlevis am etapze Znelia. Tumca berikldeebsa da lWaSenSi aRmo
Cenili msgavsi, Tanadrouli urmebi, romlebic ukeTesadaa SemorCenili, safar-xarabas 
urmis rekonstruqciis garkveul saSualebas iZleva. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom safar-
xarabas uremsac msubuqi gadaxurvis konstruqcia hqonda.

Zaras marjvena, samarxi kameris dasavleT kedelTan mdebare Zeli, ori, SeiZleba sami 
nawilisagan Sedgeba. wveridan 0,25 m dacilebiT Zelze reliefuri sartyelia gamoyvani
li, aqve SeiniSneba naWdevi, romelic sxva ZelTan gadabmis STabeWdilebas tovebs, Tumca 
raimes gadaWriT Tqma Znelia. meore Zelis sigrZe 0,75 m-ia, sigane CrdiloeT nawilSi 0,09 
m, samxreT nawilSi (Tu dazianebuli ar aris) – 0,04 m. Zelze SeiniSneba oTxkuTxa formis 
fosoebi. maTi sigrZe 0,04 m-ia, sigane 0,02 m, siRrme ki 0,05 m udris. aseTive sami foso me
same Zelzec dasturdeba. es fosoebi Walebis an msubuqi gadaxurvis karkasisaTvis iyo 
albaT gankuTvnili. am Zelebis doneze, dasavleTi kedlis ZirSi, ori figuruli detali 
dafiqsirda (tab. XXVI4

).
mesame Zelis sigrZe 1,0 m-ia, sigane 0,08-0,1 m-s, simaRle ki 0,12 m udris. Zaras bolo 

nawilSi Zeli zeviTaa aziduli da msgavsia Zaras marcxena Zelisa. aseTi konstruqcia mi
uTiTebs, rom urmis bolo SemaRlebuli iyo. Zaras orive, ZiriTadi Zeli, SemaRlebuli 
nawilebiT, erTmaneTTan xis ficriTaa (ukana kofo) dakavSirebuli. misi sigrZe 1,1 m-ia, 
sigane 0,17 m-ia. ficari Txlad yofila gaTlili. aseTive ficris fragmentebi Zarazec 
dafiqsirda. erTi ficris sigrZe 0,7 m-ia, sigane 0,14 m, meores sigrZe 0,9 m-ia, sigane 0,15 m. 
ficrebi Zaras CarCos ZiriTadi Zelebis paralelurad awyvia.

Zaras mTel farTobze xis mcire naSTebia aRmoCenili, Tumca maTi mixedviT raime 
formis dadgena ver moxerxda. yvela ficarze Savi feris, Txeli, mkvrivi fena aRmoCnda, 
romelic, SeiZleba tyavis an Wilofis anabeWdi yofiliyo. Zaras ubis Sida sivrceSi aR
moCenili ficrebi urmis iataks unda warmoadgendes.

urmis samxreT-dasavleT nawilSi, ficrebze Tixis ori WurWeli idga (tab. XXV4
; 

XXVI
1,2

). erTi maTgani mozrdili dergia, meore qoTani. dergi Sevsebuli iyo saqonlis 
ZvlebiT. dergTan ori, daumuSavebeli riyis qva ido. maTgan CrdiloeTiT, 0,4 m dacile
biT, Zaras marjvena ZelTan, Zaraze obsidianis anatkeci aRmoCnda.

samarxis aRmosavleT kedelTan oTxkuTxad gaTlili Zeli aRmoCnda. misi sigrZe 2,0 
m-ia, sigane da sisqe 0,06 m-s udris. samarxis samxreT nawilSi, urmis konstruqciis ori 
detali dafiqsirda. erTi maTgani Zaras marcxena Zelis analogiuria da TiTqos mis gag
rZelebas warmoadgens. meore ki urmis ukana nawilis (kofos) paralelurad devs. Tumca 
es ori detali ufro maRlaa (IV done) ganlagebuli vidre Zaras ZiriTadi konstruqcia. 

samwuxarod, samarxis samxreTi nawili mTlianad ganadgurebuli dagvxvda, ramac 
urmis da misi detalebis sruli fiqsaciis saSualeba ar mogvca. samarxSi micvalebulis 
Zvlebis mdebareobis mixedviT, SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom samarx kameras erT mesamedze 
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meti aqvs CamoWrili. vfiqrobT, samarxeuli inventaris nawili da urmis zogierTi deta
li am nawilSic unda yofiliyo. samarxis aRmosavleT kedelTan, zemoT aRwerili xis Ze
lis qveS, urmis ori ZiriTadi detali – xelna da uReli dafiqsirda (tab. XXVI

2,3,5-6
). isini 

Zaras paralelurad ewyo da nawilobriv mis qveS iyo moqceuli (tab. XXV
5-8

). 
xelna erTi xisaganaa gamoTlili. mas orkapi daboloeba aqvs, wveri ki kauWiT aris ga

formebuli. misi sigrZe 1,45 m-ia. orkapis saerTo sigrZe 0,3 m-ia, Sverilebis sigane 0,07-
0,08 m-ia. maT Soris manZili 0,15 m-ia, orkapis siRrme 0,22 m-ia. xelnis sigane kapebis gan
totvis adgilTan 0,17 m, simaRle – 0,06 m-ia. orkapis bolodan 0,8 m-is dacilebiT, xelnaze 
ori burcobi SeiniSneba, romlebic 0,3 m sigrZeze mas figurul formas aZleven. kauWisa
ken xelna TandaTan viwrovdeba, sadac misi sigane da simaRle 0,04 m-ia. rCeba STabeWdile
ba, rom xelnas es nawili momrgvalebuli iyo. orkapis erT-erT Sverilze 0,05 m sigrZis 
naWdevia gakeTebuli. meoreze aseTi naWdevi ar SeiniSneba, es ukanaskneli ki pirvelTan 
SedarebiT, 0,03 m-iT moklea. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom naWdevebiT xelna Zaraze magrde
boda. 

uRelic erTi xisaganaa gamoTlili (tab. XXVI5
). misi erTi nawili Zaras qveS ido da im

denad iyo dazianebuli, rom forma aqvs dakarguli. uRlis saerTo sigrZe 1,4 m-ia, siga
ne 0,04 m-s, simaRle 0,05 m-s udris. saqede nawili naxevarmTvariseburad aris moxrili, 
romlis dasawyisic oTxkuTxa figuriTaa gaformebuli (tab. XXVI

3,5
). aqve naxvretis kva

lic SeiniSneba. saqedesTan uRels meore naxvretic unda hqonoda. samwuxarod misi kvali 
gaTxrebis dros ver dafiqsirda.

samarxis SemorCenil nawilSi arc urmis RerZi da borblebi aRmoCenila. es faqti Se
iZleba ori garemoebiT aixsnas: es detalebi an samarxis dazianebul nawilSi iyo moTav
sebuli, an Tavdapirveladve ar iyo Catanebuli. gaTxrebis procesSi gaCnda eWvi, rom sa
marxSi marxili iyo Cadgmuli da ara uremi. es varaudi Zaras ukana nawilis formis gamo 
iqna uaryofili, radgan marxils Tavi unda hqondes aziduli da ara bolo.

urmis Zaras CarCoze dawyobili ficrebis aRebis Semdeg, Tixis WurWlebis qveS, ori 
batknis sruli ConCxi dafiqsirda. aRmosavleTiT mdebare batkani marjvena gverdze 
ido, dasavleTiT mdebare ki - marcxenaze. am ukanasknelis Tavi urmis Zaras marjvena Ze

lis qveSaa moqceuli. wina fexebTan obsidianis anatkeci udevs.

miuxedvad imisa, rom samarxSi arc borblebi aRmoCenila da arc RerZis naSTebi (isini 
SeiZleba samarxis dazianebul nawilSi ewyo) uRlis forma da paraleluri masalebi (be

rikldeebi) saSualebas iZleva vivaraudoT, rom safar-xarabas samarovnis # 30 samarxSi 
aRmoCenili urmis gamwev Zalas cxeni warmoadgenda. safar-xarabaSi aRmoCenili uRelis 
tipi dadasturda berikldeebis samarxSic, sadac Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss. daTariRebul uremSi 
cxenebi iyo Sebmuli [Mansfeld 2001: 50].

am epoqaSi, TrialeTSi cxeni farTod gavrcelebuli Sinauri cxoveli iyo. osteolo

giuri monacemebi miuTiTeben, rom mecxeneobas misdevdenen beSTaSenis [narimaniSvili 
1992: 18] da jinisis dasaxlebebis [Амиранашвили, Нариманишвили 2005: 42-43] mcxovreblebi.

sareceli. safar-xarabas samarovanze, zogierT samarxSi micvalebuli sarecel

ze iyo dasvenebuli (tab. XXV
1-3

). maT wagrZelebuli oTxkuTxedis forma aqvT. zogierTi 
maTgani (samarxi # 90) figuruli saxelurebiTaa Semkuli. aRsaniSnavia, rom sarecels sa

xelurebi mxolod erT, wina mxares aqvs.

SeiZleba igi sareceli ki ara, aramed urmis nawili iyos. mag. lWaSenis erT-erTi ure

mis Zaris zeda Semkvrel Zelebs [Мартиросян 1964: 168, sur. 64] safar-xarabas # 90 samarxSi 
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dadasturebuli Zelebis msgavsad, figuruli Tavebi aqvs. Tumca es msgavseba maTi iden

turi funqciis dasamtkiceblad sakmarisi ar aris. 
TrialeTis Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebis Zeglebis daTariRebis zogierTi 

sakiTxi. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebis Zeglebi pirvelad b. kuftinma Seiswavla. sa

far‑xarabas (baiburTis) samarovanze gaTxril samarxebs Tavis naSromSi `arqeologiuri 

gaTxrebi TrialeTSi~ („Археологические раскопки в Триалети~) specialuri Tavi “brinjaos 

xanis qvis wreebiani samarovani” (~Могильник бронзовой эпохи с кругами из камней~) miuZRvna. 
miuxedavad imisa, rom igi Tavidanve aRniSnavs „TrialeTSi am tipis Zeglebis arasakmari

si Seswavlis gamo am samarovnisaTvis garkveuli adgilis miCena Znelia~, man baiburTis 
samarovani uSualod Sua brinjaos xanis momdevno da beSTaSenis gvianbrinjao-adrerki

nis xanis ormosamarxebze adreulad miiCnia [Куфтин 1941: 75-77]. kuftini miuTiTebs, rom 
gaTxrili oTxi samarxi metad Rarib inventars Seicavda da, ZiriTadad, Tixis WurWlisa

gan Sedgeboda. 
miuxedavad imisa, rom baiburTis samarovanze metad mniSvnelovani masalebi iqna aR

moCenili, maT didxans ver daikaves saTanado adgili. e. gogaZe 1972 wels gamoqveynebul 
naSromSi wers `Sua brinjaos xanis Zeglebis zeda TariRs erTgvarad gansazRravs aRmo
savleT saqarTvelos gvianbrinjaos adreuli etapis umTavresi ZeglebisaTvis miRebu
li uaxlesi TariRebi. am etapis dasawyisi Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanas uaxlovdeba. Tri
aleTis tipiuri yorRanuli Zeglebi daaxloebiT am xanaze (Zv.w. XV an XV-XIV ss. zRvari) 
unda emijnebodes gvianbrinjaos xanis Zeglebs, Tu TrialeTSi savaraudo ar aris mniS
vnelovani gardamavali periodis arseboba. SesaZlebelia, rom gvianbrinjaos adreuli 
etapis Zeglebi met-naklebad sinqronuli iyvnen qronologiurad gardamavlad miCneu
li Zeglebisa, magaliTad baiburTis tipis samarxebisa TrialeTSi, romlebic CvenSi er
Toblivi mniSvnelovani jgufis saxiT jerjerobiT gamoyofili ar aris. maT Sesaxeb Cven 
jerjerobiT bevrs verafers vityviT, magram baiburTis samarxebis gvianbrinjaosaken 
midrekileba ufro naTlad Cans~ [gogaZe 1972: 69].

1974 wels gamoqveynebul naSromSi [Жоржикашвили, Гогадзе 1974: 11-12] darTul rukaze 
baiburTis samarovnis adgilze datanilia XX da XXI yorRanebi. am nomris yorRanebi da 
maTSi aRmoCenili masalebi naSromSi aRwerili ar aris, Tu ar CavTvliT rukis ganmar
tebas (eqsplikacia), sadac am niSniT mxolod Sua brinjaos yorRanebia aRniSnuli. XX da 
XXI yorRanis masalebi e. gogaZes arc 1972 wlis naSromSi aqvs ganxiluli (garda zemoT 
motanili citatisa – sxva araferi weria),^ aqve mocemul qronologiur sqemaSi mxolod 
baiburTis samarxebis TariRia miniSnebuli [gogaZe 1972: 95]. amdenad am yorRanebis Sesa
xeb sxva informacia ar mogvepoveba. 

b. kuftini frTxilobs baiburTis samarxebis daTariRebisas^ Tumca zustad gansazR
vravs maT adgils da Sua brinjaos xanis dasasrulsa da gviani brinjaos dasawyiss Soris 
aTavsebs.

baiburTis samarovnis TariRs araerTi mecnieri Seexo [qoriZe 1955; 1958; CubiniSvili 
1957; abramiSvili 1957, 1961; gogaZe 1972 – qronologiur sqemaze mocemulia maTi TariRi 
1400 w.].

Sua brinjaos dasasrulisa da gviani brinjaos dasawyisis Zeglebi kompleqsurad 
pirvelad k. ficxelaurma Seiswavla [ficxelauri 1973]. man, 1973 wels gamoqveynebul naS
romSi Suadan gvianbrinjaos xanaze gardamavali safexuri gamoyo, romelic Zv.w. 1450-
1350 ww. Soris moaqcia da mTeli rigi Taviseburi niSnebis gamo sam etapad dayo. igi aR
niSnavs `Cven am safexurs imitom vuwodeT gardamavali, rom igi Seicavs ori sxvadasxva 
etapis damaxasiaTebel niSnebs da Sualed rgols warmoadgens maT Soris~ [ficxelauri 
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1973: 139]. pirvel etaps miakuTvna iltos kenotafi; meore etaps ki kuftinis mier gaTx
rili baiburTis (safar-xaraba) samarxebi, zemo bodbes gorasamarxebi, oles samarovnis 
zogierTi samarxi, mesame safexurs _ ulianovkis # 2 yorRani, romelic gardamavali 
etapis da gviani brinjaos xanis mijnaze moaTavsa [ficxelauri 1973: 145-146]. 1979 wels 
k. ficxelaurma sqema Secvala - gardamavali etapis I jgufis Zeglebi Sua brinjaos mi
wuruls miakuTvna, meore jgufi uSualod „gardamaval~ etapze datova, mesame jgufi ki 
gviani brinjaos xanas miakuTvna [Пицхелаури 1979: 67]. Sua brinjaos xanis dasasruls mia
kuTvna samTavros samxreTi ubnis ## 70 da 156 samarxebi, saduRas # 1 yorRani, waRvlis 
samarxeuli inventari, Trelis 43, 51, 53 samarxebi, Sulavris # 12 samarxi, gadrekilis 
# 1 da # 2 yorRanebi, iltos kenotafi, lilos # 5 yorRani, ariWis # 85, 108 samarxebi. 
gardamaval etapSi moaTavsa zemo bodbes ## 1, 2, 4-7, yorRanebi, baiburTis samarxebi, 
cxinvalis tyiskombinatis samarxebi, namgalamiwebis # 2 samarxi, naomari goris # 2 sa
marxi, Trelis # 74, brimawylis orive kompleqsi, Calianxevis qveda fenis samlocvelo, 
tabawyuris # 42 yorRani, sabidaxCas # 28 yorRani, besastye. rac Seexeba gadrekilis # 
6 samarxs, oles yorRanebs, ulianovkis # 2 yorRans, isini gvinbrinjaos xanas miakuTvna 
[Пицхелаури 1979: 69-70].

e.w. gardamavali etapis qveda TariRis gansazRvrisaTvis mniSvnelovania TrialeTis 
kulturis III jgufis Zeglebis zeda qronologiuri zRvaris dadgena, romlis gansazR

vrac, masalis simciris gamo, jer kidev problematuria. am TariRis dadgenisaTvis mec

nierebi ZiriTadad TrialeTis XV yorRanSi aRmoCenili masriani Subispiris TariRs ey

rdnobodnen [abramiSvili 1978; gogaZe 1972; jafariZe 1969]. k. ficxelauri aRniSnavs `Sua 
brinjaos xanis zeda TariRi, romelic gansazRvrulia Zv.w. XV s-is Sua xanebiT, Cveni az

riT (da ara mxolod Cvens msgavsad), arasaimedoa...~ [Пицхелаури 1979: 101; Пицхелаури 1990: 
247]. g. qavTaraZis azriT „TrialeTis XV yorRanis masriani Subispiris safuZvelze Tri

aleTis kulturis sasruli TariRis Zv.w. XV s gansazRvra ar unda iyos marTebuli~ [qav

TaraZe 1981: 118]. es yorRani qavTaraZem Sua brinjaos xanis I fazas miakuTvna [qavTaraZe 
1981: 115-118; Кавтарадзе 1983: 130-136] da Zv.w. II aTaswleulis adreuli saukunebiT daaTa

riRa [qavTaraZe 1981: 33, 114]. 
Suabrinjaos xanis II fazas qavTaraZem TrialeTis is yorRanebi (XXVIII, XXX, XXXII, XLII) 

miakuTvna, sadac gvxvdeba mTeli rigi iseTi niSnebi, romlebic damaxasiaTebelia gviani 
brinjaos xanisaTvis. amave jgufSi gaaerTiana Trelis ## 43, 51, 81, 84, 104, samTavros # 
156, Sulaveris # 12, saduRas # 1 da gadrekilis # 1 da # 2 yorRanebi, metexis qvayrilia

ni samarxi, nuli, qvasaTali, waRvlis samarxeuli inventari, ariWis # 65, 85, 108 samarxebi 
da lWaSenis # 6, # 46 yorRanebi [qavTaraZe 1981: 121; Кавтарадзе 1983: 136] da aRniSna, rom 
isini uSualod mosdeven XV yorRansa da mis Tanadroul Zeglebs, romelTa zeda TariRi 
Zv.w. XVI s-is Sua xanebiT gansazRvra [qavTaraZe 1981: 120-121, 128; Кавтарадзе 1983: 36].

mogvianebiT k. ficxelaurma Sua brinjaos xanis damamTavrebel stadias miakuTvna 
gadrekilis # 1 da # 2 yorRanebi, fevrebis samarovnis kromlexebi, iltos kenotafi, sa

duRas # 1 yorRani, samTavros # 70 da # 156 samarxebi, Sulavris # 12 samarxi, waRvlis 
## 1,3,7,8,11,13,16,17,18,21 samarxebi da rigi samarxebisa Tbilisidan. gardamavali etapis 
Zeglebis nawili (zemo bodbe, baiburTis samarxebi, cxinvalis tyiskombinatis samarxe

bi, namgalamiwebis # 2 samarxi, udabnos yorRanebi) gvianbrinjaos xanis I etaps miakuT

vna, xolo adre, gvianbrinjaos xanis I etapisadmi (Zv.w. 1350-1250) mikuTvnebuli Zegle

bi (flavismani, cxinvalis nacargora, yaTlanixevi, meliRele I-samlocvelo, pirdapiri 
miwebi, madnisWala, RrmaRelis gorasamarxebi, ulianovkis # 1 gorasamarxi, samTavros 



goderZi narimaniSvili

296	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

mTeli rigi samarxebi, mWadijvris qveda fena) gvianbrinjaos xanis II etaps miakuTvna. III 
etaps miakuTvna Sedgeniltariani kaxuri tipis da foTliseburpiriani satevrebis Sem

cveli samarxeuli kompleqsebi, IV etaps ki is Zeglebi, sadac pirvelad Cndeba rkinis niv

Tebi [Пицхелаури 1990: 248-249]. 
gviani brinjaos I fazis TariRi g. qavTaraZem Zv.w. XVI s-is Sua xanebidan XIV s-is da

sawyisamde gansazRvra [qavTaraZe 1981: 128; Кавтарадзе 1983: 146], am fazas miakuTvna Tre

lis ## 53, 74, 115 samarxebi, iltos kenotafi, lilos # 5 yorRani, samTavros samxreTi 
ubnis # 70 samarxi, zemo bodbis ## 1, 2, 4-7, cxinvalis tyiskombinatis samarxebi, namga

lamiwebis # 2 samarxi, naomari goris # 2 samarxi, brimawylis orive kompleqsi, Calian

xevis A namosaxlaris qveda fenis samlocvelo, besastyis namosaxlaridan mopovebuli 
masala. aqve aTavsebs artikis ## 53, 422 da 625 samarxebs, sadac damaTariRebeli mniS

vnelobis cilindruli sabeWdavebi aRmoCnda [qavTaraZe 1981: 127; Кавтарадзе 1983: 145]. am 
samarxebs t. xaCatriani artikis I (uZveles) jgufs miakuTvnebs da Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss. aTari

Rebs [Хачатрян 1975: 158; Хачатрян 1979: 14]. artikis samarovnis uZveles jgufs, maT Soris 
cilindruli sabeWdavebis Semcvel samarxebs, a. piliposiani Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. aTariRebs 
[Пилипосян 1999: 61; Пилипосян 1998: 42-43, tab. 41]. mecnierTa nawili am jgufis samarxebs 
Zv.w. XIV s-is meore naxevars miakuTvnebs [Badalyan, Smith, Avetisyan 2003: 149].

g. qavTaraZem gviani brinjaos II faza Zv.w. XIV s-iT daaTariRa [qavTaraZe 1981: 131; Кав
тарадзе 1983: 149], romelsac miakuTvna baiburTis samarxebi, ulianovkis # 2 samarxi, Tre

lis ## 37, 42, 55, 56 samarxebi, gadrekilis qveda iarusis samarxebi, fevrebis qveda iaru

sis samarxebi, Calianxevis kompleqsis A namosaxlaris zeda fena, RrmaRelis, meli-Rele I 
da samTavros Sesabamisi samarxebi, aseve arTikis samarovnis II jgufis samarxebi [qavTa

raZe 1981: 128-129].

amdenad, k. ficxelauris mier gamoyofili gardamavali etapis Zeglebis erTi nawi

li g. qavTaraZem [qavTaraZe 1981: 125] gviani brinjaos I fazas, e.i. Suadan gvianbrinjaos 
xanaze gardamaval periods miakuTvna da es faza Zv.w. XVI s-is Sua xanebsa da Zv.w XV s-is 
dasawyiss Soris moaTavsa [qavTaraZe 1981: 128]. meore nawili, maT Soris baiburTis samar

xebi, gviani brinjaos II fazas miakuTvna da Zv.w. XIV s daaTariRa [qavTaraZe 1981: 131]. 
m. abramiSvilma TrialeTis Suabrinjaos xanis II fazis zeda qronologiuri zRvari 

Zv.w. XIX saukunis Sua xanebiT gansazRvra [abramiSvili 2003: 51]. am TariRis gaziarebis 
SemTxvevaSi Sesabamisad Seicvleba III fazis Zeglebis TariRic.

TrialeTis kulturis III jgufis yorRanebis zeda TariRi albaT im droze unda modi

odes, rodesac tipiur, Sua brinjaos xanis masalebTan erTad, erTeulebis saxiT Cndeba 
axali masalebi. r. abramiSvili, Trelis ## 43, 51, 81, 84, 104 samarxebs, sadac Sua brinja

os xanis calkeuli niSnebi gvxvdeba, Zv.w. XVI s-iT [abramiSvili 1978: 68], xolo im Zeglebs, 
„romlebSic Suabrinjaos xanisaTvis damaxasiaTebel masalasTan erTad gvianbrinjaos 
xanis tipiuri nivTebi gvxvdeba~ Zv.w. XV aTariRebs [abramiSvili 1978: 68]. rac Seexeba b. 
kuftinis mier gaTxril baiburTis samarxebs, maT Trelis ## 37, 42, 55, 56 samarxebTan, 
ulianovkis # 2, oles # 11 da # 13, sabidaxCas XXVIII da tabawyuris XLII yorRanebTan, ari

Wisa da arTikis samarovnebTan erTad r. abramiSvils samTavros foTliseburi satevre

bis Semcveli Zeglebis Tanadroulad miaCnia da Zv.w. XIV s aTariRebs [abramiSvili 1978: 
85]. Trelis #37 samarxs a. piliposiani Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. aTariRebs [Пилипосян 1998: 62].

ukanasknel xanebSi, al. ramiSvilma mis mier gaTxrili masalebis mixedviT axleburad 
warmoadgina Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebis Zeglebis TariRebi. Sua brinjaos xanis II fa
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za (Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore meoTxedi) orad gayo. pirveli naxevari miakuTvna Sua brin

jaos xanis miwuruls (Zv.w. XVII s.), sadac ar Seitana TrialeTis yorRanebi; meore etaps 
(Zv.w. XVI s-is pirveli naxevari) miakuTvna TrialeTis # 32 yorRani, iltos kenotafi, 
samTavros # 70 samarxi, I kenotafi, Trelis # 43, 53 da waRvlis samarxebis didi jgufi, 
romlebic gardamavali periodis I etapis Zeglebad miiCnia. igi aRniSnavs „swored maSin 
iwyeba Sua brinjaos xanidan gviani brinjaos xanaze gardamavali periodi, rodesac Sua 
brinjaos xanisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli masalis gverdiT Tavs iCens gviani brinjaos xani

saTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi [ramiSvili 2004: 165]. gviani brinjaos xanis I fazac orad 
gayo. pirveli naxevari Zv.w. XVI s-is meore naxevriT daaTariRa da gardamavali periodis 
II etaps miakuTvna. am etapSi moaTavsa kuftinis mier gaTxrili baiburTis samarxebi, sabi

daxCas # 28, tabawyuris # 42, samTavros # 198, lilos # 5, Trelis # 56, # 74, namgalami

wis # 1, # 2, kaspis # 4, # 18, cxinvalis ## 3,4, oles # 11, zemo bodbis ## 1,2, gadrekilis 
## 1,2, brimawylis ## 1,2 samarxebi. meore naxevari Zv.w. XV s daaTariRa da gviani brin

jaos xanis adreul etaps miakuTvna, sadac moaTavsa cxinvalis nacargora, sacixuris 
gora, xaSuris nacargora, yaTnalixevis, mWadijvris, besastyis (waRvli) namosaxlarebi, 
waRvlis ## 62, 91, nacargoras ## 510-514, flavismanis, werovnis, RrmaReles ## 2,4,6, 
Trelis ## 37, 42, 55, ulianovlis # 2, oles # 13, zemo bodbis ## 4-7, gadrekilis ## 1, 
6, 9-11, 26, 27, 42, 66, 102, 105, pirdapiri miwebis ## 1-3, fevrebis ## 21, 25, 53, samTavros 
## 139, 153 samarxebi. gviani brinjaos xanis II fazac (Zv.w. XIV s) orad gayo. pirveli eta

pi miakuTvna foTliseburi satevrebis gavrcelebis periods, meore ki foTliseburi da 
Sedgeniltariani satevrebis gavrcelebis xanas [ramiSvili 2004: 178].

v. sadraZe samTavros samarovnis ## 70, 156 samarxebs Zv.w. XVI-XV s-is pirvel naxeva

riT aTariRebs da Sua brinjaos xanis ukanasknel, III etaps miakuTvnebs [sadraZe 2002: 41]. 
Sua brinjaos xanis III qronologiur jgufSi aseve aerTianebs TrialeTis I, II, XV yorRa

nebs, sabidaxCas # 5, axCias ## 3, 9, 13, nataxtris III samarovnis ## 7, 20, 21, 22, 27, samTav

ros ## 55, 62, 70, 123, 142, 156, 178, 194, 196, 222, 257, 263, waRvlis ## 11, 20, 94, 95, Trelis 
43, 51, 53, 81 samarxebs, iltos kenotafs, lilos # 5 yorRans [sadraZe 2002: 101-102], rom

lebsac Zv.w. 1600-1450 ww. aTariRebs [sadraZe 2002: 108]. gardamaval periods Zv.w. 1450-

1350 ww. gansazRvravs. gviani brinjaos adreuli etapi Zv.w. 1350-1250 ww. Soris moaTavsa 
da or periodad gayo. pirvels, adreul periods miakuTvna centraluramierkavkasiuri 
kulturis Zeglebi, romlebis TariRad Zv.w. 1350-1300 ww. miiCnia, meores ki - samTavruli 
kulturis Zeglebi da Zv.w. 1300-1250 ww. daaTariRa [sadraZe 2002: 148-161, 242-247, ix. qron. 
tabulebi]. amasTan aRniSnavs „centraluramierkavkasiuri kultura wyvets funqcioni

rebas da mis adgils samTavruli kulturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli Zeglebi iWeren~ [sad

raZe 2002: 163].

kote ficxelauri Sua brinjaos finalur etaps daaxlobiT Zv.w XVI s-Si aTavsebs 
[ficxelauri 2005: 98]. amasTan aRniSnavs „centraluramierkavkasiuri kultura Sua da 
gvianbrinjaos xanebs Soris gardamavali periodis uSualo gagrZelebaa. es kultura win 
uswrebs bolo dromdis gvianbrinjaos adreul safexurad miCneul samTavrul Tu Sida

qarTlur brinjaos foTliseburpiriani satevrebis kulturas. radiokarbonuli anali

zebis seriis mixedviT (fevrebis samarovani) am kulturis TariRi TiTqos Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss. 
farglebSi unda moTavsdes~  [ficxelauri 2005: 107]. amdenad, centraluramierkavkasiur 
kulturas, romelic fevrebis samarovnisaTvis miRebuli radiokarbonuli analizebis 
seriis mixedviT Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss. farglebSi aTavsebs, Tumca ar gamoricxavs am TariRis 
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Sesworebas maTi daZvelebis mizniT [ficxelauri 2005: 107]. am kulturis Zeglebad mas 
miaCnia yaTnalixevis, mWadijvris goris, xovlegoras, sajoges, cxinvalis nacargoras, 
sacixuris goras, zRudris xevis, besas tyis, xaSuris nacargoras, Calipiragorebis, fev

rebis, Calianxevis (vaiswyali), wiTeli gorebis, didi goris, tyis bolo goris, murake

bis goris, xaSal goris, nergiT goris, ruxi goris, patara goris, bumbula goris, anagis 
goris, kombala goris, naomari goris, dasaqanis, naomari goris (udabno), sabaduris go

ris, avazas goris, taxti-muxas, Cankaanis, sasanTlianT goris, xatis goris, arxiloska

los goris da zemoqedis goris namosaxlarebi; bakurcixis, wiTeli gorebis (yorRanebi), 
saTvaliswyalis, udabnos (# 8 yorRani), udabnos (# 5 yorRani), CiCxituris, oles (## 
11, 13 yorRanebi), ulianovkis (siRnaRis r-oni), kodiswyaros (yorRanebi), fevrebis, gad

rekilis „nasadgomevi~, gadrekilis „pirdapiri miwebi~, gardabnis (yorRani), werovnis, 
qarelis (yorRanebi), orgoras (doRlauri), zurgovanis (yorRani), sasireTis (ganZi), ci

xiagoras (sayaraulo seri), Zveli qandas, flavismanis, bulaCauris, borjomis, sajoges 
(yorRanebi), Calipiragorebis, Tbilisis (RrmaRele-yorRanebi), flevis, kviracxove

lis, namgala miwas, Trelis ## 37, 42, 55, kopalas, madnisWalis, maWarwyalis, samTavros, 
irganCais (# 5 yorRani), borniReles, abanos Reles (ximSiaanT miwebi), berikldeebis, na

taxtari II (yorRanebi), rvelis (banis xevis), waRvlis samarovnebi [ficxelauri 2005: 104-

105].

Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanis Zeglebis daTariRebis, maTi kulturuli atribuciis 
sakiTxebi jer kidev dasazustebelia. mag. baiburTis samarxebis daTariRebis sakiTxi az

rTa sxvadasxvaobas iwvevs. asevea iltos kenotafTan da sxva ZeglebTan mimarTebaSic. 
aseTi situacia ki axal masalebsa da adre gaTxrili masalebis axlebur gaanalizebas 
iTxovs. sakiTxis gadawyveta didad iqneba damokidebuli radionaxSirbaduli da sxva me

Todebis gamoyenebiT miRebul seriul TariRebze. centraluri samxreT kavkasiis Zv.w. II 
aTaswleulis Sua xanebiT daTariRebul yvela Zeglze mopovebuli artefaqtebis, mkacr 
ierarqiul sistemaze dafuZnebuli, tipologiuri analizis Sedegad SemuSavebuli ti

poligiuri rigebis korelacia da maTi Sejereba radionaxSirbadis meTodiT miRebuli 
kalibrirebul TariRebTan, am epoqis danawevrebuli qronologiis SemuSavebas Seuwy

obs xels. amasTan, axlo aRmosavleTSi mimdinare kulturul-istoriuli procesi au

cileblad unda iqnes gaTvaliswinebuli. aseTi kvleva ki SeiZleba axali arqeologiuri 
kulturis (Tu kulturebis) gamoyofis safuZveli gaxdes.

manamde ki mxolod garkveuli varaudebis gamoTqma SeiZleba. migvaCnia, rom mkvle

varTa nawili samarTlianad gamoyofs Suadan gvianbrinjaos xanaze „gardamaval~ etaps, 
ramdenadac garkveul safexurze marTlac SeiniSneba am ori kulturisaTvis damaxasi

aTebeli elementebis Tanaarseboba. amasTan, gasaTvaliswinebelia isic, rom Zeglebis 
erT nawilze Suabrinjaos xanis masalebis siWarbe SeiniSneba, meore nawilze ki mxolod 
„gardamavali~ etapisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli masalebi gvxvdeba. 

Cveni azriT, SeiZleba davuSvaT, rom „gardamavali~ etapi Zv.w XVII s-s an Zv.w. XVII sa

ukunis meore naxevars moicavs. es etapi Seesabameba g.qavTaraZis mier gamoyofil Sua 
brinjaos xanis II fazas, al.ramiSvilis gardamavali etapis I fazas (Zv.w. XVI s. pirveli na

xevari).
am etapis uadres Zeglad TrialeTSi jinisis namosaxlari migvaCnia. jinisis namosax

larze aRmoCenili keramikis nawili damzadebulia kargad ganleqili Tixisagan, Txelke
ciania da zedapiri gaprialebuli aqvs. maT Soris gvxvdeba samkuTxedis formis, wvrili 
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StampiT datanili samkuTxedebiT Semkuli natexebi [amiranaSvili, narimaniSvili 2005] 
(isini WdeviT datanil Sevronebs ki ar warmoadgenen, rac damaxasiaTebelia gardamavali 
etapis ZeglebisaTvis, aramed Seuvsebeli samkuTxedebis rigs). msgavsi ornamentiT Sem
kuli WurWlebi aRmoCenilia TrialeTis I da II yorRanebSi [gogaZe 1972: tab. XV

20,21,25
; tab. 

XVI
13

], zurtaketis # 3 [jafariZe 1969: tab. XV], # 4 [jafariZe 1969: tab. XXI, sur. 37] yorRa
nebSi, qvasaTalis # 6 samarxSi [jafariZe 1969: sur. 64

1-2
]; nataxtari II da III samarovnebze 

[sadraZe 2002: tab. XX
10

; tab. XVI
5
; tab. XXVI

38,48
]; wiwamuris # 13 samarxSi [nikolaiSvili, na

rimaniSvili 1995: 59, 69-73, sur. 358, 362-365, 529-575]. nataxtrisa da wiwamuris samarxebi 
Sua brinjaos xanas miekuTvneba [sadraZe 2002: 87-91, 100, 105-108; nikolaiSvili, narimaniS
vili, 1995: 59; Апакидзе и др. 1991: 82, tab. 191, 192, 194-195].

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom jinisis namosaxlaris am tipis keramika Suabrinjaos xanis ke
ramikis identuria da am epoqis tipiur produqts warmoadgens. jinisis namosaxlarze, 
zemoT aRweril WurWlebTan erTad gvxvdeba iseTi keramikac, romlebic SedarebiT uxeS
keciania, xaoiani da daRaruli zedapiri aqvT. aseT WurWlebs mxarze iribad dakeWnili 
sartyelis rigi Semouyveba [amiranaSvili, narimaniSvili 2005: tab. CI6; CXI5; CXVII4-6; CXIX9; 
CXXVI7,8; CXLIX1,3; CL5; CLXXII8 CLXXXVII5,7]. aseTi WurWlebi imerasa da safar-xarabas samarova
nebze aRmoCenil WurWlebs emsgavseba keciT da dakeWnili ornamentiT, im gansxvavebiT, 
rom jinisis keramikisaTvis reliefuri sartylebi damaxasiaTebeli ar aris.

jinisis tipis WurWlebi pirvelad Sua brinjaos xanis miwurulSi Cndeba [Пицхелаури 
1979: 67; abramiSvili 1978: 65]. aseT kompleqsebs r. abramiSvili Suabrinjaos xanis miwu
ruls akuTvnebs [abramiSvili 1978: 65], k. ficxelauri miuxedavad imisa, rom aseTi saxis 
WurWlebis Semcveli kompleqsebis Sua brinjaos xanis miwurulisadmi mikuTvnebas eTan
xmeba, aRniSnavs, rom gardamavali etapis gamoyofa eWvs ar iwvevs da Semdgomi aRmoCenebi 
am etapis calkeuli safexurebis gamoyofis saSualebasac mogvcems [Пицхелаури 1979: 67, 
SeniSvna]. 

amdenad, jinisis namosaxlaris Sua brinjaos xanis miwurulisaTvis miekuTvneba mar
Tebulad mimaCnia. ufro sworad, igi warmoadgens namosaxlars, sadac pirvelad Cndeba 
„gardamavali~ etapisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli keramikis erTeuli fragmentebi. namosax
lari, Cveni azriT, Zv.w. XVII saukuniT an XVII s-is meore naxevariT unda daTariRdes.

qronologiurad misi Tanadrouli unda iyos is Zeglebi, romlebic k. ficxelaurma 
Sua brinjaos miwurulsa da uSualod „gardamaval~ etaps Soris moaqcia, g. qavTaraZe ki 
Suabrinjaos II fazas akuTvnebs. 

is Zeglebi ki, sadac `Sua brinjaos masalebTan erTad gvianbrinjaos xanis tipiuri 
niSnebi~ gvxvdeba gviani brinjaos xanis I fazas SeiZleba miekuTvnos. es faza Zv.w. XVI s 
unda moTavsdes.

gviani brinjaos xanis II faza Zv.w. XV-XIV s-is Sua xanebiT (Zv.w. 1500-1350) unda daTa
riRdes. igi Seesabameba g.qavTaraZis gvianbrinjaos II fazas, sadac baiburTis samarxebs 
aTavsebs da Zv.w. XIV s-iT aTariRebs, al. ramiSvili amave samarxebs gardamavali II faza-
gvinbrinjao I fazaSi aqcevs da Zv.w. XVI s-iT aTariRebs.

safar-xarabas (baiburTis) da imeras samarovnebs Cven gviani brinjaos xanis II fazaSi 
vaTavsebT. beSqenaSenis (beSTaSeni) namosaxlaric am fazas unda miekuTvnos. Tumca, ma
salis simciris gamo, misi viwro qronologiur CarCoSi moTavseba Wirs da amitom zoga
dad Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss. unda daTariRdes. Tumca Zeglze dadaturebuli namosaxlari fenis 
sami done, Semdgomi gaTxrebis SemTxvevaSi, ufro danawevrebuli qronologiis safuZ
veli SeiZleba gaxdes [narimaniSvili 2006]. beSTaSenis namosaxlaris da safar-xarabas 
samarovnis Tanadrouli dasaxlebebis naSTebs b.kuftinma sof. oznisTan [Куфтин 1947: 5, 
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12, 16, 21; Куфтин 1948: 34-35] da sanTis (uwylo) qveda „ciklopur~ simagresTan miakvlia 
[Куфтин 1936: 73-74]. 

am fazaze ukve gvaqvs winaaziuri satevris garkveuli tipi da Common Style-s cilin
druli sabeWdavebi, romelTa TariRebic am fazis TariRs misaRebs xdis. 

am drois masalebSi Sua brinjaos xanisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli artefaqtebi praqti
kulad aRar gvxvdeba. 

safar-xarabas samarovanze ori saxis keramikaa aRmoCenili. erTi nawili damzadebu
lia kargad ganleqili Tixisagan, gamomwvaria Savad, zedapiri gaprialebulia. zogierTi 
egzemplari Semkulia wneviT datanili gaprialebuli ornamentiT (tab. XII; XIV; XV). meore 
saxis WurWlebi damzadebulia msxvilmarcvlovani Tixisagan (tab. XIII; XVI), sqelkeciania, 
zedapiri da Ziri Semkulia reliefuri, Tokiseburad grexili an iribad dakeWnili sar
tylebiT. orive saxis keramika Carxzea amoyvanili da uyuroa. 

safar-xarabas da imeras samarovanze aRmoCenil keramikul masalaze Sua brinjaos xa
nisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli ornamenti aRar gvxvdeba. am samarovnebis Tixis WurWeli arc 
centralur-amierkavkasiuri kulturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli e.w. soliseburi ornamen
tiTaa Semkuli, romelic gvianbrinjaos xanis III fazas miekuTvneba da Zv.w. XIV s-is Sua xa
nebiTa da Zv.w. XIII s-iT (Zv.w. 1350-1200 ww) TariRdeba. rac Seexeba samTavrul kulturas, 
romelsac r. abramiSvili Zv.w. XIV s-iT aTariRebs, igi centraluramierkavkasiuri kul
turis mimdevno safexurs ganekuTvneba [sadraZe 2002: 148-163, 242-247; ficxelauri 2005: 
107] da Zv.w. XII-XI ss. unda daTariRdes.

amdenad, safar-xarabas samarovani gviani brinjaos xanis II fazas Seesabameba da Zv.w. 
XV-XIV s-is Sua xanebiT TariRdeba.

k. ficxelaurs aRniSnuli aqvs, rom Zv.w. XV s-is dasawyisidan yalibdeba erTgvaro
vani kultura, romelic winamorbedi „TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanebis~ kulturis 
mTel areals ikavebs [Пицхелаури 1979: 70]. 

am „erTgvarovani kulturis~ wres ganekuTvneba TrialeTSi gaTxrili safar-xarabas 
(baiburTi), beSqenaSenis (beSTaSeni), uwylos (sanTa), meTrevanas (imera) da loSos (ozni) 
arqeologiuri Zeglebi. 

centralur samxreT kavkasiaSi gviani brinjaos II etapis pirveli Zegli TrialeT
Si, adgil baiburTSi gaiTxara, romelic bareTis tafobis centrSi mdebareobs. amitom, 
im „erTgvarovan kulturas~, romelic „TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanebis~ kulturis 
mTel areals ikavebs da Zv.w. 1500-1350 ww. TariRdeba, pirobiTad, „bareTis kultura~ Se
iZleba ewodos [narimanaSvili 2006a]. am dros yalibdeba artefaqtebis mTeli kompleqsi, 
romelic Semdgomi, centarulamierkavkasiuri kulturisaTvisac aris damaxasiaTebeli. 

bareTisa da centraluramierkavkasiuri kulturebis erT-erT ZiriTad ganmasxvave
bel elements Tixis WurWeli warmoadgens. centraluramierkavkasiuri kulturisaTvis 
e.w. soliseburi ornamentiT (StampiT) Semkuli da yuriani keramikaa damaxasiaTebeli. 
aseTi keramika bareTis kulturis Zeglebze saerTod ar gvxvdeba. 

cvlilebebi bareTis kulturaSi Zv.w. XIV s-is Sua xanebidan SeiniSneba, rodesac mis 
wiaRSi Cndeba axali masalebi. es movlena, rogorc Cans, wina aziaSi mimdinare proceseb
Tan unda iyos dakavSirebuli. ZalTa axalma gadanawilebam miTanis samefos dasusteba da 
dacema gamoiwvia, Seicvala kulturul-ekonomikuri garemo, ramac samxreT kavkasiazec 
moaxdina gavlena. 

bareTis kulturis uSualo gagrZelebaa centraluramierkavkasiuri kultura, ro
melsac samTavruli kultura mosdevs [sadraZe 2002: 148-163, 242-247; ficxelauri 2005: 
107].
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amdenad, „gardamavali~ etapi Zv.w. XVII s-Si unda moTavsdes, gviani brinjaos xanis I 
faza Zv.w. XVI s-iT daTariRdes, gviani brinjaos II faza Zv.w. XV-XIV s Sua xanebiT da am fa
zas miekuTvnos „bareTis kulturis~ Zeglebi, gviani brinjaos III faza Zv.w. XIV s-is Sua 
xanebiT da Zv.w. XIII s-iT, romelsac miekuTvneba „centraluramierkavkasiuri kulturis~ 
Zeglebi, gviani brinjaos IV fazaSi unda moTavsdes „samTavruli kulturis~ Zeglebi da 
Zv.w. XII-XI ss. daTariRdes (centraluramierkavkasiuri da samTavruli kulturebis ur
TierTmimarTebis sakiTxi amJamad Cveni naSromis farglebs scildeba da calke msjelo
bis sagans warmoadgens). 

daskvna. safar-xarabas da imeras samarovnebze mopovebuli masalebi samxreT kavka

siaSi erT-erT yvelaze naklebad Seswavlil periods miekuTvneba. Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. daTa

riRebuli samarxebi aRniSnuli regionis bevr punqtSia gaTxrili, magram maTi Sesabami

si namosaxlarebi praqtikulad cnobili ar aris. am epoqis namosaxlaris mcire nawili 
walkaSive, sof. beSTaSensa da sof. safar-xarabas Sorisaa gaTxrili. samarovnis samxre

TiT mdebare didi dasaxlebas rTuli TavdacviTi sistema aqvs. igi mdinareTa SesarTav

Si, Rrma kanionebs Soris moqceul koncxzea gamarTuli, rac Tavdacvisunarianobis gaz

rdas uwyobda xels. namosaxlarze gaTxrili Zv.w. XV-XIV ss-is fena sam dones Seicavs.

TrialeTSi dReisaTvis am epoqis xuTi Zeglia gaTxrili: beSTaSenis, oznis da sanTis 
namosaxlarebi, imeras da safar-xarabas samarovnebi.

beSTaSenis namosaxlaris mxolod mcire nawilia gaTxrili. namosaxlaris is nawili, 
romelic gaiTxara gviandeli samSeneblo saqmianobiT Zlieraa dazianebuli, SemorCeni

lia saxlis erTi kuTxe da iatakis nawili. amdenad am periodis arqiteqturaze saubari 
Wirs. yuradRebas iqcevs is garemoeba, rom ganaTxar farTobze dafiqsirda erTi fena sa

mi samSeneblo doniT. 
imeras samarovnis energokoridorSi moqceuli nawili intensiurad ar aris aTvise

buli. samarovnis Seswavlili farTobi miuTiTebs, rom samarxebis ZiriTadi nawili, sava

raudod energokoridoris CrdiloeTiT mdebareobs. safar-xarabas samarovnisagan gan

sxvavebiT, imeras samarovani Raribul inventars Seicavs da arc gamorCeuli samarxebi 
gvxvdeba. Tumca gasaTvaliwinebelia, rom safar-xarabaSi 115 samarxi gaiTxara, imeraSi 
ki mxolod Svidi.

TrialeTis am epoqis Zeglebs Soris gamorCeuli adgili safar-xarabas samarovans 
ukavia. aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazze misi sigrZe 1500 m-ia, sigane ki 400-500 m-s aRwevs. 
2003-2005 wlebSi samarovanze 115 samarxi gaiTxara. samarovanze aRmoCenili masalebi 
miuTiTeben, rom sazogadoebas, romelsac es samarxebi ekuTvnis, mWidro urTierToba 
hqonda ara mxolod samxreT kavkasiis, aramed axlo aRmosavleTis uZveles civilizaci

ebTan. am mxriv gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia miTanuri cilindruli sabeWdavebi (~Common 
Style”). am tipis sabeWdavebi samxreT kavkasiaSi iSviaTad gvxvdeba, isini aq imports war

moadgenen, rac am regionis gare samyarosTan mWidro kulturul-ekonomikur kavSireb

ze miuTiTebs. aseT urTierTobas safar-xarabas samarovanze da samxreT kavkasiis sxva, 
Tanadroul Zeglebze aRmoCenili mesopotamiuri, anatoliuri da egvipturi nivTebic 
adastureben.

samxreT kavkasiaSi cilindruli sabeWdavebis da sxva winaaziuri nivTebis aRmoCena 
am regionis xuri-miTanis saxelmwifosTan mWidro kavSirze miuTiTebs, romelic Zv.w. XVI 
s-dan axlo aRmosavleTis erT-erTi uZlieresi saxelmwifo xdeba. miTanis samefo dinas
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tia naTesaur kavSirebs amyarebs egviptis XVIII dinastiis (Zv.w. 1550-1355 ww) faraonebTan 
[ИДВ 1988: 73].

xuritebi axlo aRmosavleTSi uZvelesi droidan saxlobdnen. Zv.w. III aTaswleulis 
Sua xanebsa da Zv.w II aTaswleulis dasawyisSi zagrosis mTianeTSi ukve arseboben xu

rituli saxelmwifoebi (karaxari, mogvianebiT SuSara, arapxa da a.S.). SesaZloa Zv.w. III 
aTaswleulSi swored xuritebi ikaveben evfratis zemo wels. xuritulenovani warmo

madgenloba arsebobda qaneSis savaWro centrSi da masTan dakavSirebul sxva qalaqebSi 
(gansakuTebiT urSuSi). es faqti imaze miuTiTebs, rom tavrosisa da zagrosis mTianeTis 
mosaxleoba axlo aRmosavleTis dasavleT olqebTan vaWrobas ufro adre awarmoebda, 
vidre maTTan politikur kontaqtebs daamyarebda [ИДВ 1988: 66-67]. 

Zv.w. XVI saukuneSi xurituli mosaxleobis gavlena evfratis dasavleTiT ukve Zli

eri iyo. Zv.w. XV saukunisaTvis xuri-miTanis samefo uZlieres politikur gaerTianebas 
warmoadgenda. Zv.w. XIV saukunisaTvis igi imdenad angariSgasawevi Zala iyo, rom egviptis 
faraonebi masTan brZolas miTanis mefeebTan naTesauri kavSirebis damyarebas amjobi

nebdnen. TuTmos IV-is coli arTaTama I-is asuli iyo. amenxotep III-s colad yavda SuTarna 
I-is asuli, kelu-xefu. SesaZloa amenxotep IV-is ulamazesi meuRle, nefertiti TuSra

tas asuli iyo [Египетская мифология 2002: 357-358]. 
miTanelebi dapyrobiT omebSi eyrdnobodnen samxedro elitas, jars, romelsac ro

gorc miTanSi, ise siria-palestinaSi ewodeboda marijanni-na. am sityvas dausabuTeblad 
ukavSirebdnen Zvel indur marya-s rac „axalgazrda kacs~, avestaSi ki „mamakacTa kavSi

ris wevrs~ niSnavda. Semdgom es fena gadaiqca Tavisebur didgvarovanTa wodebad _ „sab

rZolo etlebze moaruleblad~, Tumca alalaxis arqivis teqstebidan cnobilia iseTi 
marijanni-na romlebsac ara aqvT sabrZolo etli [Вильхельм 1992: 47-48]. gasaTvaliswine

belia is faqti rom siria-palestinaSi cxenis da etlis Senaxva Zalian Zviri jdeboda da 
mxolod mdidar xalxs SeeZlo [Вильхельм 1992: 47].

Zv.w. II aTaswleulis Sua xanebis samxreT kavkasiaSi etliT, an xis sareceliT (sazida

riT) micvalebulis dakrZalva, an micvalebulisaTvis urmis detalebis Cataneba, SesaZ

loa, kavkasiis teritoriaze swored am socialuri fenis arsebobaze miuTiTebdes. ze

moaRniSnulze SeiZleba is faqtic miuTiTebdes, rom etlian samarxebSi dakrZalulebi 
arian rogorc mamakacebi, ise qalebi (safar-xarabas # 30 samarxi, berikldeebi, lWaSeni). 
Cveni azriT, samxreT kavkasiaSi etlian samarxebSi dakrZaluli micvalebulebi swored 
es marijanni-na didgvarovnebi arian da maTi maRali socialuri warmomavlobis maCvenebe

li etlia (sainteresoa, rom svanurad mamakaci, mamri aris maare da saxeli marijanni-na Se

saZloa qarTulenovani warmomavlobis iyos). 
mecnierTa nawilis azriT, Zv.w. II aTaswleulis mTel manZilze miTanis CrdiloeTi 

regionebidan da arapxadan Tanamedrove somxeTisa da samxreT saqarTvelomde, SesaZloa 
kavkasiis mTebamdec, mosaxleoba eTnikurad erTgvarovani iyo [ИДВ 1988: 90]. b. piotrov

skis azriT, mravali saerTo niSani SeiniSneba am regionebSi gavrcelebul keramikaSi, Se

iaraRebaSi, mSeneblobaSi da a.S., saerTo niSnebi Cans samxreT olqebis xuritebsa (tigro

sis samxreTi, zemo mesopotamia, CrdiloeT siria) da centraluri amierkavkasiis mosax

leobas Sorisac [ИДВ 1988: 90].

Tanamedrove lingvistikuri monacemebiT xurituli ena Crdilo-aRmosavleT kavka

siuri (naxur-daRestnuri) enebis monaTesavea. uZvelesi xurituli teqstebi Zv.w. III aTas

wleulis meore naxevridanaa cnobili. Zv.w. I aTaswleulidan ki am enaze Sesrulebuli 



TrialeTi Zv.w. XV-XIV saukuneebSi

Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 303

teqstebi aRar gvxvdeba [Лингвистический словарь 1990: 574]. diakonovis azriT, calkeuli 
leqsikuri msgavseba xuritulsa da qarTvelur enebs Soris SesaZloa Soreul naTesaur 
kavSirebze metyvelebs [Дьяконов 1980: 104].

qarTul enaSi dadasturebulia urartuli gamoTqmebi, romlebsac pirvelad a. sva

niZem miaqcia yuradReba; aseTebia: „yiramala~, „Tavdayira~, „ivri arale~, „ari arale~, 
„Tari arale~. g. meliqiSvili am leqsikis gaCenas xsnis imiT, rom urartuli tomebis gar

kveulma nawilma qarTvelur tomebTan asimilacia ganicada da qarTveli xalxis Semad

genlobaSi Sevida [Меликишвили 1959: 117]. aseve, SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom xuritul-qar

Tveluri leqsikuri Tanxvedra im uZveles erTobaze miuTiTebs, romelic urartul xa

naze gacilebiT adre unda arsebuliyo.

Zv.w. XIV s-s meore naxevarSi xeTebis samefo, egvipte da asureTi gaerTianebuli Zale

biT gamovidnen miTanis winaaRmdeg. xeTebis mefe sufiluliuma I-ma (Zv.w. 1340-1325 ww) da

ipyro miTanis mTeli miwebi xmelTaSuazRvamde, karxemiSis CaTvliT [Вильхельм 1992: 69]. XIII 
s-is Sua xanebSi asureTis mefe adadnerari I daipyro miTanis didi nawili [Вильхельм 1992: 
75].

safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenilia Tvliani mZivebi (2005 wels gaTxrili ## 6, 
56, 73 samarxebi; tab. XIX11

; XX
19,20

), jixvisTaviani sakinZi [Куфтин 1941: 77, sur. 87
1
] da qus

liani WurWeli (tab. XIV
7
), romelTa uaxloesi paralelebi CrdiloeT iranSi, samxreT 

TurqmeneTsa da CrdiloeT avRaneTSi gvxvdeba. TeTri an wiTeli pastiT inkustrirebu

li bikonusuri mZivebi gavrcelebuli iyo Crdilo-aRmosavleT iranSi (Tefe hisari III); 
samxreT TurqmeneTSi (murRabis auzi), namazga VI periodSi; indis velze, postxarapul 
kulturaSi; CrdiloeT avRaneTSi (mundigaki) da Zv.w. II aTaswleulis pirveli naxevriT 
TariRdebian. igive regionSia gavrcelebuli da amave periods miekuTvneba rqosani cxo

velis (jixvi, xari) Taviani sakinZebi [Сарианиди 1977: 83-84, 102-104]. qusliani vazebi da 
sasmisebi gavrcelebulia zagrosis mTianeTSi, gianis kulturaSi, sadac qronologiu

rad II aTaswleulSi eqceva, teritoriulad ki Crdilo-aRmosavleT da Crdilo-dasav

leT iranSia gavrcelebuli [Станкевич 1978: 17-31]. TrialeTisa da kaspiis zRvis samxreT 
raionebSi msgavsi masalebis aRmoCena am regionebis garkveul kontaqtebzec unda miu

TiTebdes.

Zv.w. meore aTaswleulis II naxevarSi xuri-miTanis samefos teritoriis udides na

wils nairis qveynebis gaerTianeba ikavebs, romlis saTaveSi diauxis samefo Cans. Zv.w. II 
aTaswleulis miwurulisaTvis, nairis qveynebis koaliciidan wina planze urartu gamo

dis, romelic Zv.w. IX saukunidan uZlieresi saxelmwifo xdeba.

Cveni azriT, Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss-Si, xuri-miTanis Zlierebis xanaSi, TrialeTi ganicdida 
am samefos Zlier politikur, ekonomikur da kulturul gavlenas, ris Sedegad safar-

xarabas samarovnis inventarSi Cndeba winaaziuri tipis maxvilebi, `Common Style“-is xu

ri-miTaniuri sabeWdavebi, minis mZivebi da egvipturi skarabeebi. Zv.w. II aTaswl. daswyis

Si politikuri Zalebis gadanawilebas da axali saxelmwifoebis Camoyalibebas mohyva 
maxlobel aRmosavleTSi Zveli saqaravno gzebis moSla. manamde (Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleuli) 
savaWro gza samxreT kavkasiidan mesopotamiaSi, siriasa da palestinaSi, rogorc Cans, 
gadioda malaTiaze. am faqtma xeli Seuwyo adre brinjaos xanis kulturebis Camoyali

bebas anatoliaSi [Меллаарт 1985: 24] da SesaZloa kavkasiaSi, agreTve maT gavrcelebas sam

xreTiT. es savaWro gza, Zv. w. II aTaswl. dasawyisSi, iseve rogorc asirielebis savaWro 
koloniebi ganadgurda. II aTaswl. Sua xanebisaTvis kavSiri samxreT kavkasiasa da mesopo
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tamias Soris, SesaZloa xorcieldeboda mcire zabisa da arbelas gavliT. am teritori

ebs ki Zv. w. XV-XIV ss-Si. akontrolebda miTani [Нариманишвили 2004: 105].

kavkasiaSi kulturis axali elementebis gaCena Tan sdevs xuri-miTanis saxelmwifos 
ayvavebas. mesopotamiuri da egvipturi importi warmoadgenda politikuri da ekonomi

kuri mdgomareibis anarekls maxlobel aRmosavleTSi. cilindrul sabWdavebTan erTad 
kavkasiaSi vrceldeba wina aziuri tipis satevrebi da maxvilebi, mesopotamiuri da egvip

turi importi (skarabeebi, sabeWdavebi, mZivebi), yalibdeba keramikis damzadebis sruli

ad axali teqnologia. gavrcelebas iwyebs keramikis axali tipebi. Cndeba orborbliani 
etlebi da sazidrebi, romelSic, rogorc Cans, cxenebi iyo Sebmuli.

Zv.w. II aTaswleulSi savaWro qaravnebis ZiriTad tvirTs warmoadgenda qsovilebi. 
maT Soris iyo sxvadasxva feris Salis da selis qsovilebi. tanisamosi, gansakuTrebiT ki 
kargi tanisamosi xeTur anatoliaSi sakmaod Zvirad fasobda. lamazi tansacmeli Rirda 
30 sikli, rac 30 cxvars Seesabameboda [Герни 1987: 78-79].

safar-xarabas samarovanze dafiqsirebuli iyo sxvadasxva faqturis da feris (mewa

muli, firuzisferi, yavisferi, nacrisferi da lurji) selis da Salis qsovilebi. zogi

erTi nimuSi jer araa gansazRvruli. zogi nimuSi uxeSi da SeuRebavia. gansakuTrebuli 
yuradRebis Rirsia wiTeli-mewamuli feris qsovilis naSTi (# 85 samarxidan). mewamuli 
feris qsovilebis warmoeba da gavrceleba Zv.w. II aTaswl. Sua xanebSi aRmosavleT xmel

TaSuazRvispireTis (levantis) qalaqebis monopolias warmoadgenda. wiTeli saRebavi 
keTdeboda mxolod aRmosavleT xmelTaSuazRvispireTis sanapiroze arsebuli molus

kebis saxeobisagan [ИДВ 1988: 74; Бернхардт 1982: 90]. am moluskebisagan saRebavs finikie

lebamdec akeTebdnen, magram finikielebma izrunes mis gavrcelebaze mezobel qveynebSi 
[Бернхардт 1982: 90]. swored finikielebma daiwyes am moluskebisagan (Murex) miRebuli sa

RebaviT selis da Salis SeRebva mewamulisfer-wiTlad da lilisfer-lurjad. amis Se

degad did sameurneo mniSvnelobas iZens iafi SeuRebavi Salis Semotana siriis mecxove

leobis raionebidan da Semdeg ki mTeli wina aziidan. finikiidan ki wiTlad da lurjad 
SeRebili qsovili gadioda did fasad. Tavad saRebavi, SeRebili nivTebisgan gansxvave

biT, ver uZlebda xangrZliv Senaxvas, amitom eqsportis sagani ver iqneboda [ИДВ 1988: 
236]. samxreT kavkasiidan eqsportis sagans albaT warmoadgenda liToni, matyli, tyavi, 
xe-tye da cxenebi.

Zv.w. II aTaswleulSi axlo aRmosavleTSi cxeni da cxeniT Sebmuli etli Zalze Zvirad 
fasobda. Sesabmeli cxeni anatoliaSi 30 sikli Rirda [Герни 1987: 78]. cnobilia kikuli mi

Tanielis da ugaritis arqivebSi Semonaxuli traqtatebi cxenebis movlis Sesaxeb. ety

oba cxeni imdenad egzotikuri cxoveli iyo da misi movla imdenad uCveulo saqme, rom 
mejinibeebsa da meetlebisaTvis specialuri instruqciebi iyo saWiro. Cvenamde ar mo

uRwevia Sromebs, Tu rogor unda moixnas miwa, anda gamoiZerwos qoTani. aseTi informa

cia STamomavlobas gadaecemoda rogorc sayofacxovrebo codnis elementi, romelic 
yvelasaTvis kargad iyo cnobili. traqtatebi cxenis movlis Sesaxeb gamonakliss warmo

adgenda [Шифман 1987: 41-42].

Zv.w. II aTaswleulSi siria-palestinaSi cxeni didi iSviaToba iyo. jer kidev Zv.w. XIV-

XIII ss-Si cxenebi saxelmwifoebaTSoriso vaWrobis obieqts warmoadgendnen da Zalze 
Zvirad fasobdnen [Шифман 1987: 41].

asiriuli wyaroebis mixedviT, asureTSi uZvelesi droidan cxenebi mezobeli, Crdi

lo-aRmosavleTiT mdebare qveynebidan SemohyavdaT [Пиотровский 1959: 151].
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TiglaTfileser I-ma nairis mefeTa kavSirze gamarjvebis Semdeg maT 1200 cxeni da 
2000 msxvilfexa rqosani saqonlis gadaxdis valdebuleba daakisra. salamansar III cxene

bis did raodenobas iRebda urmiis tbispireTidan. urartul warwerebSi xSiradaa moTx

robili amierkavkasiis regionebidan cxenebis gamorekvis Sesaxeb vanis samefos centrSi. 
nadavlis siaSi pirvel adgilas cxenebia moxseniebuli [Пиотровский 1959: 151].

moSinaurebuli cxeni anatoliasa da samxreT kavkasiaSi savaraudod IV-III aTaswleu

lebSi arsebobda [Burney 1993: 314] Zv.w. XVII-XVI ss. namosaxlarebze TrialeTSi osteolo

giuri masaliT dasturdeba am cxovelis gamoyeneba yofaSi. II aTaswleulis meore naxe

varSi ki SeiZleba vilaparakoT ganviTarebul mecxeneobaze. SesaZloa II aTaswleulSi igi 
vaWrobis, kerZod ki samxreT kavkasiidan eqsportis obieqti iyo, rasac aadvilebda eTni

kurad erTgvari mosaxleobis da Zv. w. XVI-XIV ss. xuri-miTanis samefos arseboba samxreT 
kavkasiidan siria-palestinamde.

Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. TrialeTi, iseve rogorc bareTis kulturis areali, miTanis samefos 
kulturul-ekonomikur gavlenas ganicdis. ar aris gamoricxuli garkveuli politiku

ri integraciac.

samxreT kavkasiis centralur regionebSi Zv.w. XVI s-dan iwyeba „ciklopuri~ namo

saxlarebisa da simagreebis mSenebloba, romlebic Zv.w. XIII s-dan im teritorias fara

ven, sadac adre TrialeTis da bareTis kulturis Zeglebi iyo gavrcelebuli. „ciklo

puri~ wyobiT nagebi Zeglebi Sua brinjaos xanaSic gvxvdeba (dasakrZalavdarbaziani 
yorRanebi, Saoris mTis wverze ganlagebuli sataZro kompleqsi), Tumca isini sakul

to xasiaTisaa. TavdacviTi nagebobebis mSenebloba ki albaT, Zv.w. XVI saukunidan iwyeba 
(beSqenaSeni).

„ciklopuri~ Zeglebis arealSi, rogorc Cans, yalibdeba calkeuli „samefoebi~, ro

melTa Soris Tavisi siZlieriT diauxi-daiaenis „samefo~ gamoirCeva.

Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore naxevarSi xuri-miTanis samefos teritoriis udides na

wils „nairis qveynebis~ gaerTianeba ikavebs, romlis saTaveSi diauxis samefo Cans.
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tabulebis aRwera

tab. I – 1. TrialeTis adgilmdebareoba; 2. safar-xarabas samarovani. gengegma.

tab. II – 1. b. kuftinis mier gaTxrili samarxebi. gegma; 2. safar-xarabas samarovnis saerTo xedi 

samxreT-dasavleTidan; 3. safar-xaraba, # 50 samarxis qvayrili.

tab. III – 1. safar-xaraba, # 17 samarxis qvayrili; 2. safar-xaraba, # 20 samarxis saerTo xedi samxre

Tidan; 3. safar-xaraba, # 62, 63 samarxebis kromlexebi; 4. imera, # 1 samarxis kromlexi.

tab. IV – 1. safar-xaraba, ## 38-40 samarxebi. gegma; 2. safar-xaraba, ## 89, 90, 93 samarxebi. gegma; 

3. safar-xaraba, ## 50, 100, 110 samarxebi. gegma; 4. safar-xaraba, ## 49, 51 samarxebi. gegma.

tab. V – 1. safar-xaraba, ## 52, 55, 73, 99 samarxebi. gegma; 2. safar-xaraba, ## 116-122 samarxebis 

mimdebare teritoriaze darCenili gauTxreli samarxebi. gegma; 3. safar-xaraba, ## 117, 118, 

121 samarxebi. gegma; 4. safar-xaraba, # 51 samarxi. qvayrili da kromlexi. gegma; 5. safar-xaraba, 
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# 20 samarxi. gegma da Wrili kameris gaxsnamde; 6. safar-xaraba, # 22 samarxis gegma da Wrilebi.

tab. VI – 1. safar-xaraba, # 50 samarxi. kromlexi da gadaxurva; 2. safar-xaraba, # 51 samarxi. krom

lexi da gadaxurva; 3. safar-xaraba, ## 49, 51 samarxebi. qvayrili; 4. safar-xaraba, ## 49, 51 

samarxebi; 5. safar-xaraba, # 56 samarxi. gadaxurvis filebi; 6. safar-xaraba, # 116 samarxi. sa

xuravis fila; 7. imera, # 1 samarxi. saxuravis filis naSTi da xis Zelebi; 8. safar-xaraba, # 68 

samarxi. saxuravis Zelebi. I fena; 9. safar-xaraba, # 68 samarxi. saxuravis Zelebi. II fena; 10. sa

far-xaraba, # 67 samarxi. saxuravis Zelebi.

tab. VII – 1. safar-xaraba, # 51 samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi kameris gaxsnamde; 2. safar-xaraba, # 32 

samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi; 3. safar-xaraba, # 90 samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi; 4. safar-xaraba, # 23 

samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi; 5. safar-xaraba, # 10 samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi; 6. safar-xaraba, # 90 

samarxis saerTo xedi; 7. safar-xaraba, # 10 samarxis saerTo xedi; 8. safar-xaraba, # 23 samarxis 

saerTo xedi.

tab. VIII – 1. safar-xaraba, # 67-68 samarxebis kromlexi; 2. safar-xaraba, # 67-68 samarxi kamerebi 

gaxsnis Semdeg; 3. safar-xaraba, # 67-68 samarxebi; 4. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxis qvayrili da 

kromlexi; 5. safar-xaraba, keramikis ganlageba # 10 samarxSi; 6. safar-xaraba, keramikis ganla

geba # 90 samarxSi; 7. safar-xaraba, keramikis ganlageba # 120 samarxSi; 8. safar-xaraba, kerami

kis ganlageba # 116 samarxSi.

tab. IX – 1. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi. gegma; 2. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi. kameris qvayrilis II fena. 

gegma da Wrili; 3. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi. kamera qvayrilis aRebis Semdeg. gegma da Wrili. 4. 

safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi. gegma da Wrili.

tab. X – 1. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi. samarxi kameris qvayrilis II fena; 2. safar-xaraba, # 39 samar

xi. samarxi kamera qvayrilis aRebis Semdeg; 3. safar-xaraba, # 39 samarxi.

tab. XI – 1. safar-xaraba, # 52 samarxi. gegma da Wrilebi; 2. safar-xaraba, # 68 samarxi. gegma da 

Wrilebi; 3. safar-xaraba, # 44 samarxi. I-III doneebis gegmebi da Wrilebi; 4. safar-xaraba, # 103 

samarxi. I-III doneebis gegmebi da Wrilebi; 5. safar-xaraba, # 51 samarxi. I-IV doneebis gegmebi da 

Wrilebi.

tab. XII – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1,2. samarxi # 19; 3,11. samarxi # 2; 4. samarxi # 15; 5. samarxi # 

29; 6,13. samarxi # 30; 7. samarxi # 9; 8. samarxi # 1; 9. samarxi # 23; 10. samarxi # 10; 12. samarxi # 

17.

tab. XIII – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1. samarxi # 2; 2,4. samarxi # 10; 3. samarxi # 8; 5. samarxi # 30; 

6,7. samarxi # 1; 8. samarxi # 29; 9. samarxi # 15; 10. samarxi # 6; 11. samarxi # 12; 12. samarxi # 5; 13. 

samarxi # 22; 14. samarxi # 26; 15. samarxi # 13; 16. samarxi # 28.

tab. XIV – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1. samarxi # 4; 2. samarxi # 10; 3. samarxi # 11; 4,6,9,11. samarxi 

# 1; 5,10,15,16,19. samarxi # 22; 7. samarxi # 8; 8. samarxi # 27; 12. samarxi # 17; 13. samarxi # 16; 14. 

samarxi # 20; 17. samarxi # 9; 18. samarxi #5; 20. samarxi # 26.

tab. XV – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1. samarxi # 110; 2,6,11. samarxi # 120; 3. samarxi # 68; 4,7. samarxi 

#116; 5. samarxi # 90; 8. samarxi # 52; 9. samarxi # 121; 10. samarxi # 10; 12. samarxi # 95; 13. samarxi 

# 10.

tab. XVI – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1,11. samarxi # 68; 2. samarxi # 69; 3. samarxi # 94; 4. samarxi # 

122; 5. samarxi # 95; 6. samarxi # 116; 7. samarxi # 107; 8-10. samarxi # 120; 12,15. samarxi # 10; 13. 

samarxi # 15; 14. samarxi # 34; 16. samarxi # 22.

tab. XVII – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1. samarxi # 8. detali - kaparWi; 2. samarxi # 85. isrispirebi; 

3. samarxi # 8; 4,5. samarxi # 13. satevari; 6,8. samarxi # 85. detali; 7. samarxi # 13.

tab. XVIII – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1. samarxi # 85. satevari; 2,13. samarxi # 8. isrispirebi; 3. 
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samarxi # 56,119. samajurebi; 4,5. samarxi # 56,73. sakinZebi; 6,10-12. samarxi # 8. kaparWi da ka

parWis detalebi; 7. samarxi # 13. satevari; 8,9. samarxi # 8. lancetebi; 14. samarxi # 85. isris

pirebi.

tab. XIX – safar-xarabas samarovani: 1,2. samarxi # 8. insignia; 4. samarxi # 85. satevari; 5,7. samarxi 

# 56,73. sakinZebi; 6. samarxi # 85. kverTxisTavi; 8. samarxi # 8. satevari; 9. samarxi # 8. isris

pirebi; 10. samarxi # 56. samajuri; 11. samarxi # 110. mZivi; 12. samarxi # 90. mZivi; 13,18. samarxi 

# 73. mZivebi; 14. samarxi # 56. mZivebi; 15. samarxi # 68. mZivebi; 16,24,25. samarxi # 38. mZivebi; 17. 

samarxi #95. mZivebi; 19. samarxi #93. mZivebi; 20. samarxi # 106, mZivebi. 21. samarxi #85. isrispi

rebi; 22,23. samarxi # 84. mZivebi; 3. avranlo. insignia.

tab. XX – safar-xarabas samarovani. mZivebi da sabeWdavebi: 1. samarxi # 40; 2,3,35. samarxi # 94; 

4,7,8,25. samarxi # 56; 5,20,30,34. samarxi # 73; 6,16,17,21,22,24. samarxi # 38; 9-15,28,31. samarxi # 

84; 18. samarxi # 90. samajuri; 19. samarxi # 110; 23. samarxi # 98; 26. samarxi # 95; 27. samarxi # 88; 

29. samarxi # 42; 32. samarxi # 731; 33. samarxi #33.

tab. XXI – 1. safar-xarabas samarovani. samarxi # 85. kverTxisTavi; 2. asurnasirpal II qandakeba; 

3,5,6. avranlo. insignia, detalebi; 4. avranlo. insignia, rekonstruqcia.

tab. XXII – safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenili sabeWdavebi: 1. samarxi # 27. cilindruli sabeW

davi; 2-4. samarxi # 5. cilindruli sabeWdavi; 5-9. samarxi # 6. „skarabeoidebi~; 10-12. samarxi # 

6. oTxkuTxa sabeWdavebi; 13, 14. samarxi # 22. cilindruli sabeWdavi.

tab. XXIII – 1-11. safar-xaraba, samarxi # 8. Zvlisa da qvis nivTebi

tab. XXIV – safar-xarabas samarovanze aRmoCenili sabeWdavebi da mZivebi: 1. samarxi # 5; 2-4, 20 sa

marxi # 6; 5. samarxi # 27; 6. samarxi # 38; 7. samarxi # 40. 8,9. samarxi # 22; 10. samarxi # 73; 11. sa

marxi # 56; 12-16. samarxi # 6; 17. samarxi # 90; 18. samarxi # 110; 19. samarxi # 15; 21,23-25. samarxi 

# 84; 22. samarxi # 56.

tab. XXV – safar-xaraba. 1-2. samarxi # 90. saerTo xedi; 3. samarxi # 90. sareceli; 4-6. samarxi # 30. 

detali.

tab. XXVI – safar-xarabas samarovani. samarxi # 30. 1. I donis gegma da Wrilebi; 2. II donis gegma da 

Wrilebi; 3. III donis gegma da Wrilebi; 4-6. urmis detalebi.

tab. XXVII – 1. beSTaSenis namosaxlari. topogegma; 2. beSTaSenis „ciklopuri~ simagre (v. wilosanis 

mixedviT); 3. beSTaSeni, 1990-1993 ww-Si gaTxrili farTobis gegma. muqi feriT aRniSnulia Zv.w. 

XVI-XIV ss-is kulturuli fenebi; 4. beSTaSeni, Zv.w. XVI-XIV ss-is keramika.

tab. XXVIII – 1. sanTis „ciklopuri~ simagre. gegma (v. wilosanis mixedviT); 2. oznis „ciklopuri~ 

simagre. gegma.
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Trialeti is one of the historic regions of Georgia (pl. I, 1). According to current administrative arrange-
ments, it covers the whole of Tsalka municipality and part of Tetritsqaro, Dmanisi, Borjomi and Ninotsminda 
municipalities. Geographically and administratively it is included in Kvemo Kartli, and incorporates the Alge-
ti and the Ktsia-Mashavera-Berduji basins, and the Mtkvari valley up to the Red Bridge. The northern border 
of Kvemo Kartli runs along the Trialeti mountain range, the western border continues up to the Bakuriani 
section of the Trialeti mountain range, to the south it is separated from Armenia by the Loki mountain range 
and to the east it is bordered by the Samgori and Davitgareji ranges.
Natural conditions. On natural, topographic and climatic grounds Kvemo Kartli is divided into several re-
gions. One of these is Trialeti, which embraces the upper part of the river Ktsia and the Shavtsqarostsqali 
valley. The region is bordered by the Shavtsqarostsqali range at the north; Narianis Veli, which extends to 
the Tabatsquri and Paravani lakes, is situated to the west of the region; Trialeti reaches the Chochiani and the 
Shavtsqala watershed to the south and to the east it extends from Kldekari to the confluence of the rivers 
Chochiana and Ktsia. The altitude varies between 1,000 m and 2,500 m above sea level. 

The river Ktsia and its tributaries, artificial reservoirs and small lakes are the principal hydrographic fea-
tures of Trialeti. The River Ktsia is the largest in this region (its length is 220 km). It rises on the south-east 
slopes of Tskhratsqaro Mountain, runs south of the Trialeti mountain range and flows into the artificial reser-
voir on Beshtasheni plateau. Among its numerous tributaries are the rivers Chochiani, Nardevani, Gumbati, 
Qarabulakhi, etc. The rivers Beshkenasheni and Qorsu join the Tsalka reservoir. There are lakes of various 
sizes in the region, such as Bareti, Khadiki, Shvidi Tba, Qarabulakhi.

In this region, elevated and surrounded by high hills, the effects of approaching frontal systems are 
modified as a result of local orographic conditions. Climatic conditions in Trialeti can be severe. The lower 
part of the region enjoys for the most part a mountain steppe climate with cold winters and long warm sum-
mers. Average annual precipitation is 600-700 mm. The average temperature in January is between -2 and 
-6 degrees C, although the absolute minimum of temperature may fall to -30 degrees C, while the warmest 
varies up to 14-15 degrees C, and the absolute maximum may exceed 35 degrees. Most of the annual rain 
comes in spring and at the beginning of summer and minimum rainfall occurs in winter. The climate in the 
region is dry continental.

In keeping with the orographic conditions, the vegetation of Trialeti consists of elements of feather-
grasses and beard-grasses. Plidominant grasses are widespread in this region, where the main varieties are: 
steppe fescue, field fescue, steppe timothy-grass, sheep fescue, as well as Ruscus ponticus, Agrostis, bluebell, 
and buttercup. Feather-grasses include: Trialeti lucerne, Filipendula hexapetala, Polygala, clover. It is remark-
able that this used to be a wooded area, where fir, pine, oak and birch for the most part grew. At present, 
only woodlands survive, in the Kusretistsqali river basin (the Ktsia valley), and in the environs of Dash-Bashi, 
where there are mostly deciduous forests, of hornbeam, oak, maple, etc. The area of the former woods is 
now covered with the above-mentioned mountain steppe flora. It should be mentioned that the region is 
characterized by reed swamps, which exist in abundance near lakes and rivers. 

The fauna of present day Trialeti is not, owing to its landscape, as diverse as it used to be. Physical and 
ecological conditions, especially the lack of wooded areas, have affected the modern fauna. The wildlife of 
Trialeti includes: roe, jackal, fox, wolf, badger; there are very few wild cats, notably the Caucasian lynx; the 
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number of wild boar has declined dramatically; there are many rodents such as mouse, field-vole, hamster; 
birds are represented by: hawk, falcon, eagle; there are a few grouse, Tetraogallus. An abundance of rivers 
and lakes proved favourable to the growth of the water-bird population. Various species of duck, gull, crane, 
etc. inhabit the region.

Humans have had a great impact on the landscape of Trialeti. Trialeti has been occupied from the Pal-
aeolithic until the present. Domestic activities, which conditioned the further development of human his-
tory, played a great part in the changes of both flora and fauna. A growing demand for farmland, and the 
development of livestock breeding which required the assimilation of larger and larger areas for pasture, 
significantly changed the floral community. Man began the wholesale destruction of forests over vast areas. 
These areas now survive as stepped valleys (Kvavadze, Connor, Narimanishvili 2007). A lack of forested areas 
led to changes in the faunal community as well, and the variety of species of animals inhabiting the region 
decreased dramatically. 
History of archaeological research of Trialeti (Tsalka). The archaeological investigation of Tsalka began in 
the 1870s. In 1876 David Schultz, a resident of the village of Alexandershilf who later became a member of 
the Caucasian department of the Moscow Imperial Archaeological Society, conducted archaeological ex-
cavations in the neighbourhood of Tsalka and Guniaqala and also visited Barmaksizi (the present-day town 
of Tsalka) (Schultz 1907, 3). In 1881 A. Ioakimov described some archaeological sites (Ioakimov 1882, 7-9) 
including a cemetery near the village of Tsintsqaro (Uvarov 1887, XXXV, pl. XXXIX). In 1889 I. Chavchavadze 
alluded to the great historic importance of the excavated material (Mumladze 2002, 98). Between 1896 and 
1905 excavations were conducted by E. Taqaishvili in Tsalka (Otchiot 1898; Taqaishvili 1907; Taqaishvili 1913; 
Charkviani 2002). In the 1920s L. Meliksed-beg began the investigation of the Trialeti megalithic sites (Me-
liksed-beg 1938).

Particularly important was work carried out in connection with the Khrami hydro electric station in the 
1930s and 1940s. Boris Kuftin investigated a few excellent sites in the area of what was soon to be the bot-
tom of the Tsalka reservoir. He was the first to elaborate the periodic systematization and chronology of 
Bronze Age archaeological sites in the Caucasus and to discover new cultures on the basis of these data. To 
begin with, the grandiose kurgans of kings and tribal chieftains should be mentioned. Their burial chambers 
produced rich and unique material that had been unknown before. Gold and silver ornaments, standards, 
vessels, silver and bronze armour, black-burnished and painted pottery from the kurgans dated to the first 
half of the 2nd millennium BC firmly established itself in the treasury of Caucasian as well as world culture 
(Kuftin 1941; Kuftin 1948; Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974; Kuftin 1949; Menabde, Davlianidze 1968; Gogadze 
1972; Gagoshidze 1982).

In 1947 an expedition from the Javakhishvili Institute of History carried out work in the village of Khadiki 
(Gdzelishvili 1950; Gdzelishvili 1954).

In 1957 a joint expedition of the Tbilisi State University and the Georgian State Art Museum started work 
in Trialeti (Japaridze 1960, Japaridze 1962; Japaridze 1964; Japaridze 1969).

The Khrami Valley archaeological expedition of the Javakhishvili Institute of History, Archaeology and 
Ethnography worked in Tsalka in 1963-1974 (Berdzenishvili 1963; Gabunia 1965; Gabunia 1972; Gabunia 
1976; Gabunia 1974). The Tsalka-Trialeti archaeological expedition of the Centre of Archaeology has been 
working in Tsalka district since 1989 (Narimanishvili 1992; Narimanishvili, Mindiashvili et al. 1998; Shanshash-
vili, Narimanishvili 1996; Narimanishvili, Makharadze et al. 1996; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 1997; Shan-
shashvili, Narimanishvili 1998; Narimanishvili, Makharadze et al. 2004; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 1997; 
Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2000; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2001; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2001a).

Archaeological sites of the 15th-14th centuries BC were found in five places: near the village of Sapar-
Kharaba (Baiburt), at the “Cyclopean” settlement of Beshtasheni, and at Imera, Santa and Ozni.

Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. The village of Sapar-Kharaba (Baiburt) is built on the banks of the Chil-Chili 
(Baiburt-Chai) and Bashkov-Su rivers. At the confluence of the rivers and only 200 m from the village, is situ-
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ated the site of “Beshtasheni Cyclopean settlement”. 
The village was given its modern name (Sapar-Kharaba, Baiburt) by Greeks who migrated here from 

Turkey. They settled where, according to Vakhushti Bagrationi, the old village of Sabechdavi had been situ-
ated. Medieval monuments reconstructed or renovated by the Greeks can still be seen in the village. The 
first excavations were conducted here by E. Taqaishvili at the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th 
century, when he found Medieval period sites (Otchiot 1898, 111).

In the 1930s Boris Kuftin worked at three places in the environs of Sapar-Kharaba:
Three kurgans (XII, XIII, XIV) and one stone mound studied in “Baiburtun Garsi” 1938-1939 (Kuftin 1939, 

3ff.);
Three cist burials excavated near the present cemetery in 1939 (Kuftin 1939, 27, 39-41; Zhorzhikashvili, 

Gogadze 1974, 11-12);
Four burials excavated in Baiburt valley (pl. II, 1). These burials belong to the cemetery that we excavated 

and are situated at its extreme western part (pl. I, 2). The part of Kuftin’s diary in which the Baiburt burials 
were described has unfortunately been lost (Diaries 1937-1938). The diary for 1939 does not provide any 
important information (Kuftin 1939). Two large “Baiburtian” burials are confined by stone circles of between 
15 and18 m in diameter. The wide burial pits are aligned north to south. Very little human skeletal material 
has been preserved. It can be estimated from what survives that the deceased lay with their heads to the 
north. Between three and seven ceramic vessels usually lay at the head. Kuftin emphasizes that these ves-
sels are completely different from those formerly found at Tsalka. All the vessels lack handles, and all were 
made on a potter’s wheel. Despite their large size, they are rather thin-walled. Kuftin writes: “I cannot find a 
certain place for this pottery among south Caucasian cemeteries familiar to me” (Kuftin 1941, 76). No other 
finds were made in the large burials apart from pottery, while smaller burials yielded several beads of white 
and blue paste, a perforated stone and a copper-bronze pin. The head of the pin consists of open-work sur-
mounted by the figure of an ibex. 

Kuftin was very careful in dating the burials, defining their place exactly and places them between the 
end of the Middle and the beginning of the Late Bronze Age.

Kuftin’s four burials are situated at the extreme western part of our cemetery. It is impossible to re-
establish their numbers, and uncertainty reigns with regard to their contents.

These burials can be easily seen today on a small slope. The stone circles have survived, and the outlines 
of the burial pits can still be discerned (pl. II, 1). A large burial with a stone circle 19 m in diameter is situ-
ated at the extreme south (Kuftin’s “lower burial”). The second burial 14 m in diameter is situated 12 m to 
the north-west (Kuftin’s “upper burial”). Pit-burials are located 4 m west of the large burial. These burials are 
situated on the riverfront terrace, on the immediate left bank of the river Chil-Chili so that the cemetery is 
bordered by the river to its west. The cemetery is 1.5 km long to east and west and 0.4-0.5 km wide.

The BTC pipeline cut the cemetery in the middle (pl I, 2; II, 2). The investigation of the burials found in the 
ROW was carried out in 2003-2005 [Narimanishvili 2006a].

Excavations in the cemetery in 2003 revealed 29 burials (Nos 1-29). Two were found in 2004 (Nos 30-31), 
in 2005, 78 (Nos 32-122); there remained to be excavated Burials Nos 46, 57, 58, 60, 66, 70, 102, 111-115 and 
some unnumbered burials trapped between the oil and gas pipes (between 119+350 km and 120+600 km 
of the pipeline). 
Imera cemetery. The cemetery is situated east of the village of Imera, at the extreme north-west part of the 
Bedeni mountain range. This section is characterized by mountains in strong relief. The slopes to the north 
are traversed by minor gorges and streams. The burials are situated on the northern slope of the range and 
in a field below it, which is crossed by the small river Egrichai which goes past the cemetery to the south 
and via the village of Imera joins the Tsalka reservoir. The Tbilisi-Tsalka main road runs north of the cemetery. 
There are also two semi-desiccated lakes.

The cemetery was found during the course of construction of the BTC pipeline (at 109 and 110 km) 
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(Narimanishvili 2005).
The burials are situated in two groups on the left and right banks of the river. The burials apparently 

belong to two cemeteries, only the edges of which within the building zone. Seven burials were excavated 
(pl. III, 4), two of which were badly damaged. Five (Nos 1-5) were located on the right bank of the river (at km 
110) and two (Nos 6-7) on the left (at km 109).
Beshkenasheni (Beshtasheni) “Cyclopean” settlement. The settlement is situated 0.2 km north-west of 
Beshtasheni, at the confluence of the Chil-Chili and Bashkov-Su rivers (pl. XXVII, 2). The area between the 
deep canyons of these rivers (approx. 20 ha) is separated from the higher ground south of the village of 
Sapar-Kharaba by an artificial ditch. A “Cyclopean” wall is built at its southern edge so that the area (approx. 4 
ha) naturally protected from two sides is artificially confined and fortified from the north. The central part of 
the settlement is built at 1550m above sea level, on a rocky hill at the confluence of the Beiukchai (Bashkov-
Su) and Chil-Chili rivers (Geriak Chai). 

It is remarkable that this is the lowest part of the range dividing the Beshtasheni and Kariak-Bashkoi 
depressions. This is where the only road connecting the depressions runs, to continue to the passes of the 
Trialeti range. All the roads crossing Trialeti concentrate in Beshtasheni depression. Thus, the Beshkenasheni 
“settlement” is located in a convenient area. It might be the reason that this territory was intensely occupied 
from the Stone Age until the Middle Ages.

Kuftin’s were the first excavations at the settlement in 1939. He dug four trenches. The first trench was 
dug near the main wall, which revealed the deepest cultural stratum. The strata were 3.5 m deep on the in-
ner side of the wall, while outside, by the old artificial trench they were 1.8 m deep and filled with mainly 
Medieval material. Inside the wall, at a depth of 2 m, a large vessel was recovered, beneath which a stratum 
of the Kura-Araxes culture was recorded. He also excavated the west part of the old artificial trench (second 
trench), where the cultural layer reached 3 m. This layer was divided into two parts by a carbon strip. The 
surface of the pottery excavated in the upper layer was painted reddish-ochre, in which respect, according 
to Kuftin, they resembled the painted pottery from the kurgans, but of coarser workmanship. The lower layer 
contained pottery of the Kura-Araxes Culture (Kuftin 1941, 109). The third trench was dug in the north-east 
corner of the settlement (the plot we investigated is connected to, and extends, the trench dug by Kuftin). 
The upper layer contained Medieval material and the next contained pottery analogous to that of the Late 
Bronze Age cemetery excavated on the right bank of the Geriak-Chai. The lower layers belonged to the Early 
Bronze Age (Kuftin 1941, 110-112). The fourth trench contained only Medieval material (Kuftin 1941, 109). As 
a result of his work Kuftin remarked that the earliest layer was found beneath Late and Middle Bronze Age 
layers and was situated lower than the foundations of the “Cyclopean” wall (Kuftin 1941, 107).

Work was resumed at the Beshkenasheni settlement in 1991. The purpose of the excavations was to 
define the correlation between the settlement layers and the “Cyclopean” wall. For this reason two plots (XVII 
and XVIII) were selected north-west of the settlement (pl. XXVII3), embracing the defensive wall and the area 
left by Kuftin’s third trench (Narimanishvili, Makharadze et al. 2004, 126, pl. CCXII).

Eight cultural levels were been recorded in the “Cyclopean” settlement and its environs: A Mesolithic 
level (excavations of 1991) was situated 100 m south of the fortress, on the right bank of the river Bashkov-
Su, 3 m above datum. Finds include obsidian and flint microliths. Kura-Araxes period levels were found both 
within the fortress (excavations of 1939 and 1993) north-east of it, and on the right bank of the river Chil-
Chili, in the area of the Late Bronze Age cemetery. Remains of the settlement of the middle of the 2nd mil-
lennium BC were discovered in the north-east corner of the fortress (excavations of 1939 and 1991-93). Late 
Bronze and Early Iron Age sites were found in the fortress and on the right bank of the river Chil-Chili (exca-
vations of 1939 and 1991-93). A cemetery of the 7th-6th centuries BC was excavated near the road running 
from Beshtasheni to Sapar-Kharaba, on the edge of the dry gorge (excavations of 1995-99). A cemetery of 
the 5th-4th centuries BC is situated immediately north-east of the fortress (excavations of 1939). A settlement 
of the 4th-1st centuries BC and a cemetery (excavations of 1991-99) are situated 100 m south of the “Cyclo-
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pean” settlement, on the right bank of the river Bashkov-Su. A Medieval settlement was found lying mainly 
in the inner area of the fortress (excavations of 1939, 1992-93).

During the work of 1991 2nd millennium BC finds were made in plots XVII and XVIII. Among the build-
ings found House No. 1 was completely excavated and House No. 2 only partly. The area east of these houses 
was badly damaged and only fragments of the walls of the structures have survived.

House No. 1 is situated in grids 6, 9, 12 of plot XVII and grids 4, 7, 10 of plot LXVIII (pl. XXVII, 3). The walls 
are built of basalt rocks, whose greatest surviving height is 0.8 m. The length of the south wall is 7.2 m and 
of the north wall 6.75 m. The exterior of the eastern part is damaged, but the greatest width of the wall is 1.5 
m and the least 1.0 m. A niche 0.9 m wide is situated in the centre of the wall. The length of the west wall is 
6.75 m, and its width 1.0m. The east wall is 6.5 m long; its masonry includes bedrock, which is why the wall 
is slightly deformed; its length in the southern part is 1.5 m and in the northern 1.0 m. There is an entrance 
in the central part of the south wall. Remains of a floor paved with stone slabs have survived along the west 
wall. Such differences between the width of the walls is clearly the result of major repairs to the house. The 
north and east walls of the house must have been built later. The east wall of the house is cut through by 
a floor paved with stone slabs (grid 5, plot LXVIII). Finds were made at three levels: material recovered at a 
depth of 0.3 m from the upper part of the wall was ascribed to level I, material from between 0.3 and 0.6 m 
to level II, and level III was recorded on the floor. 

House No. 2 is joined to House No. 1 in that they have a common wall. House No. 2 is situated in grids 
6, 9, 12, plot LXVII and was partly excavated (pl. XXVII, 3). The north and south walls are badly damaged; The 
remains of a floor paved with stone slabs were found in the west part of the trench. Finds were made in three 
levels: material recovered at a depth of 0.3 m from the upper part of the wall was ascribed to level I, material 
from between 0.3 and 0.6 m to level II, and level III was recorded on the floor. 

All the pottery from the houses was made from well precipitated clay, the fabric is black or greyish, 
and surface is well-treated and bears signs of burnishing. Part of the pottery is ornamented with engraved, 
concentric lines, with an undulating ornament between two lines, or with wedge-shaped impressions. The 
rims of the bowls might have dotted or herring-bone ornament. The pottery of the settlement is analogous 
to that recovered in the burials excavated nearby, on the right bank of the river by B. Kuftin (Kuftin 1941, 65-
75, fig. 67, 82, 83, pl. LXVIII, 1). The Beshtasheni cemetery is dated to the 13th-12th centuries BC (Abramishvili 
2003, 24, 26).

During the excavations at Beshkenasheni remains of cultural strata were recorded in grid 12, plot LXVIII 
and grids 4 and 10, plot XIX. The stratum found in grid 4, plot LXIX is fragmentary and bears a trace of intense 
burning. This stratum contains small fragments of “Baiburt” type pottery and is immediately attached to the 
defensive “Cyclopean” wall.

A level containing similar material was also recorded in grid 10, plot XIX, where remains of the House 
No. 3 were discovered.

House No. 3 is located on grid 12, plot LXVIII and grid 10, plot XIX (pl. XXVII, 3). After removing 0.1m thick 
layer part of the house was found. The north-west corner built with pebbles dressed on one face has sur-
vived. The surviving length of the south-west wall is 1.2 m and that of the north-west wall 1.9 m. The major 
part of the house has been destroyed through erosion.

At a depth of 0.2 m from the bottom of the wall the remains of a floor 5.5 x 6.5 m plastered with clay 
were recorded (Level A). This layer is filled with black earth. Ash and a thin layer of carbon containing stray 
fragments of pottery cover the clay-plastered floor. The floor is laid immediately upon another ash-carbon 
layer (Level B), whose plastering formed the floor of the level visible in places. A similar floor was found after 
removing a 0.3 m thick layer. The floor of this layer (Level B) is also attached to the walls described above. The 
layer was completely filled with ash and carbon mixed with animal bones (mainly of large rather than small 
bovines) and pottery fragments. At 0.7 m from the face of the wall and at a depth of 0.2 m from the B level 
floor was bedrock. The uneven surface had been levelled and plastered with an ashy mixture (floor of Level 
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C). The stone wall goes down this level and has bedrock for a foundation. The floor of Level C must have been 
well smoothed and flattened. It is partly damaged with occasional natural stones projecting. There is a large 
amount of ash on the floor, in which pottery fragments and cattle bones are mixed. Here were recovered 
bones of a single-hoofed animal and a horse.

Thus, three layers with corresponding floors were found from the face of the wall to bedrock (although 
it must be mentioned that part of pottery excavated in the top 0.1 m thick layer is similar to the material 
found in the house). The house seems to have been repaired and renovated several times. The scanty finds 
from the house are useless for dating. They resemble the pottery from Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. The coarse 
pottery with thick fabric among the material from Level C level is somewhat different (pl. XXVII, 4), but this 
might be explained by different functions or different dates. It has to be mentioned that a ceramic vessel 
recovered north of the Beshkenasheni settlement, in the vast cemetery near Sapar-Kharaba is identical to 
the pottery found in House No. 3. Bearing this in mind, and the proximity of these two sites, we believe that 
the residents of the Beshkenasheni “Cyclopean settlement” were buried in the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery.

The defensive wall of Beshkenasheni is badly damaged. In the 20th century the walls were dismantled 
and the stones were used for building purposes. On the basis of the excavations carried out by Kuftin and 
our expedition, it can be stated that the width of the defensive wall is 3.0-3.5 m in plots LXVII and LXVIII, and 
4.0-4.2m in plot XIX. The interior of the wall facing the south is rectilinear and is oriented almost east-west. 
The exterior is irregular, which might be either due to the idiosyncrasies of the building or the result of a 
later damage. The north walls of Houses Nos 1 and 2 are situated parallel to the defensive wall so that there 
is a passage left between them, which must indicate the simultaneous functioning of the defensive wall and 
the houses.

There used to be a deep ditch north of the defensive wall cut between the bank of the river Bashkov-Su 
to that of the Chil-Chili. Kuftin showed (Kuftin 1941, 109) that the ditch must have been at least 3 m deep. 
The defence system was reinforced by a wall built on a height north of the ditch (Kuftin 1941, 108) which 
does not exist today. 

The correlation between the ditch and the defensive wall is interesting. The lower layers of the ditch 
contain Early Bronze Age material overlaid by layers of Bedeni Culture. The top layer 2 m thick is Medieval. 
Despite the scanty data we may assume that the defensive ditch was dug in the Early Bronze Age, while the 
“Cyclopean” wall was built in the middle of the 2nd millennium and functioned through the middle of the 1st 
millennium BC. 
The “Cyclopean” fortress at Santa. The Santa “Cyclopean” fortress is situated on the crest and the slopes of 
the mountain range north of the village of Santa (pl. XXVIII, 1). It is 1300 m long and it varies in width be-
tween 70 and 130 m. The fortress complex consists of two parts, upper and lower. The upper fortress is built 
immediately on the crest and is closely follows the terrain. 

The settlement extends from east to west and consists of several separate sections. The central section 
within the confines is the most remarkable. Unfortified sections are situated to the east and west of the for-
tress. The wall in the centre of the crest, which divides the central section into two parts is really impressive. 
Its length reaches 100 m and it is 5-6 m wide, while the greatest surviving height is 2 m. There is an entrance 
in the wall that formerly had a tower with stairs to one side. Buildings and defensive walls are made of large 
uncut basalt rocks. Judging by the archaeological data the upper fortress should be dated to the 13th-12th 
centuries BC.

Kuftin made a trench inside the fortress in 1936 (Kuftin 1936), which proved to contain four layers: 1. 
A sterile humus layer from the present ground level to a depth of 0.2 m; 2. In the layer between 0.2 m and 
0.45 m a large amount of red fired pottery was recovered. A fragment of a vessel with a tubular handle was 
thought by Kuftin to be Medieval, but on closer inspection of the material it is likely that this layer belongs 
to the Classical period; 3. The third layer is between 0.45m and 0.8 m. The fabric of most of the pottery found 
here is grey and well fired. The surface is burnished. Some pieces are decorated with a chequer-board orna-
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ment. The fabric of the second group of pottery is coarse and contains obsidian admixtures. The material 
recovered in this layer is similar to that recovered in the upper fortress and at other Cyclopean settlements 
and belong to the 13th-12th centuries BC; 4. The fourth layer is the thickest. It starts at a depth of 0.8 m and 
continues to 1.7m. In the upper part of this layer a strong wall built with large rocks was found, which pre-
vented archaeologists from reaching the static layer of the ditch. Kuftin observed that the wall was recorded 
to a depth of 1.7 m, although the reddish-greyish burnt layer went down even deeper (Kuftin 1936). It is this 
very layer that is contemporary to the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery and the Beshkenasheni settlement.
Ozni settlement. Pottery analogous to that recovered from the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery was found at the 
settlement situated on the terrace south of Ozni “Cyclopean” fortress which is situated on a high plateau 
south-west of the village of Ozni. The site is a complex consisting of a central part (the fortress) and settle-
ments inside and outside the fortress (pl. XXVIII, 2). The fortress is rectangular in plan and at present has 
three entrances. Two are in the north wall and one in the south. There is an impression that to begin with 
there was a gateway only in the west wall. The walls of the fortress are built of untreated basalt rocks and are 
have masonry of dressed stone outside and mortar inside. The area within was completely occupied by the 
settlement, while a modern enclosure for cattle is situated in the south. Late Bronze-Early Iron Age potsherds 
were collected in the fortress. The main residential area is situated on terraces east of the fortress, which also 
encroaches on the borders of the modern village.

Another fortress is situated west of the central fortified part, opposite the old entrance. It clearly differs 
from the central fortress in building technique. Its walls are built of huge basalt stones and firmly fit each 
other. Houses of the settlement that are attached to the second fortress to the south and which descend 
towards the village on terraces are also built in the same technique. The difference in building techniques 
of the walls of the first and the second fortresses must be explained by their having been constructed at 
different times.

Kuftin excavated on the left bank of the river Oznis Tsqali, at the bottom of the south slope, where he 
recorded a solid settlement of the Kura-Araxes Culture. Here he also found cultural layers containing pottery 
analogous to that of the burials excavated at Sapar-Kharaba (Baiburt) (Kuftin 1948, 35-36). In my opinion, the 
second “Cyclopean” building of Ozni must be contemporary with this layer. 
Architecture and building technique of the Bronze Age settlements. Trialeti Bronze Age (3rd-1st millennia BC) 
architecture has three main types: timber, clay and stone.

In the southern highlands of Georgia, including Trialeti, untreated stones were used as the prinipal 
building material in the middle of the 2nd millennium BC. “Cyclopean” architecture occupies a special place 
among stone-built sites. The monumentality of buildings and the large scale of settlements distinguish 
them from other sites in the South Caucasus. The building of houses, fortresses or fortification walls with 
large untreated stones and without mortar is the main characteristic feature of Georgian “Cyclopean” settle-
ments and castles. 

This building technique was common in South Caucasia from the 3rd millennium BC, although earlier 
settlements were not fortified with defensive walls built with “Cyclopean” masonry. 

This building technique was not practised after the middle of the 1st millennium BC. Stone was only 
used for constructing the foundations of walls which were usually continued upwards in adobe brick. At the 
same time wooden architecture became prominent. Wood was used for strengthening walls as well as for 
masonry with a dressed stone exterior and mortar interior. Small pebbles and lumps of adobe were used for 
filling. At the same time ashlar masonry began to be used.

In the Middle Ages dry-stone masonry is typical of villages and large settlements in a number of regions 
in South Caucasia, but there are no fortresses or fortification systems built in this manner. Thus, only the sites 
which have defensive walls built with dry-stone masonry are believed to belong to “Cyclopean” settlements 
and fortresses.

Defensive walls of “Cyclopean” settlements follow the relief. Builders made splendid use of naturally 
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fortified places. Besides, defensive ditches were cut across plains and increased the height of fortifying walls 
by cutting off the slopes of rocky outcrops. With a few exceptions, defensive systems and simple fortresses 
did not have towers.

The date and definition of this type of settlement are controversial issues. Some (Khanzadyan 1969; 23; 
Esayan 1976, 7-18) believe that they began in the 3rd millennium BC. Only one level of the 3rd millennium BC 
was recorded in the “Cyclopean” fortresses investigated by S. Esayan in north-east Armenia (Esayan 1976, 17-
18). Levels of this period were found in Trialeti at the Beshkenasheni and Tezi “Cyclopean” settlements (Kuftin 
1941, 108, 115, 117; Shanshashvili, Narimanishvili 1996). It is difficult, however, to conclude that these levels 
and fortification systems built with “Cyclopean” masonry were contemporary with each other.

The results of the excavations at the Beshtasheni settlement point to the likelihood that confining set-
tlements within “Cyclopean” walls apparently began in the 16th-14th centuries BC (Beshkenasheni). In the 
following period the building of settlements and fortresses with “Cyclopean” technique was conducted on 
a large scale (Shanshashvili, Narimanishvili 1996; Narimanishvili, Makharadze et al. 1996; Khanzadyan 1969; 
Esayan 1976; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2000; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 1997; Narimanishvili, Shan-
shashvili 2001; Narimanishvili, Shanshashvili 2001a).

So far judging by to the “Cyclopean” settlements excavated on the Trialeti Plateau we can judge that this 
kind of construction began exist in the 16th century BC (Beshkenasheni), while they become predominant in 
the 13th-7th centuries BC (Sabechdavi, Knole, Tsritsi, Bareti, Akhaldaba, Losho, Armenian sites).

Works carried out at “Cyclopean” settlements and fortresses situated in South Caucasia clearly indicate 
that this type of site predominates in the central and eastern parts of Caucasia in the 16th-5th centuries BC, 
although most belong to the 13th-8th centuries BC. They are intensively built in the second half of the 2nd 
millennium and the first half of the 1st millennium BC.

The differences recorded in the “Cyclopean” settlements points to their hierarchy, which clearly also 
reveals a complicated societal structure. The “Cyclopean” settlements investigated at Trialeti (Utsqlo, Bareti, 
Sabechdavi, Akhaldaba, Knole) display a situation when there is a citadel or a few fortified parts with unforti-
fied or less fortified settlement around them. In most cases a less fortified settlement outside the citadel is 
attached to the citadel by strong walls, while the citadel itself is divided into two or three parts (Sabechdavi, 
Knole, Utsqlo, Akhaldaba, Kokhaji). At Akhaldaba the citadel is divided into two absolutely isolated parts 
with independent entrances. Only one half of the citadel was connected to the settlement outside the for-
tress. This might point not only to the existence of a civil, but also of a military hierarchy. It can be assumed 
that the main function of “Cyclopean” settlements was military control and the protection of the population 
and support of the prosperity of weakly fortified or unfortified places. 

Large “Cyclopean” settlements are intricate complexes. Their main characteristic feature is a strong outer 
wall and citadel, and regularly planned residential quarters. As a rule, they contain several fortified sections 
(Sabechdavi, Tezi, Losho) or fortified sections confined within a common outer wall (Utsqlo, Bareti, Akhal-
daba) and are built under the central, common planning principle. Residential and household constructions 
are mainly inside the outer wall. The emergence of a population outside the wall apparently occurs some-
what later, perhaps as a result of population increase or settlement close to the fortified area due to an un-
stable situation. The presence of an inner castle suggests that the ruling class was separated from the rest of 
the population. The principle of planning of “Cyclopean” settlements indicates a high level of urbanization, 
which is one of the main components of civilization.

Huge “Cyclopean”, multi-layer settlements (Beshkenasheni, Tezi, Losho, Bareti) are situated in strategic 
areas, on the main roads running from Trialeti to neighbouring regions. Traces of lengthy habitation can only 
be observed at these sites. All (except Bareti) display Kura-Araxes levels too. Middle Bronze Age levels are 
only recorded at the Beshkenasheni settlement. All are intensively adapted from the second half of the 2nd 
millennium BC. By the end of the 2nd millennium BC some (e.g. Tsritsi) cease to exist, but new ones emerge 
(e.g. Knole).
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Freestanding fortresses were apparently advanced outposts which, apart from protecting a certain sec-
tion, controlled roads in the whole area of “Cyclopean” sites. We may assume that isolated fortresses were 
involved in the defensive system of the central authorities, which must have had more important functions 
than just protecting a particular region. 
The structure of burials and burial practices. All the burials excavated at Sapar-Kharaba and Imera cemeter-
ies were pit burials (pl. VI, 8, 10; VII, 6, 8; VIII, 3). Burial chambers are surrounded by circles consisting of huge 
basalt stones (chamber tombs) whose diameter varies between 4 and 18m (pl. III, 1-4; IV, 1-4; V, 1-6; VI, 1-4). 
The interior space of the chamber tomb is mainly filled with small pebbles (pl. III, 1; V, 1-3; VI, 3). In some 
cases the stone of the chambers are also covered with such stones. There are chamber burials where only the 
burial chambers are overlaid with pebbles (pl. II, 3; III, 2). The roof structures of the burial pits are immediately 
beneath these stone mounds (pl. VI, 2-4). Burial chambers are covered with basalt slabs of different sizes (pl. 
VI, 1, 5-6), or wooden beams (pl. VI, 7-10).

A single burial is usually placed in the centre of a chamber tomb. Burials Nos 67 and 68 are the excep-
tion (pl. VIII, 1), which are placed within one chamber tomb. It is remarkable that both burials seem to have 
been arranged simultaneously, as is suggested by the fact that the pit burials are cut not in the centre of the 
chamber tomb but are arranged symmetrically within the circle (pl. VIII, 2). A young woman is buried in Burial 
No. 67, while Burial No. 68 revealed four children of different ages (pl. VIII, 3).

Burial chambers are cut into yellowish loam. Most are rectangular (2 m x 1.2 m) with rounded corners 
(pl. VI, 9; VII, 1-2; VIII, 3; XI, 1, 3-5). Only four (Nos 10, 23, 30, 90; pl. VII, 3-5, 8) of 109 burials have a different 
shape. They are extended in a north-south orientation and reach a length of 5-6 m. These burials also stand 
out because the deceased rest on wooden beds (Nos 10, 23, 90; pl. VII, 3, 6; XXV, 1-3) or they contain parts of 
a cart (Burial No. 30; pl. XXV, 4-6; XXVI, 1-3).

Burial chambers are mainly oriented north-south (with minor deviations; pl. IV, 1-4; V, 1-6; XI, 1, 3-5; 
XVII, 7; XXV, 1). The deceased are buried in a crouched position lying on their right or left sides (pl. XXV, 2-3), 
with their heads to the north (pl. VII, 3, 5, 8). The burials are usually single and only Burials Nos 6 (with two 
deceased) and 68 (with four) contained young children (pl. VIII, 4).

In most cases the skeletons of the deceased are covered with a black substance (pl. VII, 1; X, 2; XI, 1, 3-5) 
that also extends beneath the skeletons. This layer is distinguished by straight geometrical forms. It is 0.2-0.4 
m thick and contains many wooden fragments and impressions of leather. It would appear that the burials 
had flimsy wooden structures covered with leather, which turned into an irregular mass when the roof col-
lapsed. A layer of black earth was also recorded beneath the deceased at the Artiki cemetery, which also con-
tained wood and textile remains. The deceased in Burial No. 89 there was covered with cloth (Khachatryan 
1975, 139; Khachatryan 1979, 7).

The grave goods follow a regular pattern. Each of the deceased was buried with 1-8 vessels, and the pot-
tery was mainly laid in the north, near the head (pl. VIII, 5-8). Weapons are laid before the face (pl. XVII, 5-7), 
bronze pins are recorded at the neck, while there are beads and other ornaments. Strings of sardonyx beads 
also occur at the wrists and feet.

There are remains of both large and small cattle in every burial (pl. VII, 6-8; VIII, 5). They are laid on the 
floor of burials. Some burials (Nos 1, 2, 30, 90) yielded whole skeletons of a sheep or a goat (pl. VIII6), with 
untreated obsidian flakes laid near the neck. Vessels contain the remains of a meal. 

A certain ritual was also practiced outside the chamber tomb (pl. IV, 3-4; V, 4, 6; VI, 3, 4); small ritual pits 
(0.4 m x 0.5m; 0.6m x 0.8m) are situated to the north of burial chambers and are attached immediately to the 
chamber stones. Some are covered with stone slabs, or are marked with a mound of small stones, although 
a few do not have any markers. Pottery (3-5 items) might be laid in the pits and some are filled with animal 
bones. Some of the vessels had stone lids.

Vessels of different shapes have different kind of provisions for the next life. Food freshly boiled in large 
pots was covered with stone lids and laid in a pit. Such vessels contained only meat. Smaller pots were used 
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for vegetables and porridge; honey, hazelnuts and walnuts were placed in bowls (Kvavadze 2004; Kvavadze 
2005). Food vessels were placed both in burials and in ritual pits.
Grave goods. Pottery. Most grave goods are ceramic, and a large and varied number of vessels were found. 
All the vessels except one (pl. XIV, 1) lack handles. One group is made of precipitated clay. They are wheel-
made, are thin-walled and are fired black (pl. XII; XIV-XV). The surface of such vessels is burnished and deco-
rated with incised and burnished ornament. 

Vessels of the second group are also wheel-made (pl. XIII; XVI), are usually large, made of coarse-grained 
clay, and have a brownish-grey surface and a black core. The exterior is decorated with relief bands (pl. XIII, 
7, 9, 11, 13; XVI, 9, 10, 12-13), and similar ornament occasionally occurs on the underside (pl. XVI). All of them 
bear traces of burning and are filled with cattle bones. Vessels of the third group have a coarse fabric, are 
hand-made, poorly fired and friable. 

As a result of the palaeological study of samples from the vessels found in the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery 
it was concluded that both animal (cattle, lamb, goat) and vegetable (chestnut, hazelnut, walnut, wheat, 
buckwheat, goosefoot, nettle) foods were consumed in everyday life. Animal fat was used in cooking, while 
umbellate plants were used for spices.

The diet seems to have been quite varied. For example, honey was found in a jar recovered in Burial No. 
10; a large pot from Burial No. 25 contained wheat, hazelnut, lime pollen; on the floor of Burial No. 28, in the 
burnt soil, there was a quanitity of wheat, rye and other cereals, nettle, the remains of hornbeam, lime, oak 
and beech pollen. A pot in Burial No. 29 produced the burnt remains and pollen of juniper; a wide-rimmed 
pot contained animal fat, a quantity of wheat, crop weeds and many pasture elements. A ceramic vessel in 
Burial No. 30 held cattle bones, animal fat, a quantity of wheat and umbellate plants (spices) (Kvavadze 2004; 
Kvavadze 2005). The vessel bears vivid traces of burning, and was apparently placed in the grave immedi-
ately after cooking a meal. Swastikas on the vessel point to a sacral function and its contents must be related 
to the preparation of ritual food.

Palaeozoological investigation of domestic animal bones from the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery (Bendukid-
ze 2005) point to advanced livestock breeding (cow, goat, sheep, pig), while palynological research throws 
light on the development of cereals.
Weapons. Daggers were found in only three graves (Nos 8, 13, 85) (pl. XVII, 3-8). A so-called Near Eastern-
type dagger lay before the deceased in Burial No. 13 (pl. XVII, 7). Its overall length is 0.494 m, the blade is 
triangular (pl. XVII, 4; XVIII, 7), and thin wooden plaques were inserted in the handle frame (length 0.105m; 
pl. XVII, 5).

Such daggers are known from different parts of the southern Caucasus and are mostly dateable to the 
15th-14th centuries BC (Piliposyan 1999, 52, 61, pl. 6; Pitskhelauri 1979, 79-81). Short daggers are also made of 
bronze. One (in Burial No. 8) has an elongated blade (length 0.215 m, width at the handle 0.047 m; pl. XVII, 
3; XIX, 8), and another (in Burial No. 85) is similar to the first, but with a shorter blade (length 0.13m, width at 
the handle 0. 06 m) and a bone handle (pl. XVII, 6, 8; XVIII, 1; XIX, 4).

A quiver 0.51m long and whose greatest width was 0.17 m was found in Burial No. 8 (pl. XVII, 1-3) was 
made from thin wooden strips overlaid with leather (pl. XVIII, 6). The exterior of the quiver is decorated with 
thin bronze plaques (pl. XVIII, 10-12). Micro X-ray and spectral analysis showed that bronze details were 
made from a tin alloy. 

There was a round black spot 0.15m from the quiver tip enclosed by a woven, rope-like curb. There had 
once been eight arrows in the quiver (6 obsidian and 1 flint arrowheads lay at the mouth and an obsidian 
arrowhead at the bottom of the quiver). There were the stems of five arrows 0.38m long within the quiver. 
The length of the quiver 0.51 m and the width 0.17 m.

Plaques for decorating quivers were recovered from Burial No. 74 at Trialeti (Abramishvili 1978, 62, fig. 
28), which is assigned to the Middle Bronze Age (Abramishvili 1978, 55), although it was stated that “Burials 
No. 53 and No. 74 give the impression that they are the latest among the Middle Bronze Age burials” (Abra-
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mishvili 1978, 59). This burial is dated to the 15th century BC (Abramishvili 1978, 68). Fragments of a quiver 
were recovered in Kurgan No. 4 at Zemo Bodbe (Pitskhelauri 1979, 83, pl. VI3-7) attributed to the transition 
period by K. Pitskhelauri (Pitskhelauri 1979, 69) and dated by him to the second half of the 15th century or the 
first half of the 14th century (Pitskhelauri 1979, 80).

Arrowheads were recovered in two burials (Burial No. 8, pl. XVIII, 13; Burial No. 85, pl. XVII, 2; XVIII, 14). 
Ten arrowheads were recorded in Burial No. 8, and 30 in Burial No. 85 (pl. XVIII, 13). In Burial No. 8 the arrows 
were in a quiver, while in Burial No. 85 they lay at the wrist of the deceased.

The arrowheads were made from black transparent obsidian and reddish-brown or greyish/off-white 
flint (pl. XIX, 21). Particularly interesting is the arrowhead from Burial No. 8 (pl. XVIII, 2; XIX) that has a different 
shape from the others.

The discovery of lancet-type weapons is of special interest since they are unique in Caucasian archae-
ology. Two such objects were recorded in Burial No. 8. They have a thin bronze blade, a four-faceted hoop 
narrowing towards the end and a handle made of tubular bone (pl. XVIII, 8-9). Such objects may in fact have 
been scalpels and used as medical instruments.
Jewellery. The cemetery produced two bronze bracelets (Burial Nos 56, 119; pl. XVIII, 3; XIX, 10) and three 
bronze pins (Burial Nos 18, 73, 56; pl. XVIII, 4-5; XIX, 5, 7). The beads are extremely varied in character. There 
are round, barrel-shaped, bi-conical, flat and cylinder beads of sardonyx, glass, paste and bronze (pl. XIX, 11-
20, 22-25; XX, 18-35). Gold tubes occur in strings of beads (pl. XX, 9-11; XXIV, 19-25). 
Seals. Several seals of different shapes were discovered in the cemetery: three are rectangular (pl. XXII, 10-12; 
XXIV, 2-4), four are circular (pl. XXII, 5-6, 8-9; XXIV, 12-15), one is triangular in section (pl; XX, 7; XXIV, 11), seven 
are cylinder, five of which are decorated with geometrical ornament (pl. XX, 1-2, 5-6; XXII, 13-14; XXIV, 6-10), 
while two rare pictorial a theme (pl. XXII, 1-2; XXIV.1, 5).

Fish on a cylinder seal from Burial No. 27 are arranged in two rows (pl. XXII, 1; XXIV, 5). Such seals were 
common in Syria (Ras-Shamra) in the 16th-14th centuries BC and belong to the so called “Common Style” of 
Mitannian glyptic (Salje 1990, 66, pl. VII, 136-138). It is interesting that such a theme and style was typical of 
seals from Jemdet-Nasr (3000-2800 BC) (Afanasyeva 1979, pl. IV, 6). Such seals were in use for a long time as 
amulets. There are cases when Jemdet-Nasra seals were found in burials of the Neo-Babylonian or Parthian 
periods. A Neo-Assyrian seal was carried by a Seljuk Sultan as an amulet in the 13th century (Boehmer 1997, 
23, 24, 33).

Particular attention should be paid to a cylinder seal from Burial No. 5 (pl. XXII, 2; XXIV, 1). It shows a 
male figure in a short tunic and a pointed headdress. The man holds a sceptre with a radiant star as a finial. 
He kneels before an altar surmounted by an ibex (pl. XXII, 3-4). Thematically this seal resembles other South 
Caucasian examples dated to the 2nd millennium BC (Mingechaur, Razdan, Shakhtakht, Shamiram), as well 
as those from Nuza and Gezeri (Piliposyan 1998, pl. 34, 35, 41). All these seals represent a male figure, oc-
casionally kneeling, holding a sceptre with a star or plant at the tip. There is an ibex front of him, on an altar 
or on a height. On one of the seals from Nuza rows of fish are depicted above the central figure. On the seals 
from Razdan, Mingechaur and Gezer there is an undulating ornament above the ibex. All these seals, as well 
as the one excavated in Burial No. 27, belong to “Common Style” of Mitannian glyptic examples of which are 
widespread throughout Mesopotamia and the Levant (Salje 1990, 34, pl. IV-VI).

The iconography of the Sapar-Kharaba seal is similar to that of Hurrian-Mitannian seals. The imagery is 
also related to Hurrian mythology. In our view, the ibex on an altar is a representation of the ancient Meso-
potamian deity Ea, who appeared in the Hurrian pantheon as early as the Akkadian period. In ancient times 
Ea-Enk was depicted as an ibex with a fish’s tail. Ea-Enk was the lord of the ocean of the nether world (Abzu) 
and represented wisdom and magic. In the Hurrian literary work “Song of Ulikumi” Ea is qualified by the epi-
thet hassiss (in Akkadian hasisu – wisdom) (Wilhelm 1992, 95).

A total of 13 cylinder seals with graphic representations have been excavated in the Caucasus. All be-
long to the “Common Style” of Mitannian glyptic and were widespread in the 16th-14th centuries BC (Pogre-
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bova 2000, 145-150) and coincide with the period at which the Hurrian-Mitannian kingdom was powerful.
Apart from the above mentioned seal, Sapar-Kharaba produced other imported cylinder, rectangular 

and scarab-type seals. Glass beads were also imported. A blue glass “scaraboid” has a human face (pl. XXII, 7; 
XXIV, 16), not uncommon on Egyptian scaraboids. There are similar samples in the British Museum in London 
(Budge 2001, 243). 

Pyramid-shaped stones must also be an Egyptian import. They are in the form of a truncated pyramid; 
the hole on the wide bottom does not go all the way through (pl. XXIII, 4-6). Besides this, Burial No. 8 yielded 
stones of a different character (pl. XXIII), of such a shape and size as some found in Tutankhamen’s burial, em-
ployed in the ritual of “mouth opening”. Similar objects were used in ancient Egypt with the same purpose 
(Hagen 2002, 160).
Noble (or “royal”) insignia. Among metal objects discovered at the cemetery royal emblems and insignia 
deserve special mention. 

A bronze sceptre-like object was discovered in Burial No. 8. It has a T-shaped head and a long twisted 
stem ending with a hook. The stem is round in section at the upper part (for 0.03 – 0.35 m) and then it be-
comes square in section and is twisted for a further 0.045 m from the head. The end of the twisted stem 
which is rectangular in section transforms into an arched pointed hook (pl.XIX, 1-2). The overall length is 
0.62m. It was broken into two parts. The head of the object lay over the rim of vessel No. 62 and the tip of the 
hook touched the back of the head of the deceased (pl. XVII, 3).

The solid bronze sceptre head from Burial No. 85 is a symbol of nobility. Remains of wood in the hole on 
the underside indicate that the sceptre once had a wooden stem (pl. XIX, 6; XXI, 1).

A number of objects from Bronze Age sites in south Caucasia are believed to be ritual, household goods 
and armaments. Some must be royal emblems, although the problem has never received the attention it 
deserves. There are references to sceptre heads (chief’s sceptres) in the archaeological literature, but these 
have not yet received proper study either. The diversity of sceptre heads allows us to make a typological and 
chronological distribution, which might provide a basis for their attribution (i.e. their specific function).

The closest parallel for the royal emblem discovered in Burial No. 8 of Sapar-Kharaba cemetery comes 
from Trialeti (Narimanishvili 2005).

In 2003 a local resident discovered and excavated a burial in the village of Avranlo, Tsalka district. The 
burial contained bronze grave goods as well as pottery. The cemetery where the burial was discovered is 
situated in the western part of the village, on the left bank of the river Ktsia (Kuftin conducted limited ex-
cavations here. Every now and then local residents come across burials while farming their land. Today the 
majority of these objects are kept at the Trialeti archaeological expedition headquarters).

The burial inventory recovered at Avranlo in 2003 (for detailed information see: Narimanishvili, Ami-
ranashvili, Kvachadze, Shanshashvili, Archaeological sites at Avranlo, in this volume). Particularly interesting 
is the complex of bronze objects: a hook, a belt and a sculpture of an ox head (pl. XIX, 3; XXI, 4-6). Objects 
with a hook-like ending had been discovered in South Caucasia before (e.g. coarse hooks, considered to be 
household items), but this is the first time that a example of such high artistic value has been discovered. I 
believe it to have been the insignia of a high ranking person. 

A hook-like sceptre was the symbol of ancient Egyptian Osiris. It symbolized a shepherd’s crook (Egi­
petskaya mifologia 2002, 72), and later also became a symbol of the a pharaoh. A character of such a shape 
denoted the word “govern” in ancient Egypt (Leontiev 1990, 117). The ideal pharaoh for an ancient Egyptian 
was a “good shepherd”, who watched over everything (Frankfort, Frankfort, Wilson, Jacobson 2001, 103). In 
Mesopotamia the sceptre, crown and shepherd’s crook were symbols of the god Anu (Frankfort, Frankfort, 
Wilson, Jacobson 2001, 177). In ancient Babylon a hook was the symbol of the deadly and destructive deity 
Amuru (Martu) (Black, Green 1992, 54). On Kassite seals hooks are held by human-fish which are associated 
with the god of underworld streams, Ea (Black, Green 1992, 54). A hook was a symbol of Assyrian kingship 
too. Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 BC), whose image was erected in the city of Kalhu (Nimrud) (pl. XXI, 2) holds a 
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royal sceptre in his left hand and a hook-like symbol in his right (Britanskii muzei 1980, 41-42). 
It can thus be confidently stated that hook-like symbols or insignia were common in many Near Eastern 

countries and were perceived as symbols of special power (they nay also have been associated with death). 
The insignia excavated at Trialeti (pl. XXI, 4) are symbols of “royal” power.
Means of transport. A cart and its attachments recovered from Burial No. 30 illustrate the use of vehicles and 
their intricate construction (pl. XXV, 4-6; XXVI). The body of the cart from Sapar-Kharaba cemetery differs in 
the way the body is constructed on the four-wheeled cart of the Middle Bronze Age.

Burial No. 30 is a pit grave overlaid with a stone mound, oriented north-south. It is 3.5 m long and 1.9m 
wide. Two ceramic vessels stood in the north-west corner of the burial chamber. At a depth of 1.4 m remains 
of wooden beams were recorded in the south part of the burial. These turned out to be parts of a cart (pl. 
XXV4-6). The wood is badly preserved, and the vehicle is only partially intact.

Before discussing the wagon from Sapar-Kharaba it should be noted that this type of vehicle consists of 
three main parts: body, axle-wheel and yoke. The body is the part where the load is placed. It is mounted on 
an axle-wheel and the front rests on the yoke. The body is made up of separate parts: shafts, struts, square 
braces, plank seats, horizontal beams, etc. The main part of the body is a rectangular shaft cut from two long 
planks, joined together so as to form an isosceles triangle. The shafts are not strictly straight, for they are 
somewhat curved (Gegeshidze 1956, 48-50).

The body of a cart was placed in the centre of Burial No. 30 (pl. XXV, 4-5; XXVI, 2). Its composition is com-
plicated. Its overall length is 2.1 m and the width at the end is 1.1 m. The individual mem bers of the body 
are mostly of timber trimmed in a rectangular fashion. The body has the shape of a truncated or rounded tri-
angle. The frame is braced with large joists, and timbers support the floor and the front and rear plank seats. 
The left joist of the frame appears to consist of two parts. One large joist 1.25 x 0.12 x 0.11 m is situated at the 
back of the body, is curved at the end and points upwards. At this point the height of the body including the 
joist is 0.28-0.3 m. The length of the second joist is 0.85 m. It abuts the larger joist at 0.1 m along its length. 
After the removal of a 0.03m thick blackened area (the remains of wood?), it became clear that both joists 
were notched in such a way that they fit firmly together. 

It would appear that this was where the pieces were joined: at a point where both joists are 0.09 m 
thick and 0.1 m wide. At the front of the body, where it is narrow, the second joist is 0.05 m thick and 0.06 m 
wide. At the beginning of the cart body this joist is curved and joins the right joist. Now it is difficult to say 
whether this part of the body was cut from a single piece of timber or was made up of several parts. Here, 
at the same level, the remains of a figured joist were recorded. The plan of the body of the cart is triangular 
with a rounded tip (pl. XXVI, 1-2).

After the removal of the upper beams, a rectangular wooden frame was recorded at this section of the 
body, connected to the main body structurally connected to the main body. These rectangular joists might 
have been timbers supporting the floor of the cart, and which bound together the main frame in the con-
struction of the cart. Length of the first plank is 0.30 m and the width of the cart frame at the front is conse-
quently 0.33m. The second timber is 0.45 m long and is detached from the first by 0.2 m. The width of the 
first plank is 0.05 m and that of the second 0.07 m. Both are 0.07m high (pl. XXVI, 3).

It is probable that the upper structure fixed to the timbers was initially vertical with respect to the body; 
when it collapsed there were two layers of wood fragments. It is noteworthy that here, apart from the above 
mentioned figured joists, wood fragments different shapes were also found, including one resembling a 
small wheel. 

The rectangular part of the body lay on a 0.25m wide wooden plank (the front seat bench) (level VI) 
(pl. XXVI, 2). It projects beyond the body on each side and is 0.75 m long. The plank has only survived as an 
impression. In this section a flat wooden circular plate (diameter 0.35m) was placed at the south of the body 
(pl. XXV, 4-6; XXVI, 2), which lay on the above-mentioned plank. The head of the forked shaft was placed on 
the edge of the plank (pl. XXV, 5; XXVI, 2, 3, 5).
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As can be seen from this description, the front of the body of the cart was very complicated. An accurate 
restoration is difficult at this stage. The discovery of better preserved comparable contemporary carts at 
Berikldeebi and Lchasheni allow the possibility of a reconstruction the Sapar-Kharaba cart. It is likely that the 
Sapar-Kharaba cart also had a light roof construction.

The right joist of the body situated at the west wall of the burial chamber consists of two or, perhaps, 
three parts. A relief band was applied to the joist at 0.25 m from the tip. There is notch cut in the wood as 
well, which tends to make us think that this joist was joined to another, but it is difficult to be certain. The 
second joist is 0.75 m long, 0.9 m wide at the north end and 0.04 m at the south (unless it is damaged here). 
There are rectangular holes on the joist 0.04 m long, 0.02 m wide and 0.05 m deep. There are three holes of 
the same size on the third beam. These holes must have been used for the shafts or for the framework of a 
light roof. Two figured details were noted at the bottom of the west wall, at the level of these joists (pl. XXVI, 
4).

The third joist is 1.0m long, 0.08-01 m wide and 0.12m high. At the back of the body the joist points 
upwards like the left joist. Such a construction detail suggests that end of the cart was raised. Both principal 
joists are connected to each other by means of a thin wooden plank (the rear seat bench) that is 1.1 m long 
and 0.17 m wide. Fragments of similar planks were also recorded on the body. One was 0.7m long, 0.14m 
wide and the other 0.9 m long and 0.15m wide. The panels are parallel to the main joist of the body frame.

Vestiges of wood were preserved over the whole area of the body, but it was not possible to make sense 
of them. A thin black firm coating was found on each plank that might have been the remains of leather or 
a mat. Planks found inside the body of the cart might come from the floor. 

In the south-western part of the cart, two ceramic vessels stood on planks (pl. XXV, 4; XXVI, 1-2): a larger 
and a smaller pot. Two plain pebbles lay next to the larger pot which was filled with cattle bones. At 0.4 m to 
the north, near the right joist of the body, was an obsidian flake.

A joist rectangular in section (2.0 x 0.06 x 0.06 m) was found at the north wall of the burial. In the south-
ern part of the burial two more members of the cart were recorded. One resembled the left joist of the body 
and appears to have been its continuation. The second is parallel to the rear part of the cart (seat). They were 
noticeably higher (level IV) than the main part of the body.

The southern part of the burial had been completely destroyed, so that we could not completely record 
the cart and its details. Judging by the disposition of the bones of the deceased we assume that over a third 
of the burial chamber was cut off. It is thought that a part of the burial inventory and some details of the 
cart were in this section too. Two principal parts of the cart, a shaft and a yoke, were recorded beneath the 
wooden joist described above, at the east wall of the burial (pl. XXVI, 2, 3, 5-6). They lay parallel to the body 
of the cart and partly beneath it (pl. XXV, 5-6).

The shaft was made from a single piece of timber 1.45 m long. It has a double-head end and its tip is in 
the form of a hook. The overall length of the double-head is 0.3m, and the projections are 0.07-0.08 m wide. 
The distance between them is 0.15 m, and the depth of the double-head is 0.22m. Two protuberances are 
apparent on the shaft, 0.8 m from the end of the double-head, which give it a countered shape for a distance 
of 0.3 m. The shaft gradually narrows towards the hook where its width and height is 0.04 m, and it is likely 
that the shaft was round in section in this part. A 0.05 long notch, perhaps used for attaching the shaft to the 
body, is cut in one of the projections of the double-head, although the other projection lacks such a feature 
and is also shorter by 0.03 m. 

The yoke is also cut of from a single piece of timber (pl. XXVI, 5). Part lay beneath the body and was so 
badly damaged that it was deformed. The overall length of the yoke is 1.4 m, and it is 0.04 m wide and 0.05 
m high. The ridge is bent into a crescent, with a rectangular shape at the beginning (pl. XXVI, 3, 5). There are 
traces of a hole, and there must have been another on the ridge, but it was not possible to confirm these 
details in the course of excavation.

In the surviving part of the cart neither the axle nor wheels were recovered. There are two possible 
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reasons: either these were in the damaged part of the burial, or were not buried at all. The suspicion arose 
during the excavations that we were dealing with a sledge and not a cart, but this was rejected on account 
of the shape of the back of the body, since a sledge should have a raised front and not a raised back.

After the planks lying on the frame of the body of the cart were removed, two complete skeletons of 
lambs were discovered lying beneath pottery vessels. The lamb to the east lay on its right side and the one 
to the west on its left. The head of the latter was trapped beneath the right joist of the body of the cart and 
there was an obsidian flake between its forelegs.

Although neither wheels nor an axle were found in the burial (they might have been in the damaged 
part of the burial), the shape of the yoke and the analogous assemblage from Berikldeebi allow the conclu-
sion that a horse was the means of traction employed to pull the cart from Burial No. 30 in the Sapar-Kharaba 
cemetery. The yoke from Sapar-Kharaba was similar to that from Berikldeebi, where horses were harnessed 
to a cart dated to the 14th-13th centuries BC (Mansfeld 2001, 50).

At this period the horse was a common animal in Trialeti. Osteological data indicate that horse-breeding 
was common among the population of the Beshatsheni (Narimanishvili 1992, 18) and Jinisi settlements 
(Amiranashvili, Narimanishvili 2005, 42-43).
Beds. In some burials at the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery the deceased were laid on long rectangular beds (pl. 
XXV, 1-3). Some (Burial No. 90) are decorated with figured handles. One bed has only handles on the front, 
but it is likely that was not a bed but a part of a cart. For example the upper joists on the body of one of the 
carts from Lchasheni (Martirosyan 1964, 168, fig. 64) have figured heads like those from Burial No. 90 of the 
Sapar-Kharaba settlement, but this resemblance is not sufficient to decide whether they had identical func-
tions. 
Chronological problems: mid-2nd millennium BC Trialeti sites. Sites of the middle of the 2nd millennium BC 
were first studied by B. Kuftin. In his work Arkheologicheskie raskopki v Trialeti (Archaeological Excavations in 
Trialeti) he dedicated a special chapter “A Bronze Age Cemetery with Stone Circles” to burials excavated at 
the Sapar-Kharaba (Baiburt) cemetery. Although he remarks at the beginning that “due to the insufficient 
investigation of this type of sites in Trialeti it is difficult to find place this cemetery with any certainty”, he 
attributed the Baiburt cemetery to the period immediately after the Middle Bronze Age but preceding the 
Beshtasheni burials of the Late Bronze-Early Iron Ages (Kuftin 1941, 75-77). Kuftin mentions that the four 
excavated burials contained very poor grave goods, mostly pottery.

Although the Baiburt cemetery produced very important material, it was some time before its proper 
role was recognised. E. Gogadze wrote in 1972: “The upper date of Middle Bronze Age sites is somehow de-
fined by the latest dates accepted for the principal East Georgian sites of the early stage of the Late Bronze 
Age. The beginning of this stage approaches the middle of the 2nd millennium BC. Typical Trialeti kurgan 
sites must be very close to being Late Bronze Age sites (15th century BC or the turn of the 15th-14th centuries 
BC), but only if there were not an important transitional period in Trialeti. It is possible that sites of the early 
stage of the Late Bronze Age are contemporary with sites recognized as chronologically transitional, e.g. the 
Baiburt-type burials at Trialeti, which have not yet been identified as a single group. We cannot say much 
about them, but there is a distinct tendency to view the Biaburt burials as belonging to the Late Bronze Age” 
(Gogadze 1972, 69).

On a map appended to a work published in 1974 (Zhorzhikashvili, Gogadze 1974, 11-12) Kurgans XX 
and XXI are mentioned at the Baiburt cemetery. These kurgans and their attendant finds are not described, 
being simply marked on the map as Middle Bronze kurgans. Material from Kurgans XX and XXI is not de-
scribed in Gogadze 1972 either (nothing is said apart from the passage quoted above); in the chronological 
scheme given here only the date of the Baiburt burials is mentioned (Gogadze 1972, 95). We do not have any 
other information about these kurgans.

Kuftin was very careful about dating the burials, though he defines their position accurately and places 
them at the end of the Middle Bronze and the beginning of the Late Bronze Age.
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The date of the Baiburt cemetery was discussed by a few scholars (Koridze 1955; 1958; Chubinishvili 
1957; Abramishvili 1957, 1961; Gogadze 1972 [where the chronological outline indicates a date of 1400 BC).

Sites of the end of the Middle Bronze and the beginning of the Late Bronze Age were first studied in con-
text by K. Pitskhelauri (Pitskhelauri 1973). He distinguished a transitional stage between the Middle and the 
Late Bronze Age which he dated to 1450-1350 BC and divided into three stages on the basis of a number of 
distinctive features. He writes: “We called this stage ‘transitional’ because it contains features of two different 
stages and is a link in the chain between them” (Pitskhelauri 1973, 139). He ascribed a cenotaph at Ilto to the 
first stage; the Baiburt (Sapar-Kharaba) burials excavated by Kuftin, the barrows of Zemo Bodbe, and several 
burials of the Ole cemetery were attributed to the second stage, and Kurgan No. 2 at Ulianovka to the third, 
which was placed at the verge of the transitional stage and the Late Bronze Age (Pitskhelauri 1973, 145-146). 
In 1979 Pitskhelauri changed this scheme: sites of Group I of the transitional stage were placed at the end of 
the Middle Bronze Age, group II remained in the “Transitional” stage itself and the third group was placed in 
the Late Bronze Age (Pitskhelauri 1979, 67). He referred to (1) the end of the Middle Bronze Age Burials Nos 
70 and 156 of the Samtavro cemetery, Kurgan No. 1 of Sadugha, the grave goods from Tsaghvli, Burials Nos 
43, 51, 53, Burial No. 12 of Shulaveri, Kurgans Nos 1 and 2 at Gadrekili, the Ilto cenotaph, Kurgan No. 5 of Lilo, 
Burials Nos 85, 108 at Arichi. (2) The transitional stage was represented by Kurgans Nos 1, 2, 4-7 at Bodbe, 
the burials at Baiburt, the burials at the Tskhinvali industrial timber complex, Burial No. 2 at Namgalamitsebi, 
Burial No. 2 at Naomari gora, Burial No. 74 at Treli, both complexes at Brimatsqali, the sanctuary in the lower 
level at Chaliankhevi, Kurgan No. 42 at Tabatsquri, Kurgan No. 28 at Sabidakhcha, Besastqe. (3) Burial No. 6 
at Gadrekili, kurgans at Ole, Kurgan No. 2 at Ulianovka, were attributed to the Late Bronze Age (Pitskhelauri 
1979, 69-70).

In order to define the lower boundary of the transitional stage it is important to estimate the upper 
chronological boundary of Group III sites of the Trialeti Culture, which is still problematic due to the rela-
tive lack of material. To estimate this date scholars mainly based their argument on the date of the butted 
spearhead excavated in Kurgan XV at Trialeti (Abramishvili 1978; Gogadze 1972; Japaridze 1969). Pitskhel-
auri noted that “the upper date of the Middle Bronze Age, defined as the mid-15th century BC, must be un-
reliable…” (Pitskhelauri 1979, 101; Pitskhelauri 1990, 270). G. Kavtaradze believed that “defining the end of 
the Trialeti Culture in the 15th century BC on the basis of the butted spearhead must be wrong” (Kavtaradze 
1981, 118). Kavtaradze attributed this kurgan to the first phase of the Middle Bronze Age (Kavtaradze 1981, 
115-118; Kavtaradze 1983, 130-136) and dated it to the early centuries of the 2nd millennium BC (Kavtaradze 
1981, 33, 114).

Those kurgans at Trialeti (XXVIII, XXX, XXXII, XLII) that display a number of features common to the Late 
Bronze Age were placed in Phase II by Kavtaradze. He unified in the same group Kurgans Nos 43, 51, 81, 84, 
104 at Treli, No. 156 at Samtavro, No. 12 at Shulaveri, No. 1 at Sadugha and Nos 1 and 2 at Gadrekili, the burial 
overlaid with stone mound at Metekhi, Nuli, Kvasatali, the burial inventory from Tsaghvli, Burials Nos 65, 
85, 108 at Arichi and Kurgans Nos 6 and 46 at Lchasheni (Kavtaradze 1981, 121; Kavtaradze 1983, 136), and 
noted that they immediately followed Kurgan XV and its contemporary sites, whose date was defined as the 
middle of the 16th century BC (Kavtaradze 1981, 120-121, 128: Kavtaradze 1983, 36). 

Pitskhelauri later attributed the following features to the final stage of the Middle Bronze Age: Gadrekili 
Kurgans Nos 1 and 2, chamber tombs of the Pevrebi cemetery, the Ilto cenotaph, Kurgan No. 1 at Sedugha, 
Burials Nos 70 and 156 at Samtavro, Burial No. 12 at Shulaveri, Burials Nos 1, 3, 7, 8, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 21 at Tsa-
ghvli and a number of burials in Tbilisi. He ascribed to Stage I of the Late Bronze Age some of the sites of the 
transitional stage (Zemo Bodbe, the Baiburt burials, the burials of the Tskhinvali forest industrial complex, 
Burial No. 2 at Namgalamitsebi, the Udabno kurgans) and those sites formerly attributed to Stage I of the 
Late Bronze Age (1350-1250 BC. Plavismani, Tskhinvalis Natsargora, Qatlaniskhevi, the Melighele I-sanctuary, 
Pirdapiri Mitsebi, Madnischala, Ghramaghele barrows, Barrow No. 1 in Ulianovka, a number of burials in 
Samtavro, the lower level at Mchadijvari) were attributed to stage II of the Late Bronze Age. Burial complexes 
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containing daggers of Kakhetian type with a compound shaft and those with a leaf-like blade fell into stage 
III. Sites where the first iron items are recorded were referred to Stage IV (Pitskhelauri 1990, 248-249).

The date of Phase I of the Late Bronze Age was defined by G. Kavtaradze as between the middle of the 
16th century BC and the beginning of the 14th century (Kavtaradze 1981, 128; Kavtaradze 1983, 146). He at-
tributed to this phase the following: Treli Burials Nos 53, 74, 115, the Ilto cenotaph, Lilo Kurgan No. 5, Burial 
No. 70 of the south section of Samtavro, Zemo Bodbe Burials Nos 1, 2, 4-7, Burials of the Tskhinvali forest in-
dustry complex, Namgalamitsebi Burial No. 2, Naomari Gora Burial No. 2, both complexes at Brimatsqali, the 
lower level sanctuary of the Chaliankhevi settlement, and material recovered from the Besastqe settlement. 
He places Artiki Burials Nos 53, 422 and 625 burials here too, where cylinder seals that could be dated were 
recovered (Kavtaradze 1981, 127; Kavtaradze 1983, 145). According to T. Khachatryan, these burials belong 
to Artiki (the earliest) Group I and date to the 14th-13th centuries BC (Khachatryan 1975, 158; Khachatryan 
1979, 14). The earliest group from the Artiki cemetery, including the burials containing cylinder seals, is 
dated to the 15th-14th centuries BC by A. Piliposyan (Piliposyan 1999, 61; Piliposyan 1998, 42-43, pl. 41). Other 
scholars attribute the burials of this group to the second half of the 14th century (Badalyan, Smith, Avetisyan 
2003, 149).

Kavtaradze dated Phase II of the Late Bronze Age to the 14th century BC (Kavtaradze 1981, 131; Kavta-
radze 1983, 149), in which he included the Baiburt cemeteries, Ulianovka Burial No. 2, Treli Burials Nos 37, 
42, 55, 56, the lower Gadrekili burials, the lower Pevrebi burials, the upper level of the Chaliankhevi complex 
settlement, Ghrmaghele, Meli-Ghele I and Samtavro burials, and burials of Artiki Group II (Kavtaradze 1981, 
128-129).

Thus, some of the sites of the transitional stage as defined by Pitskhelauri were attributed to Phase I of 
the Late Bronze Age by Kavtaradze (Kavtaradze 1981, 125), i.e. to the transitional period from the Middle to 
the Late Bronze Age and dated this phase to the mid-16th century and the beginning of the 15th century BC 
(Kavtaradze 1981, 128). The second part, including the Baiburt burials, were attributed to Phase II of the Late 
Bronze Age and dated to the 14th century BC (Kavtaradze 1981, 131).

M. Abramishvili defined the upper chronological limit of Phase II of the Middle Bronze Age in Trialeti 
as the middle of the 16th century BC (Abramishvili 2003, 51). If this date is accepted, then that of the sites of 
Phase III will need to change.

The upper date of Group III kurgans of the Trialeti Culture must fall at the time when individual items 
of new material appear alongside typical Middle Bronze Age material. R. Abramishvili dates Treli Burials Nos 
43, 51, 81, 84, 104, where there occur individual features of the Middle Bronze Age, to the 16th century BC 
(Abramishvili 1978, 68), while sites “which contain items typical of the Late Bronze Age alongside material 
characteristic of the Middle Bronze Age” are attributed to the 15th century BC (Abramishvili 1978, 68). As for 
the Baiburt burials excavated by Kuftin, R. Abramishvili considers them to be contemporary with the Sam-
tavro sites containing leaf-like daggers, as well as with Treli Burials Nos 337, 42, 55, 56, Ulianovka Burial No. 
2, Ole Kurgans Nos 11 and 13, Sabidakhcha Kurgan XXVIII, Tabatsquri Kurgan XII, and the Arichi and Artiki 
cemeteries, and dates them to the 14th century BC (Abramishvili 1978; 85). A. Piliposyan dates Treli Burial No. 
37 to the 15th-14th centuries BC (Piliposyan 1998, 62).

Recently A. Ramishvili proposed new dates for sites of the middle of the 2nd millennium BC on the ba-
sis of material he had excavated. He divided Phase II of the Middle Bronze Age (the second quarter of the 
2nd millennium BC) into two parts. The first he assigned to the end of the Middle Bronze Age (17th century 
BC), in which he did not include the Trialeti kurgans. He attributed Trialeti Kurgan No. 32, the Ilto cenotaph, 
Samtavro Burial No. 70, cenotaph I, Treli Burials Nos 43 and 53 and a large group of Tsaghvli burials to Stage 
II (the first half of the 16th century BC), which he considered to be sites of Stage I of the Transitional period. 
He writes, “the Transition period from the Middle to Late Bronze Age begins precisely when there emerge 
features diagnostic of the Late Bronze Age alongside material typical of the Middle Bronze Age (Ramishvili 
2004, 165). He divided also Phase I of the Late Bronze Age into two parts. He dated the first half to the sec-
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ond half of the 16th century and attributed it to Stage II of the Transition period. In this stage he included the 
Baiburt burials excavated by Kuftin, Burials No. 28 at Sabidakhcha, No. 42 at Tabatsquri, No. 198 at Samtavro, 
No. 5 at Lilo, Nos 56 and 74 at Treli, Nos 1 and 2 at Namgalamitsa, Nos 4 and 18 at Kaspi, Nos 3 and 4 at Tskh-
invali, No. 11 at Ole, Nos 1 and 2 at Gadrekili, Nos 1 and 2 at Brimatsqali. He dated the second half to the 15th 
century BC and attributed it to the early stage of the Late Bronze Age, where he included the settlements 
at Tskhinvali Natsargora, Satsikhuris Gora, the Khashuri Natsargora, Qatlanikhevi, Mchadijvari, and Besastqe 
(Tsaghvli), Burials Nos 62, 91 at Tsaghvli, Nos 510-514 at Natsargora, Plavismani, Tserovani, Nos 2, 4, 6 at Ghr-
maghele, Nos 37, 42, 55 at Treli, No. 2 at Ulianovka, No. 13 at Ole, Nos 4-7 at Zemo Bodbe, Nos 1, 6, 9-11, 26, 
27, 42, 66, 102, 105 at Gadrekili, Nos 1-3 at Pirdapiri Mitsebi, Nos 21, 25, 53 at Pevrebi, and Nos 139, 153 at 
Samtavro. He divided Phase II of the Late Bronze Age (the 14th century BC) into two parts. He referred to the 
period of daggers with leaf-like blades as Stage I, while the period of daggers with leaf-like blades and those 
with compound shafts were assigned to Stage II (Ramishvili 2004, 178).

V. Sadradze dates Burials Nos 70, 156 of the Samtavro cemetery to the first half of the 16th-15th centuries 
BC and refers to them as belonging to the final Stage III of the Middle Bronze Age (Sadradze 2002, 41). He 
also includes the following in the chronological Group III: Trialeti Kurgans I, II, XV, Burial No. 5 at Sabidakh-
cha, Nos 3, 9, 13 at Akhchia, Nos 7, 20, 21, 22, 27 at the Natakhtari cemetery III, Nos 55, 62, 70, 123, 142, 156, 
178, 194, 196, 222, 257, 263 at Treli, Nos 11, 20, 94, 95 at Tsaghvli, Nos 43, 51, 53, 81 at Treli, the Ilto cenotaph, 
and Lilo Kurgan No. 5 (Sadradze 2002, 101-102), which he dates to 1600-1450 BC (Sadradze 2002, 108). He 
defines the Transitional period as 1450-1350 BC. He places the early stage of the Late Bronze Age between 
1350 and 1250 BC and divides it into two parts. He attributes sites of the Central Transcaucasian culture to 
the first, earlier period and dates them to 1350-1300 BC, while in the second period he unifies sites of the 
Samtavro culture and dates them to 1300-1250 BC (Sadradze 2002, 148-161, 242-247; see chronological 
tables). He remarks, that “the Central Transcaucasian culture ceases to function and it is replaced by sites 
diagnostic of the Samtavro culture” (Sadradze 2002, 163).

Kote Pitskhelauri locates the final stage of the Middle Bronze Age within the 16th century BC (Pitskhel-
auri 2005, 98). He states that “the Central Transcaucasian Culture is the immediate continuation of the transi-
tional period between the Middle and Late Bronze Ages. This culture precedes the one which until recently 
was considered the early stage of the Late Bronze Age and characterized by the Samtavro or Shida Kartli 
bronze daggers with leaf-like blades. According to a series of radio-carbon analyses (from Pevrebi ceme-
tery), the date of this culture must be defined as the 14th-13th centuries BC” (Pitskhelauri 2005, 107). Thus, 
the Central Transcaucasian Culture, is consequently be placed by Pitskhelauri in the 14th-13th centuries BC, 
although he does not exclude some adjustment to this date through decay correction. (Pitskhelauri 2005, 
107). He considers the following sites to belong to this culture: the settlements of Qatnalikhevi, Mchadi-
jvris Gora, Khovlegora, Sajoge, Tskhinvali Natsargora, Satsikhuris Gora, Zghudris Khevi, Besas Tqe, Khashuri 
Natsargora, Chalipiragorebi, Pevrebi, Chaliankhevi (Vaistsqali), Tsiteli Gorebis, Didi Gora, Tqis Bolo Gora, Mu-
rakebis Gora, Khashal Gora, Nergit Gora, Rukhi Gora, Patara Gora, Bumbula Gora, Anagis Gora, Kombala Gora, 
Naomari Gora, Dasakani, Naomari Gora (Udabno), Sabaduris Gora, Avazas Gora, Takhti-Mukha, Chankaani, 
Sasantliant Gora, Khatis Gora, Arkhiloskalos Gora and Zemokedis Gora; Bakurtsikhe, Tsiteligorebi (kurgans), 
Satvalistsqali, Udabno (Kurgan No. 8), Udabno (Kurgan No.5), Chichkhituri, Ole (Kurgans Nos 11, 13), Ulianov-
ka (Sighnaghi district), Kodistsqaro (kurgans), Pevrebi, Gadrekili “Nasadgomevi”, Gadrekili “Pirdapiri Mitsebi”, 
Gardabani (kurgan), Tserovani, Kareli (kurgans), Orgora (Doghlauri), Zurgovani (kurgan), Sasierti (Gandzi), 
Tsikhiagora (Saqaraulo Seri), Dzveli Kanda, Plavismani, Bulachauri, Borjomi, Sajoge (kurgans), Chalipirago-
rebi, Tbilisi (Ghraghele kurgans), cemeteries at Plevi, Kviratskhoveli, Namgala Mitsa, Treli Nos 37, 42, 55, Ko-
pala, Madnischala, Machartsqali, Samtavro, Irganchai (Kurgan V5), Bornighele, Abanosghele (Khimshiaant 
Mitsebi), Berikldeebi, Natakhtari II (kurgans), Rveli (Banis Khevi), and Tsaghvli (Pitskhelauri 2005, 104-105).

Problems of dating the sites of the middle of the 2nd millennium BC and their cultural attribution have 
to be defined more precisely. For instance, the dating of the Baiburt burials is still controversial. The same 
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can be said of the Ilto cenotaph and some other sites. Such a situation requires new material and innovative 
analysis of previously excavated material. The solution of the problem will crucially depend on objective 
data acquired by radiocarbon and other methods. The correlation of typological series created by analysis 
of artefacts from all mid-2nd millennium BC sites in Central South Caucasus and their comparison with cali-
brated radiocarbon data will help to elucidate the haphazard chronology of this period. At the same time, 
historical processes occurring in the Near East should be taken into consideration. Research of this nature 
may even be the means of identifying a new archaeological culture (or cultures).

At present we can only make some provisional suggestions. We believe that it is correct to define a 
“Transitional” period from the Middle to Late Bronze Age, since elements diagnostic of these two cultures 
can really be seen coexisting at a certain stage. It should also be taken into account that Middle Bronze Age 
material can be seen to predominate at some of the sites, while others only produce material typical of the 
“Transitional” period. 

In our view, it is likely that the “Transitional” stage belongs to the 17th century or at least the second half 
of the 17th century BC. This stage corresponds to Phase II of the Middle Bronze Age as identified by G. Kavta-
radze and Phase I of the Transitional stage according to A. Ramishvili (the first half of the 16th century BC).

We consider the Jinisi settlement to be the earliest site in Trialeti to belong to this stage. Some of the 
pottery from Jinisi is made of well precipitated clay, is thin-walled and has a burnished exterior. Among them 
are fragments decorated with small stamped triangles (Amiranashvili, Narimanishvili 2005a) (not chevrons 
applied by hatching, which is diagnostic of Transitional sites, but a row of unfilled triangles). Pottery deco-
rated with similar ornament has been found in Trialeti Kurgans I and II (Gogadze 1972, pl. XV, 20-21, 25; Pl. 
XVI, 13), Zurtaketi Kurgans Nos 3 (Japaridze 1969, pl. XV) and 4 (Japaridze 1969, pl. XXI, fig. 37), Kvasatali 
Burial No. 6 (Japaridze 1969, fig. 64, 1-2), Natakhtari cemeteries II and III (Sadradze 2002, pl. XX, 10; pl. XVI, 5; 
pl. XXVI, 38, 48), and Tsitsamuri Burial No. 13 (Nikolaishvili, Narimanishvili 1995, 59, 69-73, fig. 358, 362-365, 
529-575). The Natakhtari and Tsitsamuri burials belong to the Middle Bronze Age (Sadradze 2002, 87-91, 100, 
105-108; Nikolaishvili, Narimanishvili 1995, 59; Apakidze et al. 1991, 82, pl. 191, 192, 194-195).

It can be confidently stated that this type of pottery from the Jinisi settlement is identical to pottery of 
the Middle Bronze Age and is a typical product of the period. Apart from the pottery described above, the 
Jinisi settlement also produced pottery with a relatively coarse fabric, rough firing and a grooved exterior. 
Such vessels have a band of hatching around the shoulder (Amiranashvili, Narimanishvili 2005a, pl. CI, 6; CXI, 
5; CXVII, 4-6; CXIX, 9; CXXVI, 7-8; CXLIX, 1, 2; CL, 7; CLXXII, 8; CLXXXVII, 5, 7). They are similar to those excavated 
in the Imera and Sapar-Kharaba cemeteries in fabric and in the presence of hatched ornament, with the dif-
ference that relief bands are not common on the Jinisi pottery.

The Jinisi type vessels first appear at the end of the Middle Bronze Age (Pitskhelauri 1979, 67; Abra-
mishvili 1978, 65). R. Abramishvili attributes such complexes to the end of the Middle Bronze Age as does K. 
Pitskhelauri, although he notes that the identification of the transitional stage is beyond any doubt and that 
further discoveries will allow us to identify separate steps of this stage (Pitskhelauri 1979, 67, note).

I thus concur with the assignment of the Jinisi settlement to the end of the Middle Bronze Age. To be 
more precise, it is a settlement where single fragments of pottery typical of the “transitional” stage appear 
for the first time. The settlement, in my opinion, should be dated to the 17th century BC or the second half of 
the 17th century BC.

Sites that K. Pitskhelauri placed between the end of the Middle Bronze Age and immediately in the 
“transitional” stage, are chronologically assigned to Phase II of the Middle Bronze Age by G. Kavtaradze.

Those sites which “reveal common features of Late Bronze Age beside Middle Bronze material” can be 
attributed to Phase I of the Late Bronze Age. This phase is probably to be placed in the 16th century BC.

Phase II of the Late Bronze Age must be dated to the 15th-mid-14th century BC (1500-1350 BC). It cor-
responds to Phase II of the Late Bronze Age as defined by G. Kavtaradze, in which he also places the Baiburt 
burials and dates to the 14th century BC. A. Ramishvili attributes these burials to Phase II of the Transitional 
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stage and Phase I of the Late Bronze Age and dates it to the 16th century BC.
We place the Sapar-Kharaba (Baiburt) and Imera cemeteries in Phase II of the Late Bronze Age. The Besh-

kenasheni (Beshtasheni) settlement must also belong to this phase. However, due to the limited number of 
finds, it is difficult to fit it within a narrow chronological frame and, therefore, it must be broadly dated to 
the 16th-14th centuries BC, although three levels of the settlement strata recorded at the site may become 
the foundations for more a detailed chronology should there be further excavations (Narimanishvili 2006). 
Remains of settlements contemporary with the Beshatasheni settlement and the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery 
were recorded by Kuftin near the village of Ozni (Kuftin 1947, 5, 12, 16, 21; Kuftin 1948, 34-35) and near the 
lower “Cyclopean” fortress of Santa (Utsqlo) (Kuftin 1936, 73-74). We already have a certain type of a Near 
Eastern dagger and “Common style” cylinder seals, whose dates make it possible to suggest a plausible date 
for this phase. No artefacts typical of the Middle Bronze Age occur in the material of this period.

Two types of pottery were recovered from the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. One group is made from well 
precipitated clay, is fired baked with a burnished exterior. Some examples are decorated with a burnished 
ornament applied under pressure (pl. XII; XIV; XV). Pottery of the second group is made from coarse-grained 
clay (pl. XIII; XVI), has a thick fabric, and an exterior and base decorated with relief bands of rope-shaped or 
oblique hatching. Both types of pottery are made on a potter’s wheel and have no handles.

Pottery from the Sapar-Kharaba and Imera cemeteries do not bear ornament diagnostic of the Middle 
Bronze Age. Vessels from these cemeteries are no longer decorated with the so-called wedge-like ornament 
common in the Central Transcaucasian Culture, and which belongs to Phase III of the Late Bronze Age and 
dates to between the mid-14th and the 13th century BC (1350-1200 BC). As for the Samtavro Culture, which 
R. Abramishvili dated to the 14th century BC, it belongs to the stage following the Central Transcaucasian 
Culture (Sadradze 2002, 148-163, 242-247; Pitskhelauri 2005, 107) and must be dated to the 12th-11th centu-
ries BC. Thus, the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery corresponds to Phase II of the Late Bronze Age and dates to the 
15th-14th centuries BC. 

K. Pitskhelauri suggest that a uniform culture was formed from the beginning of the 15th century BC, 
whose predecessor covers the whole scope of “the Trialeti Splendid Kurgan Culture” (Pitskhelauri 1979, 70). 
This “uniform culture” group includes the archaeological sites of Sapar-Kharaba (Baiburt), Beshkenasheni 
(Beshtasheni), Utsqlo (Santa), Metrevana (Imera) and Losho (Ozni) in Trialeti.

The earliest site of Stage II of the Late Bronze Age anywhere in Central South Caucasia was excavated at 
Trialeti, at Baiburt, situated at the centre of the Bareti plateau. The “uniform culture” that occupies the whole 
span of “the Trialeti Splendid Kurgan Culture” and dateable to 1500-1350 BC, may conventionally be called 
“the Bareti Culture” [Narimanashvili 2006a]. This is a time when the whole complex of artefacts is created that 
is also diagnostic for the ensuing Central Transcaucasian culture. 

One of the main distinguishing features of the Bareti and Central Transcaucasian cultures is the pottery. 
Central Transcaucasian culture is characterized by ceramic vessels with handles decorated with stamped 
“wedge-like” ornament, but such pottery does not occur at Bareti at all. Changes in the Bareti Culture can be 
observed from the middle of the 14th century BC, when new materials emerge. This phenomenon is appar-
ently connected with processes occurring in Asia Minor. A new distribution of power brought about the de-
cline and collapse of the Mitannian kingdom, and the cultural and economic environment was changed in 
ways that also affected South Caucasia. The Bareti Culture led immediately on to the Central Transcaucasian 
Culture, followed in turn by the Samtavro culture (Sadradze 2002, 148-163, 242-247; Pitskhelauri 2005, 107).

Thus, the “Transitional” stage must be assigned to the 17th century BC, Phase I of the Late Bronze Age 
must be dated to the 16th century BC, and Phase II must be dated to the 15th or the mid-14th century BC. Sites 
of the “Bareti Culture” must be attributed to this phase. Phase III of the Late Bronze Age must be dated to the 
mid-14th century and the 13th century BC, to which sites of the “Central Transcaucasian” Culture are assigned; 
the “Samtavro Culture” sites must be attributed to Phase IV of the Late Bronze Age and dated to the 12th-11th 
centuries BC (correlations between the Central Transcaucasian and Samtavro Cultures go beyond the pres-
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ent work and are a subject for special discussion).
Conclusion. Material from the Sapar-Kharaba and Imera cemeteries belongs to one of the least studied pe-
riods in South Caucasia. Burials dated to the 15th-14th centuries BC have been excavated in many places in 
the region, but their corresponding settlements have not actually been found. A small part of a settlement 
of this period was excavated between the villages of Beshtasheni and Sapar-Kharaba in Tsalka. A vast settle-
ment situated south of the cemetery has a complicated defense system. It is situated on a rocky outcrop 
between deep canyons at the confluence of rivers, which enhanced its defensive capacity. The 15th-14th cen-
turies BC stratum excavated at the settlement contains three levels.

So far five sites of this period have been excavated in Trialeti: the Beshatsheni, Ozni and Santa settle-
ments, and the Imera and Sapar-Kharaba cemeteries. Only a small part of the Beshtasheni settlement was 
excavated. The part of the settlement which was excavated as a result of recent construction activity is badly 
damaged; only one corner and a part of a floor have survived. It is difficult therefore to speak of the architec-
ture of the period. It is remarkable enough that one stratum with three building levels was been recorded 
in the excavated area.

The part of the Imera cemetery that appeared in the ROW was not intensively occupied. The part of the 
cemetery that was investigated indicates that most of the burials are presumably situated north of the ROW. 
Unlike the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery, the Imera cemetery contains poor grave goods and there are no special 
burials. It has to be taken into consideration, however, that 115 burials were excavated at Sapar-Kharaba, 
while at Imera only seven were found. 

The Sapar-Kharaba cemetery occupies an outstanding place among the sites of this period from Tria-
leti. It stretches over 1500 m east-west and is 400-500 m wide. 115 burials were excavated in the cemetery 
between 2003 and 2005. The objects recovered from the cemetery points to the society to which these 
burials belonged to had close relationships not only with South Caucasian, but also with Near Eastern an-
cient civilizations. In this connection Mitannian cylinder seals (Common Style) are of particular interest. This 
type of seal is rather rare in South Caucasus, and they were imported, which points to close cultural and 
economic ties between this region and the outer world. These relationships are also indicated by Mesopo-
tamian, Anatolian and Egyptian items excavated at the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery and contemporary sites of 
South Caucasia. 

The discovery of cylinder seals and other Near Eastern items in South Caucasia points to a close relation-
ship between this region and Hurrian-Mitannian state, which became one of the most powerful states of the 
Near East from the 16th century BC. The Mitannian royal dynasty established kinship ties with the Egyptian 
pharaohs of the XVIII dynasty (1550-1355 BC) (IDV 1988, 73).

Hurrians had lived in the Near East since ancient times. By the middle of the 3rd and the beginning of 
the 2nd millennium BC Hurrian states already existed in the Zagros highlands (Karakhar, later Shushara, 
Arapkha, etc.). It is probable that in the 3rd millennium BC it was the Hurrians who occupied the upper part of 
the Euphrates. There was Hurrian-speaking representation at the commercial centre of Kanesh and in other 
cities connected with it (especially Urshu). This fact indicates that the population of the Tavros and Zagros 
highlands had commercial relations with western regions of Near East before they established political con-
tacts (IDV 1988, 66-67).

In the 16th century BC the influence of the Hurrian population over the western Euphrates was consid-
erable. By the 15th century BC the Hurrian-Mitannian kingdom was the strongest political unit. By the 14th 
century it was a power to be reckoned with, so that Egyptian pharaohs preferred to enter into marriage 
arrangements rather than fight Mitanian kings. The wife of Thutmose IV was the daughter of Artatama I. 
Amenhotep III married Kelu-Heba, daughter of Shuttarna I. Nefertiti, the beautiful wife of Amenhotep IV was 
probably Tushrata’s daughter (Egipetskaia mifologia 2002, 357-358).

In their wars of conquest the Mitanni depended on a military elite, the army, called marijanni-na both 
in Mitannian and in Syro-Palestinian. The word has been connected with the ancient Indian marqa ( mean-
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ing “young man”), but without any basis, while in the Avesta it meant “a member of male society”. What had 
been simply a social description turned into a noble title: “those riding military chariots” (although texts in 
the Alalakh archive mention such marijanni-na who do not possess military chariots) (Wilhelm 1992, 47-48). 
It should be mentioned, that it was very expensive to keep a horse and a cart in Syria-Palestine, and only the 
rich could afford them (Wilhelm 1992, 47).

In mid-2nd millennium BC South Caucasia the practice of burying the dead on a chariot or on a wooden 
couch, or inserting parts of a chariot into a burial is probably an indication of the presence of this particu-
lar social group in Caucasia. This may be indicated by the fact that not only men but women are buried in 
graves with chariots (Burial No. 30 at Sapar-Kharaba, Berikldeebi, Lchasheni). We believe that the deceased 
buried in graves with chariots are these marijanni-na nobles, and that the symbol of their high social rank is 
the chariot. (It is interesting that in Svanetian a male is called mare, so that the name mrijanni-na might be 
of Georgian origin). 

According to some scholars, the population residing in the area from the northern regions of Mitanni 
and Arapkhan to modern Armenia and South Georgia was ethnically unvaried throughout the 2nd millen-
nium BC (IDV 1988, 90). B. Piotrovski believes that there is much in common among the pottery, weapons, 
building, etc. throughout these regions. Common features can also be observed between the Hurrians of 
southern regions (south of the Tigris, Upper Mesopotamia, Northern Syria) and the population of Central 
Transcaucasia (IDV 1988, 90).

According to modern linguistic theory, the Hurrian language is related to North-East Caucasian (Nakh-
Daghestan) languages. Ancient Hurrian texts are known from the second half of the 3rd millennium BC. There 
are no texts written in this language from the 1st millennium BC (Lingvisticheskii slovar 1990, 574). According 
to I. Diakonov, single lexical similarities between the Hurrian and Kartvelian (Georgian) languages might be 
evidence for remote marriage links (Diakonov 1980, 104).

Some Urartian expressions have been detected in Georgian. They were first identified by A. Svanadze 
and include “qiramala”, “tavdaqira” (upside down), “ivri arale”, “ari arale”, “tari arale”. G. Melikishvili explains the 
origin of these expressions by the fact that some Urartian tribes assimilated with Kartvelian (Georgian) tribes 
and integrated with the Georgian people (Melikishvili 1959, 117). We may also assume that Hurrian-Kartve-
lian (Georgian) lexical coincidences point to an ancient unity that began far earlier than the Urartian period.

In the second half of the 14th century the Hittite kingdom, Egypt and Assyria opposed the Mitanni with 
joint forces. The Hittite king Suppiluliuma I (1340-1325 BC) conquered all the lands of Mitanni as far as the 
Mediterranean, including Carcemish (Wilhelm 1992, 69). In the middle of the 13th century BC Adadnerar I 
king of Assyria conquered a large part of Mitanni (Wilhelm 1992, 75).

The Sapar-Kharaba cemetery produced beads of precious stones (Burials Nos 6, 56, 73, excavated in 
2005; pl. XIX, 11; XX, 19-20), a pin with an ibex ‘s head (Kuftin 1941, 77, fig. 87, 1) and heeled vessels (pl. XIV, 
7), whose closest parallels are found in Northern Iran, Southern Turkmenistan and Northern Afghanistan. 
Bi-conical beads incrusted with white or red paste were common in North-East Iran (Tepe Hisar III), Southern 
Turkmenistan (the Murghab basin) in the times of Namazga VI; in the Indus Valley, in the post-Harrapian 
culture, and in Northern Afghanistan (Mundigak), and are dated to the first half of the 2nd millennium BC. 
Pins with horned animals (ibex, ox) were widespread in the same regions and belong to the same peri-
od (Sarianidi 1977, 83-84, 102-104). Heeled vases and drinking vessels were widespread across the Zagros 
highlands, in the Giani Culture, were belong chronologically in the 2nd millennium BC, and are widespread 
throughout north-east and north-west Iran (Stankevich 1978, 17-31). The discovery of similar material in 
southern regions of Trialeti and the Caspian Sea must indicate contacts there too.

In the second half of the 2nd millennium BC the major part of the Hurrian-Mitannian kingdom was taken 
over by a union of the lands of Nairi, which seems to be led by kingdom of the Diaukhi. By the end of the 2nd 
millennium BC Urartu had moved into the leadership of the coalition of the lands of Nairi and became the 
most powerful state from the 9th century BC.
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We consider that in the 16th-14th centuries BC at the height of Hurrian-Mitannian power, Trialeti expe-
rienced strong political, economic and cultural influence from this quarter, as a result of which there ap-
peared the Near Eastern type daggers, the Hurrian-Mitannian seals of the “Common Style”, the glass beads 
and the Egyptian scarabs among the grave goods in the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. At the beginning of the 
2nd millennium BC the redistribution of political power and the formation of new states were followed by 
the destruction of old caravan routes. Prior to this (4th-3rd millennia BC) a trade route from South Caucasia 
to Mesopotamia, Syria and Palestine apparently ran through Malatya. This fact proved favourable to the 
formation of Early Bronze Age Cultures in Anatolia (Mellaart 1985, 24) and probably in Caucasia, as well as 
to their spread further south. This trade route, as well as the Assyrian commercial colonies, was destroyed 
at the beginning of the 2nd millennium BC. In the middle of the 2nd millennium BC contact between South 
Caucasia and Mesopotamia was presumably via the Lesser Zab and Arbela. These lands were controlled by 
the Mitanni in the 15th-14th centuries BC (Narimanishvili 2004a, 105).

The emergence of new cultural elements in Caucasia was followed by the flowering of the Hurrian-
Mitannian state. Mesopotamian and Egyptian imports were a reflection of the political and economic situ-
ation in the Near East. Alongside cylinder seals, Near Eastern type daggers and swords, Mesopotamian and 
Egyptian imports (scarabs, seals, beads) were widespread across Caucasia. A new technology of pottery 
production was created and new types of ceramic vessels began to spread. Two-wheeled chariots and car-
riages appeared, apparently drawn by horses. 

In the 2nd millennium BC the main cargo of trade caravans was textiles. There were woollen and linen 
textiles of various colours. Clothes, especially good ones, were rather expensive in Hittite Anatolia. Beautiful 
clothes cost 30 shekels, which corresponded to 30 sheep (Gurney 1987, 78-79). Linen and woollen textiles of 
various weaves and colours (purple, turquoise, brown, grey and blue) were recorded in the Sapar-Kharaba 
cemetery. Not all have been analysed yet, and some are coarse and undyed. Especially noteworthy are the 
remains of red and purple cloth (from Burial No. 85). Production and distribution of purple textile was mo-
nopolized by eastern Mediterranean (Levantine) cities in the mid-2nd millennium BC. Red dye was produced 
from a variety of molluscs existing only on the coast of the eastern Mediterranean (IDV 1988, 74; Bernhardt 
1982, 90). Dye used to be made from these shellfish even before the Phoenicians, but they exported it to 
neighbouring countries (Bernhardt 1982, 90). It was the Phoenicians who started dying linen and woollen 
cloths purple-red and violet-blue with dyes obtained from these molluscs (murex). Consequently, the impor-
tation of cheap and natural-coloured wool from animal-breeding regions of Syria and later from all over the 
Near East gains great economic importance. Phoenicia exported textiles dyed red and blue at a high price 
(the dye itself, unlike the dyed items, was impossible to preserve for a long time; it could not therefore have 
been exported [IDV 1988, 236]). South Caucasia probably exported metal, wool, leather, timber and horses.

In the 2nd millennium BC a horse, and a horse drawn chariot, were very costly in the Near East. A draught 
horse cost 30 shekels in Anatolia (Gurney 1987, 78). Treatises on the care of horses are known from the writ-
ings of the Mitannite Kikuli from Bogzakoy and from Ugarit. It seems that a horse was such an exotic animal 
and so unusual to look after that special instructions were necessary for grooms and coachmen. Treatises 
on potting or ploughing have not been preserved. Such information was passed down through the genera-
tions as an element of everyday knowledge that everyone was well aware of. Treatises on the care of horses 
were an exception (Schifmann 1987, 41-42). 

The horse was a great rarity in Syria-Palestine in the 2nd millennium BC. As early as the 14th-13th centuries 
BC horses were the object of interstate commerce and were very expensive (Schifmann 1987, 41). According to 
Assyrian sources, horses were imported in Assyria from north-eastern countries from ancient times (Piotrovskii 
1959, 151). After gaining victory over the union of the kings of the lands of Nairi, Tiglatpileser I imposed on 
them as a tax payment of 1200 horses and 2000 cattle. Shalamanesar III received a large number of horses from 
the lake region of Urmia. Urartian inscriptions often give accounts of driving horses from Transcaucasia into the 
centre of the kingdom of Kingdom. Horses top the list of trophies (Piotrovskii 1959, 151).
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The domesticated horse existed in Anatolia and South Caucasia presumably as early as the 4th-3rd mil-
lennia BC (Burney 1993, 314). Osteological material from settlements of the 17th-16th centuries BC confirms 
its use in Trialeti. In the second half of the 2nd millennium BC horse breeding was already a specialized activ-
ity. In the 2nd millennium BC horses could have been the principal export of South Caucasia, a trade which 
was simplified by the existence of an ethnically uniform population and the presence of the Hurrian-Mitan-
nian kingdom from South Caucasia to Syria-Palestine in the 16th-14th centuries BC.

Trialeti of the 15th-14th centuries BC, as well as the Bareti Culture region, experienced the cultural and 
economic influence of the Mitannian kingdom, and there may even have been in addition some kind of 
political integration. “Cyclopean” settlements and fortresses began to be built from the 16th century BC in 
central regions of South Caucasia, and they covered areas of the former Trialeti and Bareti Cultures from the 
13th century BC. Sites built of “Cyclopean” masonry also occur in the Middle Bronze Age (kurgans with burial 
chambers, the temple complex on the top of Shaori Mountain), although they have religious function. The 
building of defensive constructions must have begun from the 16th century BC (Beshkenasheni). Over the re-
gion of “Cyclopean” sites, apparently, separate “kingdoms” were formed, among which the Diaukhi-Daiaeni 
“kingdom” was the most powerful. In the second half of the 2nd millennium BC the majority of the Hurrian-
Mitannian kingdom was taken over by the union of the “lands of Nairi” led apparently by the kingdom of 
Diaukhi. 
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Pl. II – 1. Burials excavated by B. Kuftin. Plan; 2. General view of the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery from the south-west; 3. 

Sapar-Kharaba, stone mound of Burial No. 50.
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Kharaba, general view of Burial No. 20 from south;4. Imera, chamber of Burial No. 1.
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Burials Nos 89, 90, 93. Plan; 4. Sapar-Kharaba, Burials Nos 49-51. Plan.
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No. 39, burial chamber after removing stone mound; 3. Sapar-Kharaba, Burial No. 39.

Pl. XI – 1. Sapar-Kharaba, Burial No. 52. Plan and sections; 2. Sapar-Kharaba, Burial No. 68. Plan and sections; 3. Sapar-
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Pl.XII – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1,2. Burial No. 19; 3,11. Burial No. 2; 4. Burial No. 15; 5. Burial No. 29; 6,13. Burial No. 

30; 7. Burial No. 9; 8. Burial No. 1; 9. Burial No. 23; 10. Burial No. 10; 12. Burial No. 17.

Pl. XIII – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 2; 2,4. Burial No. 10; 3. Burial No. 8; 5. Burial No. 30; 6,7. Burial No. 1; 8. 
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Pl. XIV – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 4; 2. Burial No. 10; 3. Burial No. 11; 4, 6, 9, 11. Burial No. 1; 5, 10, 15, 16, 
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Pl. XVI – Safar-Kharaba cemetery: 1, 11. Burial No. 68; 2. Burial No. 69; 3. Burial No. 94; 4. Burial No. 122; 5. Burial No. 95; 

6. Burial No. 116; 7. Burial No. 107; 8-10. Burial No. 120; 12, 15. Burial No. 10; 13. Burial No. 15; 14. Burial No. 34; 16. 
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Pl. XVII – Safar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 8. Detail – quiver; 2. Burial No. 85. Arrowheads; 3. Burial No. 8; 4, 5. Burial 

No. 13. Dagger; 6, 8. Burial No. 85. Detail; 7. Burial No. 13.

Pl. – XVIII – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 85. Dagger; 2, 13. Burial No. 8. Arrowheads; 3. Burial Nos 56, 119. 

Bracelets; 4, 5. Burial Nos 56, 73. Pins; 6, 10-12. Burial No. 8. Quiver and quiver details; 7. Burial No. 13. Dagger; 8, 9. 

Burial No. 8. Lancets; 14. Burial No. 85. Arrowheads.

Pl. XIX – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1, 2. Burial No. 8. Insignia; 4. Burial No. 85. Dagger; 5, 7. Burial Nos 56, 73. Pins; 6. 

Burial No. 85. Warderhead; 8. Burial No. 8. Dagger; 9. Burial No. 8. Arrowheads; 10. Burial No. 56. Bracelet; 11. Burial 

No. 110. Bead; 12. Burial No. 90. Bead; 13, 18. Burial No. 73. Beads; 14. Burial No. 56. Beads; 15. Burial No. 68. Beads; 

16, 24, 25. Burial No. 38. Beads; 17. Burial No. 95. Beads; 19. Burial No. 93. Beads; 20. Burial No. 106. Beads; 21. Burial 

No. 85. Arrowheads; 22, 23. Burial No. 84. Beads; 3. Avranlo, Insignia.

Pl. XX – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. Beads and seals: 1 Burial No. 40; 2, 3, 35. Burial No. 94; 4, 7, 8, 25. Burial No. 56; 5, 20, 

30, 34. Burial No. 73; 6, 16 17, 21, 22, 24. Burial No. 38; 9-15, 28, 31. Burial No. 84; 18. Burial No. 90. Bracelet; 19. Burial 

No. 110; 23. Burial No. 98; 26. Burial No. 95; 27. Burial No. 88; 29. Burial No. 42; 32. Burial No. 731; 33. Burial No. 33.

Pl. XXI – 1. Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. Burial No. 85. Sceptre-head; 2. Statue of Asurnasirpal II; 3,5,6. Avranlo. Insignia, 

details; 4. Avranlo. Insignia, reconstruction.

Pl. XXII – Seals excavated at Sapar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 27. Cylinder seal; 2-4. Burial No. 5. Cylinder seal; 5-9. 

Burial No. 6. Scaraboids; 10-12. Burial No. 6. Rectangular seals; 13, 14. Burial No. 22. Cylinder seal.

Pl. XXIII – 1-11. Sapar-Kharaba, Burial No. 8. Bone and stone objects.

Pl. XXIV – Seals and beads excavated at Safar-Kharaba cemetery: 1. Burial No. 5; 2-4, 20. Burial No. 6; 5. Burial No. 27; 6. 

Burial No. 38; 7. Burial No. 40. 8, 9. Burial No. 22; 10. Burial No. 73; 11. Burial No. 56; 12-16. Burial No. 6; 17. Burial No. 

90; 18. Burial No. 110; 19. Burial No. 15; 21,23-25. Burial No. 84; 22. Burial No. 56.

Pl. XXV – Sapar-Kharaba. 1-2. Burial No. 90. General view; 3. Burial No. 90. Bed; 4-6. Burial No. 30. Detail.

Pl. XXVI – Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. Burial No. 30. 1. Plan and sections of level I; 2. Plans and sections of level II; 3. Plan 

and sections of level III; 4-6. Details of chariot.

Pl.XXVII – 1. Beshtasheni settlement. Topographic plan; 2. The “Cyclopean” fortress at Beshtasheni (according to V. 

Tsilosani); 3. Beshtasheni, plan of the area excavated in 1990-1993. The dark colour marks cultural strata of the 

16th-14th centuries BC; 4. Beshatasheni, pottery of the 16th-14th centuries BC.

Pl. XXVIII – 1. The “Cyclopean” fortress at Santa. Plan (according to V. Tsilisani); 2. The “Cyclopean” fortress at Ozni. Plan.
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sofeli avranlo mdebareobs walkis raionSi, mdinare qciis napirebze, walkidan 35 km 
daSorebiT, zRvis donidan 1580 m simaRleze. 

soflis Zveli saxelwodebaa Tezi, avranlo uwodes 1828-1829 ww. osmaleTidan gadmo
saxlebulma berZnebma. soflis Zveli saxeli Tezi rom yofila, amas adasturebs vaxuS
tis rukis Sedareba Tanamedrove rukebTan. Zveli Tezis da Tanamedrove avranlos gaigi
vebas moiazreben e. TayaiSvili, d. berZeniSvili, T. Ciqovani [Такаишвили 1913: 45; Ciqovani 
1973: 16; berZeniSvili 1982: 15]. 

vaxuSti bagrationi am midamoebis Sesaxeb metad saintereso cnobas gvawvdis - „arwi
vans, Tezis xramsa Sina, ars monasteri, kldesa Sina wmidis abibos nekreselis qmnuli, da 
aw ars carieli~ [vaxuSti 1973: 320]. d. berZeniSvili aRniSnavs, „marTlac, kanionSi gamoq
vabulebia da ori darbazuli eklesiac dgas. eseni gviani gadakeTebis kvals atareben, 
magram adrefeodaluri arqiteqturuli detalebicaa SemorCenili.... qciis zemo welze 
iseTi toponimebis Tavmoyram, rogoricaa sapitiaxSo, rexa, abibos monasteri, warmoSva 
varaudi, rom abibos nekreselis wameba TrialeTis rexaSi (avranlos maxloblad) unda 
momxdariyo~ [berZeniSvili 1982: 16]. k. kekeliZe Tvlida, rom abibosi dasajes Sua qar
TlSi, samTavisis maxloblad, saidanac es ambavi Semdegi drois tradiciam walkis rexaSi 
gadaitana; Semdeg am ukanasknelSi gaSenebula abibosis saxelobis monasteri [kekeliZe 
1968: 178]. j. gvasalias azriTac „abibos nekreselis martvilobis~ rexa ueWvelad Sida 
qarTlis rexaa~ [gvasalia 1982: 52-53]. d. berZeniSvilis azriT, Sida qarTlis rexis sasar
geblod metyvelebs martvilobis is adgili, sadac rexis „garemos qalaqebzea~ saubari. 
aseTi ram, misi azriT VI saukunis TrialeTis rexasTan warmoudgenelia, Sida qarTlSi 
ki maSin iyo urbnisi, ufliscixe, kaspi, mcxeTa, sadac juanSeris cnobiT, sabolood da
umarxavT kidec abibosi [berZeniSvili 1982: 17]. magram „moqalaqeoba da wameba wmidisa 
abibos nekreselisa~ naTqvamia, rom rodesac „mokles da ganaTries gareSe qalaqsa da 
mcvelni ganewesnes mis zeda, xolo samgzis sanatrelsa wmidisa mis mowamisa xorcTa arai 
Seexo mxecTa da mfrinvelTagani. da viTar myuar scvides, dauteves igi da warvides. ma
Sin movides romelni-igi myof iyvnen quabsa mas, romeli igi maTve wmidaTagan savanesa 
aReSena monasteri da aRixunes nawilni wmidisa abiboisni didiTa pativiTa dahkrZales 
adgilsa mas~ [hagiografia 1947: 107]. 

Cveni azriT es cnoba Tezis xramSi mdebare abibos nekreselis monasterze miuTiTebs. 
TrialeTSia sapitiaxSo „qalaqi da cixeni boJana~, saidanac daviT aRmaSenebelma gailaS
qra anisSi; karuSeTi, sadac Tavisi laSqriT idga bagrat IV da xevRrma, sadac gardaic
vala giorgi I [qc 1955: 291]. ase, rom adre da ganviTarebul Suasaukuneebis TrialeTSi, 
sakuTriv Tanamedrove avranlos midamoebSi qalaquri tipis dasaxlebebi da mefeTa sa
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marine kvaWaZe 
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avranlos arqeologiuri Zeglebi



avranlos arqeologiuri Zeglebi

Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 371

zafxulo rezidencia unda arsebuliyo. Tu martviloba wlis cxel sezonSi moxda, SeiZ
leba sparseli moxeleebi aq isvenebdnen. TrialeTi xom qarTvel mefeTa erT-erTi da
sasvenebeli adgili iyo.

TrialeTis siZveleebs pirveli fundamenturi gamokvleva miuZRvna e. TayaiSvilma. 
sof. avranlosTan man naxa gamoqvabulebi, agreTve aRniSna, rom sxva nagebobebis kvalic 
SeimCnevao. e. TayaiSvilis azriT, es aris abibos monastris naSTebi [Такаишвили 1913: 46]. 
monastris midamoebSi qarTul warweras miakvlia d. berZeniSvilma, romelsac igi ase 
kiTxulobs: “[-] mq bs [-] mmni/[d]ayudebu/lsa R(merTma)n Seu/ndven a(me)n mwi/gn(o)b]ri [sZe 
xa/da (a)q m(a)rxia~ da warweras XII-XIII ss-iT aTariRebs. misi varaudiT, es iyo vinme dayu
debuli mwignobris saflavi, romelic erT-erT gamoqvabulSi cxovrobda [berZeniSvili 
1982: 15-16]. 

sof. avranlos kulturuli memkvidreobis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani Zeglia „ciklo
puri~ cixe-simagre, romelic soflis Crdilo-dasavleT ganapiras dgas. e. TayaiSvili 
mxolod megaliTur kedelze miuTiTebs: `Вдоль скалы длинная ограда из нагроможденных 
друг на друга огромных камней~ [Такаишвили 1913: 45], Tumca misi aRwera mocemuli ara aqvs. 

l. meliqseT-begma „ciklopuri nagebobis nacixar-naqalaqari~ miakuTvna megaliTu
ri kulturis Zeglebs [meliqseT-begi 1938: 57]. „naqalaqevi, romelic mdinares dascqe
ris amfiTeatriviT, sami safexurisagan Sedgeba: 1 - mTis ZirSi; 2 - mTis ferdobis Sua 
simaRleze patara davakebul adgilas da 3 - mTis wverze ..... pirveli (qveda) safexuri anu 
terasa Sedgeba grZeli zRudisagan, romelic rkalisebri gegmisaa, mTaze miyudebuli, 
sigrZiT 100 metramde, simaRliT 3-4 m, zogan 4,5 m, sisqiT 2-2,5 m. zRudes aqvs erTi kari 
wyaros maxloblad, Semdegi zomisa: simaRliT sisqiT da siganiT 1,5 m, igi gadaxurulia 
uzarmazari qviT, romlis sigrZea 2,25 m., sigane - 1,5 m. am zRudesa da mTas Soris mogrZo 
teritoriaze erTaderTi Senobaa patara eklesia. am saeklesio kompleqsis gverdiT, da
savleTisken zRudis wveramde auarebeli gamoqvabulia, zogi daumuSavebelia, zogi ki 
odnav damuSavebuli. meore (saSualo) terasa, romelic mTis ferdobis Sua simaRlezea, 
oTxkuTxedis gegmisaa, ramdenime metris sigrZisa da siganis; igi warmoadgens nacixars, 
sadac axla avranloelebs bostani gauSenebiaT. mesame (zeda) terasa ki, romelic mTis 
wverzea, SedarebiT ufro didi nacixaria, oTxkuTxedis gegmisa; sigrZiT 25 m, siganiT 18 
m, kedlis sisqe 3-4 m, igi TiTqmis daSlilia~ [meliqseT-begi 1938: 57-58] (tab. II1,2

).
pirveli arqeologiuri gamokvleva avranlos teritoriaze b. kuftinma 1940 wels Ca

atara [Куфтин 1940: 14]. Tumca ciklopuri nagebobebis Seswavla mas dRis wesrigSi jer 
kidev 1938 wels hqonda dayenebuli. igi aRniSnavda `Развернувшиеся исследования ставят 
целый ряд проблем о .....связях циклопических строений с различными типами погребений в 
долине~ [Куфтин 1938: 1]. avranlos cixis aRwerisas b. kuftini aRniSnavda, rom „kedlebi 
igive xasiaTisaa, rac nardevanis cixis, mxolod naklebad masiuri. gegmaSi ki ufro aras
wori moxazuloba aqvs, vidre nardevanis cixes~ [Куфтин 1940: 14.] avranlos cixeze b. kuf
tinma ori Surfi gaWra cixis Sida ezos zeda moedanze da gareT, dasavleTis kedlis win. 
agreTve gawminda cixis Sesasvleli kari, magram Suasaukuneebis keramikis fragmentebis 
garda veraferi naxa [Куфтин 1940: 41-42], Tumca b. kuftini aRniSnavs, rom avranloSi mo
povebuli masala nardevanis keramikisgan gansxvavdeba imiT, rom masSi urevia kargad ga
momwvari Savpriala Tixis WurWeli, zogjer gofrirebuli zedapiriT [Куфтин 1940: 42]. 

1941 wels soflis samxreT-dasavleT nawilSi karelovebis sakarmidamo nakveTSi b. 
kuftinma aRmoaCina adre rkinis xanis da aqemeniduri epoqis samarovani, romelic Zmebis 
saTarovebis, karelovebis da aSkalovebis nakveTebSic grZeldeboda. b. kuftini aRniS
navs, rom yvela saxlis zRude nagebi iyo iribad dayenebuli saflavis qvis filebisagan. 
SemTxveviT aRmoCenili samarxebis inventari ki zogs saxlSi hqonda Senaxuli. mTel Ti
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xis WurWels meurneobaSic iyenebdnen. saCveneblad aqatis da serdolikis mZivebic mi
utaniaT. adgilobrivi skolis direqtorma, s. iordanovma b. kuftins gadasca am sama
rovanze aRmoCenili brinjaos kauWi da ori moWiquli WurWeli, romlebic b. kuftinma 
xojaliSi aRmoCenili WurWlis analogiurad miiCnia. es ukanaskneli ki kargad TariR
deboda adadneraris saxeliani mZiviT. avranlos samarovanze aRmoCenili iyo agreTve 
romauli vercxlis denari avgustusis gamosaxulebiT. giorgi aSkalovis cnobiT, es niv
Tebi mamamiss, grigols unaxavs Tavis nakveTSi. iqve aRmoCenili yofila brinjaos orTi
Ta, romelic leningradSi wauRia a. karelovs [Куфтин 1948: 9]. sof. avranlos b. kuftini 
kvlav ewvia 1948 wels da ori yorRani gaTxara: „kuCuk-Tefe~, romelic soflidan Crdi
lo-dasavleTiT, saTibebSi mdebareobda da sof, gumbaTisaken mimaval gzaze mdebare e.w. 
„samaswavleblo~ yorRani. orive carieli aRmoCnda. imave wels s. karelovis mindorSi 
gaTxara adre rkinis xanis 15 qvayuTi. zogi samarxi gaZarculi iyo, zogSi ki keramika, 
brinjaos nivTebi, pastis da serdolikis mZivebi aRmoCnda [Куфтин 1948: 11]. sof. kuSCis
ken mimaval gzaze man ori yorRani gamoavlina; soflis napiras erTi samarxi gaTxara, 
romlis inventari Sedgeboda Tixis ori WurWlis, brinjaos Zewkvze Camokidebuli fexis 
formis amuletisa da beWedisagan [Куфтин 1948: 26].

d. mSvenieraZem Tavis naSromebSi `Строительное дело в Древней Грузии~ da `Строительное 
искусство в Древней Грузии~ aRwera avranlos cixe. igi aRniSnavs, rom cixe sam iarusadaa 
ganlagebuli. pirveli iarusi warmodgenilia grZeli, 80 m. sigrZis kedliT, romlis si
maRle zogan 3 m-s aRwevs. iarusebi samxreT mxares aris mimarTuli, mdinarisken. mTel 
kedelSi erTi karia gamarTuli. misi simaRle 1,90 m, sigane 1,75 m-ia. kari gadaxurulia 
erTi monoliTiT, romlis sigrZe 2,2 m, da sigane 1,8 m.-ia. qveda iarusSi calkeuli mo
noliTebis zomebi 2,0×2,5×3,0 m-ia. meore iarusze kedlebi sam fenadaa nagebi. napirebze 
msxvili monoliTebia dawyobili, Sida sivrce ki mcire zomis qvebiTaa Sevsebuli. maTi 
zomebi 0,30×0,30×0,20 - 0,15×0,15×0,10 m-ia. zeda, mesame iarusze cixea ganlagebuli. dasav
leTis, samxreTis da CrdiloeTis mxare kldes gadahyurebs. dasavleTis mxridan patara 
moedania gamarTuli, misi zomebia 20,0×35,0 m. igi msxvili qvebiTaa SemozRuduli. mesame 
iarusis cixis zomebia 25,0×35,0 m. kedlebis sisqe 4,0 – 8,0 m-ia. iarusebs Soris kavSiri 
xorcieldeboda didi monoliTebis meSveobiT. cixidan marjvniv mdebareobs bunebrivi 
gamoqvabuli damuSavebis kvaliT. gamoqvabulis win moedania, romelic agreTve msxvili 
qvebiTaa SemozRuduli [Мшвениерадзе 1959: 11]. d. mSvenieraZe aRniSnavs, rom avranloSi, 
meore da mesame iarusze namdvili „ciklopuri~ wyoba gvaqvs, romelsac axasiaTebs didi 
zomis qvebi, mSrali wyoba da wyobis Taviseburi xasiaTi (tab. II1,2

). isini igeboda rogorc 
Znelad dasaSleli nagebobebi da miwisZvris SemTxvevaSi gacilebiT drekadia. am prin
cips eyrdnoboda arqiteqturis mTeli Semdgomi koncefcia Zvel saqarTveloSi anti
kur epoqamde [Мшвениерадзе 1959: 13].

1998 wels fondis `Ria sazogadoeba saqarTvelo~ daxmarebiT, TrialeTis arqeolo
giurma2 eqspediciam Seadgina avranlos „ciklopuri~ simagris gengegma, zeda da qveda 
simagreebis gegmebi. amave dros namosaxlarisa da simagris teritoriaze zedapirulad 
aikrifa paleoliTuri da brinjaos xanis artefaqtebi (qvis nakeTobebi, keramika). 2003 
wels sof. avranlos mkvidris giorgi aSkalovisagan (es pirovneba kargad icnobda b. 
kuftins da monawileobas iRebda o. jafariZis arqeologiuri eqspediciis muSaobaSi, 
ramac mas siZveleTa mimarT interesi dRemde Semounaxa) TrialeTis eqspediciam mraval
ricxovani koleqcia SeiZina, romelic qveda paleoliTidan moyolebuli Sua saukunee
bis CaTvliT yvela epoqis masalas Seicavs. gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia liTonis nivTe
bi, maT Soris gamoirCeva xaris TaviT Semkuli liTonis kauWi.
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2006 wels arqeologiuri gaTxrebi Catarda „ciklopuri~ simagris CrdiloeTiT gaS
lil mindorze (tab. I

1
). samuSaoebi dakavSirebuli iyo baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis 

samSeneblo proeqtis farglebSi ganxorcielebul proeqtTan, romelic walkis munici
palitetis zeda zonis soflebis wyalmomaragebis qselis mSeneblobas iTvaliswinebda. 
samSeneblo samuSaoebis dros dazianda namosaxlaris kulturuli fenebi. Zeglis xasia
Tis, stratigrafiisa da sazRvrebis dadgenis mizniT eqspediciam „ciklopuri~ simagris 
CrdiloeTiT gaSlil mindorze ramdenime Txrili gaavlo (tab. I2

).
mindvris samxreTiT moedineba md. qcia, romlis Rrma kanionis gaswvriv, frialo fer

dobebze da Txemze gaSenebulia „ciklopuri~ cixe-simagre (tab. III
1
), kanionis kedelSi 

mravali gamoqvabulia gamokveTili. cixe agebulia patara koncxze, didi zomis bazal
tis qvebiT, mSrali wyobiT. CrdiloeTidan Camoudis mozrdili ru, romelic gamoedine
ba cixis CrdiloeTiT, daaxloebiT 1,5-2,0 km-is daSorebuli wyarodan da, rogorc Cans, 
Tavis droze kompleqss amaragebda sasmeli wyliT.

cixes CrdiloeTiT da dasavleTiT ekvris zemoxsenebuli mindori (tab. I1
), romlis 

zedapirzec vizualurad SeiniSneba namosaxlarisa da samarovnis naSTebi. mindvris 
CrdiloeT ganapiras aRmarTuli dabali qedis ZirSi Saragza gadis, romelic sof. av
ranlos sof. rexasTan akavSirebs, saidanac gza sof. xandos gavliT gujareTis xeobaSi 
gadadis da bakurian-borjomis xeobaSi Cadis.

avranlos cixisa da mimdebared arsebuli mindvris saxelwodeba SemorCenili ar 
aris. adgilobrivi, mosuli Turqulenovani berZeni mosaxleoba am mindors „danalax 
duJi~-s uwodebs, rac „xborebis mindors~ niSnavs.

namosaxlari samxreTidan CrdiloeTisaken ganfenilia mTel mindorze, „ciklopuri~ 
cixidan samanqano gzamde. igi ufro intensiuri Cans samxreT nawilSi, cixesTan axlos, 
romlisaganac zemoT aRwerili xeviTaa gamoyofili. es xevi namosaxlars orad yofs. xe
vis dasavleTiT mdebare mindori aTeuli wlebis manZilze ixvneboda. 

namosaxlaris sigrZe-sigane aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazze 250 m-s, CrdiloeT-sam
xreTis xazze ki 360 m-s udris (tab. I1

; III
2
).

namosaxlaris mTeli farTobi daiyo oTx (A, B, C, D) ubnad. ubnebi ki 18×24 m nakveTebad, 
romlebic danawilda 6×6 m kvadratebad; kvadratebi ki 2×2 m monakveTebad daiyo.

mindorze sul oTxi Txrili gaiWra (tab. I
2
). 

# 1 Txrili mdebareobs D ubnis CCLVI nakveTis me-8 kvadratSi (tab. I
2
). Txrilis sigrZe 

4,2 m-s, sigane ki 2,0 m-s udrida. humusis moxsnisTanave didi zomis bazaltis qvebisY yri
li gamovlinda. Zeglis xasiaTis dasadgenad saWiro iyo Txrilis yvela mimarTulebiT 
gafarToveba, amitom samuSaoebi Sewyda. TxrilSi arqeologiuri masala ar aRmoCenila.

# 2 Txrili gaiWra DD ubnis CCXXV nakveTis 11, 12 da CCLV nakveTis 2, 3 kvadratebSi (tab. 
I2

; IV
3
). Txrilis sigrZe 12,0 m-s, sigane 2,0 m-s udrida. miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 0,3 

m siRrmeze wvrili qviT Sedgenili, 0,2 m sisqis intensiuri qvayrili gamovlinda (I done), 
romelSic alag-alag didi zomis bazaltis qvebi iyo amoCrili (tab. IV

1
). wvrili qvayri

lis aRebis Semdeg gamoikveTa calpirad dawyobili bazaltis qvebis kedlebi (II done). 
isini, msgavsad ## 3, 4 TxrilebSi gaTxrili samarxebisa, oTxkuTxa formis kromlexebs 
warmoadgenen, romelTa centrSi qvis filiT gadaxuruli samarxebia gamarTuli (tab. 
IV

2
). TxrilSi oTxi samarxis (## 7-10) kromlexi gamovlinda. samuSao drois simciris ga

mo es samarxebi ar gaTxrila. # 2 Txrili isev miwiT Seivso. 
# 3 Txrili moicavs CXCIII nakveTis me-12, CXCIV nakveTis me-10, CCXXIII nakveTis me-3 da 

CCXXIV nakveTis 1-el kvadratebs (tab. I
2
; VII

1
). misi sigrZe 9,9 m-s, sigane 4,0 m-s udris.

miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 0,2-0,3 m-is siRrmeze, Txrilis mTel sigrZeze saSu
alo zomis bazaltis intensiuri qvayrili dafiqsirda (II done; tab. VI

1
). yrilis aRebis 
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Semdeg gamoikveTa oTxkuTxa formis kromlexebi, romelTa centrSi ormosamarxebi (## 
5, 6) gaiTxara. # 5 samarxis kromlexis qvebi Savi feris niadagze iyo dawyobili (tab. V

2
). 

am donidan 0,3-04 m siRrmeze namosaxlari fena dafiqsirda. saxls Tixatkepnili iataki 
aqvs, romelzec mravlad aRmoCnda keramikis fragmentebi. es fena adrebrinjaos xanas 
miekuTvneba. namosaxlaris naSTebi # 6 samarxis zonaSic aRmoCnda (tab. V

1
; tab. VI

3
). 

# 3 Txrilis aRmosavleT nawilSi CCXXIV nakveTis 1 kvadratis 5-6, 8-9 monakveTebSi 
gaiTxara sameurneo ormo # 1 (tab. VI

2
). ormo dafaruli iyo 1,8 m diametris qvayriliT 

(tab. V
1
). ormos diametri 0,8 m-ia, siRrme 0,9 m. ormo Sevsebuli iyo qvebiTa da alizis Se

lesilobis fragmentebiT, aqve aRmoCnda didi zomis Tixis WurWlis fragmentebic. or
mo adrebrinjaos xanas miekuTvneba (amave krebulSi ix. n. SanSaSvilis statia – mtkvar-
araqsis kulturis Zeglebi TrialeTidan). 

# 4 Txrili CXCII nakveTis me-2, 3, 5, 6 da CXCIII nakveTis me-4 kvadratebSia moqceuli 
(tab. I2

; VII
2
; IX

1
). misi sigrZe 8,0 m-ia, sigane 5,0 m. # 4 TxrilSi # 3 Txrilis analogiuri 

situacia dafiqsirda. im gansxvavebiT, rom adrebrinjaos xanis fena aq ufro dazianebu
lia. sarlastis saxlis kargad SemorCenili Tixatkepnili iataki mxolod me-5 kvadratis 
me-2, 3 da 6 monakveTebSi dafiqsirda. saxli Zlieri xanZris Sedegad Cans ganadgurebuli. 
iatakze didi raodenobiT sxvadasxva zomis Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi aRmoCnda (tab. 
IX2

; XI
4
). 

# 4 TxrilSi eqvsi samarxi gamovlinda (tab. X), magram imis gamo, rom ori maTgani ga
uTxrel farTobSi gadioda, mxolod oTxi samarxi (## 1, 2, 3, 4) gaiTxara.

amrigad, 2006 wels avranlos „ciklopuri~ simagris mimdebare mindorze eqvsi samar
xi gaiTxara.

samarxi # 1 gaiTxara CXCII nakveTis me-5 kvadratSi (# 4 Txrili). qvis filebiT Sed
genili qvayuTi damxrobilia aRmosavleT-dasavleTis xazze (tab. VIII2

; IX
2,3

). qvayuTis aR
mosavleTi kedeli Sedgeboda ori, xolo danarCeni kedlebi da gadaxurva TiTo filaq
visagan. qvayuTis sigrZe 0,5 m-ia, sigane 0,3 m-s, siRrme 0,25 m-s udris. samarxSi dakrZalu
li iyo erTi micvalebuli TaviT aRmosavleTisaken, marcxena gverdze, kidurebmoxrili 
(tab. IX

4
; X; XI

1
).

samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1. yurmiliani doqi (tab. XIV
1
), Tixis, moyavisfro naprialebi ze

dapiriT, aseTive feris SidapiriT da mowiTalo keciT. damzadebulia kargad ganleqili 
Tixisagan. samarxis CrdiloeT kuTxeSi; 2. koWobi (tab. XIV

2
), Tixis, moSavo-moyavisfro 

zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da Txeli keciT. samarxis samxreT kuTxeSi; 3. mZivebi, 5 c. (tab. 
XIV

3
), sardionis. micvalebulis gul-mkerdis areSi; 4. Zewkvi (tab. XIV

4
), brinjaosi. micva

lebulis gul-mkerdis areSi.
samarxi # 2 mdebareobs CXCII nakveTis 6 kv-Si da CXCIII nakveTis 4 kv-Si (# 4 Txrili). 
samarxis Tavze gamarTuli bazaltis qvebisagan Sedgenili yrilis zomebia 2,0×1,2 m 

(tab. VIII
1
). qvayrilis qveS gamarTuli dasakrZalavi kamera damxrobilia samxreT-dasav

leTidan Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT (tab. XI
2
; XIII

1
). misi sigrZe 1,2 m-ia sigane 1,1 m, siRrme 0,8 

m-s udris. qvayrilis qveS gamovlinda kevris koxis qvebi romlebic micvalebuls mTli
anad faravda (tab. XI

2,3
).

samarxSi dakrZaluli iyo erTi micvalebuli TaviT samxreT-dasavleTisaken, mar
jvena gverdze, kidurebmoxrili (tab. X; XI

3
; XIII

1
). micvalebulis ybis qveS dafiqsirda 

brinjaos Zlier daSlili rgoli. 
samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1. koxis qvebi, 128 c., vulkanuri warmoSobis msubuqi jiSis qvisa, 

nacrisferi, forebiani, ormxriv damuSavebuli. did nawils zurgi momrgvalebuli, fu
Ze ki dabrtyelebuli aqvs. 15 c. aRmoCnda samarxis qvayrilSi, danarCeni qvayrilis qveS, 
micvalebulis zemodan rigebad iyo dawyobili; 2. salesi, Savi feris qvis. samarxis Crdi
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lo-dasavleT kedelTan; 3. anatkeci, Savi feris obsidianis. micvalebulis menjis Zval
ze; 4. saqonlis kbili. micvalebulis menjis Zvalze; 5. WurWlis Ziris fragmenti, Tixis, 
moyviTalo-moyavisfro zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da sqeli keciT. micvalebulis Tavis qa
lasTan.

samarxi # 3 gaiTxara CXCII nakveTis 6 kvadratSi (# 4 Txrili). gaaCnda bazaltis qve
biT Sedgenili Zlier dazianebuli qvayrili (tab. VII2

; VIII
2
; XI

4
; XIII

2
). samarxi ormo (sigrZe 

1,4 m, sigane – 1,3 m, siRrme – 0,7 m) damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleTidan samxreT-da
savleTisaken. samarxSi Casvenebuli yofila erTi micvalebuli, romlis ConCxis anato
miuri Sesaxsreba Zlier darRveuli iyo. micvalebuls Tavi, rogorc Cans, samxreTiT 
edo. samarxi gaZarculia. micvalebulis Zvlebi da samarxeuli inventari samarxi ormos 
sxvadasxva doneze aRmoCnda (tab. X). Tixis WurWlis natexebi, Savad gamomwvari, samar
xi ormos Semavsebel qvayrilSi aRmoCnda. aqve iyo obsidianis anatkeci. iatakis doneze, 
centralur nawilSi, dafiqsirda brinjaos rgoli (tab. XIV5

); koxis qva, bazaltis; obsi
dianis anatkeci; obsidianis lamela; xufis fragmenti, Tixis.

samarxi # 4 gaiTxara CXCII nakveTis me-3 da 6 kvadratebSi (# 4 Txrili). qvayrili, ro
melsac marTkuTxa forma hqonda, Zlieraa dazianebuli. rogorc Cans, samarxs didi qve
biT Sedgenili oTxkuTxa kromlexi hqonda (tab. VIII

2
; XI

4
). SemorCenilia misi samxreTi (4,0 

m) da dasavleTi (3,0 m) kedlebis fragmentebi (tab. VIII
1
; IX

1
). samarxi ormo gadaxuruli iyo 

bazaltis didi (2,2×2,1 m) filiT. samarxi gaZarculia. dasakrZalav ormoSi (2,4×1,6×0,3 m) 
micvalebulis ConCxi da inventari ar aRmoCnda (tab. VIII

2
; X). kameris gadasaxur filaze 

gamovlinda sadRvebelisa da sxvadasxva WurWlis fragmentebi (tab. XIV
28

,
31

). aqve ido ob
sidianis anatkeci. samarxis iatakze dafiqsirda Savad gamomwvari Tixis WurWlis frag
mentebi (tab. XIV

29,30
), obsidianis anatkeci da saqonlis Zvlebi.

samarxi # 5 mdebareobs CXCIII nakveTis me-12, CXCIV nakveTis me-10, CCXXIII nakveTis me-3 
da CCXXIV nakveTis 1-el kvadratebSi (# 3 Txrili. tab. VII

1
). 

samarxs hqonda marTkuTxa formis qvayrili (tab. XII
1
), romelic SemozRuduli iyo 

didi zomis bazaltis qvebiT (3,8×3,1 m). kromlexi damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleTi
dan samxreT-dasavleTisaken (tab. XI

5
). zeda donis qvayrilis moxsnis Semdeg gamovlinda 

uSualod dasakrZalav ormoze gamarTuli qvayrili (2,5×1,8 m). miwis Tanamedrove zeda
piridan 0,6-07 m siRmeze samarxi kameris piri dafiqsirda. amave donezea adrebrinjaos 
xanis saxlebis iatakebic (tab. V

2
).

samarxi ormo gaWrilia yviTel TixnarSi da kuTxeebmomrgvalebuli marTkuTxedis 
forma aqvs. damxrobilia samxreT-dasavleTidan Crdilo-aRmosavleTisaken. misi sigrZe 
1,5 m-ia, sigane 1,1 m. siRrme miwis zedapiridan 1,2 m. samarxs CaWrili aqvs adrebrinjaos 
xanis saxlis iataki. am donidan 0,3 m siRrmeze gadaxurvis xis Zelebi aRmoCnda, romle
bic samarxis sigrZiv iyo mimarTuli (tab. XI6

). samarxis iataki ki 0,5 m siRrmeze dafiqsir
da. samarxSi dakrZaluli iyo erTi micvalebuli Tavi samxreTiT, xel-fexi mokecili, 
marcxena gverdze (tab. VI

3 
XII

2,3
; XIII

3
). 

samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1. WurWlis fragmentebi, Tixis, mowiTalo zedapiriT, SidapiriTa 
da keciT. aRmoCnda samarxis preparaciis dros xis Zelis doneze; 2. anatkeci, andezi
tis. aRmoCnda samarxis preparaciis dros xis Zelis doneze; 3. frinvelis figura – saki
di, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

8
). aRmoCnda micvalebulis gulmkerdis areSi; 4. mZivi, brinjaosi 

(tab. XIV
12

). aRmoCnda micvalebulis gulmkerdis areSi; 5. rgoli, brinjaosi (tab. XIV
14

). 
aRmoCnda micvalebulis Tavis qalas qveS; 6. sakinZi, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

10
). aRmoCnda mic

valebulis nikapTan; 7. sakinZi, brinjaosi (tab. XIV
11

), aRmoCnda micvalebulis ybasTan; 8. 
Zewkvi sakidiT, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

9
). aRmoCnda micvalebulis marcxena winamxris Zval

Tan; 9. rgoli, brinjaosi (tab. XIV
13

), mrgvalganivkveTiani. aRmoCnda micvalebulis yelis 
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areSi; 10. mZivebi, 5 c., pastis (tab. XIV
7
). aRmoCnda micvalebulis yelisa da gul-mkerdis 

areSi; 11. mZivebi 17 c., sardionis (tab. XIV
6
). aRmoCnda micvalebilis yelisa da gulmker

dis areSi; 12. mZivi-sabeWdavi, pastis. aRmoCnda micvalebulis marcxena xelis majasTan.
# 6 samarxi gaiTxara CCXXIV nakveTis 1 kvadratSi (# 3 Txrili). qvayriliani ormo

samarxia (tab. XII
1
; XIII

4
). yrili Zlieraa dazianebili. mas, iseve rogorc # 5 samarxs mar

TkuTxa kromlexi hqonia. SemorCenilia dasavleTi (4,0 m) da samxreTi (3,6 m) kedlebi (tab. 
VI

3
). kromlexis centralur nawilSi saSualo zomis qvayrilic iyo, mis qveS aRmoCnda da

sakrZalavi ormo (1,9×1,3 m), romlis iataki adrebrinjaos xanis fenidan 0,8 m siRrmeze 
dafiqsirda. samarxSi dakrZalulia erTi micvalebuli, marjvena gverdze, kidurebmox
rili, TaviT samxreT-dasavleTisaken. ConCxis zeda nawili anatomiur SesaxsrebaSi iyo, 
qveda ki gadaadgilebuli - samarxis CrdiloeT nawilSi, iatakidan 0,25 m simaRleze are
ul mdgomareobaSi dafiqsirda (tab. XII4-6

). micvalebulis gul-mkerdis win msxvilfexa 
saqonlis beWi da kidurebi ewyo (tab. XII

4
). 

samarxis qvayrilSi aRmoCnda: 1. WurWlis pirisa da gverdis fragmentebi, Tixis, 
lega-moyavisfro zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da moyavisfro-monacrisfro keciT. Seicavs 
wvrilmarcvlovan minarevebs; 2. WurWlis fragmentebi, Tixis, mowiTalo zedapiriT, Si
dapiriTa da keciT; 3. WurWlis fragmentebi, Tixis, moyavisfro zedapiriT, SidapiriTa 
da aseTive feris sqeli keciT. 

samarxSi aRmoCnda: 1. WurWlis fragmenti, Tixis, moruxo zedapiriT, moyavisfro 
SidapiriTa da moruxo-moyavisfro orfenovani keciT. etyoba yuris miZerwis kvali. 
2. WurWlis piris fragmenti, Tixis, Savi zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da yavisferi keciT, 
wvrilmarcvlovani minarevebiT. aqvs mrgvali bako da odnav gadaSlili piri. 3. WurWlis 
piris fragmenti, Tixis, lega monacrisfrod gamomwvari. 4. WurWlis gverdis fragmen
tebi, Tixis, moSavo zeda da Sida piriT, lega-moyavisfro keciT. 5. sasmisi (tab. XIV27

), 
Tixis, moruxo zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da keciT. damzadebulia kargad ganleqili Tixi
sagan (yvela es fragmenti aRmoCnda micvalebulis qveda kidurebTan erTad). 6. qoTani 
(tab. XIV

24
), Tixis, moSavo-monacrisfro zedapiriT, SidapiriTa da moyavisfro keciT, Se

icavs wvrilmarcvlovan minarevebs. aRmoCnda samarxis Crdilo-aRmosavleT kedelTan;. 
7. satevrispiri, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

25
). aRmoCnda micvalebulis gulmkerdis win, qvaze; 8. 

Subispiri, brinjaosi. masraSi SerCenilia taris xis naSTi (tab. XIV
15

). aRmoCnda samarxis 
samxreT-dasavleT kuTxeSi; 9. isrispiri, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

20
), aRmoCnda samarxis sam

xreT-dasavleT kuTxesTan; 10. isrispiris fragmenti, Zvlis (tab. XIV
22

). aRmoCnda samar
xis samxreT-dasavleT kuTxesTan; 11. sakinZi, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

23
). aRmoCnda micvale

bulis gulmkerdis win, qvaze; 12. mZivebi 8 c., momwvano feris pastis (tab. XIV
16

). aRmoCnda 
micvalebulis majasTan; 13. mZivebi 2 c., sardionis (tab. XIV

16
). aRmoCnda micvalebulis 

majasTan; 14. kverTxisTavi, irmis rqis (tab. XIV
26

). aRmoCnda samarxis samxreT-dasavleT 
kedelTan; 15. isrispiri, brinjaosi (tab. XIV

17
). yunwze daxveulia zros dasamagrebeli 

Zafi. aRmoCnda samarxis samxreT-dasavleT kuTxesTan; 16. isrispiri, brinjaosi (tab. 
XIV

19
). yunwze daxveulia zros dasamagrebeli Zafi. aRmoCnda samarxis samxreT-dasavleT 

kuTxesTan; 17. isrispiri, brinjaosi (tab. XIV
18

). yunwze daxveulia zros dasamagrebeli 
Zafi. aRmoCnda samarxis samxreT-dasavleT kuTxesTan. 18. isrispiri, Zvlis (tab. XIV

21
). 

aRmoCnda aRapis ZvlebTan, samxreTiT.
gviani brinjaos xanis samarxebis Tanadrouli dasaxleba, rogorc Cans amave mindor

ze da „ciklopuri~ simagris teritoriaze iyo. amaze miuTiTebs keramikis mravalricxo
vani fragmenti, romlebic am teritoriazea aRmoCenili. amave farTobze odnav mogviano 
xanis namosaxlarisa da samarovnis arsebobasac gvavaraudebinebs giorgi aSkalovisagan 
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SeZenili brinjaos artefaqtebi da Cvens mier Segrovili keramikuli masalac (tab. XV-
XX).

mindvris dasavleT nawilSi, sof. rexasaken mimavali gzis piras goranamosaxlaria. 
misi kide gzasa aqvs CamoWrili, sadac kargad Cans mZlavri kulturuli fena. zedapiru
lad mopovebuli masalebis mixedviT Cans, rom namosaxlari mravalfenia da ZiriTadad 
Zv.w. II aTaswleulis meore naxevris masalebs Seicavs.

2003 wels giorgi aSkalovi dagvexmara mis mezoblad mdebare sakarmidamo nakveTSi 
adgilobrivi mosaxlis mier gaTxrili samarxis inventaris SeZenaSi. adgilis daTvalie
rebis da nivTebis mompovebelTan saubris Sedegad gairkva, rom samarxi miekuTvneboda 
qvis filebiT gadaxuruli ormosamarxebis jgufs. samarxi kamera CrdiloeT-samxreTis 
xazze yofila damxrobili. micvalebuli TaviT CrdiloeTiT, marcxena gverdze yofila 
dakrZaluli (~gamTxrelis~ TqmiT aRmosavleTiT „iyurebodao~). samarxSi Tixis oTxi 
WurWeli, brinjaos dana, isrispirebi, rgolebi da insigniis detalebi aRmoCenila. in
signiis ZiriTadi nawili, kauWi micvalebulis saxis win yofila, Reroze wamocmuli hqo
nia salte (figuruli garsakravi), maTgan 10-15 sm mocilebiT, CrdiloeTiT ki xaris Ta
vis qandakeba aRmoCenila. qandakebasa da saltes Soris daSlili xis naSTebi yofila. 

SeZenili samarxeuli inventari:
1. doqi, Tixis, monacrisfrod gamomwvari, zoomorfuli yuri miZerwilia yelsa da 

mxarze. tani Semkulia reliefuri sartylebiTa da vertikaluri xazebiT. vertikalur 
zolebs Soris moTavsebulia ori gvelis reliefuri gamosaxuleba (tab. XIX1

; XX
2
).

2. doqi, Tixis, monacrisfrod gamomwvari, damzadebulia obsidianis minarevebiani 
Tixisagan, samkuTxaganivkveTiani yuri miZerwilia pirsa da mxarze, mucelze aqvs gamWo
li naxvreti (tab. XIX

6
; XX

3
). 

3 qoTani, Tixis, lega-moSavod gamomwvari, damzadebulia qarsminarevebiani ATixisa
gan, mxari Semkulia sami amoRaruli xazisagan (tab. XIX

5
; XX

1
).

4. qoTani, Tixis, moyavisfrod gamomwvari, TeTrmarcvlovani minarevebiT, mxari Sem
kulia amoRaruli xazebiT (tab. XIX

3
; XX

4
). 

5 dergi, Tixis, lega-monacrisfrod gamomwvari, mxari Semkulia amoRaruli hori
zontaluri, urTierTgadamkveTi xazebiTa da naWdevebiT, mxarsa da pirze etyoba yuris 
nakvalevi (tab. XIX

4
).

6. isrispiri, brinjaosi, wagrZelebuli frTebiT da brtyelganivkveTiani grZeli 
yunwiT (tab. XVI

2
).

7. isrispiri, brinjaosi, wagrZelebuli frTebiT da brtyelganivkveTiani grZeli 
yunwiT (tab. XVI

3
).

8. dana, brinjaosi, mokle satare yunwiT, yunwze samanWvle naxvretiT (tab. XVI
1
).

9. garsakravi, brinjaosi, vertikaluri amoRaruli xazebiT, ori gamWoli naxvretiT 
(tab. XVI

7
).

10. xaris Tavis Qqandakeba, brinjaosi (tab. XVI
8
).

11. kverTxisebri nivTi, brinjaosi, mokauWebuli boloTi, ornamentirebuli ReroTi 
da gamWolnaxvretiani yunwiT (tab. XVI

6
).

12. rgoli, brinjaosi, ganivkveTSi rvawaxnga (tab. XVI
4
).

13. rgoli, brinjaosi, mrgvalganivkveTiani, Tavebgaxsnili (tab. XVI
5
). 

daskvna: sof. avranlos teritoriaze Catarebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebisa da 
dazvervebis Sedegad gairkva, rom aq adamiani qvis xanaSi dasaxlebula (ix. aqve q. stu
ruas statia). didi da mniSvnelovani dasaxleba ki adrebrinjaos xanaSi Cndeba (ix. aqve n. 
SanSaSvilis statia). 
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gviani brinjaos xanaSia agebuli „ciklopuri~ simagre, romlis garSemo axali dasax
leba Cndeba. dReisaTvis am epoqis I (Zv.w. XVI s.) da II fazis (Zv.w. XV-XIV s-is Sua xanebi) na
mosaxlaris fenebi da samarovnebi aq mikvleuli ar aris. Tumca unda aRiniSnos, rom Sem
TxveviT mopovebul masalebSi II fazis (bareTis kultura [ix. narimaniSvili 2006: 101]) ke
ramikis ramdenime fragmenti SeiniSneba. gviani brinjaos xanis III fazas, Zv.w. XIV s-is Sua 
xanebsa da XIII s-s miekuTvneba SemTxveviT mopovebuli keramikis ZiriTadi nawili (tab. 
XVII-XVIII), romelic „centraluramierkavkasiuri~ kulturis masalis msgavsia [ficxela
uri 2005: tab. X, XX, XXX, XLVIII, LII, LXII, LXIX, XCIV, CXIX, CXXX, CLVI, CLXIII]. amave kulturis Zeglia 
2003 wels soflis teritoriaze gaTxrili samarxic (tab. XVI

; XIX
1-6

; XX
1-4

). 
2006 wels gaTxrili ## 2, 3-6 samarxebis inventari „samTavruli kulturis~ komple

qsebis msgavsia [sadraZe 1997; sadraZe 2002] da Zv.w. XII-XI saukuneebiT TariRdeba. 
yuradRebas iqcevs # 4 TxrilSi Seswavlili # 1 samarxi, romelic Zv.w. IV-III ss-iT 

TariRdeba. es samarxi avranlos teritoriaze mikvleuli erTaderTi Zeglia, romelic 
am epoqas miekuTvneba. samarxSi aRmoCenili yurmiliani doqi iSviaTia ara mxolod Tri
aleTSi, aramed aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi. am tipis WurWlebi ZiriTadad dasavleT sa
qarTveloSi gvxvdeba.

ax.w. pirveli saukuneebis Zeglebi uSualod soflis teritoriaze gvxvdeba. saqar
TveloSi qristianobis saxelmwifo religiad gamocxadebisTanave, walkis regionSi iwy
eba eklesiebis mSenebloba. ax.w. VI saukuneSi avranlos „ciklopuri~ simagris midamoebSi 
daarsebul monasters ki am regionisaTvis didi mniSvlneloba hqonda.

arqeologiuri Zeglebis simravle da „ciklopuri~ cixe-simagre aSkarad miuTiTebs, 
rom avranlo mniSvnelovan gzajvaredinze mdebareobda da aseve mniSvnelovan punqts 
warmoadgenda. aq Tavs iyrida borjom-bakurianidan da gori-qarelidan samxreTisaken 
mimavali gzebi. borjomi-bakuriani-axalqalaqis samanqano gzas, sof. cixisjvris gavlis 
Semdeg, cxrawyaros uReltexilTan erTi gza gamoeyofa, romelic marcxniv, aRmosavle
Tisaken midis. 7-8 km gavlis Semdeg tabawyuris tbas miadgeba, sof. tabawyurs marjvniv 
moitovebs da tbis CrdiloeTi napiris gavlis Semdeg viwro xeobaSi Sedis. TavkveTilis 
mTas gza samxreTidan Cauvlis da mTis ferdobze arsebuli mcire uReltexilis yvela
ze maRal wertilSi walkis municipalitetis sazRvars gadakveTs. gzis gaswvriv, 3,5 km 
sigrZeze ramdenime aTeuli yorRania. gza Savnabadas mTas Cauvlis da TandaTan qvemoT 
eSveba. Semdeg gadis mTa egoiasaris aRmosavleTi kalTis ZirSi gaSlil mindorze, sa
dac Zveli sapitiaxSo mdebareobda. aqedan gza orad iyofa. erTi sof. burnaSeTSi Cadis, 
meore ki yizil-qilisaSi. tabawyuridan walkis soflebamde daaxloebiT 20 km-ia. sof. 
tabawyuridan walkaSi narianis velisa da md. qciis gayolebiTac SeiZleba Semosvla, sa
idanac sof. xandosa da rexaSi SeiZleba moxvedra. sof. rexaSi sapitiaxSodan wamosuli 
gruntis gziTac SeiZleba Sesvla. 

sof. rexaze gadis walkaSi Semosasvleli kidev erTi gza, romelic gujareTis xeo
bidan gadmodis da rexas gavlis Semdeg sof. avranloSi Cadis. gujareTis xeobaSi Sesas
vleli gza borjomi-bakuriani-axalqalaqis gzis me-10 km-ze, sof. waRverTan iwyeba. sa
manqano gza soflis centrSi marcxniv uxvevs, gaivlis sof. kimoTesubans, gverdisubans, 
RvTismSobels, maWarwyals da sof. gujareTamde midis. gujareTidan gamosuli gruntis 
gza samxreT-aRmosavleTisaken midis da 4,0 km gavlis Semdeg TrialeTis qedze arsebul 
uReltexils miadgeba, sadac walkis sazRvari iwyeba. uReltexilidan sof. avranlomde 
10-12 km-ia.

sof. waRverTan dawyebuli gzis erTi toti sof. kimoTesubnidan 2,5 km gavlis Semdeg 
marjvniv uxvevs da sof. patara mitarbis gavliT Sedis did mitarbSi, saidanac md. qci
is xeobaSi, narianis velze SeiZleba moxvedra. aqve, narianze amodis sof. gverdisubni
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dan da sof. RvTismSoblidan momavali gruntis gzebi. narianis dasavleTiT tabawyuris 
tbaa, aRmosavleTiT, md. qciis gayolebiT wamosuli mgzavri ki sof. xandoSi moxvdeba.

gujareTi-rexas gziT, waRver-borjomis mimarTulebiT gadaadgilebis garda, q. qa
relSic SeiZleba moxvedra. gujareTis xeobaSi mdebare sof. wiTelsoflidan da maWar
wylidan gruntis gza md. abuxalosReles da md. tyemlovanis wylis (md. mtkvris auzi) 
xeobebSi gadadis. sof. tyemlovanTan es ori mdinare erTdeba. am soflidan mimavali gza 
sof. zRuderis gavliT q. qarelSi Cadis. am gzis erTi ganStoeba ki q. gorisaken miemar
Teba.

sof. avranlodan gzebi qvemo qarTlsa da javaxeTisaken midis, saidanac erTis mxriv 
araratis dablobsa da urmiistbispireTTan gadis, meore mxriv ki faravnis tbas gauvlis 
da md. mtkvris xeobiT centralur anatoliaSi Cadis.

miuxedavad imisa, rom as welze meti xania rac avranlos teritoriaze mikvleuli 
Zeglebis Sesaxeb araerTi informacia arsebobs, gegmazomieri da farTo masStabis arqe
ologiuri gaTxrebi ar Catarebula. dRemde arc aq mopovebuli masalebi iyo gamoqveyne
buli. winamdebare statia amave krebulSi gamoqveynebuli q. sturuasa da n. SanSaSvilis 
naSromebTan erTad sof. avranloSi mopovebuli masalebis publikaciis pirveli mcde
lobaa.

miuxedavad imisa, rom avranlos teritoraze mikvleul Zeglebze mcire samuSaoe
bia Catarebuli SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aq stacionaluri gaTxrebis warmoebas ara mxolod 
TrialeTis, aramed samxreT kavkasiis uZvelesi istoriis SeswavlisaTvis didi mniSvne
loba eqneba. 
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The village of Avranlo is situated on the banks of the River Ktsia in Tsalka region, some 35 km from 
Tsalka at an altitude of 1,580 m above sea level. The old name of the village is Tezi. It was called Avranlo by 
the Greeks who migrated from Turkey in 1828-1829. A comparison of a map of Vakhushti Bagrationi with 
modern ones confirms the fact that the village was called once called Tezi, and E. Taqaishvili, D. Berdzenish-
vili, T. Chikovani share this opinion (Taqaishvili 1913, 45; Chikovani 1973, 16; Berdzenishvili 1982, 15).

Vakhushti Bagrationi provides some very interesting information about this area: “In Artsivani, in the 
Tezis Khrami, there is a monastery created in the rock by Saint Abibos of Nekresi, now empty” (Vakhushti 
1973, 320). D. Berdzenishvili notes, “In fact, there are caves and two basilicas in the canyon. They bear a 
trace of late redecoration, although early Medieval architectural details have survived … In the upper 
reaches of the Ktsia the accumulation of such toponyms as Sapitiakhsho, Rekha. Abibos Monastery gave 
rise to the opinion that the martyrdom of St. Abibos must have occurred at Rekha in Trialeti (near Avranlo)” 
(Berdzenishvili 1982, 16). K. Kekelidze considered that Abibos was punished in Shua Kartli, near Samtavisi, 
from where this story was transferred in the course of time to Rekha in Tsalka; then a monastery dedicated 
to Abibos was built there, at Rekha in Tsalka (Kekelidze 1968, 178). J. Gvasalia also agrees that the Rekha 
where Abibos of Nekresi was tortured is definitely the Rekha of Kartli (Gvasalia 1982, 52-53). According to 
D. Berdzenishvili, the section where “the cities around Rekha” is discussed speaks in favour of the Rekha in 
Kartli. In his opinion, such a thing must have been impossible to consider in connection with the Trialeti 
Rekha of the 6th century. In those times there were Urbnisi, Uplistsikhe, Kaspi, Mtskheta, where, according 
to Juansher’s information, Abibos was finally buried (Berdzenishvili 1982, 17). However, the work “Life and 
Martyrdom of Saint Abibos of Nekresi” says that when Abibos “was killed and dragged to the outskirts of 
the city and guards were appointed to watch his body, not a single animal or bird dared to touch his greatly 
blissful flesh. And those guarding him left him. Then came those living in the cave near the monastery and 
took him and buried him with great respect” (Hagiography 1947, 107).

We think this information must indicate the Monastery of Abibos of Nekresi located in the Tezis Kh-
rami. The “cities and castles of Bozhana” from where David the Builder marched against Anis and Karusheti, 
where Bagrat IV stationed his army, Khevghrma where Giorgi I died (Life of Kartli 1955, 291) and Sapitiakh-
sho are all in Trialeti. Therefore, In the Trialeti of the Early and Middle Medieval period, and in particular in 
the environs of Avranlo, there must have been urban-type settlements and the summer residence of kings. 
If the martyrdom occurred in the hot season, it is possible that Persian officials were resting here, since 
Trialeti used to be one of the Georgian kings’ favourite resorts..

The first fundamental study of the antiquities of Trialeti was written by E. Taqaishvili. He saw caves near 
the village of Avranlo and noted that traces of other structures could also be seen. He thought that these 
were the remains of Abibos’ monastery (Taqaishvili 1913, 46). D. Berdzenishvili found a Georgian inscription 
in the environs of the monastery, which he interpreted as: “God…have mercy…on the hermit buried here” 
and dated it to the 12th-13th centuries. It was presumably, in his view, from the burial of a scholar recluse 
living in one of the caves (Berdzenishvili 1982, 15-16).

One of the most important cultural heritage sites at Avranlo is a “Cyclopean” fortress situated in the 
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north-west outskirts of the village. E. Taqaishvili only noted the megalithic wall: “Along the rock there is 
a barrier of huge blocks heaped up on each other” (Taqaishvili 1913, 45), although he does not actually 
describe it.

L. Meliksed-Beg attributed a “castle-settlement of Cyclopean construction” to a site of megalithic cul-
ture (Meliksed-Beg 1938, 57). “The settlement that overlooks the river like an amphitheatre consists of three 
steps: 1, at the bottom of the hill; 2, on a small flat area in the middle of the slope and 3, on the top of the 
hill… The first, lower step or terrace consists of a long wall curved in plan, up against the hill. It is 100 m 
long, 3-4 m high, and in some places 4.5 m high and 2-2.5 m thick. The wall has one door near the stream. It 
is 1.5 m high, thick and wide. It is covered with a huge block that is 2.25 m long and 1.5 m wide. In the elon-
gated area between this wall and the hill the only building is a small church. Next to this religious complex, 
to the west up to the top of the wall there are plenty of caves. Some are natural and some are enhanced. 
The second (middle) terrace is rectangular in shape at the middle of the slope, and is but a few metres long 
and wide; it is in the area of a former castle where the local residents have planted an orchard. The third (up-
per) terrace on the top of the hill is a comparatively larger area of the former castle. It is rectangular in plan, 
measuring 25 m x 18m. The wall is 3-4 m thick, and “is almost ruined” (Meliksed-Beg 1938, 57-58) (pl. II1,2).

B. Kuftin carried out the first archaeological research at Avranlo in 1940 (Kuftin 1940, 14). He was plan-
ning to study “Cyclopean” structures as early as 1938. He wrote: “The archaeological investigation that we 
carried out gives rise to a number of problems … connected to the relations between Cyclopean structures 
and the different types of burials on the valley” (Kuftin 1938, 1). In describing the Avranlo castle Kuftin 
noted that “the walls are of the same kind as those of the Nardevani castle, but less massive. In plan it has 
a more irregular outline than the Nardevani castle” (Kuftin 1940,14). At the Avranlo castle Kuftin cut two 
shafts in the surface of the inner court of the castle and outside, in front of the west wall. He also cleaned 
the gate of the castle, but found nothing but potsherds (Kuftin 1940, 41-42). He mentions, however, that 
the material recovered at Avranlo differs from the pottery from Nardevani by virtue of the fact that it con-
tains well-baked black-burnished pottery, some with a crimped exterior (Kuftin 1940, 42). 

In 1941 Kuftin found an Early Iron Age and Achaemenid period cemetery in the private plot of the of the 
Karelov family, which extended into the plots of the Satarov brothers, and of the Karelovs and Ashkalovs. 
He writes that the fences of all the houses were built with tombstones set at an angle. Some of the local 
inhabitants kept chance find from the burials, and some unbroken items were even in everyday use. They 
even showed Kuftin agate and cornelian beads. The principal of the local school, S. Iordanov, gave Kuftin a 
bronze hook and two glazed vessels found in the cemetery, and Kuftin considered them to be analogous 
to the pottery found at Khojali. The latter was well dated by a bead with the name of Adadnerare on it. The 
Avranlo cemetery also produced a Roman silver denarius of Augustus. According to Giorgi Ashkalov, these 
objects had been found by his father in his own plot. Nearby, a bronze fork had also been found, which A. 
Karelov had taken to Leningrad (Kuftin 1948, 9). 

Kuftin visited Avranlo again in 1948 and excavated two kurgans: “Kuchuk-tepe”, situated in meadows 
north-west of the village, and the so called “teacher’s kurgan” located on the road running towards the vil-
lage of Gumbati. Both proved to be empty. In the same year 15 cists of the Early Iron Age were excavated in 
S. Karelov’s garden. Some of the burials had been robbed, but others yielded pottery, bronze objects, and 
paste and cornelian beads (Kuftin 1948, 11). On the road leading to the village of Kushchi he investigated 
two kurgans; one burial was excavated on the outskirts of the village, and the finds included two ceramic 
vessels, a foot-shaped amulet hanging on a bronze chain, and a finger ring (Kuftin 1948, 26).

D. Mshvenieradze described the Avranlo castle in The Building Business in Ancient Georgia and Building 
Art in Ancient Georgia. He says that the castle is arranged in three tiers facing south towards the river. The 
first consists of an 80 m long wall 3 m high in places. There is a single gate 1.9 m high and 1.75 m wide cut 
through the wall. The gate is blocked by a monolith 2.2 m long and 1.8 m wide. In the lower tier separate 
monoliths measure 2.0 x 2.5 x 3.0 m. In the second tier the walls are built in three courses. Large monoliths 
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are placed at the edges, while the inner space is filled with small-sized stones. They measure between 0.30 
x 0.30 x 0. 20m and 0.15 x 0.15.x.0.10 m. The castle is situated on the upper, third tier. It overlooks the rock 
to the west, south and north. A small ground is arranged to the west measuring 20.0 x 35.0 m. It is edged 
with large stones. The castle on the third tier measures 25.0 x 35.0 m, with walls between 4.0 and 8.0 m 
high. The tiers were connected by means of large monoliths. To the right of the castle there is a cave that 
has been enlarged. There is a space in front of the cave which is also edged with large rocks (Mshvenieradze 
1959, 11). D. Mshvenieradze says that in Avranlo the second and the third tiers reveal a genuine “Cyclopean” 
masonry, characterized by large rocks, dry-stone masonry and an unusual mode of arrangement (pl. II1,2). 
They were constructed so as to be difficult to demolish, but to have some flexibility in case of earthquakes. 
The whole subsequent conception of architecture in ancient Georgia until the Classical period was based 
on this principle (Mshvenieradze 1959, 13).

In 1998, with the support of the Open Society-Georgia foundation, the Trialeti Archaeological Expedi-
tion drew up a general plan of the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress as well as plans of upper and lower fortress-
es. At the same time scattered Palaeolithic and Bronze Age artefacts (of stone and pottery) were collected 
in the areas of the settlement and the fortress. In 2003 the Trialeti Expedition purchased a substantial col-
lection from a local inhabitant of Avranlo, one Giorgi Ashkalov who had known Kuftin well, had taken part 
in the archaeological expedition carried out by O. Japaridze, and subsequently developed a personal inter-
est in antiquities. The collection contains material of all periods from the lower Palaeolithic to the Medieval. 
Metal objects, in particular a metal hook adorned with a bull’s head, are especially noteworthy. 

In 2006 archaeological excavations were conducted in a field north of the “Cyclopean” fortress (pl. I1). 
The work was connected with the BTC pipeline project, which wanted to construct a water supply system 
for the upper zone of villages of Tsalka Municipality. During these building works cultural layers of the 
settlement were damaged. With a view to defining the type, stratigraphy and boundaries of the site the 
expedition dug several trenches across the field north of the “Cyclopean” fortress (pl. I2).

The river Ktsia flows south of the field. The “Cyclopean” castle is built along its deep gorges, on steep 
slopes and on the crest (pl. III1). Many caves are cut in the side of the gorge. The castle is built on a small 
promontory with large basalt blocks and dry-stone masonry. It is washed by a large tributary to the north 
which flows from a stream some 1.5-2.0 km north of the castle and which seems formerly to have supplied 
the castle with drinking water. 

The field is attached to the castle to north and west (pl. I1), where there are signs of remains of a settle-
ment and a cemetery. At the bottom of the mountain range at the north edge of the field there is a road 
which connects Avranlo with the village of Rekha, from where the road runs to the Gujaeti valley via Khan-
do, and descends to the Bakuriani-Borjomi valley.

The original name of the Avranlo castle and its adjacent field has not been preserved. The local, com-
paratively newly settled Turkish-speaking Greek population call this field “Danalakh Duzhi” or “calves’ field”. 
The settlement extends across the whole field from north to south, from the “Cyclopean” castle to the met-
alled road. It seems to be more concentrated in the south part, near the castle, which is cut off by the gorge 
described above, and which divides the settlement into two parts. The field west of the gorge has been 
farmed for many decades.

The settlement measures 360 m from north to south, and 250 m from east to west.(pl. I1; III2). The whole 
area of the settlement was divided into four lots (A,B,C,D), and these were in turn divided into plots of 18 x 
24m, which were then divided into 6 x 6m grids; the grids were divided into 2 x 2 m sections. Four trenches 
in all cut across the field (pl. I2). Trench No. 1 is situated in grid 8, plot CCLVI, lot D (pl. I2). The trench was 4.2 
m long and 2.0 m wide. On removing the humus a mound of large basalt stones was revealed. In order to 
estimate the type of construction, it was necessary to widen the trench in all directions, which brought the 
work to a halt. The trench did not, however, contain archaeological material.

Trench No. 2 was cut in lot D, in grids 2 and 3 of plot CCLV and grids 11 and 12 of plot CCXXV (pl. I2; IV3). 
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The length of the trench was 12.0 m, and the width 2.0 m. A stone mound 0.2 m thick made up of small 
stones was revealed at a depth of 0.3 m below the present ground level (level I), in which large basalt stones 
were embedded (pl. IV1). After removing the small stone mound basalt stone walls were revealed arranged 
treated on one side (level II). Like the burials excavated in trenches Nos 3 and 4, they were square chamber 
tombs in the centre of which burials covered with a stone slab are arranged (pl. IV2). Chamber tombs con-
taining four burials were revealed in the trench (Nos 7-10). Due to the lack of time these burials were not 
excavated. Trench No. 2 was filled with earth again. 

Trench No. 3 includes grid 12 of plot CXCIII, grid 10 of plot CXCIV, grid 3 of plot CCXXIII and grid 1 of 
plot CCXXIV (pl. I2; VII1). It is 9.9 m long and 4.0 m wide. At a depth of 0.2-0.3 below the present ground level 
a stone mound of medium-sized basalt blocks was recorded for the whole length of the trench (level II; pl. 
VI1). After removing the mound, rectangular chamber tombs were revealed. Pit-graves (No. 5, No. 6) were 
excavated in their centre. Stones of the chamber of Burial No. 5 lay on black earth (pl. V2). A settlement stra-
tum was recorded at a depth of 0.3-0.4 m below this level. The house had a clay plastered floor on which 
many sherds were found. This stratum belongs to the Early Bronze Age. Remnants of a settlement also ap-
peared in the area of Burial 6 (pl. V1; pl. VI3). 

A household pit was excavated in the eastern part of Trench No. 3, in sections 5-6, 8-9 of grid 1 plot 
CCXXIV (pl. VI2). The pit was covered with a stone mound 1.8m in diameter (pl. V1). The pit is 0.8 m in diam-
eter and 0.9 m deep. The pit was filled with stones and fragments of adobe plastering, and fragments of a 
large vessel were also recovered here. The pit belongs to the Early Bronze Age (see Shanshashvili, “Sites of 
the Kura-Araxes Culture in Trialeti”, in this volume).

Trench No. 4 is situated between grid 4 of plot CXCIII and grids 2, 3, 5, 6 of plot CXCII (pl. I, 2; VII, 2; IX, 
1). It is 8 metres long and 5 metres wide. Trench No. 4 revealed a situation similar to Trench No. 3. The only 
difference was that the Early Bronze Age level is more damaged here. Many fragments of pottery of various 
sizes were recorded on the floor (pl. IX, 2; XI, 4). Six burials were revealed in Trench No. 4 (pl. X), but since two 
of them extended into an unexcavated area, only four were excavated (Nos 1-4). In 2006 six burials were 
thus excavated on the field adjacent to the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress.

Burial No. 1 was found in grid 5 plot CXCII (Trench No. 4). The cist consists of stone slabs and is oriented 
east-west (pl. VIII, 2; IX, 2-3). The east wall of the cist consisted of two slabs, while the rest of the walls and 
the roof had only one. The cist is 0.5 m long, 0.3 m wide and 0.25m deep. There was a single occupant with 
the head to the north, lying in a crouched position on the left (pl. IX, 4; X; XI, 1).

The burial yielded: 1. A pottery jug with a tubular handle (pl. XIV1), brown burnished exterior and in-
terior and reddish fabric, made from well precipitated clay; found in the north corner of the burial; 2. Bowl 
(pl. XIV2), clay, blackish-brownish exterior and interior, thin fabric; found in the south corner of the burial; 3. 
5 beads, (pl. XIV3), cornelian, found near the chest of the deceased; 4. Chain (pl. XIV, 4), bronze, again found 
near the chest.

Burial No. 2 is situated in grid 6 plot CXCII and grid 4 plot CXCIII (Trench No. 4).
A basalt stone mound on top of the burial measures 2.0 x 1.2 m (pl. VIII, 1). The burial chamber beneath 

the mound is oriented south-west to north-east (pl. XI, 2; XIII, 2) and is 1.2 m long, 1.1 m wide and 0.8 m 
deep. Beneath the stone mound were found asbestos stones from a threshing-board completely covering 
the deceased (pl. XI, 2-3).

The burial had a single occupant with the head to the south-west, lying in a crouched position on the 
right (pl. X; XI, 3; XIII, 1). A badly damaged bronze ring was found beneath the jaw.

The burial yielded: 1. Asbestos stones, 128 items, made of a light sort of stone of volcanic origin, grey, 
porous, treated on two sides. Most have a rounded back and a flattened base. 15 of them were found in the 
stone mound of the burial and the rest 2 beneath the stone mound laid above the deceased in courses; 3. 
Grind-stone, black, found at the north-west wall of the burial; 4. Flake, black obsidian, found on the pelvis 
of the deceased; 5. Bovine tooth, found at the pelvis of the deceased; 6. Fragments of the base of a pottery 



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 385

Archaeological Sites at Avranlo

vessel, yellowish-brownish exterior and interior, thick fabric, found near the head of the deceased.
Burial No. 3 was excavated in grid 6 plot CXCII (Trench No. 4). There was a badly damaged stone mound 

consisting of basalt stones (pl. VII, 2; VIII, 2; XI, 4; XIII, 2). A pit burial, 1.4 m long, 1.3 m wide, and 0.7m deep, 
is oriented north-east to south west. The burial had a single occupant whose bones had been badly dis-
turbed. The head of the deceased lay, apparently, at the south. The burial had been robbed. The bones of 
the deceased and grave goods were found at different levels (pl. X). Fragments of fired black pottery and 
an obsidian flake were found within the stone mound filling the pit-grave. A bronze ring was found on the 
floor in the central part (pl. XIV, 5); fireproof stone, basalt; an obsidian flake; an obsidian blade; a fragment 
of a clay lid. 

Burial No. 4 was excavated in grids 3 and 6 of plot CXCII (Trench No. 4). A rectangular stone mound is 
badly damaged. It seems that the burial had a rectangular chamber consisting of very large stones (pl. VIII, 
2; XI, 4). Fragments of its south (4.0 m) and west (3.0m) walls have survived (pl. VIII, 1; IX, 1). The pit burial 
was covered with a huge basalt slab (2.2 x 2.1 m). The burial had been robbed, and there were no human 
remains or grave goods in the burial pit (2.4 x 1.6 x 0.3m) (pl. VIII, 2; X). Fragments of a churn and other ves-
sels, and an obsidian flake were found on the cover slab of the chamber (pl. XIV, 28-31). Fragments of fired 
black pottery (pl. XIV, 29-30), an obsidian flake and cattle bones were recorded on the floor of the burial. 

Burial No. 5 is situated in grid 12 of plot CXCIII, grid 10 of plot CXCIV, grid 3 of plot CCXXIII and grid 1 of 
plot CCXXIV (Trench No. 3. pl. VII, 1).

The burial was covered with a rectangular stone mound (pl. XII, 2) surrounded by large basalt stones 
(3.8 x 3.1m). The chamber tomb is oriented north-east to south-west (pl. XI, 5). After removing the stone 
mound of the upper level there appeared another arranged immediately over the burial pit (2.5 x 1.8 m). 
The mouth of the burial chamber was recorded at a depth of 0.6-0.7 m below the modern ground level. The 
floors of Early Bronze Age houses are also on this level (pl. V, 2).

The pit grave was cut in yellow loam and is rectangular with round corners. It is oriented south-west 
to north-east. It was 1.5 m long, 1.1.m wide, and 1.2 m below ground level. The burial was cut through the 
floor of an Early Bronze Age house. At a depth of 0.3 m beneath this level roof timbers appeared parallel 
to the long dimension of the burial (pl. XI, 6). The floor of the latter was recorded at a depth of 0.5 m. The 
burial had a single occupant with the head to the south, lying in a crouched position on the left (pl. VI, 3; 
XII, 2-3; XIII, 3).

The burial yielded: 1. Fragments of pottery, with a reddish exterior, interior and fabric. It was found at 
the level of the timber during cleaning; 2. Flake, andesite, found at the level of the timber during cleaning; 
3. A bird figurine pendant, bronze (pl. XIV, 8), found at the chest area; 4. Bead, bronze (pl. XIV, 12), found 
at the chest area; 5. Ring, bronze (pl. XIV, 14); found beneath the skull; 6. Pin, bronze (XIV, 10); found at the 
chin; 7. Pin, bronze (pl. XIV, 11), found at the jaw; 8. Chain with a pendant, bronze (pl. XIV, 9), round in sec-
tion; found at the left shoulder; 9. Ring, bronze (pl. XIV, 13), round I section; found at the neck; 10. 5 beads, 
paste (pl. XIV, 7), found at the neck and chest area; 11. 17 beads, cornelian (pl. XIV, 6), found in the neck and 
chest areas; 12. Bead-seal, paste; found at the left wrist. 

Burial No. 6 was excavated in grid 1, plot CCXXIV (Trench No. 3). A pit grave overlaid with a stone 
mound (pl. XII, 1; XIII, 4). The mound was badly damaged. Like Burial No. 5, it had a rectangular chamber. 
West (4.0m) and south (3.6m) walls have survived (pl. VI, 3). In the central part of the chamber tomb there 
was a medium-sized stone mound which covered a burial chamber (1.9 x 1.3 m). Its floor was recorded at 
a depth of 0.8 m beneath the Early Bronze Age level. The burial had a single occupant with the head to the 
south-west, lying in a crouched position on the left. The upper part of the skeleton was undisturbed, while 
the lower had been disturbed and displaced and to the north part of the burial, some 0.25 m above floor 
level (pl. XII, 4-6). In front of the chest of the deceased there lay a bovine shoulder blade and hooves (pl. XII, 
4).

The stone mound of the burial yielded: 1. Fragments of the rim and side of a pottery vessel. Grey-brown 
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exterior, interior and fabric; traces of a handle attachment; 2. Fragment of the round and slightly offset rim 
of a pottery vessel, black exterior, interior and brown fabric, containing fine-grained admixtures; 3. Frag-
ment of rim of a pottery vessel, fired grey; 4. Fragments of the wall of a pottery vessel, blackish exterior and 
interior, grey-brown fabric; 5. Pottery drinking vessel (pl. XIV, 27), greyish exterior, interior and fabric; made 
from well precipitated clay (all the fragments were found near the lower extremities of the deceased); 6. Pot 
(pl. XIV, 24), grey-black exterior, interior and brownish fabric, contains fine-grained admixtures, found at the 
north-east wall of the burial; 7. Dagger blade, bronze (pl. XIV, 25), found in front of the chest, on a stone; 
8. Spearhead, bronze, remains of a wooden shaft surviving in the butt (XIV, 15), found in the south-west 
corner of the burial; 9. Arrowhead, bronze (pl. pl. XIV, 20), found at the south-west corner of the burial; 10. 
Fragment of an arrowhead, bone (pl. XIV, 22), found at the south-west corner of the burial; 11. Pin, bronze 
(pl. XIV, 23), found in front of the chest, on a stone; 12. 8 beads, greenish paste (pl. XIV, 16), found at the 
wrist 13. 2 beads, cornelian (pl. XIV, 16), found at the wrist of the deceased; 14. Sceptre-head, antler (pl. XIV, 
26), found at the south-west wall; 15-17. Three arrowheads, bronze (pl. XIV, 17-19), a thread for fastening 
the shaft rolled over the butt, found at the south-west corner; 18. Arrowhead, bone (pl. XIV, 21); found with 
agape bones, found to the south of the burial.

It is clear that the settlement contemporary with the Late Bronze Age burials was situated in the same 
field and in the same area as the “Cyclopean” fortress. Numerous fragments of pottery recovered in the area 
support this hypothesis. Artefacts obtained from Giorgi Ashkalov and the ceramic material collected by 
us (pl. XV-XX) allow the assumption that there were also settlement and a cemetery here at a later period. 

In the western part of the field, near the road to the village of Rekha, there are the remains of a hill-
settlement. The edge had been cut off by the road, where a thick occupation layer is clearly visible. Judging 
by surface finds, it is clear that it was a multi-level settlement containing mainly material of the second half 
of the second millennium BC.

In 2003 Giorgi Ashkalov helped us to obtain some grave goods excavated by a local resident on his 
land. After a survey and discussions with the finder it became clear that the burial belonged to a group of 
pit-graves covered with stone slabs. The burial chamber had been oriented north-west. The deceased was 
buried lying on the left side with the head to the north (“facing east” – as the “excavator” explained). There 
had been four ceramic vessels, a bronze knife, arrowheads, rings and fragments of a staff of office. The main 
detail of the staff, a hook, was found in front of the face of the deceased, and had a decorated band around 
the shaft; at 10-15 cm further to the north a bronze bull’s head was recovered. There were remains of de-
composed wood between the head and the band.

Grave goods recovered:
Jug, clay, fired grey; a zoomorphic handle attached to the neck and shoulder; the body decorated with 

relief bands and vertical lines; two snakes in relief between the vertical lines (pl. XIX, 1; XX, 2).
Jug, fired grey; made from clay with an obsidian admixture; handle triangular in section attached to 

the rim and the shoulder, à jour decoration on the body (pl. XIX, 6; XX, 3)
Pot, fired grey-black, made from clay with a mica admixture; shoulder decorated with three engraved 

lines (pl. XIX, 5; XX, 1).
Pot, clay, fired brown, with white-grained admixture; shoulder decorated with engraved lines (pl. XIX, 

3; XX, 4)
Large pot, clay, fired grey; shoulder decorated with engraved horizontal, hatched lines and notches, 

trace of handle visible on the rim and shoulder (pl. XIX, 4)
Arrowhead, bronze, with elongated barbs and a long butt flat in section (pl. XVI, 2)
Arrowhead, bronze, with elongated barbs and long butt flat in section (pl. XVI, 3)
Knife, bronze, with a short hoop for a shaft and a nail hole on the hoop (pl. XVI, 1)
Band, bronze, with engraved vertical lines and two à jour perforations (pl. XVI, 7)
Bull’s head, bronze (pl. XVI, 8) 
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Sceptre-like object, bronze, with a hooked end, ornamented shaft and a butt with an à jour perforation 
(pl. XVI, 6)

Ring, bronze, octagonal (pl. XVI, 4)
Ring, bronze, penannular (pl. XVI, 5)

Conclusion: Thanks to archaeological excavations and surveys conducted in the village of Avranlo, it be-
came clear that occupation first began here in the Stone Age (see Sturua in this volume). A large and sig-
nificant settlement emerged here in the Early Bronze Age (see Shanshashvili in this volume).

The “Cyclopean” fortress, around which the new settlement emerged, was built in the Late Bronze Age. 
No traces of Phase I (16th century BC) or Phase II (15th -14th centuries BC) of the settlement or the cemetery 
have yet been found. It is worth mentioning, however, that chance finds have included several fragments 
of pottery of Phase II and the of the 13th century BC (pl. XVII-XVIII), which look similar to the material of the 
“Central Transcaucasian” culture (Pitskhelauri 2005, pl. X, XX, XXX, XCVIII, II, XII, XIX, XCIV, CXIV, CXIX, CXXX, 
CLVI, CLXIII). The burial excavated in the village in 2003 belongs to the same culture (pl XVI; XIX, 1-6; XX, 1-4).

The finds from Burials Nos 2, 3-6 excavated in 2006 are similar to those of the “Samtavro Culture” com-
plexes (Sadradze 1997; Sadradze 2002) and are to be dated to the 12th-11th centuries BC.

Particular attention should be paid to Burial No. 1 investigated in Trench No. 4, which is dated to the 
4th-3rd centuries BC. This burial is the only site of this period at Avranlo. The jug with a tubular handle exca-
vated in this burial is a rarity not only for Trialeti but for east Georgia too. These types of vessel mainly occur 
in west Georgia.

Sites of the modern era are also to be found in the village. The construction of churches starts in Tsalka 
region shortly after Christianity was proclaimed the state religion in Georgia. The monastery founded in the 
area of the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress in the 6th century AD had great importance for the region.

The great number of archaeological sites and the “Cyclopean” fortress point to the fact that Avranlo 
was situated at an important crossroads and was also significant in its own right. It was situated at a con-
centration of roads running from Borjomi-Bakuriani and Gori-Kareli to the south. A road diverts from the 
Borjomi-Bakuriani-Akhalkalaki main road, after passing the village of Tsikhijvari, near Tskhratsqaro, which 
runs left to the east. After 7-8 km it comes to Tabatsquri Lake, then goes past it and after passing the north 
shore of the lake goes into a narrow gorge. The road passes Mount Tavkvtili to the south and crosses the 
border of Tsalka municipality at the peak of a minor pass on the slope. At 3.5 km along the road there are 
dozens of kurgans. The road passes Mount Shavnabada and gradually descends. Then it goes through an 
open field at the bottom of the east slope of Mount Egoiasar, where the old Sapitiakhsho was situated. 
From here the road divides into two. One runs to the village of Burnasheti, and the other to Qizil-Kilisa. The 
distance from Tabatsquri to the villages of Tsalka district is 20 km. From Tabatsquri the villages of Tsalka 
region can be approached through the Nariani Valley and along the river Ktsia, from where one can reach 
the villages of Khando and Rekha. Rekha can be reached via the dirt track running from Sapitiakhsho.

One more road leading to Tsalka runs through Rekha, and it runs from the Gujareti Valley and after pass-
ing Rekha reaches Avranlo. The road going into the Gujareti Valley starts near Tsaghveri, at 10 km on the 
Borjomi-Bakuriani-Akhalkalaki road. The motor road turns left in the centre of the village, passes through 
the villages of Kimotesubani, Gverdisubani, Ghvtismshobeli, Machartsqali before reaching Gujareti. The 
dirt track running from Gujareti goes south-east and after 4 km reaches the pass on the Trialeti mountain 
range, where the borders of Tsalka start. The distance from the pass to Avranlo is 10-12 km.

One branch of the road that starts near Tsaghveri turns right at 2.5 km from Kimotesubani and enters 
Didi Mitarbi via Patara Mitarbi, from where one can reach the Nariani Valley. Nariani is a concentration of 
dirt tracks running from Gverdisubani and Ghvtismshobeli. Tabatsquri Lake is west of Nariani, while the 
traveller using the road along the river Ktsia will reach Khando. 

The Gujareti-Rekha road leads to Kareli. The dirt track from Tsitelsopeli and Machartsqali, situated in 
the Gujareti Valley, goes over the valleys of the Abukhalosghele and the Tqemlovanis tsqali (the Mtkvari 
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basin). These two rivers join at Tqemlovani. The road from this village goes to Kareli via Zghuderi. A fork 
from this road runs towards Gori.

From Avranlo roads run to Kvemo Kartli and Javakheti, whence one leads to the plain of Ararat and 
Lake Urmia and another runs past Lake Paravani and goes to central Anatolia via the Mtkvari valley.

Even though there has been quite a lot of information about sites at Avranlo for over a hundred years, 
no systematic or wide-scale archaeological excavations have been carried out. The material recovered here 
has not been published hitherto. This article is the first attempt, together with others by K. Sturua and N. 
Shanshashvili, at publishing material excavated at Avranlo.

Although only minor works have been carried out at Avranlo, it still possesses great importance for the 
study of the ancient history of both Trialeti and South Caucasia. 
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Pl. I, 1. Topographical plan of the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress and settlement; 2. Distribution of investigative trenches 

on the settlement.

Pl. II, 1. Plan of the fortress system by V. Tsilisani: 2. Fortress system (drawing by V. Tsilisani).

Pl. III, 1. View of the fortress system from the east; 2. View of the settlement from the east.

Pl. IV, 1. Trench No. 2: 1. Plan and section of level I; 2. Plan and section of level II; 3. Plan.

Pl. V, Trench No. 3: 1. General view of level V; 2. Chamber of Burial No. 5 and the floor of the Early Bronze Age house.

Pl. VI, Trench No. 3: 1. Plan of level II; 2. Plan and section of level IV; 3. Trench after finishing excavations. Plan and 

section.

Pl. VII, 1. Trench No. 3. Plan; 2. Trench No. 4. Plan.

Pl. VIII, 1,2. Trench No. 4. General view before opening the burials.

Pl. IX. Trench No. 4:1. Plan of level I; 2. Plan and section of level II; 3-4. Burial No. 1. Plan and sections.

Pl. X. Trench No. 4. Plan and sections after opening the burials.

Pl. XI – Trench No. 4: 1. Burial No. 1; 2,3. Burial No. 2; 4. Burial No. 3 in the foreground, Burial No. 4 in the background. 

Trench No. 3: 5,6. Burial No. 5.

Pl. XII. Trench No. 3: 1. Burial No. 6. Stone-mound; 2,3. Burial No. 5; 4-6. Burial No. 6.

Pl. XIII. 1. Burial No. 2. Plan and section; 2. Burial No. 3. Plan and section; 3. Burial No. 5, plans and sections; 4. Burial No. 

6, plans and sections.

Pl. XIV. Inventory: 1-4. Burial No. 1; 5. Burial No. 3; 6-14. Burial No. 5; 15-27. Burial No. 6; 28-31. Burial No. 4.

Pl. XV. 1-28. Chance finds from within the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress.

Pl. XVI. 1-8. Bronze material found in the burial excavated in the yard of G. Ashkalov.

Pl. XVII. 1-40. Chance finds from within the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress.

Pl. XVIII. 1-23. Chance finds from within the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress.

Pl. XIX. 1, 3-6. Pottery found in the burial excavated in the yard of G. Ashkalov; 2,7-10. Chance finds of pottery from 

within the Avranlo “Cyclopean” fortress.

Pl. XX. 1-4. Pottery found in the burial excavated in the yard of G. Ashkalov; 5, 6. Chance finds of pottery from within 

the Avranlo “Cyclopean”  fortress.
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eli-babas samarovani mdebareobs samxreT saqarTveloSi, TrialeTis platoze, sof. 
beSTaSensa (beSqenaSeni) da sof. baSqois (bareTi) Soris, eli-babas mTis Crdilo-aRmo
savleT kalTaze, md. baSkov-sus marcxena napirze (tab. I

1
). igi gamarTulia tafobSi da ba

zaltis or did masivs Sorisaa moqceuli. tafobis farTobi daaxloeboT 2000 kv. metria, 
aqedan samarovans mxolod 200 kv. m. uWiravs. walka-TrialeTis arqeologiurma eqspedi
ciam (xelmZRvaneli g. narimaniSvili) gaTxrebi Cataara 2003-2005 wlebSi, baqo-Tbilisi-
jeihanis milsadenis mSeneblobis zonaSi (tab. I

2
). 

samarovanze gamovlenilia wriul-qvayriliani 44 ormosamarxi da 83 qvasamarxi. aqe
dan 9 samarxSi (eqvsi qvasamarxi - ## 10, 13, 26, 67, 92, 110 da sami ormosamarxi - ## 17, 60, 
113) aRmoCnda koxis qvebi. orive tipis samarxi kromlexiania da qvis filebiTaa gadaxu
ruli.

# 10 samarxi (tab. V4
) mdebareobs XVII nakveTis me-5-8 kvadratebSi. wriulqvayriliani 

(dm – 3,2 m) qvasamarxi (1,5×0,6×0,7 m) damxrobilia Crdilo-dasavleTidan samxreT-aRmo
savleTisaken. grZiv kedlebad gamoyenebuli iyo didi zomis bazaltis ori filaqva, xo
lo Crdilo-dasavleTidan da samxreT-aRmosavleTidan samarxs miwis kedlebi hqonda. 
kameris gadaxurva dazianebuli iyo. samarxSi micvalebulis Zvlebi ar aRmoCenila. da
sakrZalavi ormos Semavsebel miwaSi da iatakze uwesrigod eyara keramikis usaxo frag
mentebi. iatakze gamovlenilia koxis qvebis ramdenime rigi. samarxi gaZarcvulia.

# 13 samarxi (tab. V6
) wriulqvayriliani qvayuTia. gaiTxara XVII nakveTis me-5 kvad

ratSi. samarxis saxuravis qva orientirebulia CrdiloeTidan samxreTis mimarTulebiT. 
mis qveS gamarTuli qvasamarxi damxrobilia Crdilo-dasavleTidan samxreT-aRmosavle
Tisken. samarxi dazianebuli da gaZarcvuli iyo. micvalebulis Zvlebi ar aRmoCenila. 
iatakis doneze aRmoCnda Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi, mZivebi da 20 cali koxis qva.

# 17 samarxi (tab. II3,4
; IV

2-4
) kromlexiani ormosamarxia. mdebareobs XVII nakveTis 1-el, 

me-2, me-4, me-5 kvadratebSi. samarxis saxuravi dazianebulia. saxuravis filaqvis zome
bia 2,20×1,30×0,40 m. samarxi damxrobilia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken. misgan Crdi
lo-dasavleTiT aRmoCnda CaSvebuli samarxi # 124. ZiriTad samarxSi usistemod iyo Cay
rili saSualo zomis qvebi, romelTa nawili kedlis gaswvriv TiTqos Calagebuli iyo, 
zogic iatakze ido. Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi da sxva nivTebi dafiqsirda samarxis 
sxvadasxva adgilas da sxvadasxva doneze. masalis erTi nawili da kevris koxis qvebi (29 
cali) aRmoCnda centrSi, iatakSi Cadgmul dergSi, romelic iatakis donezea gadaWrili 
Tu gadatexili, xolo misi natexebi WurWelze samxreTidanaa miwyobili (tab. II4

). samarxi 
dazianebuli da gaZarcvulia. masSi aRmoCnda Semdegi artefaqtebi: qoTani (tab. VI

7
; VII

1
), 

dergi (tab. VI
11

; VII
9
) da xuTi sxvadasxva Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi, brinjaos rgolebi 

(tab. VI
5
; VII

6-7
), brinjaos isrispiri (tab. VII

8
), rkinis nivTis fragmentebi (tab. VII

3,4
), minise

buri pastis mZivebi (tab. VI
1-4

; VII
2,10

). samarxSi micvalebulis Zvlebi ar aRmoCenila.

biZina murvaniZe
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# 26 samarxi mdebareobs XVII nakveTis me-4 kvadratSi. qvasamarxi (1,90×1,30×0,90 m) ga
daxuruli iyo qvis didi filebiT. kamera damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleTidan sam
xreT-aRmosavleTisaken. samarxSi aRmoCnda Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi, rkinis Subispi
ri, pastis dominosebri mZivebi da 3 cali koxis qva. samarxi dazianebuli da gaZarcvuli 
Cans.

qvawriani ormosamarxi # 60 (tab. II1
; III

4
; IV

1
) gaiTxara XI nakveTis me-7 kvadratSi. qvaw

ris CrdiloeTi da aRmosavleTi nawili dazianebulia # 59 samarxis mier. gadaxurvis qva 
kameraSi iyo Cavardnili. samarxi mimarTulia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken. iatakze 
dafiqsirda dergi (tab. VII

19
), qoTani (tab. VII

17
), ramdenime rigad ganlagebuli kevris ko

xis qvebi da micvalebuli Zvlis erTi fragmenti. 
# 67 qvawriani qvayuTia (tab. II

2
; V

1
). mdebareobs X nakveTis me-12 kvadratSi. qvawre da

zianebulia ## 58 da 64 samarxebiT, xolo Tavis mxriv azianebs #73 samarxis qvawres. qvis 
filebiT Sedgenili samarxi orientirebulia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken. kamera 
gadaxuruli yofila FfilaqvebiT. grZivi kedlebi Sedgeba or-ori filaqvisagan. qvayuTs 
(1,70×0,80×0,80 m) ganivi kedeli mxolod aRmosavleTis mxridan Hhqonda, dasavleTidan sa
marxi gaxsnili iyo. iatakze aRmoCnda Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi, sardionisa da pastis 
mZivebi (tab. VII11

), Svidi cali koxis qva. 
# 92 samarxi qvawriani ormosamarxia (tab. III

2
; V

2
). mdebareobs XVII nakveTis me-6 kvad

ratSi. samarxi dazianebulia, SemorCenilia qvawris aRmosavleTi nawili. gadaxurvis qva 
kameraSia Cavardnili. samarxSi (1,50×0,80×0,45 m) aRmoCnda koWobi (tab. VI

10
;

 
VII

15
), jami (tab. 

VI
8
;

 
VII

16
), qoTani (tab. VII

18
), rkinis iaraRis (dana?) fragmenti, sardionisa da pastis mZivebi 

(tab. VII
12

), kameris sxvadasxva doneze dafiqsirda 25 cali koxis qva.
# 110 samarxi qvawriani qvayuTia (tab. III

1
;

 
V

5
). mdebareobs X nakveTis me-11 kvadratSi. 

damxrobilia samxreT-dasavleTidan Crdilo-aRmosavleTisaken. samarxis Crdilo-aR
mosavleTi kedeli # 72 samarxis kromlexs dauzianebia. dasakrZalavi kameris centra
lur nawilSi aRmoCnda micvalebulis qveda kidurebis Zvlebi, rogorc Cans, micvale
buli dakrZaluli iyo TaviT samxreT-aRmosavleTiT. Crdilo-aRmosavleT kedelze 
miyrdnobili iyo oryura dergi (tab. VI12

;
 
VII

14
), romlis qveS saqonlis beWis Zvali ido. 

dergTan aRmoCnda pastis mZivebic (tab. VII
13

). samarxis iatakze 35 cali koxis qva dafiq
sirda (tab. V

5
).

# 113 samarxi qvawriani ormosamarxia (tab. III
3
;

 
V

3
). mdebareobs X nakveTis me-10 kvad

ratSi. samarxi gadaxurulia bazaltis ori mozrdili filaqviT, SemorCenili nawilebis 
mixedviT micvalebuli dakrZaluli unda yofiliyo marcxena gverdze, TaviT samxreT-
dasavleTiT. samarxis dasavleT kedelTan aRmoCnda Tixis ori mozrdili WurWeli (tab. 
VI

9
), micvalebulis gul-mkerdis areSi brinjaos sakinZi (tab. VI

6
). samarxSi dafiqsirda 

micvalebulis ConCxze ramdenime rigad ganlagebuli koxis qvebi (tab. III
3
).

CamoTvlili samarxebidan mxolod sam samarxSi ## 60, 110, 113 gamovlinda micvale
bulis ConCxis fragmentebi. danarCen samarxebSi micvalebulis Zvlebi ar aRmoCenila. 
ar aRmoCenila arc kevris ficrebis naSTi, rac niadagis didi mJavianobis an samarxebis 
Zarcvis Sedegi unda iyos. 

sami ormosamarxidan, romlebSic aRmoCnda koxis qvebi, gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa 
ormosamarxi # 17. samarxi kromlexis, saxuravis qvis (sigrZe – 2,20; sigane – 1,30 m) sidi
diTa da masSi AaRmoCenili artefaqtebiT gamoirCeva sxva samarxebisagan da miekuTvneba 
samarxebis im jgufs (## 49, 42, 51, 52), romelic SedarebiT adreulia da Zv.w. VIII-VII ss. 
mijniT unda daTariRdes. arsebobs mosazreba, rom samarxi kremaciuli unda yofiliyo 
[murvaniZe 2005: 147-163]. 
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koxis qvebian samarxebSi aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masala ar gansxvavdeba sxva sa
marxebis masalisagan, rac maT qonebriv Tanasworobaze miuTiTebs.

samarxebSi aRmoCenili artefaqtebis analizis Sedegad SeiZleba iTqvas, rom samaro
vani Zv.w. VIII-VI ss-s miekuTvneba [murvaniZe 2005: 147-163; narimaniSvili 2004: 3-20].

samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze kevriani samarxebi cotaa aRmoCenili. amitom, kev
ris naSTebis yoveli axali aRmoCena yovelTvis did interess iwvevs. miTumetes, roca 
erT samarovanze ramdenime SemTxvevaa dafiqsirebuli. es interesi gamowveulia kevris, 
rogorc sameurneo iaraRis, samarxTan kavSiriTac. kevri gamwevi Zalis gamoyenebiT mo
muSave iaraRTa saxeobas miekuTvneba da marcvleulis gasalewad aris gamoyenebuli. igi 
msoflioSi bevrganaa gavrcelebuli. yvelaze Zveli kevri aRmoCenilia SuamdinareTSi 
[gasitaSvili 1980: 83], italiaSi [Сергеенко 1958: 60], xmelTaSuazRvis auzis qveynebSi, mci
re aziaSi [Вавилов 1932: 9], Crdilo kavkasiaSi [Народы Кавказа 1960: 348]. amierkavkasiaSi, 
saqarTvelos garda, kevriani samarxi aRmoCenilia azerbaijansa [Гумелъ 1949: 36] da som
xeTSi [Пиотровский 1939: 49-50; Хачатрян 1979: 15]. 

kevris naSTebi saqarTveloSi aRmoCenilia ZiriTadad Sida da qvemo qarTlis sama
rovnebsa da namosaxlarebze. bolo monacemebiT, yvelaze meti naSTi (11 samarxi) aRmoCe
nilia TrialeTSi.

saqarTveloSi kevris naSTiani samarxebi aRmoCenilia Semdeg samarovnebze (dala
gebulia qronologiuri TanmimdevrobiT): waRvli, samarxi # 94 (Zv.w. XV ss.) [ramiSvili 
1987: 31-35]; borniRele, samarxi # 52 (Zv.w. XIV ss.) [RambaSiZe 1987: 36-43]; Zveli qanda, sa
marxi # 16 (Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss.) [Бохочадзе и др. 1986: 42-48]; digaSeni, yorRani #1 (Zv.w. XIV-XIII 
ss.) [Орджоникидзе 1995: 80-82]; avranlo, samarxi #2 (Zv.w. XIII-XII ss.) [narimaniSvili 2006]; 
ganTiadi, samarxi ## 120, 140 (Zv.w. XIII-VIII ss.) [Кахиани и др, 1985: 29-31]; samTavro, samar
xi #320 (Zv.w. VIII-VII ss.) [CubiniSvili 1951: 61-67]; kazreTi, samarxi ## 1, 4 (Zv.w. VII-VI ss.) 
[sinauriZe da sxv. 1976: 96-105]; qulbaqevi, samarxi # 1 (Zv.w. VII-VI ss.) [CubiniSvili 1957: 
106]; eli-baba, samarxi # 17 (Zv.w. VIII-VII ss.) [narimaniSvili 2004: 34-56]; eli-baba, samarxi 
## 10, 13 (Zv.w. VII-VI ss.) [narimaniSvili 2003: 19-22]; eli-baba, samarxi # 26, 60, 67, 92, 110, 
113 (Zv.w. VII-VI ss.) [narimaniSvili 2004: 86-448]; nacargora, samarxi # 447 (Zv.w. V-III ss.) [ra
miSvili 1999: 33]; abulmugi, samarxi # 22 (Zv.w. IV-III s.) [ZnelaZe 2001: 140-235; ZnelaZe 1998: 
18-26]; walkis wyalsacavis fskeri. (Zv.w. IV ss.) [narimaniSvili 2000]; nastakisi, samarxi ## 
44, 124, 140 (I s.) [narimaniSvili 1990: 85-110]; klde, samarxi ## 70, 76 (adreSuasaukuneebi) 
[RambaSiZe 2006: 56]. 

koxis qvebi sxvadasxva drois araerT namosaxlarzea dadasturebuli: 1. digaSeni I _ 
Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss [Орджоникидзе 1995: 81]; 2. yaTnalixevi _ aRmoCnda sakurTxevelTan, Zv.w. 
XII-VIII ss. [xaxutaiSvili 1964: 32]; 3. xovle _ Zv.w. IX-VII ss. [musxeliSvili 1978: 40-81]; 4-5. 
flavismani da yornisi [musxeliSvili, cqitiSvili 1960: 125-196]; 6. sacixurisgora (waR
vli) _ gvianibrinjao-adrerkinis xana [ramiSvili 2000: 29-35]; 7. nacargora _ gvianib
rinjao-adrerkinis xana [ramiSvili 2000: 29-35]; 8. xizanaanT gora _ [kikviZe 1975: 80]; 9. 
nastakisis namosaxlari _ ax.w. VI-VIII ss. [narimaniSvili 1990: 91].

yaTnalixevis namosaxlarze, sakurTxevelTan, koxis qvebis aRmoCenam daadastura 
ritualuri Sewirvis arsebobis faqti. 

sameurneo iaraRebidan kevri, rogorc praqtikuli, ise kulturul-istoriuli 
TvalsazrisiT, sxva iaraRTan SedarebiT, yvelaze ufro metad aris dakavSirebuli mi
waTmoqmedebasTan. eli-babas samarovanze kevris cxra samarxSi aRmoCena regionSi meur
neobis am dargis maRal ganviTarebaze da mosaxleobis mier kevris intensiur gamoyene
baze miuTiTebs. kevriani samarxebis aRmoCena gviqmnis garkveul warmodgenas imdroin
deli sazogadoebis yofa-cxovrebis Sesaxeb. rogorc Cans, Zv.w. I aTaswleulis pirvel 
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naxevarSi eli-babas mosaxleoba CarTulia intensiur samiwaTmoqmedo saqmianobaSi. am 
raodenobis kevris aRmoCena mowmobs, rom jgufi adamianebisa konkretuli (profesiu
li) saqmianobiTaa dakavebuli. kevris farTod gamoyeneba misi didi raodenobiT damza
debas da Sesabamisad, xelosnobis am dargSi mosaxleobis nawilis Cabmasac gulisxmobda. 
ar aris gamoricxuli, rom eli-babas mosaxleoba am saqmiTac yofiliyo dakavebuli.

eTnografiuladD dadasturebulia kevris damzadebis ramdenime centris arseboba da 
maT Soris TrialeTi yovelTvis iyo erT-erTi cnobili centri [jalabaZe 1960: 130-135]. 

eli-babas kevris zomebis gansazRvrisas unda vixelmZRvaneloT im samarxebis zome
biT, romlebSic is aRmoCnda: 1,90×1,30; 1,35×0,70; 1,50×0,80; 1,52×0,93; 1,30×0,50 m Sesabami
sad, eli-babas samarovanze aRmoCenili kevris zomebi daaxloebiT aseTi unda yofiliyo: 
1,5×0,8 m. 

st. menTeSaSvili samecniero literaturaze dayrdnobiT iZleva kevris maqsimalur 
(3,00×1,00 m.) da minimalur (1,45×0,54 m) zomebs. erTi kevri Tavadve auzomia (2,09×0,38 m.). 
iqve aqveynebs mekevre mWedliSvilis cnobas axaldamzadebuli kevrebis maqsimaluri 
(1,70×0,60 m) da minimaluri (1,50×0,50 m) zomebis Sesaxeb [menTeSaSvili 1936: 57-77].

arqeologiurad dafiqsirebuli zogierTi kevris zomebia: abulmugSi - 1,90×0,80 m; 
kldeSi - 1,30×0,60 m; xalnarSi (azerbaijani) _1,25×0,46 m; waRvlSi - 1,25×0,75 m; axtalaSi 
(somxeTi) _ 0,92×0,70 m; eli-babas samarovnis kevris zomebi - 1,5×0,8 m savsebiT esadageba 
zemoCamoTvlil zomebs.

saintereso iyo imis garkveva, Tu ra jiSis qvebiT aris mokoxili eli-babas samarov
nis kevrebi. gairkva rom gamoyenebulia: wvrilmarcvlovani, kalcitiani, gakvarcebuli, 
kalcitis Semcveli tufogenuri qviSaqvebi. aRniSnuli qvebi saSualo simagris jiSis 
qvebs miekuTvneba (qvis jiSebi gansazRvra geologma d. RambaSiZem). 

miwaTmoqmedi xalxebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia sxvadasxva religiuri wes-Cveulebe
bi, romlebic kultmsaxurebasTan aris dakavSirebuli. maT Sorisaa kargi mosavlis misa
Rebad gaTvaliswinebuli mravalferovani rituali, romelic eTnografiuladac aris 
aRwerili: salew Znaze, roca kevrs Seayenebdnen, igi Zvel daobebul purze unda gadae
tarebinaT. morwmuneTa azriT es xvavs, baraqas miscemda; aseve, kalos gulSi samWrelos 
(walds, culs) Caagdebdnen, rom kalos avi Tvali ar mikareboda da sxv. [jalabaZe 1960: 
131].

kevrTan dakavSirebiT erT-erT saintereso faqtad rCeba misi samarxebSi aRmoCena. 
meurneobaSi gamoyenebis Semdeg eli-babas mosaxleoba kevrs iyenebs dakrZalvis ritu
alSi, rasac samarxebSi koxis qvebis aRmoCena mowmobs. samarxebSi Sromis iaraRebis Cata
neba, an maTi simboluri gamosaxva, rogorc micvalebulis saqmianobaze miniSneba, far
Tod gavrcelebuli faqtia romaul, berZnul da asiriul Zeglebze [Уваров 1903: 97]. 

eli-babas mosaxleoba kevris, Sromis am uaRresad daxvewili da efeqturi iaraRis, 
samarxSi meoredi gamoyenebiT xazs usvamda micvalebulis saqmianobis profesiul mxa
resa da maT mier dakavebul sapatio adgils sazogadoebaSi. 

me-17 samarxis WurWelSi Cawyobili koxis qvebic micvalebulis saqmianobaze simbo
luri miniSneba unda iyos. kazreTis samarovanze gaTxril ormosamarxebSi koxis qvebi 
micvalebulis zurgs ukan dadasturda [sinauriZe 1985: 17], rac kevrTan dakavSirebul 
ritualze mianiSnebda. 

eli-babas samarxebSi, rogorc wesi, koxis qvebi mcire raodenobiT aRmoCnda. maTgan 
80%-s mainc cali mxare Zlier mocveTili hqonda, rac kevris xangrZliv gamoyenebaze 
metyvelebda. magaliTad, # 17 samarxis WurWelSi Cawyobili 29 koxis qvidan 14 axali aR
moCnda. ar aris gamoricxuli, rom dakrZalvis ritualSi gamoyenebuli kevri samuSaod 
jer kidev vargisi yofiliyo. rogorc wesi, kevris ganaxlebisas koxis qvebs cvlidnen. 
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Tumca, Zveli da axali, mocveTili da moucveTavi, koxis qvebis procentuli Sefardeba 
mowmobda, rom dakrZalvis ritualSi umetesad Zvels _ xmarebidan amoRebul, an Seda
rebiT iSviaTad _ Zvels, magram ganaxlebul kevrebs iyenebdnen. 

namosaxlar naWivWavebis eklesiis teritoriaze aRmoCenili kevris moyvanilobis 
qvis, “kevrqvis” saflavis Zeglad dadgma [boxoCaZe 1956] im uZvelesi tradiciis (igulis
xmeba dakrZalvis ritualSi kevris simboluri gamoyeneba), gviandeli gamoZaxili unda 
iyos. 

kevris dakrZalvis ritualSi gamoyenebis wesi, rogorc amas dRemde aRmoCenili ar
qeologiuri masalebi cxadyofen, amierkavkasiis kulturuli samyarosTvisac aris da
maxasiaTebeli. 

kevris micvalebulis kultTan kavSiri wina aziis Zveli mosaxleobis, kerZod, siri
elebis eTnografiul yofaSia damowmebuli. XIX saukunis 70-ian wlebSi moRvawe eTnog
raf vetSteinis cnobiT baRdadis maxloblad mcxovrebi sirielebisaTvis kevri `wminda~ 
iaraRi iyo, maTve SemounaxaT micvalebulis damarxvamde kevrze dasvenebis wesi. kevrze 
dasvenebul micvalebuls sirielebi kaloze gamarTul karavSi aTavsebdnen [Wetzstein 
1873: 295].

es garemoeba metad sayuradReboa, saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenil ganaTxar 
kevrebTan kavSirSi, radgan masSi garkveviT moCans kavkasiisa da wina aziis mosaxleobas 
Soris arsebuli uZvelesi kavSirurTierTobebi, razedac maRali donis sameurneo iara
Ris gamoyeneba da am xalxTa saerTo didi samiwaTmoqmedo kultura metyvelebs [jalaba
Ze 1960: 130-135].

samarxSi arsebuli yoveli nivTi garkveuli ritualis dros gamoyenebuli da Cvenam
de moRweuli simboluri elementia, romlebic am rTuli wesis nawilobrivi gaazrebis 
saSualebas gvaZlevs. eli-babas samarovanze kevris koxebis aRmoCena kultmsaxurebis 
Catarebis faqtad, anu dakrZalvis ritualis Sesrulebis nawilad unda miviCnioT. 
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The Eli-Baba cemetery is situated in south Georgia, on the Trialeti Plateau, between the villages of Besh-
tasheni (Beshkenasheni) and Bashkoi (Bareti), on the north-east slope of Mount Eli-Baba, on the left bank of 
the Bashkov-Su river (pl. I, 2). It is arranged on a flat area of about 200 sq. m and is situated between two large 
basalt massifs. The Tsalka-Trialeti Archaeological Expedition (director G. Narimanishvili) conducted excava-
tions here in 2003-2005, in the construction zone of the BTC pipeline (pl. I, 2). 

Forty-four pit-graves and eighty-three cists were found at the cemetery. Nine of them (six cists, Nos 10, 
13, 26, 67, 92, 110 and three pit-graves, Nos 17, 60, 113) produced threshing stones. Both types of burials have 
chambers and are covered with stone slabs.

Burial No. 10 (pl. V, 4) is situated in Grids 5-8, Plot XVII. The cist with a circular stone mound was oriented 
NW-SE. Two large basalt slabs were used for the longitudinal walls, and there were earthen walls at each end. 
The ceiling of the chamber was damaged and no bones of the deceased were found in the burial. The earth 
filling of the burial pit and the floor produced unattractive fragments of pottery. There were several courses 
of threshing stones on the floor. The burial had been robbed.

Burial No. 13 (pl. V, 6) was a cist with a circular stone mound. It was excavated in Grid 5, Plot XVII. The roof 
slab was oriented N-S. The cist beneath it, however, was oriented NW-SE. The burial had been damaged and 
robbed. No bones of the deceased were found. Fragments of ceramic vessels, beads and 20 threshing stones 
were recovered at floor level.

Burial No. 17 (pl. II, 3-4; IV, 2-4) was a pit-grave with a chamber. It was located in Grids 1, 2, 4, 5, Plot XVII. 
The roof the burial was damaged. The roof slab measured: 2.20 x 1.30 x 0.40 m, and the burial is oriented E-W. 
To the north-west an independent Burial No. 124 was recovered. The principal burial contained stones thrown 
into it irregularly. Some of these seemed to have been packed along the wall, while some lay on the floor. 
Fragments of pottery and other objects were recorded in different parts of the burial and at different levels. 
Some of the objects and 29 threshing stones (29 pieces) were found in the centre, inside a large pot fitted into 
the floor, which was cut or broken at floor level, while its fragments lay to the south (pl. II, 4). The burial had 
been damaged and robbed. The following artefacts were discovered in the burial: a smaller (pl. VI, 7; VII, 1) 
and a larger (pl. VI, 11; VII, 9) pot, and five fragments of various ceramic vessels, bronze rings (pl. VI, 5; VII, 6-7), 
a bronze arrowhead (pl. VII, 8), fragments of an iron object (pl. VII, 3-4), and vitreous paste beads (pl. VI, 1-4; VII, 
2, 10). The burial did not contain any bones of the deceased.

Burial No. 26 is situated on Grid 4, Plot XVII. The cist (1.90 x 1.30 x 0.90 m) was covered with large stone 
slabs. The chamber was oriented NE-SW. The burial yielded four fragments of pottery, an iron spearhead, 
domino-like paste beads and three threshing stones. The burial had been  damaged and seems to have been 
robbed.

Burial No. 60 with a stone circle (pl. II, 1; III, 4; IV, 1) was excavated in Grid 7, Plot XI. The north and south 
parts of the stone circle were disturbed by Burial No. 59. The ceiling stone had dropped into the chamber. 
The burial was oriented east to west. On the floor there were a larger (pl. VII, 19) and a smaller pot (pl. VII, 17), 
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the stones of a stones of a threshing board arranged in several courses and one bone fragment from the 
deceased.

Burial No. 67 was a cist with a stone circle (pl. II, 2; V, 1) situated in Grid 12, Plot X. The stone circle was 
disturbed by Burials Nos 58 and 64, while the burial itself disturbed the stone circle of Burial No. 73. The burial 
consisting of stone slabs was oriented E-W. The chamber had been covered with slabs. The longitudinal walls 
were made up of two slabs each. The cist (1.7 x 0.8 x 0.8m) was walled only at one (eastern) end and was open 
at the other. Fragments of ceramic vessels, cornelian and paste beads (pl. VII, 11) and seven pieces of thresh-
ing stone were recovered on the floor.

Burial No. 92 was a pit-grave with a stone circle (pl. III, 2; V, 2) situated in Grid 6, Plot XVII. The burial had 
been damaged, and only the eastern part of the stone circle survived. The roofing stone had fallen into the 
chamber. Within the burial (1.5 x 0.8 x 0.45 m) were two pots (pl. VI, 10; VII, 15), a bowl (pl. VI, 8; VII, 16), a frag-
ment of an iron weapon (a knife?), cornelian and paste beads (pl. VII, 12), and 25 threshing stones found at 
different levels of the chamber.

Burial No. 110 was a cist with a stone circle (pl. III, 1; V, 5) situated in Grid 11, Plot X and oriented SW-NE. 
The north-east wall had been damaged by the chamber of Burial No. 72. In the central part of the burial 
chamber were found bones of the lower extremities of the deceased who seems to have been buried with 
the head to the SE. A large two-handled pot containing paste beads (pl. VII, 13) was placed against the NE wall 
(pl. VI, 12; VII, 14), beneath which lay the shoulder blade of a bovine. There were 35 pieces of threshing stone 
recorded on the floor (pl. V, 5).

Burial No. 113 was a pit-grave with a stone circle (pl. III, 3; V, 3) situated in Grid 10, Plot X. It was covered 
with two large basalt slabs; judging by the remains, the deceased must have lain on the left side with the 
head to the south-west. Two large ceramic vessels were recovered near the west wall of the burial (pl. VI, 9) 
and a bronze pin in the chest area of the deceased (pl. VI, 6). Threshing  stones arranged in several courses 
were recorded upon the skeleton of the deceased (pl. III, 3).

Only three of the listed burials (Nos 60, 110, 113) yielded any remains of the deceased. The other burials 
did not have any bones. The remains of threshing boards were not recovered either, due either to the high 
acidity of the soil or as the result of robbery. 

Of the three pit-graves containing threshing stones the most interesting was Pit-grave No. 17. This burial 
differed from the others in the large size of the ceiling stone of the chamber (2.2 m long and 1.30 m wide) 
and by the artefacts recovered in it. It belongs to an earlier group of burials (Nos 49, 42, 51, 52) and must be 
dated to the turn of the 8th-7th centuries BC. One view is that the grave was used for cremation (Murvanidze 
2005, 147-163). Archaeological material recovered in burials with threshing stones does not differ from that 
of other burials, indicating their equal status. Analysis of the finds leads to the conclusion that the cemetery 
belongs to the 8th-6th centuries BC (Murvanidze 2005, 147-163; Narimanishvili 2004, 3-20).

The number of burials with threshing boards excavated in South Caucasia is very small.  This is why every 
new discovery of threshing boards remains arouses special interest, and in particular when several cases are 
recorded in the same cemetery. It is also interesting that threshing boards—household implements—are 
found in burials at all.  A threshing board is a sort of an implement known throughout the world which op-
erates only by using traction and is used for threshing out wheat. The oldest threshing boards have been 
excavated in Mesopotamia (Gasitashvili 1980, 83), Italy (Sergeenko 1958, 60), the Mediterranean countries, 
Asia Minor (Vavilov 1932, 9), and North Caucasia (Peoples of the Caucasus 1960, 348). In Transcaucasia, apart 
from Georgia, burials with threshing boards have been found in Azerbaijan (Gumel 1949, 36) and Armenia 
(Piotrovskii 1939, 49-50; Khachatryan 1979,15).

Remains of threshing boards in Georgia have been mainly found in the cemeteries and settlements 



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 419

Burials with Threshing-Boards  from Eli-Baba Cemetery

of Shida and Kvemo Kartli. According to the latest data, most remains (11 burials) have occurred in Trialeti. 
In Georgia, burials with remains of threshing boards have been excavated in the following cemeteries (ar-
ranged in chronological order): Tsaghvli, Burial No. 94 (15th century BC; Ramishvili 1987, 31-35); Bornighele, 
Burial No. 52 (14th century BC; Ghambashidze 1987, 36-43); Dzveli Kanda, Burial No. 16 (14th-13th centuries BC; 
Bokhochadze et al. 1986, 42-48); Digasheni, kurgan No. 1 (14th-13th centuries BC; Ordjonikidze 1995, 80-82); 
Avranlo, Burial No. 2 (13th 12th centuries BC; Narimanishvili 2006); Gantiadi, Burials No. 120, No. 140 (13th-8th 
centuries BC; Kakhiani et al. 1985, 29-31); Samtavro, Burial No. 320 (8th-7th centuries BC; Chubinishvili 1951, 61-
67); Kazreti, Burial Nos 1, 4 (7th-6th centuries BC; Sinauridze et al. 1976, 96-105); Kulbakevi, Burial No. 1 (7th-6th 
centuries BC; Chubinishvili 1957, 106); Eli-Baba, Burial No. 17 (8th-7th centuries BC; Narimanishvili 2004; 34-56); 
Eli Baba, Burial Nos 10, 13 (7th-6th centuries BC; Narimanishvili 2003, 19-22); Eli-Baba, Burials Nos 26, 60, 67, 92, 
110, 113 (7th-6th centuries BC; Narimanishvili 2004, 86-448); Natsargora, Burial No. 447 (5th-3rd centuries BC; 
Ramishvili 1999, 33); Abulmugi, Burial No. 22 (4th-3rd centuries BC; Dzneladze 2001, 140-235; Dzneladze 1998, 
18-26); bottom of the Tsalka reservoir (4th century BC; Narimanishvili 2000); Nastakisi, Burial Nos  44, 124, 140 
(1st c ; Narimanishvili 1990, 85-110); Klde, Burial Nos 70, 76 (Early Medieval; Ghambashidze 2006, 56).

Threshing stones have been recognized at quite a few settlements: 1. Digasheni I (14th-13th centuries BC; 
Ordjonikidze 1995, 81); 2. Qatnalikhevi, at an altar (12th-8th centuries BC;  Khakhutaishvili 1964, 32); 3. Khovle 
(9th-7th centuries BC; Muskhelishvili 1978, 40-81); 4-5. Plavismani and Qornisi (Muskhelishvili, Tskitishvili 1960, 
125-196); 6. Satsikhurisgora (Tsaghvli) (Late Bronze-Early Iron Age; Ramishvili 2000, 29-35); 7. Natsargora (Late 
Bronze-Early Iron Age; Ramishvili 2000, 29-35); 8. Khizanaant Gora (Kikvidze 1975, 80); 9. Nastakisi settlement 
(6th-8th centuries AD; Narimanishvili 1990, 91).  The discovery of threshing stones near an altar at Qatlaniskhevi 
strongly suggests ritual sacrifice.

Among all household implements the threshing board is the most related to agriculture from practical, 
as well as cultural and historical, points of view. The discovery of evidence for threshing boards in nine buri-
als in the Eli-Baba cemetery indicates that the region was advanced agriculturally and that the community 
utilized this implement very intensively. This discovery gives us an insight into the everyday life of the com-
munity in antiquity. It would appear that in the first half of the 1st millennium BC the population of Eli-Baba 
was involved in intensive agricultural work. The discovery of a number of threshing boards points to the fact 
that one group of people was occupied in a specific (professional) activity. The wide utilization of threshing 
boards meant that large numbers had to be produced, and consequently part of the community will have 
been involved in this activity. The whole community of Eli-Baba was presumably completely occupied in this 
business. The existence of a few centres of manufacturing threshing boards has been attested ethnographi-
cally; Trialeti has always been one of the most well-known centres (Jalabadze 1960, 130-135).

While defining sizes of threshing boards from Eli-Baba we should consider the sizes of the burials where 
they were recovered: 1.9 x 1.3m; 1.5 x 0.7m; 1.5 x 0.8m; 1.52 x 0. 93 m; 1.3 x 0.5 m. Accordingly, the threshing 
board discovered at Eli-Baba cemetery must measure 1.5 x 0.8 m. S. Menteshashvili gives a maximum size of 
3.00 x 1.00 m and a minimum of 1.45 x 0. 54 m for threshing boards. He had measured one threshing board 
himself at 2.09 x 0.38 m. He also interviewed a maker of threshing boards, Mchedlishvili by name, who in-
formed him that the maximum size of modern ones is 1.7 x 0.6 m and the minimum 1.5 x 0.5 m (Menteshash-
vili 1936, 57-77).

The sizes of some archaeologically recorded threshing boards are known: at Abulmugi, 1.9 x 0.8 m; in 
Klde, 1.3 x 0.6 m; at Khalnar (Azerbaijan), 1.25 x 0. 46 m; at Tsaghvli, 1.25 x 0. 75 m; and at Akhtala (Armenia), 
0.92 x 0.7 m. The size of the threshing boards excavated in the Eli-Baba cemetery—1.5x0.8m—matches the 
sizes listed here.

It was interesting to define the nature of the stones that were mounted on the threshing boards of the 
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Eli-Baba cemetery. These included: fine-grained, quartzite- and calcium-rich, tufogenic sandstones, stones in 
the medium hardness category. (Thanks are due to the geologist D. Ghambashidze for identifying the stones 
in question).

Agricultural peoples had customs associated with religious cults. One was a ritual for the reception of 
the harvest, that is also recorded in the ethnographic record: when a threshing board was placed on a sheaf, 
it had first to be carried over a loaf of stale bread. This was believed to bring abundance and prosperity. They 
would also drop an axe or a hatchet in the middle of the threshing floor in order to protect it from the evil eye 
(Jalabadze 1960, 131).

The discovery of threshing boards in burials is interesting. After utilizing them in regular household ac-
tivities, the community used them in funerary rituals, as is indicated by the presence of threshing stones in 
burials. Depositing implements in burials or representing them symbolically as an indication of the occupa-
tion of a deceased was a widespread practice on Roman, Greek and Assyrian sites (Uvarov 1903, 97).

By re-using threshing boards, very sophisticated and efficient implements, in burials the community of 
Eli-Baba emphasized the profession of the dead and their honourable position in the society.

Threshing stones placed in a vessel in Burial No. 17 must also be symbolic of the activities of the deceased 
in life. Threshing stones were found behind the backs of the deceased in pit-graves excavated at the Kazreti 
cemetery (Sinauridze 1985, 17), which against suggests a ritual associated with threshing boards.

Threshing stones appeared in few of the burials in the Eli-Baba cemetery. More than 80% of them were 
badly worn, which pointed to a prolonged use of the threshing board. For example, 14 of the 29 threshing 
stones packed in the vessel in Burial No. 17 were new. It is likely that the threshing board placed in the burial 
was still in working order. As a rule, the threshing stones need to be changed when a threshing board is refur-
bished. But the ratio of old to new, worn out to usable threshing stones showed that mostly old, disused or 
(rarely) refurbished threshing boards were used in funerary rituals.

The practice of erecting a stone resembling a threshing board over the burial (Bokhochadze 1956), as 
seems to have happened at a grave excavated at the Nachivchavebi settlement, must be a belated echo of 
the ancient tradition of using threshing boards in a burial rituals.

The use of threshing boards in burial rites, as indicated in the archaeological record, was also widespread 
in the cultural world of Transcaucasia. Links between threshing boards and the cult of the dead is well known 
in the ethnographic record of the ancient Near East, especially among Syrians. According to the ethnogra-
pher Johann Gottfried Wetzstein, who lived in Syria between 1848 and 1862, a threshing board was a “sacred” 
implement for Syrians living near Baghdad and they had preserved the rite of resting the dead on a threshing 
board. The Syrians placed the dead laid out on a threshing board within a tent erected over a threshing floor 
(Wetzstein 1873, 295). This is remarkable in the context of threshing boards excavated in Georgia, as it clearly 
shows ancient ties between the Caucasian and Near Eastern peoples, as is shown by the use of a highly devel-
oped implement and the common agricultural culture of these peoples (Jalabadze 1960, 130-135). Every ob-
ject in a burial is a symbolic ritual element that justifies speculation about this complicated rite. The discovery 
of threshing board stones in the Eli-Baba cemetery must be considered part of the funerary ritual.
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2004-2005 wlebSi TeTriwyaros arqeologiurma eqspediciam (xelmZ. z. SatberaSvili)   
energoderefnis me-80-e kilometrze Seiswavla namosaxlari [Шатберашвили, Николаишвили 
2005; 186-187] da misi sinqronuli samarovani. igi mdebareobs TeTriwyaos centridan 
samxreTiT, 3 km-Si, marabda-axalqalaqis rkinigzidan samasiode metrSi, teritoriaze, 
romelsac adgilobrivi mosaxleoba sxalTas uwodebs. ZegLls aRmosavleTidan usaxelo 
mSrali xevi esazRvreba.

sxalTis garSemo, 5-6 kilometris radiusSi mdebareobs misi sinqronuli ramodenime 
Zegli: garisis goris, abeliasa da ecos samarovnebi [boxoCaZe 1963: 37-38; kviJinaZe 1973: 
39-48; lomTaTiZe 1989: 87-89; SatberaSvili 2005: 30-49]. samxreTiT, 5 kilometris daSo
rebiTaa samSvildis cixe, romelic arqeologiurad naklebadaa Seswavlili, Tumca we
rilobiTi wyaroebidan gamomdinare, unda vivaraudoT, rom igi antikuri xanis fenasac 
Seicavs; amave periodis, Zalze dazianebuli Zegli gaiTxara energoderefnis 77-e kilo
metrzec.

Tavidanve unda aRiniSnos, rom sxalTis kompleqsuri Zegli qarTlis (iberiis) same
fos istoriis kvlevisaTvis mniSvnelovani wyaroa. es TiTqmis unikaluri SemTxvevaa is
toriul qvemo qarTlSi, sadac aqamde ar iyo Seswavlili Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebis namosax
lari (gamonaklisia Savsaydara II-is namosaxlari, romelic gvianantikuri xanis kultu
ruli fenebiTaa dazianebuli da cudadaa Semonaxuli) da misi sinqronuli samarovani. 

namosaxlarsa da samarovanze gaTxrebi 1000 m2 farTobze Catarda. gairkva, rom Zegli 
500 m2 ze iyo koncentrirebuli (tab I

1
). Zegli erTfeniania, igi miwis Tanamedrove zeda

piridan 0,5-1 m-is siRrmeze, Tixnar dedaqanze iyo gamarTuli. gamovlinda 6 nagebobis 
naSTi, 17 sameurneo ormo da 60 samarxi (aqedan 10 uinventaro), romlebSic aRmoCnda 413 
artefaqti: 236 Tixis WurWeli, 134 liTonis, 13 qvis, 18 minis, 3 Zvlisa da erTi xis nivTi, 
agreTve qsovilis ori da baTqaSis erTi naSTi. nagebobebidan gaiTxara mxolod xuTi. # 
6 nageboba milsadenis derefnis gareT vrceldeboda da amitom misi mxolod derefanSi 
Semavali, samxreTi kuTxe gamovlinda.

namosaxlari mdebareobda samarovnis garSemo, mis aRmosavleT, dasavleT da Crdi
loeT mxares, CrdiloeTidan samxreTisaken damrec ferdobze (tab. I1

). aq aRmoCnda qva
texilebiT nagebi da TixiT Semtkicebuli, wagrZelebul-oTxkuTxa formis Senobebi, 
romlebsac Sesasvleli samxreTiT da samxreT-aRmosavleTiT hqonda. maTi ukana mxare 
dedaqanSi iyo CaWrili da naxevradmiwurs warmoadgenda. Senobebs banuri gadaxurva un
da hqonoda. yvelaze kargad # 3 saxli iyo daculi. gTavazobT mis srul aRwerilobas.

saxli # 3 (tab I2
) ferdze gamarTul, orsaTavsian sacxovrebel kompleqss warmoad

genda. Senobis ukana, Crdilo mxare, TixnarSi gauWriaT, misi erTiani, 10 m-is sigrZis ke
deli (SemorCenili simaRle 1 metramde, sisqe – 0,5 m) Sedgeboda TixiT Semtkicebuli, 4-5 
rigad da 2 mwkrivad dawyobili qvatexilebisagan. sacxovrebeli kompleqsis dasavleTi
sa da aRmosavleTis SemorCenili kedlebi 6 m-is sigrZeze vrceldeboda, ufro samxre

vaxtang nikolaiSvili 
zebede SatberaSvili 

vaxtang SatberaSvili

sxalTis namosaxlari da samarovani
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TiT ki dazianebuli iyo. nagebobas fasadi samxreT-aRmosavleTiT hqonda mimarTuli. 
sacxovrebel kompleqss or saTavsod yofda Crdilo kedlidan gamomavali, misi perpen
dikularuli, mozrdili qvatexilebiT, or rigad da or mwkrivad nagebi, 0,8 m-is sisqis 
tixari (SemorCenili sigrZe – 4,6 m). orive saTavsos Tixatkepnili iataki hqonda.

saTavso A sacxovrebeli kompleqsis dasavleT nawilSi iyo gamarTuli (zomebi: 6×4,6 
m), mas or nawilad yofda 0,3-0,4 m-is sisqe kedeli, riTac iqmneboda mcire zomis (3,3×1,1 
m) saTavso (sakuWnao?), romelsac Sesasvleli dasavleTidan hqonda (Riobis sigane 0,7 m). 
A da B saTavsoebis gamyof tixarze, Crdilo kedlidan 2,2 m-ze, aRmoCnda brtyeli qva_
baliSi, aseTive qva (zomebi 0,3X0,4 m) ido misgan samxreTiT, 2,9 metris daSorebiT. sava
raudoa, rom am qvebze dayrdnobil xis svetebze gadioda Tavxe, romelzec gardigardmo 
dalagebul Zelebze gamarTuli unda yofiliyo Tixatkepnili, banuri saxuravi. 

A saTavsos Crdilo–dasavleT kuTxeSi gamarTuli iyo qvatexilebiT nagebi da 
aliziT Selesili puris sacxobi Rumeli (zomebi: 0.9X065X0.4m). sacxobi ganyofileba 
(0.70X0.65m) sacecxleze (0.65X0.4m) 0.10-0.15 m-iT maRla mdebareobda, sacecxles aRmosav
leT gverdze sanacre iyo midgmuli (dazianebuli, SemorCenili iyo nacris sqeli fena). 
Rumels TaRovani gadaxurva unda hqonoda. mas aRmosavleTidan qvatexilebiT nagebi da 
aliziT gadalesili Taro (1.70X0.4m) ekvroda, romelic, SesaZloa, axladgamomcxvari 
puris dasalageblad gamoiyeneboda. CrdiloeTis kedlidan 3,6 m-is daSorebiT aRmoCnda 
kedlebidan Cacvenili qvebiTa da Tixis WurWlis fragmentebiT Sevsebuli produqtebis 
Sesanaxi xaro (1,6X1,2 m.).

saTavsi B sacxovrebeli kompleqsis aRmosavleT nawilSi iyo gamarTuli. mis Crdilo-
dasavleT kuTxeSi aRmoCnda sacxobi Rumeli (zomebi: 1,2X0,8X0,41 m) da Taro (1,2X0,8X0,4 
m). fasadi SedarebiT cudadaa Semonaxuli. 

puris sacxobi Rumelebis zedapirze or fenad mogebuli Tixis WurWlebis fragmen
tebi aliziT iyo gadalesili. rogorc Cans, keramika simxurvalis SesanarCuneblad da 
puris cxobis gasaumjobeseblad daugiaT. am keramikidan aRdga ramodenime jamis, qo
cos, qoTnis nawilebi, romlebic umeteswilad moCalisfro-moyavisfrod iyo gamomwva
ri. 

# 3 saxlis garSemo gaiTxara sameurneo–saritualo ormoebi, maT mrgvali an ovalu
ri zedapiri, Zirisaken ki gafarToebuli forma hqondaT. zedapiris diametri 1,2-1,6 m, 
siRrme ki 0,8-1 metrs Soris meryeobda. ormoebSi mopovebuli keramikuli masala namo
saxlaris Tixis WurWlis msgavsi da misi Tanadroulia. amgvarad, isini saxlis funqcio
nirebisas unda gamoyenebuliyo. 

marTalia # 5 saxliM (tab I3) mSeneblobisas Zalian dazianda, magram man ramdenime sa
intereso detali Semoinaxa. Senobis ukana, CrdiloeTis kedeli TiTqmis dauzianebeli 
dagvxvda (sigrZe – 6 m.), SemorCa aRmosavleTis kedlis 5 metriani monakveTi, Crdilo
eT kedlis dasavleT kidesTan ki gamovlinda dasavleTi kedlis mcire, 0,6 m-is sigrZis 
naSTi. Kkedlebi nagebi iyo oTx-xuT rigad da or mwkrivad dawyobili qvatexilebiT, misi 
sisqe 0,8 m, maqsimaluri, SemorCenili simaRle ki 1,2 metri iyo.Nnagebobis Tixatkepnil ia
takze aRmoCnda danaxSirebuli Zelebi (saSualod 0.12-0.13 m-is sisqisa). igi banuri gada
xurvis naSTebs warmoadgenda. nagebobis centrSi aRmoCnda centraluri boZis sayrdeni 
qva (0.3X0.2m). aRmosavleT kedlis samxreT nawilze miSenebuli iyo qvatexilebiT nagebi 
Taro (1.7X0.3X0.3 m) mis CrdiloeTiT ki pirCamxobili dergi ido. amrigad, am SenobaSi da
dasturda, rom misi gadaxurva banuri unda yofiliyo. Senobis iatakze mowiTalo-moya
visfrod da moyavisfro-moruxod gamomwvari keramikis – jamis, qoTnis, xeladis, qvev
ris fragmentebi, agreTve qvis sanayi da rkinis mujiraa (konusuri formis Subispiri) 
mopovebuli. 
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namosaxlarze aRmoCenili sacxovrebeli nagebobebi aRmosavleT saqarTvelos eT
nografiul yofaSi dadasturebuli mSeneblobis tradiciebis gaTvaliswinebiT Cans na
gebi. sxalTis namosaxlaris msgavsi banursaxuraviani nagebobebi dadasturebulia aR
mosavleT saqarTvelos gvianbrinjao-aderkinis xanis Zeglebze (Zv.w. XIV-VI ss). am tipis 
saxlebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia interieris myarad Camoyalibebuli elementebi: puris 
sacxobi organyofilebiani Rumeli [Апакидзе, Кипиани, Николаишвили, Гиунашвили 2000: 25-
26]. es faqti winaantikuri da antikuri xanis Zeglebis kavSirze metyvelebs da mniSvne
lovan masalebs gvawvdis saqarTvelos kulturuli memkvidreobis uwyvetobis kvlevi
saTvis [Шатберашвили, Николаишвили 2005: 186-187].

namosaxlarze dadasturda 167 erTeuli Tixis WurWlis fragmenti ( qvevri, qoco, 
badia, jami, fiala, xelada).Y yvelaze meti Tixis WurWeli armoCnda ## 3 da 5 saxlebSi. 
# 4 ormoSi aRmoCenilma keramikam (tab. IV19-26

) kidev erTxel daadastura nasaxlarisa da 
samarovnis Tanadrouloba. 

namosaxlaris Tanadrouli samarovani (tab. II) 150 m2 farTobze gamovlinda, igi Crdi
loeTiT, gauTxrel teritoriazec vrceldeba. mWidrod ganlagebuli samarxebi 10-15 
metris sigrZeze, erT rigSi, erTmaneTis miyolebiT gaumarTavT. samarxebis absolutu
ri umravlesoba marTkuTxa formis, bazaltis uxeSad damuSavebuli 5-6 filisagan Sed
genili qvasamarxi iyo (zomebi 1X1,4m da 0,6X0,9m-s Soris meryeobs), 5 samarxi ki (## 14, 
27, 40, 52 da 58) – filaqvebiT gadaxuruli, ovaluri moyvanilobis ormosamarxi. samar
xebSi TaviT Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT, marjvena an marcxena gverdze, TiTo micvalebuli 
iyo dakrZaluli. gamonaklis warmoadgenda # 52 samarxi, sadac micvalebuli TaviT aR
mosavleTiT daukrZalavT.

paleoanTropologiuri kvlevis monacemebiT sxalTis samarovanze dakrZalulTa 
46,7% mamakacia, 29,8% dedakaci da 23,4% bavSvi. sicocxlis saSualo xangrZlivoba ma
makacebSi 44,4 welia, qalebSi – 39,7 weli. mamakacebis saSualo simaRle 167,2 sm, qalebisa 
– 157,9 sm. sxalTis mosaxleobis sxeulis simaRle saSualoze maRal kategoriaSi xvdeba 
[kilaZe 2007]. 

samarovanze, iseve rogorc namosaxlarze, yvelaze didi raodenobiT aRmoCnda kera
mikuli nawarmi (tab. V). sul gamovlinda Tixis 75 WurWeli: samtuCa xelada – 8 c., doqi 
– 12 c., qoTani – 10 c., koWobi – 13 c., fiala – 3 c, jami – 2 c. mikvleulia rkinis iaraRic 
(tab. VI1-10

) – romelTa Soris gamoiyofa rogorc sameurneo (1 eCo da 15 dana), ise sabrZo
lo daniSnulebis (4 Subispiri da 3 culi) nivTebi.

mravalferovania samarxebSi mopovebuli liTonis samkauli (tab. VI
11-32

): rkinisa da 
brinjaos beWdebi; vercxlis, brinjaosa da rkinis samajurebi; rkinis xatisuReli; ver
cxlisa da brinjaos sasafeTqle rgolebi; rkinisa da brinjaos rgolebi; brinjaos za
rakebi; brinjaos Zewkvebze asxmuli rkinisa da brinjaos sakinZebi; brinjaos garsakrave
bi; vercxlis sakidebi; sxvadasxva masalisagan damzadebuli mZivebi. samarxebSi gvxvdeba 
pirsafareSo nivTebic: Zvlisa da brinjaos ilarebi (romlebic yuris gasawmendad gamo
iyeneboda), xis savarcxeli, xis sanelsacxeble WurWeli.

qvemoT ganvixilavT samarovanze aRmoCenil ramodenime kompleqssa da calkeul niv
Tebs.

samarxi # 1. wriulpiriani doqi # 1 samarxidan (tab. III1
) garkveulwilad emsgavseba 

wriulpirian, msxliseburi formis doqebs, romelTa gavrcelebac Zv.w. IV da IV–III sau
kuneebis mijnisaTvisaa navaraudevi. Tumca aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom es ar gaxlavT am 
jgufis tipiuri nimuSi, misi mxrebi SedarebiT gamoberilia da muclis formiT ufro 
sferulisaken ixreba. amdagvari WurWeli mopovebulia daWrilebis samarovanze [nakaiZe 
1986: 20] da Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT TariRdeba [Нариманишвили 1991: 30]. samarxSi mopove
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buli rkinis burTulReroiani samajurebi (tab. III
2-4,6,7

) rkalis formis mixedviT ovalu
ria. n. gogiberiZis azriT aseTi, ovaluri an mrgvalrkaliani samajurebi QZv.w. IV saukunis 
pirveli naxevriTa da amave saukunis SuaxanebiT TariRdeba [Гогиберидзе 2003: 66-67]. rac 
Seexeba zurgSezneqil, boloebSemsxvilebul samajurebs (tab. III

5
), isini QZv.w. IV sauku

nis meore naxevarSi Cans gavrcelebuli da SesaZloaQ Zv.w. III saukuneSiac ganagrZobdes 
arsebobas [Гогиберидзе 2003: 66-67]. amave kompleqsSi mopovebulia beWedi, romelzedac 
mzis gamosaxulebaa amokveTili. mnaTobis gamosaxulebas wertilovani CarCo Semouy
veba (tab. III

17
). aseTive gamosaxulebaa ecos samarovnis # 91 samarxis [ramiSvili, Satbe

raSvili 1997: 21-22], papigoras # 49 samarxisa [margiSvili 1992: 42] da neron deresis # 
3 samarxebis beWedzec [lorTqifaniZe: 1969; sur. 54]. papigoradan da ecodan momdinare 
beWdebi kompleqsis mixedviTQ Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT TariRdeba, neron deresisa kiQ Zv.w. I 
saukuniT. brinjaosa da rkinis sakinZebi, romlebsac brinjaos Zewkvi aqvs Sebmuli (tab. 
III

11,12
) qvemo qarTlis Zv.w. IV da III saukuneebis kompleqsebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli ele

mentia. isini Cans winare antikur xanaSic. sxalTis # 1 samarxis rkinis sakinZs yeli re
liefuri zoliT aqvs Semkuli, riTac abeliaSi, kariaksa [gagoSiZe 1982: 6,^ tab. X

1
] da Sav

saydaraze [Тушишвили, Маргишвили 1991: 36,^ tab. 80
25

] aRmoCenili nivTebis msgavsia. brin
jaos Zewkvebi, romlebic gamoiyeneboda sakinZebis, ilarebisa da sxva wvrili nivTebis 
Sesabmelad aseve damaxasiaTebeli elementia, isini damzadebulia mrgval an brtyelga
nivkveTiani mavTulisagan da arafriT gamoirCevian qvemo qarTlSi - beSTaSenSi, kikeTSi, 
axalsofelSi aRmoCenili aseTive nivTebisagan [davlianiZe 1983: 86]. Zvlis ilari (tab. 
III15

), romelic wverisaken Seviwrovebulia da miniaturuli kovziT bolovdeba, TavTan 
gaxvretilia. Zvlis ilarebi Zalian iSviaTia da ramdenadac Cven viciT, mxolod ecos sa
marovanze, Zv.w. III saukuniT daTariRebul, # 80 samarxSi gvxvdeba [SatberaSvili 2005: 80]. 
sxva Zeglebze ilarebi brinjaosia. es sapirfareSo nivTi gavrcelebulia rogorc wi
naantikur, ise Semdgom xanebSi. Bbrinjaosagan damzadebuli ilarebi sxvadasxva tipisaa: 
gvxvdeba frinvelis an cxovelis gamosaxulebebiT Semkuli ilarebi. # 1 samarxSi mopo
vebuli minis mZivebi (tab. III14

) sxvadasxva ferisa da formisaa – cilindruli, borblise
buri, kasriseburi, rombuli. aqvea e.w. Tvaledi mZivebic, romelTa samSoblod egviptea 
miCneuli [ix. davlianiZe 1983: 92]. aseTi mZivebi finikiaSic mzaddeboda [Крупнов, 1960: 
352]. isini didi raodenobiTaa aRmoCenili Crdilo SavizRvispireTis antikur qalaqeb
Si, sadac elinistur xanaSi Cndebian da arsebobas ax.w. pirvel saukuneebSic agrZelebs 
[Алексеева, 1975: 11]. CvenSi isini Zv.w. VI s-idan Cndeba da arsebobas adreSuasaukuneebSiac 
ganagrZobs [davlianiZe 1983: 99, 153; kviJinaZe 1975: 28, 30, 44, 45]. samarxSi mopovebuli 
vercxlis firfitovani, rombuli, yunwiani sakidebis (tab. III9

) msgavsi nivTebi QZv.w. III sa
ukuniT daTariRebul samadlos mdidrul samarxSia gamovlenili [Гагошидзе 1979: 72-76]. 
aRsaniSnavia xis ori nivTi: mcire zomis savarcxeli (tab. III

16
) da sanelsacxebles frag

menti (tab. III
13

);. aseTi nivTebi saqarTveloSi cnobili ar aris. rac Seexeba savarcxels, 
igi, rogorc ukve iTqva, Zalze mcire zomisaa da am nivTiT Tmis davarcxna SeuZlebeli 
unda yofiliyo. sxalTis # 1 samarxi Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT unda daTariRdes.

# 10 samarxidan damaTariRebeli mniSvneloba aqvs or msxliseburtanian, wriul
pirian xeladas (tab III

18,19
). maTi asakis dadgenisas upirveles yovlisa, sargebloben va

nis # 9 samarxis kompleqsiT, romelic sxva masalasTan erTad amdagvar doqsac Seicavs 
da filipe II-is stateriT, Savlakiani kanTarosiTa da sinopur amforaze SemorCenil 
damRaze dayrdnobiT, igi Zv.w. IV saukunis mesame meoTxediT TariRdeba [lorTqifani
Ze da sxv. 1972: 203-21]. aseTive doqis Semcvelia vanis # 10 samarxic, romelic Zv.w. IV sa
ukunis miwuruliT TariRdeba [Tolordava 1986: 89-91]. varsimaanTkaris # 175 samarxis 
kompleqsi moxatul, wriulpirian, msxlisebur doqTan erTad arqauli tipis ilarebs 
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Seicavs [Рамишвили и др. 1987: 81, табл. CXLII]. aseTive suraTia kuSCis # 3 samarxSi, sadac 
samkuTxedebiT moxatul, wriulpirian, farTo piryelian msxlisebur doqebTan erTad 
aseve arqauli tipis, kerZod QZv.w. V-IV saukuneebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli sanelsacxeb
lea aRmoCenili [gagoSiZe 1982: 51-52, tab. VI-III]. kuSCis samarxi Zv.w. IV saukunis Suaxa
nebiTaa daTariRebuli [gagoSiZe 1982: 50]. amave xanas unda ekuTvnodes varsimaanTkaris 
samarxic. msxliseburi, wriulpiriani doqebi, rogorc Cans,Q Zv.w. III saukuneSiac, kerZod 
mis dasawyisSiac unda agrZelebdes arsebobas, razedac is faqti metyvelebs, rom ecos 
samarovnis # 18 samarxSi am tipis doqTan erTad aRmoCenilia Zv.w. III saukunisaTvis da
maxasiaTebeli Tavisufalsakidiani sayure [SatberaSvili 2005: 46]. amgvarad, msxlisebu
ri, wriulpiriani doqebi gavrcelebuliaQ Zv.w. IV saukunis Suaxanebidan Zv.w. III saukunis 
dasawyisis CaTvliT. aRsaniSnavia,^ rom am jgufis pirgadaSlili, wriulpiriani doqebiQ 
Zv.w. I saukuneSiac gvxvdeba, Tumca maTi piri mkveTrad gansxvavdeba adreuli WurWlis 
pirebisagan [Нариманишвили 1991: 37]. kompleqsis aRniSnuli periodiT daTariRebas arc 
sxva nivTebi: ruxi feris yuriani koWobi (tab. III20

), pirgadaSlili, bikonusurtaniani fi
ala (tab. III

21
), rkinis sada, ovalurrkaliani (tab. III

23
) da burTulebiani samajurebi (tab. 

III
24,26,28

); brinjaos martivi rgoli da rkinis dana (tab. III
22

) ar unda ewinaaRmdegebodes. Aam
gvarad # 10 samarxi Zv.w. IV saukunis SuaxanebiT an IV-III saukuneebis mijniT TariRdeba. 
Cveni azriT, aseve TariRdeba msxliseburi, wriulpiriani doqebisa da xeladebis Semcve
lil ## 7 da 17 samarxebic.

samarxi # 18 aRsaniSnavia imiT, rom masSi rkinis culia mopovebuli (tab. III
32

). mas 
ovaluri satare xvreli, CaquCiseburi oTxwaxnaga yua da ovaluri piri aqvs. aseTive ori 
culi amave samarovnis dazianebuli samarxebidanacaa mopovebuli. culebs formiT uax
lovdeba rvelis Zv.w. VI-IV saukuneebiT daTariRebuli kompleqsidan momdinare culi 
[RambaSiZe 1973: 62 tab. II

7
], beSTaSenisa da manglisis Zv.w. V s-is culebi [davlianiZe 1983: 

50-51 tab. VII
17,23

], aseve IV-III saukunis Zeglebze: gomareTSi [davlianiZe 1983: 139 tab. XVI
6
], 

asureTSi [kviJinaZe 1975: tab. XXII
3
], sanTaSi [gagoSiZe 1982: 45^tab. V], ecoze [SatberaSvi

li 2005: 65-66] mopovebuli amave tipis iaraRi. A# 18 samarxSi aRmoCenili samtuCapiriani 
doqi, romelic tanis formiT msxlisebursa da ovalurs Soris dgas (tab. III

29
), samarxis 

TariRs Zv.w. IV saukuniT gansazRvravs.A aqvea mopovebuli uyuro koWobi (tab. III
30

) da rki
nis dana (tab. III

31
).

samarxi # 22-is kompleqsi Seicavs mowiTalod gamomwvar, bikonusur, samtuCapirian 
doqs (tab. III

38
), romlis msgavsi WurWeli abeliaSi [kviJinaZe 1975; tab. XIII

7
] ecosa [Satbe

raSvili 2005; 34 tab. XXVI] da kamaraxevSia [jRarkava 1983: 170,^sur. 1278] aRmoCenili da 
Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT TariRdeba. pirgadaSlili, bikonusurtaniani jamis (tab. III

37
) ana

logiuri WurWeli aRmoCenilia Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT daTariRebul Zeglebze: muxaT
gverdSi [Нариманишвили 1991: 154^ sur. 906-907], ecosa [SatberaSvili 2005: 35 tab. XXVIII

7
] 

da kamaraxevSi [jRarkava 1983: 159,^ sur. 1129].A am TariRs ar ewinaaRmdegeba sferoseburi 
koWobi (tab. III

36
) da rkinis sadaReroiani samajurebi (tab. III

34,35
). amgvarad, # 22 samarxis 

TariRi zogadad IV-III saukuneebiT SeiZleba ganisazRvros.
samarxi # 25. aq mopovebuli Caidniseburmiliani doqi samarovanze erTaderTia 

(tab. III
39

). igi aRmoCnda rkinis sada Reroian samajurebTan, brinjaos mcire zomis sasa
feTqle rgolebTan, minis bikonusur mZivebTan da brinjaos beWedTan, romlis faraki 
daxveuli mavTuliTaa Seqmnili (tab. III

40-45
). Caidniseburmiliani doqi, rogorc Cans, ri

tualuri daniSnulebisa unda iyos da saqarTveloSi mxolod Zv.w V-IV saukuneebis Zeg
lebze gvxvdeba [Нариманишвили 1991: 58]. misi warmoSoba iranul samyaros ukavSirdeba da 
zogi mosazrebiT luristanis liTonis WurWlis mibaZviT Cans damzadebuli [Погребова 
1977: 99]. saqarTveloSi igi Zv.w. V-IV saukuneebidan vrceldeba. amgvarad, SesaZloa, rom 
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es samarxi samarovanze yvelaze adreuli iyos. aRsaniSnavia, rom igi sxva samarxebisagan 
gansxvavebiT ufro Rrmad aRmoCnda da Sekruli iyo ara bazaltis, aramed TeTri qviSaq
vis kargad damuSavebuli filebiT. Zalian Znelia misi zusti TariRis Tqma, magram, sava
raudod igi V saukunis boloxanebiT, an IV saukuniT unda daTariRdes.

# 26 samarxSi mopovebulia msxliseburtaniani, samtuCapiriani doqi (tab. III
46

), rom
lis paralelebi aRmoCenilia RrmaxevisTavis,^ kamaraxevis, asureTis, Savsaydaras, koTi
Sis (cxraZmis), ecos samarovnebze [abramiSvili da sxv. 1980: 186 sur. 185-497; jRarkava 
1983: 170, 177, sur. 1286, 1359; kviJinaZe 1975: 23-24, tab. XXII

2-5,10
; tab. XXIX

7
; SatberaSvili 

2005: 32 tab. XV
1-2

]. maTi warmoSobis TariRi Zv.w. IV saukunis pirveli naxevriT unda gani
sazRvros, Tumca isini ufro gvianac, kerZod IV saukunis meore naxevarSiac ganagrZoben 
arsebobas.Aam TariRs samarxSi mopovebuli arc erTi nivTi ar ewinaaRmdegeba (ix. tab. III

47-

50
).

# 43 samarxSi aRmoCnda ruxad gamomwvari, calyura qoTani (tab. IV
1
), rkinis sadaRe

roiani, ovaluri formis samajurebi (tab. IV
5,6,8

), rkinis TavSemsxvilebuli sakinZi (tab. 
IV

7
), lurji da TeTri minis, agreTve poliqromuli bikonusuri mZivebi (tab. IV

4
). yuradR

ebas iqcevs ori sabeWdavi beWedi: erTis faraki ovaluria da rkalSi aramkveTrad, mom
rgvalebulad gadadis. gamosaxuleba cudad ikiTxeba, Tumca aq, savaraudod, vardulia 
gamosaxuli (tab. IV

2
). meores faraki TiTqmis nuSisebri formisaa da mkveTrad gadadis 

rkalSi. beWedze Rrma kveTiT Sesrulebuli mcenareuli ornamentia (tab. IV
3
) gamosaxu

li (SesaZloa es antikuri xanis sabeWdavebze sakmaod gavrcelebuli, palmis rtos gamo
saxuleba iyos). rogorc davinaxeT, am samarxSi arsebuli nivTebi kompleqsis met-nakle
bad zust TariRs ar iZleva, Tumca, savaraudod igi Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT unda daTariR
des (amis saSualebas isic gvaZlevs, rom # 43 samarxi aRniSnuli periodis samarxebiTaa 
garSemortymuli da maT donezea gamarTuli.

# 48 samarxSi mopovebulia samtuCa, kargad gamokveTil piriani doqi (tab VII18
), ro

melsac maRali yeli da dabali, sferoseburi muceli aqvs.Mmisi msgavsi WurWeli aRmoCe
nilia papigoras # 15 [margiSvili, narimaniSvili 2004: 131, tab. CIX] da ecos # 33 [Satbe
raSvili 2005: 34, tab. XXVI

3
] Zv.w. IV saukuniT daTariRebul samarxebSi.A amave kompleqsSia 

sferul taniani, yeliani, uyuro koWobi (tab. IV
9
). sferoseburtaniani koWbebi aRmoCe

nilia RrmaxevisTavSi [abramiSvili da sxv. 1980: 137 sur. 126-254], kamaraxevSi [jRarka
va 1983: 155, 164, 167, sur. 1087,^1015, 1217],^ kavTisxevis sayaraulo seris ormosamarxebSi 
[yazaxiSvili 1980: 62 tab. III

1
], samTavroSi [Tolordava 1980: 55 tab. LVIII

3
], ecoze [Satbe

raSvili 2005: 37 tab. XXVIII
12,16

] da zogadad Zv.w. IV-I saukuneebisaTvisaa damaxasiaTebe
li. brinjaos prizmulTaviani sakinZebi, romlebic brinjaosave Zewkvzea Sebmuli (tab. 
IV

12
) gvxvdeba kamaraxevSi [jRarkava 1983: 142-143].A amave samarxSia mikvleuli vercxlis 

rkalgaxsnili, boloebgaxvretili sasafeTqle rgolebi (tab. IV
13

), romlebic parale
lebs poulobs beSTaSenis, kuSCis, kikeTis, gomareTis samarovnebze aRmoCenil aseTive 
nivTebTan [davlianiZe 1983: 147, tab. XVIII]. samarxSi mopovebulia brinjaos mcire zomis 
rgolebic (tab. IV

16
), romlis msgavsi samkauli adreantikuri da elinisturi xanis Zeg

lebze mravladaa. cxvris dagrexili rqebis Zlier stilizebuli gamosaxulebebiT Sem
kuli, Bbrinjaos ilaris (tab. IV

17
) paralelebi cnobilia ecos ## 57 da 97 [SatberaSvili 

2005: 42, tab. XXXI
13,16

]
 
beSTaSenis # 5 [menabde, davlianiZe 1968: 120, tab. XI

348
] da Savsaydara 

I-is # 67 [margiSvili, narimaniSvili 2004: 77, tab. CCIV] samarxebidan. aRsaniSnavia brinja
os ovaluri, rkalgaxsnili ori samajuri, erTis boloebi verZis stilizebuli gamosa
xulebiTaa Semkobili (tab. IV

15
), meores ki Semsxvilebul boloebze, amoRaruli xazebiT 

raRac gamosaxuleba unda hqonoda, romelic ar ikiTxeba (tab. IV
14

). aseTi samajurebi zo



vaxtang nikolaiSvili zebede SatberaSvili vaxtang SatberaSvili

436	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

gadad Zv.w. IV saukuniT unda TariRdebodes. Aamgvarad, paraleluri masalis gaTvaliswi
nebiT, samarxi Zv.w. IV saukuniT TariRdeba.

sruliad gancalkevebulad dgas # 51 samarxSi aRmoCenili Tixis uyuro WurWeli (xe
lada), romelsac yelis Zirze da mxrebze wertilebiT Sedgenili sartylebi da trapeci
ebi amkobs, gverdebze ki ZirTan ori naxvreti emCneva. (tab. V

12
). misi zusti paralelebi 

ar aris cnobili, Tumca saerTo ieriT mixedviT igi Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebs unda miekuTvne
bodes. 

ramdenime sityviT unda SevexoT Zeglze mikvleul rkinis sabrZolo iaraRs: Subispi
rebsa da culebs. Subispirebi sami tipisaa: 1) wagrZelebul, viwropiriani, qediani (tab. 
VI1,3

); 2) rombiseburpiriani, qediani (tab. VI
4
); da 3) martivi, konusuri formis Subispi

ri (tab. VI
3
). pirveli tipis iaraRi Zv.w. VI-IV saukuneebis Zeglebze mTel saqarTveloSia 

gavrcelebuli. meore tipis, wagrZelebul-rombiseburpiriani, qediani, piri da masra 
TiTqmis Tanabari zomisaa, piris Sua nawili farToa. es Subispirebi qvemo qarTlSi ecos 
## 55, 81 da 94 [SatberaSvili 2005: 53] samarxebSia mikvleuli. qvemo qarTls gareT isini 
aRmosavleT saqarTvelos sxva regionebsa da dasavleT azerbaijanSi, Zv.w. IV-III saukune
ebis kompleqsebSi gvxvdeba [gamyreliZe, fircxalava, yifiani 2005: 117-129]. mesame tipis 
Subispirebi _ martivi, konusuri formisaa da masra ar gaaCnia, isini sakmaod iSviaTia 
da qvemo qarTlSi mxolod sxalTas nasaxlarsa da Savsaydara I-zea gamovlenili [margiS
vili, narimaniSvili 2004: 78].

samarovanze aRmoCenili rkinis culebi erTi (tab. VI8,9
) formisaa: maT aqvT ovaluri 

satare xvreli, oTxwaxnaga yua, odnav gamoyvanili weli da viwro, ovaluri piri. yuis 
maxasiaTeblebis mixedviT SesaZlebelia gamoiyos ori tipi: 1) CaquCiseburi, yuawagrZe
lebuli (tab. VI

8
) da 2) brtyelyuiani (tab. VI

9
). pirveli tipis culebis yua odnav wagrZe

lebuli da oTxwaxnagaa – aseTi culebi mopovebulia ecos samarovanze [SatberaSvili 
2005: 54 tab. XXIX

7,8
],

 
Savsaydara I-ze [ margiSvili, narimaniSvili 2004: 86], beSTaSenisa da 

manglisis Zv.w. V saukunis samarxebSi [davlianiZe 1983: 50-51, tab. VII
17,23

], asureTSi [kviJi
naZe 1975: tab. XXII

3
] rvelisQ Zv.w. VI-IV saukunebiT daTariRebuli kompleqsSi [RambaSiZe 

1973; 62 tab. II
7
. ] Mmeore tipis – yuadabrtyelebuli culi gvxvdeba gomareTis [davlianiZe 

1983; 139 tab. XVI
6
] samarovanze, romelic zogadad Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebiT TariRdeba. 

Zeglze mikvleuli sameurneo iaraRi – danebi da eCo rkinisaa. Ddanebi sami tipisaa: 
swori (tab. VI

5
) moxrili (tab. VI

7
) da namgliseburpiriani (tab. VI

6
). gamoTqmulia mosaz

reba, rom moxrili danebi, gansakuTrebiT namgliseburi, gamoiyeneboda sasxlavad. erTi 
moxrili dana (tab. VI

7
) 0.32 metris sigrZea da SesaZloa, brZolis drosac gamoyenebu

liyo. rkinis eCo, (tab. VI
10

) romelic xis damuSavebisaTvis gamoiyeneboda, dazianebul 
samarxSia napovni. igi erT-erTi iSviaTi egzemplaria da qvemo qarTlis sinqronul Zeg
lebze aqamde ar iyo mikvleuli. igi Tavisi formebiT uaxlovdeba winareantikuri xanis 
amave daniSnulebis nivTebs. sainteresoa aRiniSnos, rom rkinis sabrZolo da sameurneo 
iaraRSi TiTqmis ar gvxdeba siaxleebi da isini wina periodis masalebTan Zalian axlos 
dgas.

rogorc zemoT ukve iTqva, samarxebis umravlesoba oTxkuTxa formis, bazaltis uxe
Sad damuSavebuli filaqvebisagan Sekruli qvasamarxia, 5 ki ovaluri moyvanilobis or
mosamarxi. am tipis samarxebi damaxasiaTebelia mTeli antikuri xanisaTvis da gavrce
lebulia mTel saqarTveloSi. sxalTis samarovnis sinqronul Zeglebze gvxvdeba qvev
rsamarxebic, Tumca am samarovanze isini jerjerobiT ar Cans. qarTlis sinqronul sa
marovnebze xSiria TanadakrZalvis SemTxvevebic (samarxebSi ori an meti micvalebulia 
dakrZaluli) aq ki mxolod individualuri samarxebia. am gansxvavebebis axsna am etapze 
SeuZlebelia da savaraudod, samarovnis srul Seswavlamde verc aixsneba. aRsaniSnavia, 
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rom rkinis sabrZolo iaraRi – Subebi da culebi 60-dan 5 samarxSia mopovebuli. anTro
pologiuri analizis monacemebis mixedviT, samarovanze dakrZalul mamakacTa raode
noba 45% ze metia. anu yoveli mexuTe mamakaci iaraRiani daukrZalavT, rac aseve gan
sxvavdeba Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebis rigiTi samarovnebis statistikisagan, sadac yoveli me
same an meoTxe mamakacia SeiaraRebuli.

Msamarovnis Seswavlili monakveTi ueWvelad rigiTi mosaxleobis gansasvenebeli iyo. 
60 samarxidan ver gamoiyo SedarebiT mdidruli samarxebi, sadac Tundac erTi oqros 
nivTi iyo Cayolebuli, risi mizezi, SesaZloa samarovnis srulad Seuswavleloba iyos. 
arada aseTi moculobis rigiTi samarovnebi qvemo qarTlSi da mis gareTac, rogorc we
si, gvaCvenebs, rom rigiT mosaxleobaSi am droisaTvis dawyebulia qonebrivi diferen
ciacia. 

sxalTis namosaxlaris (Zv.w. IV-III) sinqronuli namosaxlari qvemo qarTlSi mxolod 
Savsaydara II-is cudad Semonaxuli nasaxlaria mikvleuli. Aamave dros, unda iTqvas, rom 
Sida qarTlis sinqronul nasaxlarebze puris sacxobi Rumelebiani Senobebi jer jero
biT araa aRmoCenili, rac kidev ufro zrdis am namosaxlaris mniSvnelobas qarTlis sa
mefos mcxovrebTa yofis rekonstruqciisaTvis.

namosaxlarze da ormoebSi gamovlinda samarovanze aRmoCenilis msgavsi Tixis Wur
Weli (magaliTad, xeladebi da koWobi), rac saSualebas gvaZlevs namosaxlarisa da sa
marovnis sinqronuloba vivaraudoT. bunebrivia, gamovlinda gansxvavebuli artefaq
tebic, romelic saerTod damaxasiaTebelia namosaxlarebisaTvis - sameurneo da sayo
facxovrebo keramika (qvevrebi, qocoebi, da sxv.)

palinologiuri masalis Seswavlis Sedegad irkveva, rom gansaxilvel periodSi ha
va grili da notio iyo. mopovebul palinologiur masalebSi saZovrebis maCveneblebis 
mcenareTa mtvris raodenoba maRalia, samiwaTmoqmedo elementebis roli ki gacilebiT 
naklebi, rac imas niSnavs, rom miwaTmoqmedebas didi masStabebi ar hqonda. mosaxleobis 
saqmianobis ZiriTadi dargi mecxoveleoba iyo. adamiani aq ZiriTadad xorbals Tesav
da.G gavrcelebuli iyo mebaReoba da mevenaxeoba (aRmoCenilia kulturuli vazis, kaklis 
da Txilis mtvris marcvlebi). bunebrivi pirobebi xels uwyobda selis moyvanas, rasac 
samarovansa da nasaxlarze mopovebuli selis qsovilis naSTebic adasturebs [yvavaZe 
2007]. Mmesaqonleobis ganviTarebaze metyvelebs samarovanze yvela samarxTan gamarTu
li aRapis naSTi, sadac mikvleulia Sinauri cxovelebis: Roris, Zroxisa da cxvris dana
wevrebuli Zvlebis naSTebi. sxalTaSi mikvleuli Zroxebis jiSi savaraudod, axlos dgas 
Tanamedrove xevsurul ZroxasTan, xolo Rori Tavisi zomebiT uaxlovdeba Tanamedro
ve kaxuri jiSis Rors [benduqiZe 2007]. meurneobis zemoTCamoTvlil dargebTan erTad 
sxalTaze ganviTarebuli yofila xis damuSavebac.

A amgvarad, sxalTis samarovani da namosaxlari Tavisi siaxliTa da wamoWrili prob
lemebiT Zv.w. IV-III saukuneebis qarTlis istoriis SeswavlisaTvis mniSvnelovani wyaro 
gaxda da misi Semdgomi, sruli kvleva, albaT kidev ufro gaamdidrebs Cvens codnas am 
periodis Sesaxeb.
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In 2004-2005 the Skhalta Archaeological Expedition (director Z. Shatberashvili) partly investigated an 
archaeological site in the area called Skhalta within the ROW (Right of Way), 300 m south of the Marabda-
Akhalkalaki railway, 3 km from Tetritsqaro, at the 80 km point of the BTC oil and South Caucasia gas pipelines. 
The site consists of a settlement of the 4th-3rd centuries BC, the period when the kingdom of Kartli (Iberia) was 
formed (Shatberashvili, Nikolaishvili 2005; 186-187), and a contemporary cemetery. The site is bordered by a 
nameless dry gorge to the east.

There are contemporary sites within a radius of 5-6 km around Skhalta: Garisi, Abelia and Etso cemeter-
ies (Bokhochadze 1963, 37-38; Kvizhinadze 1973, 39-48; Lomtatidze 1989, 87-89; Shatberashvili 2005, 30-49). 
Samshvilde Castle is located 5km south of Skhalta. It is not well investigated archaeologically, but on the basis 
of written sources it is likely that it contains a Classical period level. A badly damaged site of the same period 
was also excavated at 77 km on the ROW.

It should be stated at the start that the Skhalta complex is an important source for the study of the his-
tory of the kingdom of Kartli (Iberia). It is the only place within historical Kvemo Kartli where a settlement of 
the 4th-3rd centuries BC and its cemetery had not been investigated. (The Shavsaqdara II settlement, which is 
damaged by Late Classical cultural strata and is badly preserved is an exception). 

Excavations were conducted at the settlement and cemetery over an area of 1000 m2. It transpired that 
the site itself was concentrated within 500 m2 (pl. I, 1). The site has one stratum and was disposed over loamy 
bedrock between 0.5 and 1 m below the present ground surface. There were found: the remains of six build-
ings, 17 household pits and 60 burials (ten lacking grave goods) which yielded 413 artefacts: 236 ceramic 
vessels, and 134 metal, 13 stone, 18 glass, 3 bone and one wooden objects, also the remains of two pieces of 
textile and one piece of plaster. Only five of the buildings were excavated. Building No. 6 extended beyond 
the ROW and so only the southern corner that actually stood within the ROW was excavated.

The settlement was situated around the cemetery, on its eastern, northern and western sides, on a steep 
slope inclined N-S (pl. I, 1). Here were found oblong rectangular structures built with rocks and clay, with 
entrances on the south and south-east. Their backs were cut into bedrock and formed semi-dugouts. The 
buildings must have had terraced roofing. House No. 3 was best preserved: 

House No. 3 (pl. I, 2) was a two-roomed residential complex built on a slope. The back, northern, part of 
the building was cut into loam; a 10 m long wall (surviving up to 1 m, and 0.5 m thick) consisted of crushed 
stone arranged in four or five courses and two rows. The surviving western and eastern walls of the residential 
complex were 6 m long, but were damaged further to the south. The façade of the building was oriented SE. 
A partition (surviving length 4.6 m, thickness 0.8 m) was built of large crushed stones arranged in two rows of 
two courses, ran perpendicular to the north wall, and divided the complex into two rooms. Both rooms had 
floors plastered with clay. 

Room A (6 x 4.6 m) was situated at the western end of the complex. It was divided into two parts by a 0.3-
0.4 m thick wall which formed a small (3.3 x 1.1 m) room, perhaps a store-room, which had its entrance (0.7 m 
wide) to the west. In the partition of rooms A and B a flat stone base was found 2.2 m from the north wall, and 
a similar base (0.3 x 0.4 m) lay 2.9 m to the south. It is likely that a wooden cover was laid over timber poles 
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resting on these stones, over which a terraced roof plastered with clay was arranged over crosswise beams. 
There was an oven (0.9 x 0.65 x 0.4 m) in the north-west corner of room, built of crushed stones and 

plastered with adobe. The oven proper (0.7 x 0.65 m) was situated between 0.10 and 0.15m over the fire oven 
(0.65 x 0.4 m). A receptacle for ashes flanked the fire oven to the east (badly damaged, but a thick layer of ash 
survived). The oven seemed to have had an arched roof. To the east it was attached by a shelf (1.7 x 0.4 m) 
built of crushed stones and plastered with adobe which was probably used to place baked loaves on. At 3.6 
m from the north wall a pit (1.6 x 1.2 m) was found, probably used for food storage, and which was filled with 
stones that had fallen from the wall and potsherds. Room B was situated in the eastern part of the residential 
complex. An oven (1.2 x 0.8 x 0.41 m) and a shelf (1.2 x 0.8 x 0.4 m) were found at its north-west part. The 
façade is relatively badly preserved. 

Above the ovens were fragments of pottery in two courses plastered with adobe. These had apparently 
been laid in order to maintain heat and to enhance the baking process. Several bowls, jugs and pots could be 
restored from the fragments. They were mostly fired a light brown colour. 

There were household and ritual pits around House No.3. They had round or oval mouths between 1.2 
and 1.6 m in diameter, and broadened towards the bottom at a depth of between 0.8 and 1 m. The pottery 
recovered from the pits is similar to and contemporary with to that of the settlement. They must therefore 
have been used at the time the house functioned. 

Although House No. 5 (pl. I, 3) was seriously damaged during construction work, it still preserved some 
interesting details. The back, northern, wall of the building remained almost intact for a length of 6 m, and a 
5 m section of the eastern wall also survived. Remains of the 0.6 m long west wall were found at the western 
edge of the north wall. The walls were built of crushed stones arranged in two rows and between four and five 
courses. Their surviving thickness was 0.8 m and their height 1.2 m. Carbonized timbers (about 0.12-0.13 m 
thick) were recovered on the clay plastered floor of the building. These were the remains of terraced roofing. 
In the centre of the building there was a stone (0.3 x 0.2 m) to support a central pole. A shelf (1.7 x 0.3 x 0.3 
m) built of crushed stones adjoined the southern part of the east wall, and a large pot lay upside down north 
of it. There was thus evidence for a terraced roof on this building. The floor of the building produced pottery 
fired reddish-brown and brownish-grey, fragments of bowls, pots, jugs, and pithoi, and also a stone pestle and 
a conical spearhead. 

Residential buildings recovered at the settlement seem to have been built according to building tradi-
tions recognizable from the eastern Georgian ethnographical record. Buildings with terraced roofs similar to 
those from the Skhalta settlement have been found on Late Bronze-Early Iron Age sites in eastern Georgia 
(14th-6th centuries BC). There are distinct internal arrangements that are diagnostic of this type of house, in-
cluding a two-compartment oven (Apakidze, Kipiani, Nikolaishvili, Giunashvili 2000, 25-26). This implies some 
sort of connection with sites of the pre-Classical and Classical periods and provides important material for the 
study of the continuity of Georgia’s cultural heritage (Shatberashvili, Nikolaishvili 2005, 186-187).

167 fragments of pottery (pithos, bowl, jug) were collected at the settlement. The largest number of ce-
ramic vessels was recovered in Houses Nos 3 and 5. The pottery from Pit No. 4 (pl. IV, 19-26) again indicated 
that settlement and cemetery were contemporary. 

The cemetery (pl. II) was excavated over an area of 150 m2. It extended to the north, where it was not 
excavated. The burials are closely packed in a strip 15 m long. Most are cist burials consisting of five or six 
rectangular slabs of rough hewn basalt that vary in size between 1 x 1.4 m and 0.6 x 0.9 m. Five are oval pit-
burials covered with slabs (Nos 14, 27, 40, 52 and 58). They were all individual burials with the head of the 
deceased to the NW, lying on the right or the left side. Burial No. 52 was an exception, for the deceased was 
buried with the head to the east.

According to the palaeoanthropological data, 46.7% of those buried in the Skhalta cemetery were men, 
29.8 % women and 23.4% children. Average life expectancy among men was 44.4 years, and among women 
39.7 years. The average height of adult males was 167.2 cm, and of females 157.9 cm. The height of the popu-
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lation of Skhalta was above average for the period (Kiladze 2007).
Pottery was the most plentiful commodity found in both cemetery and settlement (pl. V). A total of 75 

vessels were found: 8 jugs with trefoil rims, 12 jugs, 10 pots, 13 small pots, 3 cups, and 2 bowls. Iron tools were 
also recovered (pl. VI, 1-10), including an adze and 15 knives, as well as weapons (4 spearheads and 3 axes). 

There was quite a variety of metal jewellery found in the burials (pl. VI, 11-32): iron and bronze seals; silver, 
bronze and iron bracelets; an iron collar; silver and bronze temple pendants; iron and bronze rings, bronze 
bands, silver pendants, beads made from various materials. There were also bone and bronze earpicks, a 
wooden comb, and a wooden unguentarium.

The complexes were recorded as follows:
Burial No. 1. A jug with a round rim from Burial No. 1 (pl. III, 1) is in general terms similar to pear-shaped 

jugs with round rims common in the 4th century and the turn of the 4th-3rd centuries BC. It should be men-
tioned, however, that it is not a typical example, for its shoulders are relatively swollen and tend to be more 
spherical in proportion to the body. A similar vessel was found in the Dachrilebi cemetery (Nakaidze 1986, 20) 
and dates to the 4th-3rd centuries BC (Narimanishvili 1991, 30). Other finds include some oval iron bracelets 
(pl. III, 2, 4, 6-7). Such oval or round bracelets are said to belong to the first half or middle of the 4th century BC 
(Gogiberidze 2003, 66-67). Bracelets with concave backs and thickened ends (pl. III, 5) appear to be common 
in the second half of the 4th century BC and probably continue into the 3rd century (Gogiberidze 2003, 66-67). 
The same complex produced a finger ring with a representation of the sun surrounded by a dotted frame (pl. 
III, 17). A similar image occurs on a finger ring from Burial No. 91 of the Etso cemetery (Ramishvili, Shatberash-
vili 1997, 21-22), Burial No. 49 of the Papigora cemetery (Margishvili 1992, 42) and Burial No. 3 of the Neron 
Deres cemetery (Lordkipanidze 1969; fig. 54). The finger rings from Papigora and Etso date to the 4th-3rd cen-
turies BC judging by their contexts, while the example Neron Deres belongs to the 1st century BC. Bronze and 
iron pins suspended from bronze chains (pl. III, 11-12) are diagnostic elements in Kvemo Kartli complexes of 
the 4th-3rd centuries BC, and are apparently also present in the pre-Classical period. An iron pin from Burial No. 
1 of Skhalta has a relief line on the neck, a feature it shares with objects from Abelia, Kariaki (Gagoshidze 1982, 
6, pl. X, 1) and Shavsaqdara (Tushishvili, Margishvili 1991, 36, pl. 80, 25). Bronze chains used for suspending 
pins, earpicks and other small objects are also diagnostic elements. They are made from wire that is round or 
flat in section and find parallels in Kvemo Kartli, at Beshtasheni, Kiketi, and Akhalsopeli (Davlianidze 1983, 86). 
A bone earpick (pl. III, 15) which is narrowed towards the tip and ends in a miniature spoon is perforated at 
the head. Bone earpicks are a rarity and the only other example known to us comes from Burial No. 80 of the 
Etso cemetery and dates to the 3rd century BC (Shatberashvili 2005, 80). Earpicks from other cemeteries are 
made of bronze. This toilet article is common in pre-Classical and subsequent periods. Bronze earpicks are of 
different types, and might be with representation birds or animals. Glass beads discovered in Burial No. 1 (pl. 
III, 14) are of a different colour and shape: cylindrical, wheel-like, barrel-like, rhomboid. There are beads with 
“eyes” that are supposed to come from Egypt (Davlianidze 1983, 92). Such beads were also produced in Phoe-
nicia (Krupnov 1960, 352) and have been excavated in large numbers in the ancient cities of the North Black 
Sea Coast, where they emerge in the Hellenistic period and continue into the first centuries AD (Alekseeva 
1975, 11). In Georgia they emerge in the 6th century BC and are still to be found in early Medieval contexts 
(Davlianidze 1983, 99, 153; Kvizhinadze 1975, 28, 30, 44, 45). Parallels for some silver plaque-like, rhomboid, 
hooped pendants (pl. III9) were found in a rich burial at Samadlo dated to the 3rd century BC (Gagoshidze 
1979, 72-76). Two wooden objects are especially noteworthy: a small comb (pl. III16) and a fragment of an 
unguentarium (pl. III, 13). Such objects are unusual in Georgia. The comb is so small that it cannot have been 
used for combing hair. Burial No. 1 from Skhalta must date to the 4th-3rd centuries BC.

Burial No. 10 produced two jugs with pear-shaped bodies and round rims (pl. III, 18-19) that are impor-
tant for chronological purposes. Burial No. 9 at Vani contained inter alia a similar jug and on the basis of a stat-
er of Philip II, a black gloss kantharos and the stamp on a Sinopean amphora, it can be dated to the third quar-
ter of the 4th century BC (Lordkipanidze et al. 1972, 203-21). Vani Burial No. 10 contains a similar jug and has 
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been dated to the end of the 4th century BC (Tolordava 1986, 89-91). Varsimaantkari Burial No. 175 contained 
earpicks of an archaic type together with a painted, pear-shaped jug with a round rim (Ramishvili et al. 1987, 
81; pl. CXLII), as did Kushchi Burial No. 3 where there was, alongside pear-shaped jugs with round and broad 
rims and necks, and painted with triangles, an archaic unguentarium of the 5th-4th centuries BC (Gagoshidze 
1982, 51-52, pl. VI-III). The Kushchi burial is dated to the middle of the 4th century BC (Gagoshidze 1982, 50), 
and the Varsimaantkari burial must belong to the same period. Pear-shaped jugs with round rims probably 
continued into the 3rd century BC, as is suggested by the presence in Burial No. 18 at Etso contained both a 
pendant earring diagnostic of the 3rd century BC and an example of this kind of jug (Shatberashvili 2005, 46). 
Thus, pear-shaped jugs with round rims are common from the mid-4th century BC to the beginning of the 3rd 
century. It is noteworthy that jugs of this group with offset and circular rims also occur in the 1st century BC, 
although their rims are clearly different from those of the earlier vessels (Narimanishvili 1991, 37). None of the 
other objects in the complex exclude such a date: a small grey handled jug (pl. III, 20), a cup with a bi-conical 
body and offset rim (pl. III, 21), simple iron oval bracelets (pl. III, 23) and globular decoration (pl. III, 24, 26, 28); 
a simple bronze circle and an iron knife (pl. III, 22). Thus, Burial No. 10 may be dated to the mid-4th century BC 
or the turn of the 4th-3rd centuries BC. In our opinion, Burials Nos 7 and 17 that contain pear-shaped jugs with 
round rims should be dated to the same period.

Burial No. 18 is remarkable for the presence of an iron axe (pl. III32). It has an oval hole for a wooden 
shaft, a hammer-like four-faceted butt and an oval blade. Two similar axes were also recovered in the dam-
aged burials of the cemetery. Similar axes come from the Rveli complex dated to the 6th-4th centuries, from 
Beshatasheni and Manglisi of the 5th century BC (Davlianidze 1983, 50-51, pl. VII, 17, 23) (Gambashidze 1973; 
62, pl. II, 7), from Gomareti of the 4th-3rd centuries BC in Gomareti (Davlianidze 1983, 139; pl. XVI, 6), and from 
Asureti (Kvizhinadze 1975, pl. XXII, 3), Santa (Gagoshidze 1982, 45, pl. V), and Etso (Shatberashvili 2005, 65-66). 
The jug with a triple rim from in Burial No. 18, whose body is somewhere between pear-shaped and oval (pl. 
III, 29), suggests that the date of the burial was the 4th century BC. Here was also found a without a handle (pl. 
III, 30) and an iron knife (pl. III, 31).

Burial No. 22 contained a reddish fired, bi-conical jug with a triple rim (pl. III, 38). Similar vessels come 
from Abelia (Kvizhinadze 1975; pl. XIII, 7), Etso (Shatberashvili 2005, 34 pl. XXVI) and Kamarkhevi (Jgharkava 
1983, 170, fig. 1278), and date to the 4th-3rd centuries BC. Parallels for a bowl with offset rim and bi-conical 
body (pl. III37) are known from 4th-3rd century sites: Mukhatgverdi (Narimanishvili 1991, 154, fig. 906-907), Etso 
(Shatberashvili 2005, 35, pl. XXVIII, 7) and Kamarakhevi (Jgharkava 1983, 159, fig. 1129). This date is not con-
tradicted by a spherical pot (pl. III, 36) and circular iron bracelets (pl. III, 34-35). The date of Burial No. 22 can 
thus be generally placed in the 4th-3rd centuries BC.

Burial No. 25. A jug with a tubular handle is unique at Skhalta (pl. III, 39). It appeared together with cir-
cular iron bracelets, small bronze temple rings, bi-conical glass beads and a bronze finger ring, whose bezel 
consisted of twisted wire (pl. III, 40-45). Such a jug probably had a ritual function and is only known on sites 
of the 5th-4th centuries BC (Narimanishvili 1991, 58). Its origins are to be found in the Persian world and some 
believe it to be an imitation of metal vessels of Luristan (Pogrebova 1977, 99). The type becomes common in 
Georgia from the 5th-4th centuries BC, and consequently this burial may the earliest in the cemetery. It is note-
worthy that this burial was deeper than the others and that it was constructed from well-cut slabs of white 
sandstone rather than of basalt. It is difficult to date it accurately, but it must presumably be dated to the end 
of the 5th or to the 4th century BC. 

Burial No. 26 produced a pear-shaped jug with a triple rim (pl. III, 46), for which parallels are known from 
the Ghrmakhevistavi, Kamarakhevi, Asureti, Shavsaqdara, Koshiti (Tskhradzma), Etso cemeteries (Abramish-
vili et al. 1980, 186 fig. 185-497; Jgharkava 1983, 170, 177, fig. 1286, 1359; Kvizhinadze 1975, 23-24, pl. XXII, 
2-5, 10; pl. XXIX, 7; Shatberashvili 2005, 32 pl. XV, 1-2). Such vessels begin in the first half of the 4th century BC, 
although they continue later, into the second half of the 4th century. This date is not contradicted by any of the 
other objects recovered in the burial (pl. III, 47-50).



444	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Vakhtang Nikolaishvili Zebede Shatberashvili Vakhtang Shatberashvili

Burial No. 43 produced a grey baked pot with a single handle (pl. IV, 1), oval iron bracelets (pl. IV, 5, 6, 8), 
an iron pin with a thickened head (pl. IV, 7), bi-conical blue and white glass and polychrome beads (pl. IV, 4). 
Two ring intaglios are particularly remarkable: one ring has an oval bezel that emerges smoothly from the 
ring. The representation is difficult to make out, but it may be a rosette (pl. IV, 2). The other bezel is almond-
shaped and is sharply distinguished from the ring. It has a deeply cut vegetal ornament (pl. IV, 3), perhaps a 
palm branch of a kind common on Classical period intaglios). None of the objects in this burial give a clear 
date, but it can presumably be dated to the 4th-3rd centuries BC (a date supported by the fact that Burial No. 
43 was surrounded by burials of this period and was at the same level).

Burial No. 48 produced a jug with a triple rim (pl. VII, 18) and a high neck and a low spherical body. Ves-
sels of this type are known from Burial No. 15 at Papigora (Margishvili, Narimanishvili 2004, 131, pl. CIX) and 
in Burial No. 33 at Etso (Shatberashvili 2005, 34, pl. XXVI, 3) dated to the 4th century BC. A spherical pot with a 
neck and without a handle (pl. IV, 9) is comes from the same complex. Pots with spherical bodies have been 
excavated in Ghramakhevistavi (Abramishvili et al. 1980, 137 fig. 126-254), Kamarakhevi (Jgharkava 1983, 
155, 164, 167, fig. 1087, 1015, 1217), in pit-graves at Saqaraulo Seri in Kavtiskhevi (Qazakhishvili 1980, 62 pl. III, 
1), in Samtavro (Tolordava 1980, 55 pl. LVIII, 3), and in Etso (Shatberashvili 2005, 37 pl. XXVIII, 12, 16), and are 
generally diagnostic of the 4th-1st centuries BC. Bronze pins with prismatic heads suspended from a bronze 
chain (pl. IV, 12) occur at Kamarakhevi (Jgharkava 1983, 142-143). The same burial produced silver temple 
rings with open circles and perforated ends (pl. IV, 13), which have parallels among similar material from the 
Beshatasheni, Kushchi, Kiketi, and Gomareti cemeteries (Davlianidze 1983, 147, pl. XVIII). Small bronze rings 
also occurred (pl. IV, 16), of a kind that exist in abundance on early Classical and Hellenistic sites. Parallels for 
a bronze earpick (pl. IV, 17) decorated with strongly stylized twisted ram’s horns are known from Burials Nos 
57 and 97 at Etso (Shatberashvili 2005, 42, pl. XXXI, 13, 16), Burial No. 5 at Beshtasheni (Menabde, Davlianidze 
1968, 120, pl. XI, 348) and Burial No. 67 at Shavsaqdara I (Margishvili, Narimanishvili 2004, 77, pl. CCIV). There 
were two oval penannular bronze bracelets; the finials of one are decorated with stylized rams (pl. IV, 15), 
while the other must have had some kind of representation executed with engraved lines on the thickened 
ends, now difficult to interpret (pl. IV, 14). Such bracelets should in general be dated to the 4th century BC. In 
view of the parallel material, this burial should thus be dated to the 4th century BC.

A ceramic vessel without a handle excavated in Burial No. 51 does not belong to any group. It is deco-
rated with bands of dots and trapeziums and has a perforated base (pl. V, 12). We are unaware of its exact 
parallels, although its general appearance points to the 4th-3rd centuries BC. 

We should mention the iron weapons recovered at the site, notably spearheads and axes. There are three 
types of spearheads: 1. Elongated, with a narrow head and a ridge (pl. VI, 1, 3); 2. With a rhomboid head and 
a ridge (pl. VI, 4); 3. Simple, with a conical shape (pl. VI, 3). The first type is common throughout Georgia in the 
6th-4th centuries BC. The second type has a head and a butt of the same size, while the middle part of the head 
is wide. Such spearheads have been found in Burials Nos 55, 81 and 94 at Etso in Kvemo Kartli (Shatberashvili 
2005, 53). Beyond Kvemo Kartli they known from sites of the 4th-3rd centuries BC in other regions of Georgia 
and in western Azerbaijan (Gamqrelidze, Prtskhalava, Kipiani 2005, 117-129). Spearheads of the third type are 
simple, conical and do not have a butt; they are rather rare and occur only in Kvemo Kartli, at the Skhalta set-
tlement and Shavsaqdara I (Margishvili, Narimanishvili 2004, 78).

Iron axes excavated at the cemetery (pl. VI, 8-9) are of the same shape: they have an oval hole for the 
shaft, a four-faceted butt, a slightly waisted body and a narrow oval blade. Judging by the butt two types can 
be distinguished: 1. Hammer-like with an elongated butt (pl. VI, 8) and 2. Flat butted (pl. VI, 9). The butts of 
the first type of axe are slightly elongated and four-faceted, and parallels are known from the Etso cemetery 
(Shatberashvili 2005, 54 pl. XXIX, 7-8), Shavsaqdara I (Margishvili, Narimanishvili 2004, 86), in the 5th century 
BC burials of Beshtasheni and Manglisi (Davlianidze 1983, 50-51, pl. VII, 17, 23), Asureti (Kvizhinadze 1975, pl. 
XXII, 3), and in the Rveli complex of the 6th-4th centuries BC (Ghambashidze 1973; 62 pl. II, 7). The second type 
of axe with a flattened butt has been found at the Gomareti settlement (Davlianidze 1983, 139 pl. XVI, 6), 
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which is generally dated to the 4th-3rd centuries BC.
Tools—knives and adzes—found at Skhalta are made of iron. The knives are of three types: straight (pl. 

VI, 5), bent (pl. VI, 7) and sickle-shaped (pl. VI, 6). It is thought that bent knives, especially sickle-shaped ones, 
were used for pruning, but one bent knife (pl. VI, 7) that is 0.32m long might have also been used as a weapon. 
An iron adze (pl. VI, 10), which was used for treating wood, was excavated in one of the damaged burials. It is 
of a type that is extremely rare and unparalleled at contemporary sites in Kvemo Kartli. In shape it stands close 
to objects of the same function of the pre-Classical period. It should be observed that there is little innovation 
among the iron weapons and tools, and that they stand very close to material of the previous period.

It was mentioned above that the majority of the burials are rectangular cists made up of rough-cut basalt 
slabs, while five are oval pit-graves. These burial types are common in the Classical period and are widespread 
throughout Georgia. There are pithos-burials in cemeteries contemporary with Skhalta, but they are so far un-
known here. There are cases of collective burials at contemporary sites in Kartli (with more than one occupant 
to a grave), while at Skhalta there are only single burials. It is impossible to explain these differences at this 
stage and it is unlikely to happen before the cemetery is rather more fully studied. It is remarkable that iron 
weapons—spears and axes—were found in five burials out of 60. According to the data from anthropological 
analysis, the proportion of adult males buried in the cemetery is over 45%. Every fifth man had been buried 
with a weapon, which is different from the statistics of ordinary cemeteries of the 4th-3rd centuries BC, where 
every third or fourth man was armed. 

The part of the cemetery we investigated was definitely the resting place of ordinary residents. There was 
not one grave among the sixty that contained a gold object. The reason may lie in the fact that the cemetery 
was incompletely studied. Ordinary cemeteries of this scale in Kvemo Kartli and beyond usually indicate that 
property differentiation had already begun among the community. 

The only settlement contemporary with Skhalta (4th-3rd centuries BC) in Kvemo Kartli is Shavsaqdara II, 
which was badly preserved. At the same time, it should be mentioned that so far buildings with ovens have 
not been recognized in contemporary settlements in Shida Kartli, which increases the importance of this set-
tlement for the reconstruction of everyday life of the people of the kingdom of Kartli.

The settlement and the pits contained pottery similar to that excavated at the cemetery (e.g. jugs and 
pots), which enables us to assume that the settlement and the cemetery were contemporary. Naturally, there 
the artefacts were different in character, being articles common to settlements in general, namely household 
and everyday pottery (pithoi, pots, etc.).

Study of the palynological material showed that climate in the relevant period was cool and humid. The 
quantity of plants appropriate to pasture is large, while the role of arable elements is far smaller, indicating 
agriculture on only a small scale. Livestock breeding was the main occupation of the community, though 
wheat was grown. Horticulture and viticulture (pollen grains of cultivated vines, walnut and hazelnut were 
recovered) were also widespread. Natural conditions proved favourable to growing flax, indicated by remains 
of linen found at the settlement (Qvavadze 2007). The development of cattle breeding is indicated by the 
remains of agapes (places for funeral feasts) arranged near every grave of the cemetery, which produced the 
dismembered bones of domestic animals such as pig, cow and sheep. The breed of cattle from Skhalta is close 
to modern Khevsurian cattle, and the pig was close to the modern Kakhetian breed (Bendukidze 2007). In ad-
dition, craftsmanship in wood was developed at Skhalta.

The Skhalta cemetery and settlement has thus become an important source for the study of the history 
of Kartli in the 4th-3rd centuries BC with its innovations and resulting questions, and its further study will enrich 
our knowledge of this period.
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Woratis namosaxlari mdebareobs axalcixis r-nSi, qalaq vales siaxloves, centri
dan Crdilo-dasvleTiT 1,5 km sameuneo-saxnav farTobze.

Woratis namosaxlari ganfenilia md. focxovis marjvena napiris maRal (simaRle 
70-100 m) terasaze. terasas ukavia daaxloebiT 10 ha farTobi. terasa faqtiurad vakea, 
mciredi (10-120) daferdebiT samxreTidan CrdiloeTis mimarTulebiT. terasa mkveTrad 
gamoyofilia garemodan ori mxridan (CrdiloeTiT da aRmosavleTiT). dasavleTiT igi 
grZeldeba daaxloebiT 3 km. manZilze, Tumca aRsaniSnavia, rom nasaxlaridan dasavle
TiT 100-150 m manZilze SeiniSneboda md. focxovisken daSvebuli patara Rele. rogorc 
Cans, swored misi meSveobiT xdeboda sakvlevi teritoriis morwyva.

namosaxlaris teritorias adgilobrivi mosaxleoba `saurme sers~ uwodebs. topo
nimi migviTiTebs aRniSnul teritoriaze samimosvlo arterias Zveli gzis monakveTze. 
swored vale-Woratze gadis trasa md. focxovis xeobidan md. qvablianis xeobis gavliT 
(ude-arali) zekaris uReltexiliT aWaramde, e.i. zRvispireTamde. amasTanave swored im 
gziT SeiZleba moxvedra md. xaniswylis xeobaSi da Semdgom rionis xeobiT mTian regio
nebSi da Semdgom CrdiloeT kavkasiaSi. e.i. es monakveTi unda iyos istoriulad arsebu
li Crdilo-samxreTis satranzito gzis nawili. amasTanave, swored aq gadis umoklesi 
gza aRmosavleTis damakavSirebel mtkvar-rionis magistralze. amdenad toponimi `sa
urme seri~ am istoriuli realobis amsaxveli unda iyos.

aRsaniSnavia, rom toponimi `Worati~ unda iyos mogvianebiT warmoqmnili. mas ar ic
nobs arc `qarTlis cxovreba~ da, rac mTavaria, arc `gurjistanis vilaieTis didi dav
Tari~, romelSic detalurad aris mocemuli samcxis dasaxelebaTa toponomika da mo
saxleobis raodenoba.

Woratis terasa ZiriTadad moyavisfro TixnariTaa warmodgenili. mis qveS ganfeni
lia Ria moyviTalo, qviSanarevi, qvargvalebis Semcveli Secementebuli gruntuli fena, 
romelic CaWrilia sameurneo ormoebiTa da samarxebiT. fenis zeda porizonti Seicavs 
Zveli qvis xanis naSTebsac.

Woratis namosaxlari moeqca baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis mSeneblobis zol
Si. trasis gaWrisa da zedapiris nivelirebis dros Tavi iCina kulturulma naSTebma. sa
Ziebo kvleviTi samuSaoebi warmoebda 2004 da 2005 ww-Si. pirvel wels Seswavlili iqna 
navTobsadenis trasa, xolo meore wels gazsadenis monakveTi. 

qalaq vales SemogarenSi arqeologiuri Zeglebi eqspediciis muSaobis dawyebamde, 
faqtobrivad, ucnobi iyo. sadReisod aq sxvadasxva periodis ramdenime Zegli iqna ga
movlenili.

1. nasaxlaris CrdiloeTiT da samxreTiT uSualod mimdebare sameurneo savarguleb
Si napovnia andezit-bazaltis da obsidianis xelculebi, safxekebi, saxokebi, saxvrete
bi, rac aq, daaxloebiT 700×200 mm farTobze qveda paleoliTis aSel-musties mZlavri 
Ria sadgomis arsebobas gvavaraudebinebs. sadgomis zeda horizonti dazianebulia. ana
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logiuri Zeglebi cnobilia javaxeTis platoze (axalqalaqi), enguris da rionis xeobeb
Si, afxazeTSi da qvemo qarTlSi.

2. Woratis terasis ukidures Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi, WrilSi SeiniSneba 1-1,2 m 
moSavo-monacrisfro fena, romelSic gamovlenilia marcvlovani, xreSnarevi Tixisa
gan damzadebuli keramikis fragmentebi. monapovari tipuria e.w. adresamiwaTmoqmedo 
kulturisTvis (eneoliTi), romelic gavrcelebulia aRmosavleT amierkavkasiis da ana
toliis Crdilo aRmosavleT regionebis teritoriaze. SesaZloa, swored masTan iyo da
kavSirebuli am periodis mZlavri namosaxlar fenaSi aRmoCenili vertikaluri ovaluri 
SverilebiT Semkuli mozrdili WurWeli. 

3. Woratis nasaxlaris CrdiloeTiT, 250 m gzis WrilSi SeiniSneba gviani brinjaos 
xanis samarovnis kvali, Segrovili mcirericxvovani keramika tipiuria samcxis samarov
nebisaTvis (borniRele, zveli).

4. namosaxlaris irgvliv, daaxloebiT 200-500 m manZilze SeiniSneba adre Suasauku
neebis xanis nagebobaTa naSTebi da keramika. igi, gaTxril monakveTTan erTad, sakmaod 
mozrdil, erTian samosaxlos arsebobas gvafiqrebinebs.

5. namosaxlaris simZlavris maniSnebeli unda iyos vales wminda nikolozis saxelo
bis darbazuli eklesia, romelic aSenebulia XI s-Si da XVII-s CaTvliT funqcioniebda. 
igi ramdenime gzis aris gadakeTebuli [boWoriZe 1991: 58]. ukanasknel periodSi misi fun
qcia aRdgenilia. 

Woratis nasaxlari gaiTxara 220×8m2 farTobze. arqeologiuri naSTebis koncentra
cia SeiniSneboda Txrilis centralur nawilSi, romelic SedarebiT ukeT iyo daculi 
(sur. 1).

gamovlinda ramdenime saTavso.
saTavso # 1 mdebareobs A

22-23 
da B

22-23 
AkvadratebSi. damxrobilia CrdiloeTidan sam

xreTisaken (tab. I). saTavso nageboba or-ganyofilebiania. sacxovrebel oTaxs Crdilo
eTidan midgmuli aqvs marTkuTxa derefani. SemorCenili kedlis sigrZe 6 m, xolo siga
ne 1 m-ia. nagebobis nawili gauTxrel farTobSi Sedis. kedlis gaswvriv Camwkrivebulia 
qvis baliSebi, romlebzedac saxuravis damWeri boZebi idga. kedlebi nagebia riyis qvis 
calpira Tevzifxuri wyobiT. miwis zedapiridan saTavso iataki 0,8 m-is siRrmeze dafiq
sirda. saTavso savse iyo nacar-naxSiriT, xis Zelebis naSTiT, cxovelTa ZvlebiT da niv
Tieri kulturis masaliT: rkinis sami nivTi, Tixis WurWlis fragmentebi da obsidianis 
anatkecebi.

saTavso # 2 mdebareobs A19-20
 da B

19-20 kvadratebSi. nagebobis SemorCenil nawils tra
peciis forma aqvs. samxreTis kedlis sigrZe 4,6 m-ia da aRmosavleTis kedeli 3,2 m. dam
xrobilia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken. Senobas dasavleTidan ebjineba wriuli 
moyvanilobis qvis yrili, romelSic msxvilfexa da wvrilfexa saqonlis Zvlebi aRmoC
nda. # 2 saTavsoSi ori samSeneblo done dafiqsirda. qveda nageboba marTkuTxaa, zoma 
- 5,3×3,4 m.

saTavso # 3 mdebareobs me-17-18 kvadratebSi. miwis zedapiridan 0,4 m siRrmeze. sa
Tavsos naSTi Sedgeba aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken damxrobili qvis kedlis wyobiT, 
romlis sigrZe 3,6-m-ia. kedeli ormagi wyobiT aris nagebi Tixis xsnarze. saTavsos aqvs 
Tixatkepnili iataki.

savaraudod es saTavsoc or ganyofilebiani unda yofiliyo.
samive saTavsoSi mopovebuli iqna sayuradRebo arqeologiuri masala: sxvadasxva sa

meurneo WurWlis fragmentebi, rkinis 7 danis piris fragmenti. vercxlis jvriseburi 
nivTi, brinjaos ori nivTi piradi moxmarebisaTvis, qvis, kaJis da bazaltis iaraR-anat
kecebi, irmis ortota rqis Ziri, taxis eSvebi da sxva.
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ormoebi (sul 21) ganlagebulia energoderefnis mTel farTobze. ormoebi CaWrilia 
riyis qvis, yviTeli Tixis da TabaSirovani niadagis mier Seqmnil konglomeratSi. ormo
ebi Tanamedrove miwis zedapiridan 0.40×0.50 m siRrmeze iwyeba.

ormo # 1 mdebareobs 24-e kvadratSi, igi TiTqmis wriuli formisaa, didi zomis 
(2×1,8  m), damxrobili samxreT-dasavleTisaken, siRrme 1,2 m. ormos fskerze CaSvebuli 
samarxi aRmoCnda, SevsebaSi ki saqonlis Zvlebi, sameurneo daniSnulebis WurWlis frag
mentebi da qvebi.

ormo # 2 mdebareobs 26-eA kvadratSi, wriuli formisaa. diametri 0,90 m, siRrme 1,20 m. 
ormo cilindrulia, swori kedlebiT, arqeologiuri masala SedarebiT mcire iyo.

ormo # 3 26-e kvadratis Crdilo kuTxeSi wriuli formisaa. diametri 0,68 m, siRrme 
1,75 m. ormo cilindrulia, swori kedlebiT. aRmoCnda keramikis fragmentebi, cxovelis 
Zvlebi, bazaltis anatkecebi.

ormo # 4 mdebareobs 27-e kvadratis samxreT kuTxeSi, zemodan wriuli formisaa. di
ametri 1,40 m. ormo qveviT farTovdeba. siRrme – 1.40 m. aRmoCnda nacar-naxSirovani nia
dagis fena, samzareulo keramikis fragmentebi da cxovelis Zvlebi.

ormo # 5 mdebareobs A27-28
 kvadratebis zRvarze. wriuli formisaa. diametri 1,40 m, 

siRrme 0,90 m. cilindruli formis gverdebi Selesili aqvs. ormos fskerze brtyeli 
gaTlili qvis fila ido, aRmoCenili didi zomis samzareulo WurWlis fragmentebis mi
xedviT ormo, SesaZloa, sameurneo daniSnulebis yofiliyo.

ormo # 6 mdebareobs 28-29-e kvadratebis sazRvarze. zemodan ovaluri formisaa. 
damxrobilia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken. zomebi: 1,50×1,20 m. ormo konusuria, qve
viT Seviwrovebuli, siRrme 1,60 m. nacar-naxSirovan SevsebaSi aRmoCnda samzareulo ke
ramikis fragmentebi, cxovelis Zvlebis da qvis natexebi. 1,50 m. siRrmeze aSeluri Co
peris tipis bazaltis da obsidianis iaraRi aRmoCnda. rogorc Cans, isini moxvedrilia 
ormoSi gruntuli konglomeratis CaWris dros.

ormo # 7 mdebareobs 28-e kvadratSi. msxliseburi moyvanilobisa. zedapiri wriuli 
aqvs, diametri 0,80 m. farTo nawilSi diametri udris 1,10 m, siRrme 1 m-ia. fskerze 0,50 
m sigrZis brtyeli gaTlili fila devs. iq aRmoCenili samzareulo da sufris WurWlis 
fragmentebi gvafiqrebinebs, rom ormo sameurneo daniSnulebis unda yofiliyo.

ormo # 8 mdebareobs A30
 kvadratSi. zedapiri wriuli aqvs, diametri 1,30 m. SevsebaSi 

aRmoCnda cxovelTa Zvlebi da sxvadasxva keramikuli WurWlis fragmentebi, maT Soris 
erTi wiTlad SeRebili kanelurebiani.

ormo # 9 mdebareobs 30-e kvadratis Sua nawilSi. ormo wagrZelebuli formisaa, sig
rZe 1,60 m. diametri 1.30 m. siRrme 0,50 m. aRmoCnda didi raodenobiT sxvadasxva tipis sa

sur. 1. saTavsoebisa da sameurneo ormoebis ganlagebis situaciuri gegma
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meurneo WurWlis fragmentebi, maT Soris erTi tandasvretili (sawuri), aseve gantot
vili irmis rqis Ziri.

ormo # 10 mdebareobs A
30

-B
30

 kvadratebis sazRvarze. zemodan wriuli formisaa. dia
metri 0,80 sm. uinventaroa.

ormo # 11 mdebareobs A
31

 kvadratis kuTxeSi, zemodan wriuli formis, diametri 0,90 
sm. ormo cilindrulia, swori kedlebiT. aRmoCnda bazaltis anatkecebi, saqonlis Zvle
bi da WurWlis usaxo fragmentebi.

ormo # 12 mdebareobs 25-e kvadrtSi, zemodan wriuli formis, diametri 0,35 m. siR
rme 1 m. dazianebulia.

ormo # 13 mdebareobs 19-e kvadratSi, zemodan wriuli formis, piris diametri 0,80 m, 
forma cilindruli. aRmoCnda samzareulo keramikis fragmentebi, rkinis sami danis pi
ri da uformo qvis natexebi.

ormo # 14 mdebareobs 28-29-e kvadratebis sazRvarze, zemodan wriulia, piris di
ametri 0,85 m. forma cilindruli, iataki motkepnili. aRmoCnda sameurneo WurWlis 
fragmentebi da saqonlis Zvlebi.

ormi # 15 mdebareobs A22
 kvadratSi. piris diametri 1,70 m, siRrme 1,20 m. ormo fske

risken gafarTovebulia. Ziris diametri 2,10 m. fskerze aRmoCnda tufis gaTlili brtye
li sworkuTxa filebi, romlebic, rogorc Cans, kedlebis mosapirkeTeblad iyo gamoye
nebuli.

ormo # 16 mdebareobs 24-e kvadratSi. momrgvalebuli formisaa, diametri 1,10 m, 
siRrme 1,30 m. ormo Zlier dazianebulia.

ormo # 17 mdebareobs A26
 kvadratSi mTeli ormo Sig Cadgmuli qvevrisgan Sedgeboda, 

romelic dazianebuli aRmoCnda.
ormo #18 mdebareobs A

20 
kvadratSi. ormo msxliseburi moyvanilobisaa, piris dia

metri 0,60 m, gafarToebul nawilSi 1 m. siRrme 1,40 m. masSi uwesrigod Cayrilia nacari, 
naxSiri, keramikis, Zvlisa da qvis fragmentebi. ormo mdebareobs # 2 nagebobasaTan da 
masve ukavSirdeba.

ormo # 19 mdebareobs 20-e kvadratSi. ormo miwis zedapiridan wiTeli laqis saxiT 
gamoirCeoda, rac Zlieri cecxlis kvals aRniSnavda. rogorc gairkva, is puris sacxobi 
iyo. oTxkuTxa formis, 1,50×1,40m. ormos kedlebi amoSenebuli iyo qvis brtyeli, moglu
vebuli filebiT.

ormo # 20 mdebareobs 20-21-e kvadratebis sazRvarze, aqvs araswori wriuli forma, 
siRrme 1 m. ormo savse iyo gadamwvari wiTeli miwiT, cecxlisgan daxeTqili gamuruli 
riyis qvebiT da gadamwvari alizis kvadrebis didi natexebiT. es ormo, SesaZloa, gamo
sawvavi qura yofiliyo, radgan aqve aRmoCnda Tixis saqSeni milebis fragmentebi.

ormo # 21 mdebareobs 33-34-e kvadratebis sazRvarze, odnav wagrZelebuli formis. 
piris diametri 0,90 m. soRrme 1 m. ormos kedlebi Semolesili iyo Tixis feniT. ormoSi 
araferi ar aRmoCnda. igi # 1 saTavsos samxreT kuTxeSi mdebareobda da, SesaZlebelia, 
sanovagis Sesanaxi xaro yofiliyo.

gaTxrili teritoriis mTel farTobze vrceldeboda kulturuli fena, romelic 
Seicavda keramikis fragmentebs, cxovelTa Zvlebs, qvis anamtvrev-anatkecebs, kultu
ruli fenis sisqe iyo 0,3-05 m.

Woratis nasaxlarSi gamovlenili artefaqtebi (21 ormo, 3 saTavso da kulturuli 
fena) Zalian informatiulia da analogebis moZebnisa da daskvnebis gakeTebis saSuale
bas iZleva.

aq aRmoCenili masalebis tipologiur-morfologiurma analizma gviCvena, rom sa
TavsoebSi, ormoebSi da kulturul fenaSi aRmoCenili masalebi absoluturad analo
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giuria, rogorc damzadebis teqnikiT, ise formiT, ornamentiT da Tavisi sameurneo da
niSnulebiT; amitom, Cven maT erTad ganvixilavT (tab. II-VI).

qoTnebi (sul 57 fragmenti), yvela Carxzea damzadebuli da, xSirad, Sida da zeda 
pirze Carxis zolebi etyoba. umetesoba zedapirze nafotiTaa mosworebuli, rac para
lelur wvril xazebs tovebs da ornamentis STabeWdilebas qmnis. warmodgenilia Wur
Wlis Semdegi tipebi: qoTnebi didi da saSualo zomis, lega-moSavo an lega-moyavisfrod 
gamomwvari, aqvT gadaSlili piri, cilindruli yeli, brtyeli Ziri, didi yurebi.

doqebi (sul 20 fragmenti), axasiaTebT SedarebiT Txeli keci, gamomwvaria movardis
frod da SeRebilia wiTlad, aqvT miliseburi yeli, mrgvali muceli da brtyeli Ziri. 
TiTo yuri miZerwilia yelsa da mxarze.

qilebi (sul 18 fragmenti), lega-monacisfro an movardisfro-nacrisferi, pir
gadaSlili, yelCaRaruli, mogrZo taniT da brtyeli ZiriT, Cveulebrivad yurebi ara 
aqvT.

jamebi (sul 24 fragmenti), ruxi-moSavo an lega-moSavo, xSirad zedapirnaprialebia, 
aqvT swori an wakveTili piri, wiboiani muceli, brtyeli an qusliani Ziri, yurebi ara 
aqvT.

qvevrebi (sul 27 fragmenti), didi zomis, uxeSi msxvilmarcvliani Tixis, lega-var
disferi, an lega-nacrisferi, axasiaTebs sqeli qobiani piri, mokle, odnav SesamCnevi ye
li, gamoberili muceli da SedarebiT viwro Ziri, yurebi ara aqvT. qvevrebi ornamenti
rebulia reliefuri an reliefurad daWdeuli sartyelebiT.

dergebi (sul 34 fragmenti), didi da saSualo zomis, uyelo, lega-monacisfro an 
lega-vardisferi, aqvT swori qobiani piri, mrgvali muceli, brtyeli Ziri, iSviaTad 
gvxvdeba mrgvalganivkveTiani yurebi, umetesobis zedapiri dafarulia usistemod gan
lagebuli amoRaruli xazebiT an daWdeuli xazebiT.

samtuCa WurWeli (sul 5 fragmenti), saSualo sisqis keci, Ria-movardisfrod an Ca
lisfrad gamomwvari, xSirad wiTlad SeRebili, aqvT samtuCa piri, momrgvalo muceli, 
brtyeli Ziri, TiTo yuri yelsa da mxareze.

koWobi (sul 16 fragmenti), lega-moSavo an lega-nacrisferi, aqvT gadaSlili piri, 
cilindruli mokle yeli, naklebad gamoberili muceli da brtyeli Ziri, erTi yuri mi
Zerwilia pirsa da mxarze. Semkulia naprialebi zolebiT da xazebiT.

tolCa-sasmisi - 1 fragmenti, tandasvretili WurWlis fragmentebi, nacrisferi da 
movardisfro.

miliani WurWeli, 2 egzemplari, qoTniseburi formis, gverdze gadmosasxmeli mokle 
miliT, nacrisferi.

yvela tipis WurWeli sameurneo daniSnulebisaa. amaTgan samzareulo da sanovagis 
Sesanaxi unda iyos: qvevrebi, dergebi, didi zomis qoTnebi, qilebi, sawuri. sufris Wur
Wels ganekuTvneba jamebi, koWbebi, doqebi, samtuCa sasmisebi da miliani WurWeli.

ornamenti SedarebiT iSviaTia da martivi. sul 72 erTeuli.
1. wiTeli da moyavisfro wernaqianiT SeRebili - 8 fragmenti.
2. zedapirnaprialebi – 8 fragmenti.
3. dawneviT Seqmnili saxeebi – 5 fragmenti.
4. amokawruli geometriuli ornamenti – 3 fragmenti.
5. amoRaruli usistemo xazebi – 6 fragmenti.
6. reliefuri sartyeli – 10 fragmenti.
7. reliefuri daWdeuli sartyeli – 7 fragmenti.
8. kanelurebi - 2 fragmenti.
9. amoRaruli festonebi – 1 fragmenti.
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10. amoRaruli festonebiT mxarze da nafotiT mosworebuli zedapiriT – 21 frag
menti.

Woratis nasaxlarze liToni warmodgenilia Semdegi nivTebiT: 
rkinis danis pirebi – 7 erTeuli, umetesad fragmentulia.
brinjaos pinceti da sakinZis natexi, 2 fragmenti da vercxlis jvriseburi nivTi. 

yvela maTgani sameurneo da piradi moxmarebisaa.
qvis iaraRebi iSviaTia, riyis qvis salesi (1 cali); bazaltis safxeki (2 cali); kaJis 

safxeki (3 cali); da 33 cali obsidianis anatkeci namuSevrobis kvaliT.
osteologiurma masalam Seadgina 292 erTeuli, amaTgan Sinauria: cxeni, Zroxa, Ro

ri, cxvari, Txa da qaTami. gareulia: iremi, kanjari, Tevzi.
Woratis nasaxlaris mimoxilva gviCvenebs, rom Zeglze gaTxrili sameurneo ormoebi 

sxvadasxva daniSnulebisaa. rig SemTxvevaSi fiqsirdeba maTi meoradi gamoyeneba samar
xeul ormod. 

gaTxrebis procesSi dafiqsirda SedarebiT ukeT daculi sami qvis saZirkvelia
ni darbazuli tipis oTxkuTxa nageboba. kuTxeebTan devs saxuravis sayrdeni svetebis 
mozrdili qvis `baliSebi~. gadaxurva, savaraudod, banuria, wyoba Tevzifxuri, tala
xis xsnariT Semagrebuli. aRsaniSnavia, rom nagebobaTa es detalebi garkveulad ukav
Sirdeba eTnografiul yofaSi dadasturebul e.w. `mesxur arqiteqturas~. am mosazrebas 
garkveulad adasturebs nagebobaTa Sida sivrceSi arsebuli puris sacxobi Tone, same
urneo ormoebi, sanovagis Sesanaxi xaro da sxva. nasaxlarze Cans keramikis gamosawvavi 
quris da liTongadamamuSavebeli sawarmos naSTebi.

Woratis nasaxlari Tavisi arqiteqturiT gansakuTrebul siaxloves avlens aRmo
savleT saqarTvelos iseT ZeglebTan, rogoricaa urbnisi [WilaSvili 1964: 110-117], kar
snisxevi [nikolaiSvili 1995], Jinvali [CixlaZe 1999: 32-55], rusTavi [CikoiZe, CxataraS
vili 2005: tab. 28-32], Weremi [mamaiaSvili 2004: 106-111] da sxva. amave Zeglebze vlindeba 
Woratis nivTieri monapovris paralelebic. maT safuZvelze Cans, rom nasaxlari fun
qcionirebda adre Suasaukuneebis xanaSi, ax.w. IV-IX ss-Si.

udaod aRsaniSnavia is faqtic, rom Woratis arqeologiuri monacemebi zustad em
Txveva istoriul situacias. ax.w. I saukunis dasasrulidan gaZlierebas iwyebs qarTlis 
samefo. igi afarTovebs Tavisi gavlenis areals, ZiriTadad samxreTis momarTulebiT 
da samcxis teritoria eqceva mis farglebSi. Cvens mier Seswavlili samarovnebi Woratsa 
da orWosanSi am procesis damadasturebel nivTier dasabuTebas gvaZlevs. ax.w. IV sau
kunis dasawyisisTvis es procesi dasrulebulia. arqeologiuri masalebis paralelebi 
mxolod iberiis samefos teritoriaze gvxvdeba (mcxeTa, aRaiani, urbnisi, Jinvali, rus
Tavi, bori, kldeeTi da sxva). winare periodis kolxuri impulsebi da gavlena, faqtiu
rad, gamqralia.
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suraTebis da tabulebis aRweriloba

sur. 1 – saTavsoebisa da sameurneo ormoebis ganlagebis situaciuri gegma.

tab. I – saTavso # 1. Ggegma da Wrili.

tab. II-VI – saTavsoebidan da kulturuli fenebidan momdinare masala.
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The Chorati settlement is situated in Akhaltsikhe district, north-west of the town centre of Vale, and ex-
tends over 1.5 km of an agricultural terrace.

The Chorati settlement extends over a high terrace (70-100 m above sea level) situated on the right bank 
of the river Potskhovi. The terrace is level, slopes gently (10-12º) from south to north, and occupies an area of 
about 10 ha. The terrace is sharply delineated from the surrounding area at the north and east. It extends 3 
km towards the west. It is worth mentioning that a small tributary of the Potskhovi used formerly to irrigate 
the settlement flows 100-150m to the west.

Today locals call the area of the settlement “Saurme Seri”, “Slope for a Cart”, which implies the existence at 
one time of a road linking the settlement with other places. The highway from the Potskhovi valley to Adjara 
and the Black Sea coast runs through Vale-Chorati and via the Kvabliani valley (Ude-Arali) and the Zekari Pass. 
It is also a route to North Caucasia via the Khanistsqali Valley and the Rioni Valley beyond, and must be the 
part of a historical north-south transit road. The shortest way to the east to the Mtkvari-Rioni main road also 
runs here. There is thus a basis in historical reality in the toponym “Saurme Seri”. 

It is noteworthy that the toponym Chorati was probably a later development. It is not mentioned in 
Kartlis Tskhovreba (Life of Kartli) nor in the Great Register of Guurjistan Vilayet, which gives detailed information 
about the place-names of Samtskhe and the size of its population. 

The Chorati terrace is mainly brownish loam. Underneath is a light yellow, hard-packed dirt layer contain-
ing sand and lithic cores, and cut through by household pits and burials. The upper horizon of the layer also 
contains remains of the Stone Age. The Chorati settlement fell within the area of the construction works of the 
BTC pipeline. Cultural remains emerged during the cutting of the route and levelling the surface. Research 
works were carried out in 2004 and 2005. The pipeline route and the pipeline section were investigated. Ar-
chaeological sites in the environs of Vale were actually unknown before the expedition started. Several sites 
of different period have been excavated by now:

Agricultural areas immediately adjacent to north and south of the settlement revealed andesite-basalt 
and obsidian hand-axes, scrapers, side scrapers, perforators, which indicate the presence of strong open 
Acheulian-Moustierian dwellings of the Lower Paleolithic over an area of about 700x200m. The upper horizon 
of the dwelling is damaged. Analogous sites are known at Javakheti Plateau (Akhalkalaki), the Enguri and the 
Rioni Valleys, in Abkhazia and Kvemo Kartli.

In the extreme north part of the Chorati terrace, in the section a blackish-grey 1-1.2m layer can be ob-
served, which revealed fragments of unattractive pottery made from grained clay with gravel admixture. The 
assemblage is diagnostic of the so called Early Farming Culture (Eneolithic), widespread in eastern Transcau-
casia and the north-east regions of Anatolia. It is likely that a large vessel decorated with vertical oval projec-
tions excavated in the thick occupation stratum of this period was connected with those regions.

North of the Chorati settlement, in a section 250 m long on the road, there is a trace of a Late Bronze Age 
cemetery. The sparse pottery collected here is typical of Samtskhe cemeteries (Bornighele, Zveli). Remains of 
Early Medieval buildings and pottery can be seen for 200-500m beyond the settlement. Together with the 
excavated part, it suggests that there once existed here quite a large, united, settlement. The influence of the 

 M a l k h a z  B a r a m i d z e 
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settlement is suggested by the existence of the basilica of St. Nicholas in Vale, built in the 11th century and 
which functioned until the 17th century. It was reconstructed several times (Bochoridze 1991, 58) and has 
recently been reopened. 

The Chorati settlement was excavated over an area of 220 x 8 m. A concentration of archaeological fea-
tures was observed in the central part of the trench, which was relatively better preserved (fig. 1).

Chorati IV-261
Room No. 1 is situated in grids A, 22-23 and B, 22-23. It is oriented north to south (pl. I). The room has two 

parts. The living room was approached by a rectangular corridor. The surviving length of the wall is 6 m and 
its width 1 m. Part of the building extends into an unexcavated area. Stone cushions are arranged along the 
wall and were used to support columns holding up the ceiling. The walls are built of pebbles in a fishbone 
pattern. The floor was recorded at a depth of 0.8 m from the ground level. The room was full of ashes and 
charcoal, remains of timber, animal bones and some artefacts: three iron objects, fragments of pottery and 
obsidian flakes.

Room No. 2 is situated in grids A, 19-20 and B, 19-20. The surviving part of the building is trapezoidal. The 
south wall is 4.6 m and the east wall 3.2 m long. It is oriented east to west. A circular stone mound is attached 
to the construction, which contained the bones of cattle. Two building strata were recorded in Room No. 2. 
The lower structure is rectangular and measures 5.3 x 3.4 m.

Room No. 3 is situated in grids 17 and 18 at 0.4 m below ground level. The remains of the room consist of 
a wall oriented east to west, 3.6 m long, and built of double masonry using a clay bonding solution. The floor 
of the room is plastered with clay.

This room must also have had two parts.
All three rooms produced interesting finds: fragments of various kinds of household pottery, fragments 

of 7 knife blades, a silver cross-like object, two bronze toilet items, stone, flint and basalt flakes, base of an 
antler, wild boar tusks, etc.

There were a total of 21 pits situated over the whole area of the ROW. They are cut through a conglomer-
ate consisting of pebbles, and yellow loam containing gypsum. They begin at a depth of 0.4-0.5 m below the 
modern ground level.

Pit No. 1 is situated in grid 24. It is almost circular, large (2 x 1.8m), oriented south to west, and 1.2 m 
deep. At the bottom of the pit a suspended burial was found, and the fill contained cattle bones, fragments 
of household pottery and stones.

Pit No. 2 is situated in grid 26, is circular with a diameter of 0.9 m, and a depth of 1.2 m. It is cylindrical with 
straight walls and sparse archaeological material.

Pit No. 3 is situated in the north corner of grid 26, is circular with a diameter of 0.68 m, and a depth of 
1.75m. It is cylindrical with straight walls and contained pottery fragments, animal bones, basalt flakes.

Pit No. 4 is situated in the south corner of grid 27, and is circular at the top where its diameter is 1.4 m. It 
broadens towards the bottom, at a depth of 1.4 m. There was a soil layer with ash and charcoal, fragments of 

Fig. 1. Plan of showing the distribution of rooms and pits
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ceramic kitchenware and animal bones.
Pit No. 5 is situated on the border of grids A, 27-28. It is circular with a diameter of 1.4 m, and a depth of 

0.9 m. Its cylindrical sides were plastered, and a flat hewn stone lay on the bottom of the pit. Judging by frag-
ments of large kitchen vessels, it may have had a household function.

Pit No. 6 is situated on the border of grids 28-29. It is oval at the top, measuring approximately 1.5 x 1.2 
m, and is oriented east to west. It is conical, narrowing towards the bottom, at a depth of 1.6 m. The fill of ash 
and coal included fragments of ceramic kitchenware, broken animal bones and stones. At a depth of 1.5 m, 
Acheulian basalt and obsidian tools were recovered. It would appear that they appeared in the pit when the 
dirt conglomerate was cut into.

Pit No. 7 is situated in grid No. 28. It is pear-shaped with a circular mouth, diameter 0.8 m. At it widest, the 
diameter is 1.1m, and the depth is 1m. A flat hewn slab 0.5 x 0.5 m lies on the bottom. Fragments of kitchen-
ware and tableware suggest that the pit had a household function.

Pit No. 8 is situated in grid A30. It has a circular mouth, diameter 1.3 m. There were animal bones and vari-
ous fragments of pottery, including a red painted one with flutes.

Pit No. 9 is situated in the middle part of grid 30. It is elongated, measuring 1.6 m x 1.3 m, and 0.5 m in 
depth. It contained numerous fragments of various kinds of pottery, including a sieve, and the base of an 
antler.

Pit No. 10 is situated at the border of grids A, 30-B, 30. The mouth is circular, 0.8 m in diameter. There were 
no finds.

Pit No. 11 is situated in the corner of grid A31. The mouth is circular, 0.9 m in diameter. The pit is cylindrical 
with straight walls. It contained basalt flakes, cattle bones and unattractive fragments of vessels.

Pit No. 12 is situated in grid No. 12 and was damaged. The mouth is circular, 0.35 m in diameter, and 1 m 
deep. 

Pit No. 13 is situated in grid 19. The mouth is circular, 0.8 m in diameter, and the pit is cylindrical. It con-
tained fragments of ceramic kitchenware, three iron knife blades and irregular pieces of stone.

Pit No. 14 is situated at the border of grids 28 and 29. The mouth is circular, 0.8 m in diameter, and the pit 
is cylindrical. The floor was rolled smooth. The pit contained fragments of household vessels and cattle bones.

Pit No. 15 is situated in grid A, 22. The diameter of the mouth is 1.7 m, and the depth 1.2 m. The pit gets 
broader towards the bottom. The diameter of the base is 2.10 m. Rectangular, flat, hewn tufa slabs were found 
on the floor, apparently used for lining the walls.

Pit No. 16 is situated in grid 24, but was badly damaged. It has a round shape, being 1.1.m in diameter 
and 1.3m deep. 

Pit No. 17 is situated in grid A, 26. Lined with a badly damaged pithos. 
Pit No. 18 is situated in grid A, 20. Pear-shaped, the diameter of the mouth is 0.6m, and at the broadest 

part 1 m. It is 1.4 m deep. Ashes, charcoal, fragments of bone and stone had been thrown into it. It is located 
near Building No. 2, with which it appears to have been associated.

Pit No. 19 is situated in grid 20. It showed up on the ground as a red spot, implying traces of an intense 
fire. It turned out to be a rectangular bakery (1.5 x 1.4 m). The walls were constructed of smooth stone slabs. 

Pit No. 20 is situated at the border of grids 20 and 21. It round but irregularly so, and 1 m deep. It was filled 
with burnt red soil, sooty pebbles cracked from fire and huge pieces of burnt adobe blocks. It may have been 
a kiln for firing ceramics since fragments of clay blowpipes were recovered nearby. 

Pit No. 21 is situated at the border of grids 33-34. It is slightly elongated, with a mouth 0.9 m across, and 
1m deep. The walls were plastered with a coat of clay. It was empty, but positioned at the south corner of 
Room No. 1, it may have been used for food storage.

The occupation layer was 0.3-0.5 m thick and stretched over the whole of the excavated area; it con-
tained fragments of pottery, animal bones, stone flakes and chips; the cultural stratum.

Artefacts assembled at the Chorati settlement (21 pits, 3 rooms and a cultural stratum) are highly in-
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formative and enable us to look for parallels and draw conclusions.
A typological analysis of the finds showed that the material recovered from the rooms, pits and cultural 

stratum are completely uniform in terms of technique as well as shape, ornament and household function. 
They are therefore, discussed together (pl. II-IV).

The pots (57 fragments were found) were all manufactured on a potter’s wheel and often display traces 
both on the interior and the exterior. Most of them were smoothed with a piece of wood which left thin 
parallel lines creating the impression of an ornament. The following types of vessels are represented: large 
medium-sized pots, fired light brown to black, with offset rims, cylindrical necks, flat bases and large handles. 

Jugs (20 fragments) are mainly characterized by a thin fabric, fired pink and painted red, with tubular 
necks, round bodies and flat bases. One handle links neck and shoulder.

Jars (18 fragments), light brown through grey to pink fabric, with offset rims, grooved necks, elongated 
bodies and flat bases; without handles.

Bowls (24 fragments), light brown through grey to black, often with burnished exteriors, straight or trun-
cated rims, ribbed bodies, flat or footed heels, no handles.

Pithoi (27 fragments), large, coarse-grained clay, light brown, through pink to grey fabric, with thick rims, 
short necks, swelling bodies and relatively narrow bases; without handles. The pithoi are ornamented with 
relief or hatched bands.

Large pots (34 fragments), large and medium-sized, without necks, light brown through pink to grey fab-
ric, straight rims, round bodies, flat bases, rarely with handles that are round in section. The exteriors of most 
of them are covered with irregular incised or hatched lines. 

Vessel with a trefoil rim (5 fragments), medium-thick fabric, fired light brown to pink, often painted red, 
trefoil rim, rounded body, flat base, one handle between neck and shoulder.

Small pot (16 fragments), light brown through grey to black, offset rim, short cylindrical neck, slight-
ly swelling body and flat base, one handle between rim and shoulder; decorated with burnished lines and 
hatching.

Mug, 1 fragment. Fragments of a vessel with perforations. Grey and pink.
Vessel with a tube, 2 examples, pot-shaped, with a short tube for pouring, grey.
All these vessels had a household function. They included pithoi, large pots, jars, and sieves, that were 

kitchenware and food storage items. Bowls, small pots, jugs, drinking vessels with trefoil rims and the vessel 
with a tube were tableware.

Ornamentation is rare and simple. There were a total of 72 decorated items.
Painted with red and brownish slip, 8 fragments
Burnished exterior, 8 fragments
Patterns created by pressing, 5 fragments
Incised geometrical ornament, 3 fragments
Engraved irregular lines, 6 fragments
Relief band, 10 fragments
Relief hatched band, 7 fragments
Fluted, 2 fragments
Incised festoons, 1 fragment
Incised festoons on the shoulder and exterior smoothed with a piece of wood, 21 fragments
The Chorati settlement produced the following metal objects:
Iron knife blades: 7 items, mainly fragmentary.
Bronze pincers and a fragment of a pin, 2 fragments and a cross-like object. All of them are household 

and personal items.
Stone tools are sparsely represented: a grind-stone made from a pebble, two basalt scrapers, three flint 

scrapers, and 33 obsidian flakes with traces of wear.
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Osteological material consisted of 292 items. Domestic animals included: horse, cow, pig, sheep, goat 
and hen; wild animals: deer, onager, fish.

The review of the Chorati settlement shows that the household pits excavated at the site had different 
functions. There are cases of secondary usage for pit-graves.

Three relatively well preserved hall-type rectangular buildings with stone foundations emerged dur-
ing excavation. Large stone cushions were positioned in the corners for supporting columns. The roof was 
presumably flat. The fishbone masonry was bonded with an earth mixture. It is noteworthy that all these 
constructional features are close to what is termed ‘Meskhetian architecture” known from the ethnographic 
record. This impression is supported by the bakery, the household pits, and the food storage pits arranged in-
side the buildings, as well as by the remains of kilns and smelting furnaces recovered at the other settlement.

In terms of architecture, the Chorati settlement is close to the sites of eastern Georgia, such as Urbnisi (Chi-
lashvili 1964, 110-117), Karniskhevi (Nikolaishvili 1995), Zhinvali (Chikhladze 1999, 32-55), Rustavi (Chikoidze, 
Chkhatarashvili 2005, pl. 28-32), Cheremi (Mamaiashvili 2004, 106-111), etc. These sites have parallels with the 
Chorati material, and show that the settlement functioned in the early Middle Ages, in the 4th to 9th centuries 
AD.

It must also be stated that the archaeological data from the Chorati settlement coincide exactly with the 
historical situation. From the end of the 1st century AD, the kingdom of Kartli became progressively stronger. 
It expanded the area of its influence, mainly southwards and the territory of Samtskhe fell into its area. The 
cemeteries at Chorati and Orchosani that were investigated provide material evidence for this process. By the 
beginning of the 4th century this process had already come to an end. Parallels for our artefacts are only to 
be found in the territory of the kingdom of Iberia (Mtskheta, Aghaiani, Urbnisi, Zhinvali, Rustavi, Bori, Kldeeti, 
etc.). Colchian influences apparent in the previous period are now absent.
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Woratis samarovani mdebareobda axalcixis raionSi, qalaq valesTan. misi aRmoCena 
baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis mSeneblobasTan aris dakavSirebuli. samarovani 2004 
wels iqna aRmoCenili, igi erTfeniania. gakeTda 12 sadazvervo Txrili. gamovlenili iq
na 17 samarxi. amaTgan gaiTxara 16, erTi ki kerZo mesakuTris farTobSi darCa, gaiwminda 
am samarxis mxolod dasavleTi monakveTi da mieca nomeri (qvis samarxi # 5). am 17 samar
xidan 4 qvis samarxia, xolo danarCeni xis Zelebiani ormosamarxebi (tab. I).

dakrZalvis wesi ZiriTadad qristianulia, Tumca, erTi da imave samarxSi Segvxvda 
winaqristianuli, warmarTuli wesiT dakrZalulnic. samarovnis funqcionirebis Tari
Ri V-VIII saukunebiiT ganisazRvra. 

samarxi # 1 (tab. II) qvis samarxia. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT, 
gamarTulia miwis Tanamedrove zedapiridan 0,95 m siRrmeze. samarxi dazianebuli iyo, 
saxuravi moxsnili, xolo kedlebi dazianebuli hqonda. gare zomebi: 2,3×1×0,65 m, Sida 
– 1,9×0,6×0,65 m. samarxis gverdiTi kedlebi Sedgenilia ori uxeSad damuSavebuli qviSaq
visagan, Tavkedlebad ki TiTo qvis fila hqonda Cadgmuli. qvis sisqe – 0,2 m.

samarxSi oTxi micvalebuli iyo dakrZaluli: sami zrdasruli da erTi mozardi. 
pirveli da meore qristianuli wesiT daukrZalavT zurgze gaSotili, xelebi mxrebis 
gaswvriv hqondaT CaSvebuli, xolo mesame, bolos Casvenebuli, daukrZalavT marjvena 
gverdze, kidurebmokecili, xelebi saxis win hqonda dawyobili. meoTxe ConCxi, mozar
disa, samarxis aRmosavleT nawilSi iyo mixvetili. samarxSi aRmoCenili erTi micvalebu
lis ConCxi ekuTvnoda 55-59 wlis dedakacs, ori _ 40-44, 65-69 wlis mamakacebs da erTic 
3-4 wlis bavSvs (anTropoligiuri masala Seiswavla l. aslaniSvilma).

samarxis CrdiloeT kedelTan, 40-44 wlis mamakacis ConCxze aRmoCnda brinjaos beWe
di, romelsac ganivkveTSi oTxkuTxa, dawaxnagebuli rkali aqvs, mxrebze mrgval-brtye
li farakia darCiluli. farakze sqematurad gamosaxulia cxenze amxedrebuli mamakaci 
grZeli SubiT, romelsac Tavze Saravandedi adgas (SesaZloa wminda giorgi). beWdis rka
lis dm – 2,5 sm (tab. VIII2).

samarxi # 2 (tab. III) qvis samarxia, gamarTulia miwis zedapiridan 1,6 m siRrmeze, dam
xrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT, dazianebulia. saxuravi ar hqonda SemorCeni
li. In situ mdgomareobaSi SemorCenilia samarxis ganivi da CrdiloeTis grZivi kedeli, 
romelTanac TiTqmis Setyupebuli iyo samxreTis kedeli. samarxi gamarTulia masiuri 
qviSaqvis filebisagan. CrdiloeTis grZivi kedlis sigrZe 1,9 m-ia, sisqe – 0,12 m, zomebi: 
1,16×0,9m, sisqe – 0,1 m. Tavkedlebs vertikaluri naribandebi hqonda amokveTili, romel
Sic Tavis droze gverdiTi kedlis boloebi yofila Camjdari.

samarxSi micvalebulis 16 ConCxi aRmoCnda, daukrZalavT sxvadasxva dros. masala 
areuli iyo, magram Canda, rom gvian Casvenebulebi qristianuli wesiT iyvnen damarxul
ni. samarxSi 5 mamakaci iyo dakrZaluli, romelTa asaki ganisazRvra 65-69, 50-54, 40-44, 

vera CixlaZe

Woratis adreqristianuli xanis  
samarovani
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35-40, 30-34 wlebiT, oTxi dedakaci 60-64, 25-29, 30-34, 45-49 wlisa, 5 mozardisa _ 7-9, 5-6, 
3-4, 7-8 da ori uasako Cvili.

samarxSi aRmoCnda: 
1. brinjaos beWedi. ganivkveTSi mrgval-brtyeli beWdis rkali mxrebTan gaganiere

buli da Sesqelebulia. rkalSi amoWrilia rombiseburi Tvalbude, romelSic molurjo 
minis Tvalia Casmuli (adgilze daiSala, aReba ver moxerxda). rkalis dm – 2,2 sm. farakis 
sigane – 1 sm (tab. VIII6

). 
2. beWedi brinjaosi, ganivkveTSi mrgval-brtyeli, Txeli rkali mxrebTan gaganiere

bulia da qmnis mogrZo, rombisebur faraks. farakis zedapirze amokawrulia gamosaxu
leba. rkalis dm – 2 sm (tab. VIII

7
).

3. sayure vercxlisa. igi warmoadgens mrgvalganivkveTian Tavgaxsnil rgols, ro
melsac qvemoT mirCiluli aqvs vercxlisave Reraki. masze mcire zomis margalitis mZi
via asxmuli. sayuris dm - 1,6 sm. sayuris sigrZe – 2 sm (tab. VIII

9
).

4. sayure vercxlisa. igi warmoadgens mrgvalganivkveTian Tavgaxsnil rgols, ro
melsac qvemoT mirCiluli aqvs vercxlisave mcire Tanabari zomis mrgvali burTulebi 
(yurZnis mtevnis imitacia). dm – 1,6 sm, sigrZe – 1,9 sm (tab. VIII

8
). 

5. kauris niJara, mcire zomisa. SemorCenilia nawilobriv. sigrZe – 1,1 sm, sigane – 0,6 
sm. 

samarxi # 3 (tab. IV) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia, romelsac oTxive kuTxeSi riyis qve
bi hqonda Cadgmuli. xis Zelebi eyrdnoboda qvebs. igi gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 
0,6 m siRrmeze, damxrobili dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. ormos zomebia 2,06×0,9 m. sa
marxSi 5-8 wlis mozardi iyo dakrZaluli qristianuli wesiT, zurgze gaSotili, xelebi 
mkerdze hqonda dawyobili. Zvlovani masala fragmentulad iyo SemorCenili. inventari 
ar dadasturebula. 

samarxi # 4 (tab. IV) qvayriliani qvis samarxia. igi miwis zedapiridan 0,7 m siRrme
ze gaumarTavT. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. samarxis zomebia 1,80×1, 
10×0,6  m, dazianebulia. SemorCenilia samxreTis grZivi kedeli (kldis erTiani filaq
visagan gamoTlili) da Tavkedlis mxolod Ziris nawilebi. 

samarxSi 0,3 m miwis aRebis Semdeg, qvayrilze, aRmoCnda erTi ConCxi, romelic sa
marxis centralur nawilSi iyo dakrZaluli. am ConCxis ganlagebis mixedviT saqme unda 
gvqondes meorad dakrZalvasTan. ConCxis aRebis Semdeg samarxs movxseniTY qvayrili da 
davediT iatakis doneze. samarxis Sida zomebia: 1,6×0,7×0,6 m.

samarxSi ori zrdasruli individi iyo dakrZaluli, erTi qristianuli wesiT – zur
gze gaSotili, xelebi mxrebis gaswvriv hqonda CaSvebuli, xolo meore ise fragmentu
lad iyo SemorCenili, rom misi dakrZalvis poza ver gairkva. samarxis aRmosavleT Tav
kedelTan ori mozardis Tavis qala iyo Cafluli. anTropologiuri monacemebiT Ziri
Tadi ConCxebi ekuTvnoda 65-70 da 60-64 wlis mamakacebs, xolo Tavis qalebi – 2-4 wlis 
bavSvebs.

samarxSi aRmoCnda rkinis samajuri, boloebgadasuli, mrgvalganivkveTiani, mrgval
rgoliani. rkinis Rero daJangulia, gatexilia orad. dm – 6,5 sm (tab. VIII1

). 
samarxi # 6 (tab. V) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia. gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 1 

m siRrmeze. damxrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. samarxi CaWrili iyo qvaRorRi
an niadagSi. Tavkedlebad brtyeli qvebi hqonda Cadgmuli. zomebi: 0,7×0,35×0,15 m (dasav
leTisa) da 0,45×0,2×0,65 m (aRmosavleTisa). grZivi kedlebi Sedgenilia vertikalurad 
Cadgmuli xuT-xuTi xis Zelisagan, rac am samarxs ganasxvavebs samarovanze aRmoCenili 
yvela xis Zelebiani samarxebisagan (xis Zelebi vertikalurad Cadgmuli imitom iyo, rom 
ormosamarxi qva-RorRisagan daecva). ormos zomebi – 1,5×0,45 m. samarxSi erTi, 20-24 wlis 
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dedakacis ConCxi dadasturda. igi qristianuli wesiT iyo dakrZaluli, zurgze gaSoti
li, xelebi muclis areSi hqonda dawyobili. samarxSi inventari ar aRmoCenila. 

samarxi # 7 (tab. IV) xis ZelebiT Sekruli ormosamarxia. igi mdebareobda miwis ze
dapiridan 1 m siRrmeze. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. Tavsa da boloSi 
patara zomis qvebi hqonda Cadgmuli, xolo zemodan gadaxuruli iyo sigrZivi ZelebiT. 
ormos zomebia: 1,5×0,4 m.

samarxSi 5-8 wlis mozardis ConCxi aRmoCnda, igi daukrZalavT marjvena gverdze ki
durebmokecili, xelis mtevnebi saxis win hqonda dawyobili. 

samarxSi aRmoCnda minisebri pastis mZivebi, mrgval-brtyeli, Zlier Sladi (SemorCe
nilia sami cali) (tab. VIII3

). 
samarxi # 8 (tab. VI) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia. gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 

0,8 m siRrmeze. damxrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. samarxi (zomebi: 1,5×0,65 m).
samarxSi aRmoCnda qritianuli wesiT dakrZaluli 20-24 wlis dedakacis ConCxi, zur

gze gaSotili, xelebi muclis areSi hqonda dawyobili. samarxSi inventari ar aRmoCeni
la. 

samarxi # 9 (tab. IV) ormosamarxia, romelsac CrdiloeTiT grZivi kedeli araTanaba
ri zomis qvebiT hqonda SemosazRvruli. gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 0,7 m siRrmeze, 
damxrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. ormos wargZelebuli oTxkuTxedis forma 
hqonda. zomebi – 1,80×0,8 m.

samarxSi aRmoCnda sami micvalebulis ConCxi. erTi, qristianulad dakrZaluli, 
ekuTvnoda 16-20 wlis mamakacs; meore ConCxi, 8-10 wlis mozardisa, dakrZaluli iyo mar
cxena gverdze, odnav kidurebmokecili, xolo mesame, 3-5 wlis bavSvisa, SemorCenili iyo 
fragmentulad. samarxSi inventari ar aRmoCenila. 

samarxi # 10 (tab. X) ormosamarxia, gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 0,5 m siRrmeze, 
damxrobili - dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. ormos zomebi: 1,80×0,65 m. samarxSi esvena 
erTi micvalebuli, odnav kidurebmokecili, marcxena gverdze, xelebi saxis win hqonda 
dawyobili. igi ekuTvnoda 55-59 wlis dedakacs. inventari ar aRmoCenila.

samarxi # 11 (tab. VI) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia. gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiridan 
0,75 m siRrmeze. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. samarxis grZivi kedlebi 
ZelebiT iyo SemosazRvruli. samarxi ormos zomebia 1,70×0,7 m. samarxSi qristianuli we
siT dakrZaluli iyo erTi micvalebuli, zurgze gaSotili, xelebi mkerdis areSi hqonda 
dawyobili. ekuTvnoda 65-69 wlis mamakacs. inventari ar aRmoCenila. 

samarxi # 12 (tab.VII) xis ZelebiT Sekruli ormosamarxia. igi gamarTulia miwis ze
dapiridan 0,8 m siRrmeze. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. ormos zomebia: 
2×0,8 m.

samarxi ormo oTxive mxriv SemosazRvruli iyo xis ZelebiT, zemodanac xis Zele
biT iyo gadaxuruli. samarxSi erTi ConCxi, 55-59 wlis mamakacis Zvlebi, mixvetili iyo 
CrdiloeTiT, xolo meore, Semdgom dakrZaluli, 50-54 wlis dedakacisa, esvena odnav ki
durebmokecili, marcxena gverdze, xelebi muclis areSi hqonda dawyobili. inventari 
araRmoCenila. 

samarxi # 13 (tab. VII) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia. gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiri
dan 0,85 m siRrmeze. damxrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTisaken. samarxi oTxive mxriv 
ZelebiT iyo SemosazRvruli. ormos zomebia 1,60×0,70m. preparaciis Semdeg samarxSi aR
moCnda 18-20 wlis mamakacis ConCxi. micvalebuli dakrZaluli iyo qristianuli wesiT, 
zurgze gaSotili, xelebis muclis areSi hqonda dawyobili. inventari ar aRmoCenila 

samarxi # 14 xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia. gamarTuli iyo miwis dRevandeli zedapi
ridan 0,9 m siRrmeze. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. dauzianebiaT # 2 
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samarxis gamarTvis dros. samarxis samxreT grZivi Zeli mTlianad CaWrili aqvs # 2 sa
marxis CrdiloeT grZiv kedels, xolo CrdiloeTis grZivi Zeli # 13 samarxis samxreTis 
grZiv Zelis gverdiT devs. samarxis ormos zomebia 1,9×0,65 m.

samarxSi 45-49 wlis mamakacis ConCxi aRmoCnda, micvalebuli qristianuli wesiT da
ukrZalavT, zurgze gaSotili, xelebi mkerdis areSi hqonda dawyobili. inventari ar aR
moCenila. 

samarxi # 15 (tab. VII) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia, gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiri
dan 0,8 m siRrmeze, damxrobilia dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT, samarxs xis Zelebis ga
reT Tavsa da boloSi, oTxive kuTxeSi brtyeli riyis qvebi aqvs Cadgmuli. samarxi ormos 
zomebia 1,6×0,5m. 

samarxSi erTi, 30-34 wlis dedakacis ConCxi aRmoCnda. igi dasvenebuli iyo marcxena 
gverdze kidurebmokecili, xelebi mkerdis areSi hqonda dakrefili. inventari ar aRmo
Cenila. 

samarxi # 16 (tab. VII) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia, gamarTulia miwis zedapiridan 0,8 
m siRrmeze, damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. oTxive kuTxeSi Zelebis ga
reT qvebia Cadgmuli. ormos zomebia: 1,70×0,70 m. samarxSi ori mozardis ConCxi aRmoCnda. 
orive ConCxi esvena marcxena gverdze, kidurebmokecili, xelebi orives mkerdis areSi 
hqonda dawyobili. isini ekuTvnoda 6-8 da 8-10 wlis mozardebs.

samarxSi erT-erTi mozardis xelis falangebTan aRmoCnda ori brinjaos beWedi: 
erTi maTganis rkali ganivkveTSi brtyelia, mxrebisken rombiseburad gaganierebu

li da farakze sqematurad amokawruli gamosaxulebaa. rkalis dm – 1,8 sm. farakis sigane 
– 0,005 sm, sisqe – 0,002 sm (tab. VIII5

).
meore brinjaos beWedi naklulia (aklia rkalis nawili), SemorCenilia ganivkveTSi 

brtyeli, Txeli, viwro rkalis nawili rombiseburi farakiT. farakze amokawrulia sqe
maturi gamosaxuleba (RvTaeba?). farakis sigane – 0,005 sm, sisqe – 0,02 sm. (tab. VIII

4
).

samarxi # 17 (tab. VI) xis Zelebiani ormosamarxia, gamarTuli iyo miwis zedapiri
dan 0,7 m doneze. damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTiT. samarxi ormos zomebia 
1,8×0,75m. samarxSi 20-24 wlis qalis ConCxi aRmoCnda, micvalebuli qristianuli wesiT 
iyo dakrZaluli. zurgze gaSotili xelebi muclis areSi hqonda dakrefili. uinventa
roa. 

* * *
rogorc es gaTxrebis Sedegebma aCvena, Woratis samarovani erTfeniani Zeglia. aR

moCenili 17 samarxidan oTxi qvis samarxia, xolo danarCeni xis Zelebiani ormosamarxebi. 
yvela maTgani damxrobili iyo dasavleTidan aRmosavleTis mimarTulebiT.

Woratis ## 1 da 5 qvis samarxebis gverdiTi kedlebi Sedgenili iyo or-ori uxeSad 
damuSavebuli qviSaqvisagan, xolo Tavkedlebad TiTo qviSaqva hqonda Cadgmuli. qvis 
samarxi # 2 gamarTuli iyo masiuri qviSaqvis filebisgan, rogorc grZivi kedlebi, ase
ve Tavkedlebi TiTo masiuri qviSaqvisagan iyo Sedgenili. # 4 samarxi ki warmoadgenda 
qvayrilian qvis samarxs, romlis samxreTi grZivi kedeli erTiani filaqvisagan Sedgebo
da. samarxze gamarTuli iyo araTanabari zomis qvebisagan Sedgenili qvayrili. 

arc erT samarxs saxuravi ar hqonda SemorCenili miwis zedapirTan siaxlovis gamo, 
rogorc Cans, isini ganadgurda miwis samuSaoebis dros. 

analogiuri qvayriliani qvis samarxebi aRmoCenilia Jinvalis samarovanze (## 49, 
50, 297) da daTariRebulia V-VI ss-iT [CixlaZe 1977: 95-101]. 

qvis samarxebi yvelaze metad gavrcelebuli tipia adreqristianuli xanis saqarTve
loSi. Woratis qvis samarxebi saojaxo-koleqtiur sakrZalavebs warmoadgendnen, sadac 
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dakrZaluli iyo 4-16 individi. analogiuri qvis samarxebi dadasturebulia samTavroze 
[manjgalaZe 1990: 11] mcxeTaSi, armazisxevSi [afaqiZe, gobejiSvili, kalandaZe, lomTaTi
Ze 1955:P205], navTsadenSi [ugreliZe 1956: 17], JinvalSi [CixlaZe 1977: 95-101], aragvispirSi, 
qvemo alevSi [afxazava 1988: 131], vaSlijvarSi [nikolaiSvili 1979: 63-67] da yvela Tanad
roul samarovanze.

xis ZelebiT Sekruli da xis ZelebiT gadaxuruli ormosamarxebi sakmaod gavrcele
buli tipia saqarTvelos samarovnebze, rogorc gvianantikur xanaSi [CixlaZe 1999: 7], ise 
adreSuasaukuneebSi [afxazava 1988: 42-44].

Woratis samarxebSi masala Zalian mwiria. gvaqvs rkinis erTi samajuri, brinjaos fa
rakiani beWdebi, verclis sayureebi da mZivebi. 

rkinis samajuris analogiebi mravlad gvxvdeba Tanadroul samarovnebze samTavro
ze [afaqiZe da sxv. 1982: 191-198], neZixSi [robaqiZe 1989: 25], JinvalSi, qvemo alevSi [afxa
zava 1988: 81], vaSlijvarSi [nikolaiSvili 1979:] da sxv.

vercxlis sayureebi yurZnis mtevnis imitaciiT aRmosavleT saqarTvelos samaro
vanze gvxvdeba II saukunidan, III-IV saukunis samarxebSi mravladaa warmodgenili [CixlaZe 
1999: 23] da iSviaTad, magram mainc aris V-VI saukunis samarovnebze [robaqiZe 1989: 17).

rac Seexeba meore tipis vercxlis sayures, romelic margalitis mZiviT aris Semku
li, gvxvdeba IV saukunidan VI-VII saukuneebis CaTvliT: neZixi [robaZiZe 1989: 17], Jinvali 
[CixlaZe 1999: 21], qvemo alevi [afxazava 1988: 39], samTavro [afaqiZe, da sxv. 1982: 191-198].

yuradRebas iqcevs #1 qvis samarxSi aRmoCenili brinjaos beWedi dawaxnagebuli rka
liT, romelzedac mrgvali formis brtyeli farakia darCiluli. gamosaxulia cxenze 
amxedrebuli SaravandediT Semkuli mamakaci, mas xelSi grZeli Subi uWiravs, romliTac 
gveleSaps gangmiravs. SesaZloa, wminda giorgis gamosaxulebasTan gvqondes saqme. beW
debi, dawaxnagebuli rkaliT gvxvdeba IV-V saukeneebSi: armazisxevi [afaZiZe gobejiSvi
li, kalandaZe, lomTaTiZe 1955: tabula CXVII9], Jinvali [CixlaZe 1999: 75-79], navTsadeni 
[ugreliZe 1956: 19], Telovani [nikolaiSvili 1985: 90-104].

Jinvalis samarovanze katakombur samarxSi aRmoCenilia brinjaos mrgvalfarakiani 
beWedi [CixlaZe 1990: 6-8], romlis farakze gamosaxulia qristeSobis scena [CixlaZe 2001: 
81-84]. igi formiT msgavsia Woratis beWdisa. Woratis beWedi sagangebo Seswavlas moiTx
ovs. dReisaTvis Znelia misi atribuciis gansazRvra. Tu gamosaxuleba namdvilad wmin
da giorgisaa, is iqneba yvelaze adreuli gamosaxuleba saqarTveloSi. samarxi V-VI ss-iT 
unda daTariRdes. qvemo alevis 72 qvis samarxSi aRmoCenilia brinjaos beWedi, romlis 
farakze, mkvlevaris varaudiT, gamosaxulia wminda giorgi. faraki daTariRebulia VI-
VII ss-iT [afxazava 1988: 112].

# 2 qvis samarxSi aRmoCenili ori brinjaos beWdis analogiuri beWdebi aRmoCenilia 
V-VI ss-iT daTariRebul qvis samarxebSi samTavroze [manjgalaZe 1990: 21], neZixSi [roba
qiZe 1989: 19], qvemo alevSi [afxazava 1988: 112], JinvalSi [CixlaZe 1977: 95-100].

aseTive ori brinjaos beWedi aRmoCnda # 16 xis Zelebian ormosamarxSi. orive beWdis 
farakze gamosaxuleba sqematurad aris amokawruli. SesaZloa, qalRvTaeba iyos. analo
giuri brinjaos beWedi aRmoCenilia daReTis samarovanze, TeTrwyaroSi [mircxulava, 
maisuraZe, kopaliani, mindoraSvili, CixlaZe 2005: 25]. # 43 qvis samarxSi aRmoCenil 5 
ConCxidan, erT-erTs, kerZod 14 wlis gogonas, marcxena xelis falangze ekeTa brinjaos 
analogiuri beWedi. am beWdis farakze gamosaxuleba ukeT aris SemorCenili. ikiTxeba 
qalis gamosaxuleba marjvena xeliT zeaweuli jvriT. Woratis da daReTis beWdebi zed
miwevniT hgavs erTmaneTs. SesaZloa, isini erTi xelosnis nakeTobac iyos. es beWdebic 
V-VI ss-iT unda daTariRdes. isini adgilobrivi xelosnis mier unda iyos damzadebuli 
bizantiuri gliptikis nimuSebis mixedviT. 
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analogiuri brinjaos beWedi aRmoCenilia kaxeTSi, sofel darCeTSi, adreSuasauku
neebis samarovanze. beWdis forma zustad analogiuria Woratisa da daReTis beWdebisa. 
darCeTis beWedze gamosaxulia mamakaci bizantiuri samefo gvirgviniTa da gvirgvinis 
SuaSi amoziduli jvriT. mkvlevarebi mas bizantiis imperator fokasTn (602-610 ww.) ai
giveben. igi bizantiur nakeTobad miiCneva [mamaiaSvili, javaxiSvili 2006: 175-177), Wora
tisa da daReTis beWdebze ki qalia gamosaxuli, marjvena xeliT zeaweuli jvriT. xom ar 
SeiZleba wminda ninos gamosaxuleba iyos? 

rac Seexeba # 2 qvis samarxSi aRmoCenil kauris mcire zomis niJaras, igi Cvili bav
Svebis aucilebeli inventaria adreSuasaukeneTa xanis samarxebSi [CixlaZe 2007: 79-89). 

# 7 bavSvis samarxSi aRmoCnda minisebri pastis mZivebi, mrgvalbrtyeli, TeTri, gam
Wirvale, romelTa nawili adgilzeve daiSala. analogiuri mZivebi aRmoCenilia adre
Suasaukeneebis qvis samarxebSi. zogjer mZivebis raodenoba asakzec miuTiTebs [CixlaZe 
2007: 79-89).

amgvarad, Woratis samarovnisa da samarxebis Tanmxlebi mwiri, magram mainc sakmaod 
informatiuli inventaris Seswavla saSualebas gvaZlevs paralelebi gavavloT saqar
Tvelos sxva regionebSi amave periodis samarxebTan da gavakeToT daskvnebi adre Sua 
saukuneebis saqarTvelos Sesaxeb.
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tabulebis aRweriloba

tab. I – Woratis samarovnis gengegma da Wrili.

tab. II – qvis samarxi # 1. gegma da Wrili.

tab. III – qvis samarxi # 2 gegma da Wrili.

tab. IV – xis Zelebiani ormosamarxebi ## 7, 3, 4 da 9. gegmebi da Wrilebi.

tab. V – xis Zelebiani ormosamarxi # 6. gegma da Wrili.

tab. VI – xis Zelebiani ormosamarxebi ## 8, 10, 11 da 17. gegmebi da Wrilebi.

tab. VII – xis Zelebiani ormosamarxebi ## 12, 13, 15 da 16. gegmebi da Wrilebi.

tab. VIII – Woratis samarovanze mopovebuli arqeologiuri masala: 1. rkinis samajuri (samarxi # 

4); 2. brinjaos farakiani beWedi mxedris gamosaxulebiT (samarxi # 1); 3. minis mZivi (samarxi # 

7); 4. brinjaos beWedi, nakluli, qalRvTaebis gamosaxulebiT (samarxi # 16); 5. brinjaos beWedi 

qalRvTaebis gamosaxulebiT (samarxi # 16); 6. brinjaos beWedi (samarxi # 2); 7. brinjaos beWe

di (samarxi # 2); 8. vercxlis sayure (samarxi # 2); 9. vercxlis sayure (samarxi # 2).

tab. IX – 1. qvis samarxi # 1 gaxsnis Semdeg, 2. qvis samarxi # 2 gaxsnamde.
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Chorati Early-Christian Period  Cemetery

The Chorati cemetery is situated near the town of Vale in Akhaltsikhe district, and was found in the course 
of construction of the BTC pipeline in 2004. There is a single stratum. Twelve exploratory trenches were dug 
and 17 burials were revealed; 16 were fully excavated, but one proved to be on the land of a private owner. 
Only the western section of this burial (Cist No. 5) was excavated. Four of the 17 burials are cists, while the rest 
are pit graves lined with timber (pl. I).

The burial practice is mainly Christian, although some were buried in the same graves but according to 
pre-Christian, pagan, rites. The cemetery was in use between the 5th and 8th centuries.

Burial No. 1 (pl. II) was a cist oriented west to east, at a height of 0.95 m above the present ground level. 
The burial was damaged, with the roof removed and the walls only partly preserved. Exterior dimensions: 2.3 
x 0.65 m; interior: 1.9 x 0.6 x 0.65 m. The side walls consist of two coarsely worked sandstone slabs 0.2 m thick, 
and a single slab served as an end wall. 

There were four individuals buried in this grave: three adults and a child. Two were buried according to 
Christian burial practice, lying supine, with arms along the body; a third, the last to be buried, lay on the right 
side in a crouched position and the hands in front of the face. The fourth skeleton, of a child, was apparently 
pushed to the eastern part of the burial. The skeletons were identified (by L. Askanishvili) as a 55-59 year-old 
female, a 40-44 year-old male, a 65-69 year-old male, and a 3-4 year-old child.

The 40-44 year-old male lay at the north wall of the burial, and wore a bronze finger ring. The latter was 
faceted and square in section with a round flat bezel 2.5cm in diameter welded to its shoulders. The image is 
a schematic representation of a rider holding a long spear and wearing a halo over his head, and is probably 
of St George. Diameter of the bezel is 2.5 cm (pl. VIII, 2).

Burial No, 2 (pl. III) was a cist, at a depth of 1.6 m, oriented west to east, damaged. The roof has not sur-
vived. The side and north walls of massive limestone slabs survive in situ. The length of the northern longitu-
dinal wall is 1.9 m, and the width 1.16 m. The end wall had vertical grooves in which the edges of the lateral 
walls were fitted.

The burial contained revealed 16 skeletons buried at different times. The material was somewhat con-
fused, but it was apparent that the later burials had been carried out according to according to Christian 
practice. There were 5 males of 65-69, 50-54, 40-44, 35-40, and 30-34 years of age, four women of 60-64, 25-29, 
30-34, 45-49, 5 children of 7-9, 5-6, 3-4, 7-8 and two infants. 

The burial contained:
A bronze finger ring; round and flat in section broader and thicker at the shoulders. A rhomboid setting 

held a blue glass stone (that disintegrated on removal); diameter of ring: 2.2 cm; width of setting: 1 cm (pl. 
VIII, 6).

Bronze finger ring, round and flat in section; broader at the shoulders to form an elongated rhomboid 
bezel. A representation is incised on the bezel; diameter of ring: 2 cm (pl. VIII, 7).

Silver earring; a penannular ring round in section with a silver stem soldered below, on which a small 
pearl bead is threaded. Diameter: 1.6 cm; length: 2 cm (pl. VIII, 9).

Silver earring. a penannular ring round in section with small round silver balls soldered below in imitation 
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of a bunch of grapes. Diameter: 1.6 cm; length: 1.9cm (pl. VIII, 8).
Small cowrie shell. Length 1.1.cm; width 0.6 cm.
Burial No. 3 (pl. IV) was a timbered pit grave with pebbles inserted in all four corners. Wooden planks 

rested on stones. It was arranged 0.6m below current ground level, and oriented west to east. The pit meas-
ures 2.06 x 0.9 m. There was a single occupant: a 5-8 year-old child buried in the Christian manner, supine and 
with hands folded on the chest. Fragments of bones survived. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 4 (pl. IV) was a cist with a stone mound 0.7 m below ground level; oriented west to east. Meas-
ures 1.8 x 1.1 x 0.6 m. Found in a poor condition. Southern longitudinal wall consisted of a single slab. Only 
parts of the base of the wall at the head have survived. 

After removing a layer 0.3 m thick, we saw that the surface of the roof was covered with an assortment 
of uneven stones. A skeleton was found on this stone mound as a secondary burial in the central part. The 
chamber beneath measured 1.6 x 0.7 x 0.6 m. 

This contained two adults: one buried in the Christian manner, but the second was so badly preserved 
that it was impossible to define its position. At the head wall at the east were the crania of two children aged 
2-4. The principal skeletons were of males aged 65-70 and 60-64. 

A round iron bracelet, round in section and its ends overlapping, was found; diameter 6.5 cm (pl. VIII, 1).
Burial No. 6 (pl. V) was a timbered pit grave 1.00 m below ground level and measuring 1.5 x 0.45m; 

oriented west to east. The burial was cut into rubble, with stone slabs at the ends, 0.7 x 0.35 x 0.15 m (west) 
and 0.45 x 0.2 x 0.65 m (east). The side walls consisted of five vertical wooden posts, a distinctive feature not 
shared by any of the other timbered burials. A single burial of a woman 20-24 years old buried in the Christian 
manner. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 7 (pl. IV) was a timbered pit grave 1.00 m below ground level and measuring 1.5 x 0.4 m; ori-
ented west to east. Small stones were placed at each end and covered with longitudinal wooden planks. 

The burial contained the skeleton of child of 5-8 years lying in a crouched position on its right side, and 
the hands in front of the face.

Finds consisted of highly friable vitreous paste beads, round and flat (pl. VIII, 3).
Burial No. 8 (pl. VI) was a timbered pit grave 0.8 m below ground level; oriented west to east; size of the 

pit: 1.5 x 0.65 m.
The burial contained a 20-24 year old female buried in a Christian manner. No grave goods were found. 
Burial No. 9 (pl. IV) was a pit grave whose northern longitudinal wall was constructed of stones of irregu-

lar sizes. It was 0.7 m below ground level; oriented west to east. Dimensions: 1.8 x 0.8 m.
Three persons were buried here: a 16-20 year-old male buried in the Christian manner; 8-10 year-old 

child in a crouched position on the left; and a partly preserved skeleton of a 3-5 year-old child. No grave 
goods were found.

Burial No. 10 (pl. X) was a pit grave 0.5 m below ground level, oriented west to east, and measuring 1.8 
x 0.65 m. A single, crouched burial of a 55-59 year-old woman lying on her left side and hands in front of the 
face. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 11 (pl. VI) was a timbered pit grave 0.75 m below ground level, oriented west to east, and 
measuring 1.7 x 0.7 m; walls made of planks. A single occupant: a male 65-69 years of age buried in the Chris-
tian manner, with hands folded on the breast. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 12 (pl. VII) was a timbered pit grave 0.8 m below ground level, oriented west to east, and meas-
uring 2 x 0.8 m.

The pit grave was built with wooden planks on all four sides and also had timber roof. It was originally a 
single burial of a 55-59 year-old male; the bones had been swept to the north to make room for a female of 
50-54, crouched, lying on her left side. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 13 (pl. VII) was a pit grave timbered on all four sides 0.85 m below ground level,   oriented west 
to east, and measuring 1.6 x 0.7 m. Contained an 18-20 year-old male buried in the Christian manner, with 
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hands folded at the belly. No grave goods were found.
Burial No. 14 was a timbered pit grave 0.9 m below ground level, oriented west to east, and measuring 

1.9 x 0.65 m; it was intruded on when Burial No. 2 was constructed. Contained a 45-49 year-old male buried in 
the Christian manner, with the hands folded at the chest. No grave goods were found.

Burial No. 15 (pl. VII) was a timbered pit grave 0.8 m below ground level, oriented west to east, and meas-
uring 1.6 x 0.5 m; flat pebble stones are inserted outside the timbers, at the head and the end and in the four 
corners. Contained a 30-34 year-old female in a crouched position and hands folded at the chest. No grave 
goods were found.

Burial No. 16 (pl. VII) was a timbered pit grave 0.8 m below ground level, oriented west to east, an meas-
uring 1.7 x 0.7 m; flat pebble stones are inserted outside the wooden planks in the four corners. Two occu-
pants: 6-8 and 8-10 year-old children in crouched positions lying on their left, and hands folded at the chest.

Near the hands of one of the deceased two bronze rings were found. One is flat in section, broadening 
towards the shoulders where there is a schematic incised representation on the bezel; diameter 1.8 cm (VIII, 
5). The other is incomplete, but part, including the bezel, has survived. The latter bears a schematic incised 
representation, perhaps of a deity (pl. VIII, 4).

Burial No. 17 (pl. VI) was a timbered pit grave arranged 0.7 m below ground level, oriented west to east, 
and measuring 1.8 x 0.75 m. A single burial of a 20-24 year-old female buried in the Christian manner, with 
hands folded at the belly. No grave goods were found.

***
The excavations indicated that the Chorati cemetery was a single stratum site. Of the 17 recovered buri-

als four are cists and the rest are pit graves lined with wooden planks. All were oriented west to east. No roofs 
survived, having been destroyed a result of agricultural activity. 

Analogous cists with stone mounds have been excavated in at the Zhinvali cemetery (Nos 49, 50, 297) 
and are dated to the 5th-6th centuries (Chikhladze 1977, 95-101).

The cist burial is the most common type in early Christian Georgia. The Chorati cists are collective fam-
ily burials containing between four and 16 individuals. Similar cists have been recorded at Samtavro (Manj-
galadze 1990, 11), Mtskheta, Armaziskhevi (Apakidze, Gobejishvili, Kalandadze, Lomtatidze 1955, 205), Navt-
sadeni (Ugrelidze 1956, 17), Zhinvali (Chikhladze 1977, 95-101), Aragvispiri, Kvemo Alevi (Apkhazava 1988, 
131), Vashlijvari (Nikolaishvili 1979, 63-67) and in all contemporary cemeteries.

Pit graves of wooden beams and covered with planks are a fairly common type in cemeteries in Georgia 
both in the Late Classical (Chikhladze 1999, 7) and Early Medieval periods (Apkhazava 1988, 42-44).

The burials at Chorati contained rather little in the way of grave goods. These included an iron bracelet, 
bronze finger rings with bezels, silver earrings and beads.

Many parallels for the iron bracelet have been found in contemporary cemeteries including Samtavro 
(Apakidze et al. 1982, 191-198), Nedzikhi (Robakidze 1989, 25), Zhinvali, Kvemo Alevi (Apkhazava 1988, 81), 
and Vashlijvari.

Silver earrings imitating bunches of grapes occur in east Georgian cemeteries from the 2nd century AD, 
are very common in burials of the 3rd-4th centuries (Chikhladze 1999, 23), but are rare in cemeteries of the 5th-
6th centuries (Robakidze 1989, 17).

As for the second type of silver earring decorated with a pearl bead, it occurs from the 4th century to the 
6th-7th centuries inclusive at Nedzikhi (Robakidze 1989, 17), Zhinvali (Chikhladze 1999, 21), Kvemo Alevi (Apk-
hazava 1988, 39), and Samtavro (Apakidze et al. 1982, 191-198).

Of special significance is the faceted bronze ring with a bezel perhaps representing St George.  Faceted 
rings are common in the 4th-5th centuries: at Armaziskhevi (Apakidze, Gobejishvili, Kalandadze, Lomtatidze 
1955, pl. CXVII, 9), Zhinvali (Chikhladze 1999, 75-79), Navtsadeni (Ugrelidze 1956, 19), and Telovani (Nikolaish-
vili 1985, 90-104).
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A catacomb burial in the Zhinvali cemetery produced a bezelled bronze ring (Chikhladze 2001, 81-84). 
In shape, it resembles the Chorati ring. The latter requires further investigation. It is difficult to be sure of the 
St George identification, but if it really does show him, then it must be one of the earliest such representa-
tion found in Georgia. The burial must be dated to the 5th-6th centuries. Cist No. 72 at Kvemo Alevi produced 
a bronze finger ring which scholars believe also shows St George. It too is dated to the 6th-7th centuries (Apk-
hazava 1988, 112).

Finger rings resembling the two from Cist No. 2 have been found in similar contexts cists dated to the 
5th-6th centuries at Samtavro (Manjgaladze 1990, 21), Nedzikhi (Robakidze 1989, 19), Kvemo Alevi (Apkhazava 
1988, 112), and Zhinvali (Chikhladze 1977, 95-100).

Two similar finger rings were found in pit Burial No. 16. There are schematic representations on the bezels 
of both, and one might be a goddess. Similar bronze rings come from the Dagheti cemetery, Tetritsqaro (Mirt-
skhulava, Maisuradze, Kopaliani, Mindorashvili, Chikhladze 2005, 25). Of the five individuals in Cist No. 43, the 
girl of 14 was wearing such a bronze ring, the bezel of which is better preserved. It shows a woman holding 
a cross in her right hand. The rings from Dagheti and Chorati are very close, and might even be the work of 
the same local artisan working in a Byzantine craft tradition. They must also be dated to the 5th-6th centuries.  

A parallel from an Early Medieval cemetery in the village of Darcheti, Kakheti is also close. It shows a man 
wearing a Byzantine royal crown surmounted by a cross whom scholars identify as the emperor Phocas (602-
610) (Mamaiashvili, Javakhishvili 2006, 175-177). The woman with a raised cross on the Chorati and Dagheti 
rings might be St. Nino. 

The small cowrie shell in Cist No. 2 is typical of Early Medieval infant burials (Chikhladze 2007, 79-89).
The child’s Burial No. 7 contained some white vitreous paste beads of a kind that have been found in 

other Early Mediaeval cists. Sometimes the number of beads point to the age of the deceased (Chikhladze 
2007, 79-89).

Thus, the study of scanty but still informative grave goods from the Chorati cemetery allows us to draw 
parallels with contemporary burials in other regions of Georgia, and to draw certain conclusions concerning 
Early Medieval Georgia.
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Pl. V – Pit grave with wooden planks No. 6. Plan and section

Pl. VI - Pit graves with wooden planks Nos 8, 10, 11 17. Plans and sections

Pl. VII - Pit graves with wooden planks Nos 12, 13, 15, 16. Plans and sections

Pl. VIII – Finds from Chorati cemetery: 1. Iron bracelet (Burial No. 4); 2. Bronze finger ring with a rider on the bezel 

(Burial No. 1); 3. Glass bead (burial No. 7); 4. Bronze finger ring, incomplete, with the representation of a ?goddess 

(Burial No. 16); 5. Bronze finger ring with the representation of a ?goddess (Burial No. 16); 6. Bronze finger ring (Burial 

No. 2); 7. Bronze finger ring (Burial No. 2); 8. Silver earring (Burial No. 2); 9. Silver earring (Burial No. 2)

Pl IX – 1. Cist No. 1 after opening, 2. Cist No. 2 before opening.
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Tiselis nasoflari mdebareobs istoriul samcxeSi, axalcixis r-nSi, sof. Tiseli
dan Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT, daaxl. 1 km-is daSorebiT, zRvis donidan 1200 m-ze. sofel
Tan siaxlovis gamo Zegls `Tiselis nasoflari~ Seerqva. Tumca, es Zegli, rogorc Cans, 
Tavis droze warmoadgenda Tiselisagan calke, damoukideblad arsebul sofels, rom
lis identifikacia werilobiT wyaroebSi SemorCenil am regionis nasoflarebis saxel
Tan SeuZlebelia. safiqrebelia, rom nasoflaris centri mdebareobda Crdilo-aRmo
savleTiT, razedac miuTiTebs ganaTxari farTobidan 300 m-iT daSorebuli darbazuli 
tipis, dReisaTvis TiTqmis saZirkvlamde dangruli eklesia. 

nasoflari samxreTidan da aRmosavleTidan SemosazRvrulia mTebiT, CrdiloeTidan 
da samxreTidan akravs gaSlili veli. Zegls dasavleTidan daaxl. 1,5 km-is daSorebiT Ca
moudis patara mdinare Tiseli, romelic md. mtkvris marcxena Senakadia. 

ganaTxari nasoflaris naSTi SemorCenilia erTmaneTTan mWidrod mijrili sacxov
rebeli da sameurneo nagebobebiT, romlebic ganlagebulia aRmosavleTidan dasavle
TiT daqanebul ferdobze (tab. I). arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier gaTxrili da Seswav
lili iqna oTxi ZiriTadi nageboba.

nageboba # 1 mdebareobs gaTxrili farTobis aRmosavleT nawilSi. gegmiT is arawe
sieri sworkuTxedia, wagrZelebulia aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken (6,8×8,1 m). kedle
bi nagebia kldis fleTili qvebiT, wyoba mSralia, perangebad gamoyenebulia mozrdili 
qvebi. maT Soris arsebuli sivrce Sevsebulia wvrili qvebiT. kedlebi SemorCenilia 0,7-1 
m simaRleze. maTi sigane meryeobs 0,7-0,9 m Soris. kedlebis garepirebi uswormasworoa. 
aSkaraa, rom maT garedan, garkveul simaRlemde (arsebuli monacemebiT 1 m-ze mainc) miwa 
faravda, anu nageboba naxevradmiwuri iyo. arsebuli suraTiT ar irkveva, romel mxares 
hqonda nagebobas Sesasvleli. savaraudod, is Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis dasavleT 
nawilSi unda yofiliyo (tab. II). 

nagebobis Crdilo-aRmosavleT nawilSi SemorCenilia kldis fleTili filebiT ga
daxuruli sawreti arxi (sawretis sigrZe 4,3 m, sigane 0,15-0,25 m, simaRle 0,05-0,10 m). fi
lebis qveS, niadagSi, amoWrilia Rari (sigrZe 0,10 m, sigane 0,08 m) (tab. II). nageboba saqon
lis sadgomi _ baga iyo. amaze, garda iq mikvleuli sawreti arxisa, miuTiTebs Senobis 
uCveulo, arawesieri gegma. agreTve is, rom iq ar aRmoCenila Tone an kera _ gamaTbobe
li saSualeba, romelic sacxovrebeli nagebobis ganuyofeli nawilia. nagebobaSi kera
mikis sul ramdenime natexi aRmoCnda.

# 1 nagebobas samxreT-dasavleT kuTxesTan ebmis # 2 qvafeniliani nageboba (tab. II). 
TxrilSi nagebobis mxolod mcire nawili, erTi kuTxea SemorCenili. misi didi nawili 
Txrilis gareTaa moqceuli. damxrobilia Crdilo-aRmosavleT samxreT-dasavleT xaz
ze. misi Crdilo-dasavleTi kedeli qvebis erTi rigiTaa Sedgenili. kedlis sigrZe 2,9 m, 
sigane 0,30-0,35 m, simaRle SemorCenilia 0,55 m-ze. Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis mxolod 
oriode qvaa gamovlenili. wyoba mSralia. mSeneblobaSi gamoyenebulia kldis fleTili 
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qvebi. iataki qvis filebiTaa mogebuli (filebis saSualo zomebi: 0,65×0,40 m, 0,45×0,35 m, 
0,50×0,30 m) (tab. II). qvis filebiT mogebuli nagebobebi qarTul eTnografiul yofaSi Zi
riTadad saqonlis sadgomebad gamoiyeneboda [Ciqovani 1976: 66]. araa gamoricxuli, rom 
am nagebobasac bagis funqcia hqonda.

# 2 qvafeniliani nagebobidan Crdilo-dasavleTiT 0,30 m-is daSorebiT gamovlinda 
qviSaqvis saSualo zomis daumuSavebeli qvebiT nagebi sameurneo ormo _ xaro. misi zeda 
nawili viwroa, qvemoT TandaTan farTovdeba (xaros siRrme 1,85 m, piris dm - 0,75 m, miwa
tkepnili Ziris dm - 1,6 m, kedlebis sisqe 0,30-0,60 m) (tab. III, IV). xaro Suasaukuneebis aRmo
savleT da samxreT saqarTvelos sacxovrebeli nagebobebis ganuyofeli nawilia. masSi 
inaxeboda ojaxis mier moweuli marcvleulis didi nawili. xaroebi samxreT saqarTve
los teritoriaze gasuli saukunis 30-40-ian wlebamde iyo SemorCenili [Ciqovani 1976: 
54].

# 3 nageboba mdebareobs # 1 nagebobis dasavleTiT, 3 m-is daSorebiT. sxva nagebo
bebis msgavsad, TxrilSi isic arasruladaa gamovlenili. nageboba arawesieri gegmisaa, 
damxrobilia Crdilo-dasavleT samxreT-aRmosavleT xazze (tab. III). TxrilSi misi far
Tobi gamovlinda 6,6×2,9 m-ze. Txrilis gareTaa moqceuli Senobis Crdilo-dasavleTi 
kedeli. kedlebi nagebia qviSaqvis daumuSavebeli qvebiT. wyoba mSralia. Crdilo-aRmo
savleTi kedeli SemorCenilia 1,15 m simaRleze. sxvagan kedlebis SemorCenili simaRle 
0,30-0,50 m aRwevs. kedlebis sisqe 0,55-0,80 m-ia. # 1 nagebobis msgavsad, aqac kedlebis ga
reTa nawili uswormasworodaa amoyvanili, anu maTi nawili garkveul simaRleze miwiT 
yofila dafaruli. iataki miwatkepnilia. nagebobas Sesasvleli unda hqonoda Crdilo-
dasavleT kuTxeSi, sadac SemorCenilia xis sami Zelis fragmenti. erT-erTi Zelis sig
rZe 1 m aRwevs, dm. 0,15-0,20 m. karis sigane daaxloebiT 1 m unda yofiliyo (tab. III). 

nagebobis Sesasvlelidan 0,90 m daSorebiT gamovlinda qvebiT Sedgenili wriuli ke
ra, romlis kideebi TixiT iyo molesili (keris dm. 0,55 m) (tab. III). nageboba sacxovrebe
lia, razec metyvelebs iq aRmoCenili keris naSTi.

# 4 nageboba mdebareobs # 3 nagebobidan dasavleTiT 2,1 m-is daSorebiT. sxva nage
bobis msgavsad gegmiT isic arawesieri sworkuTxedia. Senobis Crdilo-dasavleTi nawi
li Txrilis gareTaa darCenili. damxrobilia aRmosavleT-dasavleT xazze. nagebia qvi
Saqvis mozrdili qvebiT. perangebs Soris darCenili sivrce Sevsebulia wvrili qvebiT. 
TxrilSi Senobis farTobi 9×5 m-ia. 1-1,2 m siganis kedlebi SemorCenilia 1,2 m simaRleze. 
iataki miwatkepnilia. nagebobas Sesasvleli unda hqonoda Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi, 
romelic Txrilis gareTaa moqceuli (tab. III).

Senobis Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis gaswvriv gamovlinda ori Tone. pirveli To
nis zomebi: SemorCenili simaRle - 0,22 m, dm. – 0,60-0,65 m, kedlis sisqe – 0,06 m (tab. III). 
masSi aRmoCnda mwvaned moWiquli samarilis natexi (tab. XVII14

). meore Tone ufro didia. 
zomebi: SemorCenili simaRle – 0,40 m, dm. – 0,70-0,85 m, kedlis sisqe - 0,04 m (tab. III). ToneSi 
aRmoCnda Txelkedliani sasmisis fragmenti (tab. XIII

6
). orive Tone e.w. `qarTuli Tonis~ 

tipisaa. maTi nawili iatakis donis qveSaa moqceuli. nawili ki amodis iatakis donis ze
moT. 

Toneebs Soris aRmoCnda qviSaqvis vertikalurad Cadgmuli qvebiT Sedgenili xuT
kuTxa gegmis Rrma kera, romelTa diametrebi Sesabamisad 0,50-0,55 m-ia, siRrme ki 0,40 m 
(tab. III).

meore Tonis samxreTiT, 0,60 m-is daSorebiT, iatakSi Cadgmuli iyo Tokiseburi or
namentiT Semkuli Cakiruli qvevri, romelsac Tavze efara brtyeli qva. qvevris zomebi: 
simaRle 1 m, muclis dm. 0,60 m (tab. III). 
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nagebobis samxreT-aRmosavleT nawilSi, iatakze SemorCenilia T-s magvari gegmis 
mqone qviSaqvis patara zomis vertikalurad Cadgmuli qvebiT Sedgenili wyalsawreti, 
romelic gadaxuruli iyo qviSaqvisave brtyeli, mogrZo filebiT (tab. III). maTi didi 
nawili aRar iyo SemorCenili. wyalsawretis erTi toti damxrobilia Crdilo-samxreT 
xazze. zomebi: SemorCenili sigrZe – 2,1 m, sigane – 0,25 m, simaRle – 0,10-0,15 m. wyalsaw
retis es toti uerTdeba mis perpendikularulad mdebare meore tots, romlis sigrZe 
– 2,8 m-ia, sigane – 0,25 m, simaRle – 0,10-0,15 m. sacxovrebel nagebobaSi wyalsawretis ar
seboba am adgilebSi gruntis wylebis siWarbeze unda miuTiTebdes. ueWvelia, wyalsaw
reti nagebobis gareT gadioda. samwuxarod, is fragmentuladaa SemorCenili. nageboba
Si gamovlinda Tixis WurWlis moWiquli da sada natexebi.

# 4 nagebobis dasavleTiT 4×2 m farTobis baqania (tab. V), romelsac ebmis # 5 nage
boba (6×7,5 m). is sxva nagebobis analogiuradaa naSeni. 1 m siganis kedlebi SemorCenilia 
0,40-0,50 m simaRleze. Sesasvleli unda hqonoda samxreT-aRmosavleT nawilSi. Senoba na
xevradmiwuri yofila (tab. V). amaze metyvelebs kedlebis fasadis arawesieri wyoba. na
geboba Zlier xanZarSia moxvedrili. miwatkepnil iatakze SemorCenilia damwvari Zelis 
naSTebi. xanZris kvali kedlebzecaa SemorCenili. SenobaSi arqeologiuri masala ar aR
moCenila. 

Tiselis nasoflaris gaTxrebisas mikvleuli arqeologiuri masalis udidesi nawi
li keramikaa (275 erTeuli). gvxvdeba liTonis (6 erTeuli), qvisa (4 erTeuli) da minis 
nivTebic (1 erTeuli). 

nasoflaris keramikuli nawarmi iyofa sameurneo, samzareulo da sufris WurWlad.
sameurneo keramika. qvevrebi pir-gverdisa da Ziris natexebiTaa SemorCenili. ga

momwvaria wiTlad. keci uxeSia. pirsa da gverdebze SemouyvebaT ornamenti. gvxvdeba ro
gorc sada, ise reliefuri sartylebiT Semkuli nimuSebi. qvevris Zirebi brtyelia (tab. 
VI1-7

). 
msgavsi formisa da Semkulobis qvevrebi Zalze damaxasiaTebelia gviandeli Suasa

ukuneebis qarTuli materialuri kulturisaTvis. analogiuri qvevrebi aRmoCenilia 
TbilisSi, erekle II-es moedanze [gZeliSvili, tyeSelaSvili 1961: tab. 27, sur. 162], uf
liscixeSi [mindoraSvili 1990: tab. XIV

2
], qvemo qarTlSi (loqis xeoba) [boxoCaZe 1973: 75], 

quTaisis cixis teritoriaze [isakaZe 2006: 21] da araerT sxva Zeglze.
dergebi SemorCenilia pir-gverdisa da yuris natexebiT. gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa 

msxvilmarcvlovania. maTi erTi nawili sadaa. pirebi brtyelia, yeli dabali (tab. VII
1
). 

yurebi masiuria, brtyelganivkveTiani (tab. VII
3
). sada nimuSebis garda gvxvdeba Sveri

lebiT an amoRaruli ornamentiT Semkuli yurebi (tab. VII
2,4

). zogierTi dergi SeRebili 
yofila wiTlad.

samzareulo keramika. kecebi fragmentebis saxiTaa SemorCenili. gamomwvaria wiT
lad. Tixa msxvilmarcvlovania. kecebi sxvadasxva zomisaa. zogierTi Semkulia naWdevi 
ornamentiT gamoyvanili jvriT (tab. VII

5
). gvxvdeba ovalurganivkveTiani saxeluris mqo

ne kecebic. saxeluri Semkulia Rrma RariT (tab. VII
6
). kecebi xeliTaa naZerwi. 

kecebi didi raodenobiTaa gamovlenili aRmosavleT saqarTvelos Suasaukuneebis 
Zeglebze: TbilisSi [lomTaTiZe 1955: 153], javaxeTis axalqalaqSi [jandieri 1969: 65], 
fSavis aragvis xeobaSi [rCeuliSvili 1990: 73], erwo-TianeTSi [jorbenaZe 1982: 94], ujar
maSi [lomTaTiZe 1989: 207], TelavSi [CikoiZe 1979: 49] da sxv. samzareulo keramikis es 
jgufi didxans inarCunebs formis mdgradobas. aRsaniSnavia, rom Suasaukuneebis kecebi 
formiT TiTqmis ar gansxvavdeba eTnografiul yofaSi SemorCenili kecebisagan [masa
lebi . . . 1979: 108, sur. 38]. 
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qoTnebi yvelaze mravalricxovania. gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa msxvilminareviania. 
maTi umravlesoba natexebis saxiTaa SemorCenili. qoTnebs aqvs gaSlili piri (tab. VIII

1
). 

WurWlebze ornamenti warmodgenilia amoRaruli, swori da talRovani, zogjer ki kon
centruli xazebis an reliefuri sartyelis saxiT (tab. X

1-6
; tab. XI

3,5
). zogierTs yurze 

daZerwili aqvs kopi (tab. VIII
2
) an amkobT amoRaruli wriuli da mogrZo naWdevebi (tab. 

IX
2,3

). zogierTi qoTnis yeli Semkulia reliefuri danaZerwiT (tab. XI
1
). 

qoTnebis ramdenime nimuSi aRdga. erT-erT qoTans aqvs gaSlili piri, dabali yeli, 
odnav gamoberili mxrebi. yuris mxarTan mierTebis adgilas aqvs ovaluri naWdevi. piri 
Semkulia reliefuri danaZerwiT. mxarze Semouyveba amoRaruli talRovani sartyeli. 
WurWlis mxari Semkulia amokawruli jvris gamosaxulebiT (tab. IX

5
). 

masze TiTqmis orjer pataraa qoTani, romelsac aqvs gaSlili piri, dabali yeli, 
sferoseburi muceli. yuris mxarTan mierTebis adgilas Semkulia ovaluri naWdeviT. 
WurWeli naprialebia wneviT datanili vertikaluri zolebiT (tab. IX

6
). daaxloebiT ima

ve formis unda iyos yurmotexili qoTani (tab. X
4
). 

xufebi gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa msxvilmarcvlovania. yvela maTgani Sebolilia. 
xufebi diskoseburia, cilindruli (tab. VI

9
) an konusuri saxelurebiT. erT maTgans dis

koze aqvs naxvreti orTqlis cirkulaciisaTvis (tab. VI
8
). 

qilebi qoTnebisagan gansxvavdeba viwro da maRali yeliT. aqvT swori an odnav gaSli
li piri (tab. XII

6-9
). WurWlis natexebi sadaa, xaoiani zedapiriT. pirze SemouyvebaT amo

Raruli an reliefuri sartyeli (tab. XII
3-5

). zogierTs pirze daZerwili aqvs kopi (tab. 
XII

1,2
). gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa msxvilminareviania. 
sufris WurWeli. xeladebi yurisa da yelis natexebiTaa SemorCenili. yurebi mrgval 

da brtyelganivkveTiania (tab. XIII
1-8

). sainteresoa erTi xeladisa Tu sasmisis mrgvalga
nivkveTiani, Rru yuris natexi (tab. IX

7
). erT-erTi xeladis yelis natexi moxatulia wi

Teli saRebavis ori zoliT (tab. IX
8
).

jamebi gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa wvrilmarcvlovania. maTSi gamoiyofa didi, saSua
lo da mcire zomis jamebi. piris moyvanilobis mixedviT jamebSi gvxvdeba: 

1. pirmoyrili jamebi (tab. XIV
11

; tab. XV
4,9

).
2. sworpiriani jamebi (tab. XIV

3
; tab. XV

3,7
). maTgan zogierTi pirCaRarulia (tab. XIV

13
) 

an aqvs aweuli kide (tab. XIV
4
; tab. XV

2,6
).

3. pirgaSlili jamebi dabali mxrebiT, romelzec Semouyveba wibo (tab. XIV
15

; tab. 
XV

1,5,8
).

4. dabrtyelebulpiriani jamebi, gareT gaweuli kidiT. mxrebze SemouyvebaT amoRa
ruli sartyeli an reliefuri ornamenti (tab. XIV

1,2,5-10,12,14,17
). 

jamebis Zirebi sami saxisaa: 1. borbliseburZiriani (tab. XVI
1-6

), 2. brtyelZiriani (tab. 
XVI

7-10
) da 3. SeRaruli ZiriT (tab. XVI

11-13
).

jamebis formebze garkveul warmodgenas gviqmnis wiTlad gamomwvari, pirmoyrili, 
maRalkalTiani jami, romelsac garedan Semouyveba wibo. ganviTarebuli Suasaukunee
bis jamebisagan gansxvavebiT is xasiaTdeba dabali viwro qusliTa da odnav SeRaruli 
ZiriT (tab. IX

1
).

sasmisebi sufris WurWlebs Soris erT-erTi saintereso jgufia. gamomwvaria moyvi
Talod, Tixa wmindadaa ganleqili, kecis sisqe 2-3 mm. sasmisebs aqvs odnav gaSlili piri. 
brtyelganivkveTiani, zogjer CaRaruli yurebi mierTebulia WurWlis pirze an mxar
ze. sasmisebis zedapiri naprialebia. zogierTi Semkulia Signidan amozneqili kopebiT an 
mxarze datanili amoRaruli talRovani ornamentiT (tab. IX9,10

).
analogiuri sasmisebi qarTuli keramikis Zalze damaxasiaTebeli formaa. isini far

Todaa gavrcelebuli mTels aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi. Txelkedliani sasmisebi aRmo
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Cenilia: TbilisSi [gZeliSvili, tyeSelaSvili 1961: tab. XXX
219

], rusTavSi [CxataraSvili 
1964: 172, 173, tab. IV

8
], ujarmaSi [lomTaTiZe 1989: tab. XXX

203,320,498
], iyalToSi [ramiSvili, 

WeiSvili 1967: 85-89], ivris sionis samarovanze [ramiSvili 1970: tab. XXVIII
1
], Jinvalis 

samarovanze [jorbenaZe 1983: 93], ufliscixeSi [mindoraSvili 1990: 87], qvemo qarTlis 
kldis Zeglebze [baxtaZe 1991: tab. XIII

14,17
], da sxv. CamoTvlil Zeglebze amgvari WurWeli 

ZiriTadad XII-XIV ss-iT TariRdeba, magram Cans, isini mogvianebiTac, kerZod XV-XVI ss-
Sic umzadebiaT. 

moWiquli jamebi cotaa (14 erTeuli). gamomwvaria wiTlad. Tixa wvrilmarcvlova
nia. moWiqvis xerxebis mixedviT maTSi gamoiyofa: 

1. SiSvel kecze angobiT moxatuli da mwvaned moWiquli jami (tab. XVII1
)

2. SiSvel kecze angobiT moxatuli da cisfrad moWiquli jami (tab. XVII
2
)

3. angobirebul zedapirze amokawruli xazebiT moxatuli da mwvaned moWiquli jami 
(tab. XVII

3
).

4. angobirebul zedapirze amokawruli xazebiT moxatuli da mravalfrad moWiquli 
jamebi (tab. XVII

4-7
). maT Soris gvxvdeba cxovelis gamosaxulebiTa da mcenareuli orna

mentiT Semkuli nimuSi (jamis gverdze SemorCenilia cxovelis yviTlad SeRebili yure
bi) (tab. XVII

8
).

5. mwvaned moWiquli jamebi (tab. XVII
9,10

).
6. cisfrad moWiquli jami (tab. XVII

11
).

7. jamis TeTrad angobirebuli Sidapiri moxatulia iisferi da mwvane zolebiT. ga
davlebuli aqvs uferuli kriala Wiquri (tab. XVII

12
).

8. vardisferi angobiT dafaruli jami moxatulia iisferi da cisferi saReba
viT. gadavlebuli aqvs uferuli kriala Wiquri. jamis natexisgan damzadebulia disko 
(tab. XVII

13
).

9. jamebis garda, moWiqul WurWelSi gvaqvs mwvaned moWiquli samarilis Ziri, rom
lisganac damzadebulia Tixis disko (tab. XVII

14
). 

liTonis nivTebi. liTonis nivTebidan ori spilenZis naxevarsferoseburi firfi
taa, romelTac kideebze SemorCenili aqvT or-ori naxvreti (tab. XVII

15
). safiqrebelia, 

rom isini samkaulis detals warmoadgendnen.
rkinis 4 nivTidan erTi 7,5 sm sigrZis wvetanaa (tab. XVII

16
). meore _ qarqaSis frag

menti (tab. XVII
17

). ganaTxar masalaSi gvxvdeba 11 sm sigrZis calpirlesuli swortaniani 
danis fragmenti (tab. XVII

18
). xaris nali unda iyos rkinis fragmenti, kideze SemorCenili 

ori naxvretiT (tab. XVII
19

). 
qvis nivTebi. qvis nivTebi 4 erTeulia. maT Soris gvxvdeba: 1. obsidianis anatke

ci (tab. XVII
20

); 2. kaJis namglis CasarTi, retuSirebuli samuSao piriT. sigrZe 4 sm (tab. 
XVII

21
). orive nivTi gviandeli Suasaukuneebis kulturul fenaSi SemTxveviTaa moxved

rili; 3. qvis birTvi _ Surdulis qva. dm 6 sm (tab. XVII
22

). Surdulis qvebi xSirad gvxvde
ba rogorc aRmosavleT, ise dasavleT saqarTvelos Suasaukuneebis Zeglebze (Tbilisi, 
ufliscixe, gonio da sxv.)

4. qvis gaxvretili disko, dm 4 sm (tab. XVII
23

). nivTi saritualo daniSnulebis unda 
iyos. gviandeli brinjaos xanidan moyolebuli, isini xSirad gvxvdeba sxvadasxva perio
dis, maT Soris Suasaukuneebis Zeglebze.

minis nivTi. samajuri Zeglis gaTxrebisas aRmoCenili minis erTaderTi nivTia. dam
zadebulia mrgvalganivkveTiani Savi minisagan (tab. XVII

24
).

saqarTveloSi iSviaTad moiZebneba ganviTarebuli Suasaukuneebis Zegli, sadac ar 
iyos aRmoCenili sxvadasxva formisa Tu feris minis samajurebi [dolaberiZe 1969: 98; 
ugreliZe 1963: 65]. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT saqarTvelos minis samajurebisaTvis SemuSa
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vebul tipologiur-qronologiur klasifikacias [dolaberiZe 1969: tab. I, II], Tiselis 
minis samajuri nasoflarze gamovlenil artefaqtebs Soris erT-erT yvelaze adreul 
nivTad SeiZleba miviCnioT da XIV s-is miwuruliT davaTariRoT. qvevrebis forma-moy
vanilobasa da dekorSi, qoTnebis, jamebisa da sasmisebis formebSi, moWiquli keramikis 
formebsa da dekorSi, erTi mxriv TiTqos SeimCneva ganviTarebuli Suasaukuneebis (XIII-
XIV ss.) nivTebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi, magram artefaqtebs ufro metad gvian
deli Suasaukuneebis iersaxe aqvT. gansakuTrebiT es iTqmis qveevrebis, qoTnebisa da ja
mebis formebze.

Zeglis arsebobis zeda TariRi XVI s-ze ufro gviandeli periodiT ar unda ganisazR
vros, radgan iq ar Cans osmalTa batonobis xanis amsaxveli nivTebi. Turquli nawarmi 
– Cibuxebi, faiansi da sxva, romlebic gvxvdeba osmalTa mier im droisaTvis dapyrobil, 
maT Soris dasavleT da samxreT saqarTvelos teritoriebze gamovlenil gviandeli Su
asaukuneebis TiTqmis yvela Zeglze. msgavsi nivTebi nasoflarze saerTod ar Cans. mag
ram Tu Zeglze arsebul Zlieri cecxlis kvals gaviTvaliswinebT, araa gamosaricxi, is 
mosazreba rom sofeli otomanTa imperiis Tavdasxmebs Seewira. vfiqrobT, Tiselis na
soflaris TariRad XV-XVI ss. unda miviCnioT.

Tiselis nasoflaris ganaTxari nagebobebi warmoadgens mozrdili nasoflaris na
wils. imis gamo, rom ver moxerxda ufro didi teritoriis gaTxra, SeuZlebelia imis 
dadgena, gaTxrili nagebobebi Seadgenda erTi ojaxis sacxovrebel kompleqss, Tavisi 
damxmare sameurneo saTavsoebiT, Tu es iyo ori (an meti) ojaxis kuTvnili nagebobebi. 

nasoflari erTfeniani Zeglia. sacxovrebeli da sameurneo daniSnulebis nagebobebi 
erTmaneTTan axlos, gverdigverdaa ganlagebuli. rogorc sacxovrebeli, ise sameurneo 
daniSnulebis oTaxebi erTi samSeneblo teqnikiTaa nagebi. mSeneblobaSi gamoyenebulia 
kldis fleTili, daumuSavebeli qvebi. SemakavSirebeli masala Tixa-miwaa. nagebobebi 
warmoadgens naxevrad miwurebs. maTi kedlebi garkveul simaRleze miwiT iyo dafaruli. 
sacxovrebeli da sameurneo daniSnulebis nagebobaTa iataki miwatkepnilia. gvxvdeba 
qviT mogebuli iatakis mqone nagebobac, romelic eTnografiuli paralelebis mixedviT 
[Ciqovani 1976: 66] SeiZleba saqonlis sadgomi iyos. sacxovrebel nagebobaSi aucileblad 
gvxvdeba kera da Toneebi. sacxovrebel SenobaSi gaumarTavT qvevric, rac naklebadaa 
damaxasiaTebeli Suasaukuneebis qarTuli sacxovrebeli kompleqsebisaTvis. qvevrebi
saTvis yovelTvis calke iyo gamoyofili sagangebo nageboba _ marani. gaTxrebisas ar 
aRmoCenila kramitebi (erTi natexis garda, tab. VI10

), rac imis mauwyebelia, rom nagebo
bebs banuri gadaxurva unda hqonodaT.

ganaTxari masala (nagebobebi, artefaqtebi) garkveul warmodgenas gviqmnis mosax
leobis socialur statusze da maT sameurneo saqmianobaze. udavoa, rom nasoflarze 
cxovrobda uSualo mwarmoebeli fena _ glexoba. 

humusis sakmaod maRali Semcveloba da xelsayreli klimaturi pirobebi odiTganve 
didad uwyobda xels am midamoebSi intensiuri miwaTmoqmedebis ganviTarebas. antikuri 
xanidan moyolebuli mTeli Suasaukuneebis manZilze samcxeSi iTeseboda marcvleulis 
iseTi jiSebi, rogoricaa: dolis puri, dika, qeri, Wvavi, asli, TavTuxi, ifqli [Ciqovani 
1979: 78]. samcxe yovelTvis ganTqmuli iyo memindvreobis maRali kulturiT da gaTxre
bisas gamovlenilma masalebmac es TvalnaTliv daadastura.

nasoflarze aRmoCenili Toneebi, kecebi imaze miuTiTebs, rom mosaxleobis sameur
neo saqmianobis erT-erTi ZiriTadi dargi marcvleuli kulturebis moyvana iyo. memin
dvreobis kulturis maRal doneze miuTiTebs mozrdili ormos _ xaros aRmoCenac (tab. 
III, IV). 
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aTaswleulebis ganmavlobaSi iq, sadac soflis meurneobis wamyvan dargad memin
dvreoba yalibdeboda, mis paralelurad sxvadasxva formisa da tevadobis saTavs-sa
cavebi iqmneboda. am sacavebidan erT-erTi yvelaze uZvelesia xaro [Ciqovani 2004: 155]. 
marcvleulis Senaxvis garda xaro samalavadac gamoiyeneboda mtris Semosevis dros. 
mas umTavresad ezoSi, da zogjer saxlSiac akeTebdnen. misi adgilsamyofeli mxolod 
ojaxis wevrebma icodnen [Ciqovani 1976: 70]. gaTxrebisas gamovlenil xaroebsa da gasuli 
saukunis 30-40-ian wlebamde CvenSi SemorCenil eTnografiul xaroebs Soris aRnagobis 
mxriv raime gansxvaveba ar SeiniSneba. am raionSi memindvreobis maRali dones adasturebs 
XIV-XVI ss-is werilobiTi wyaroebic, kerZod Tiselis monastris xelnawerTa minawerebi. 
sanimuSod movitanT ramdenime maTgans: `Semogwire ... Tiselisa RmrTismSobelsa da Tqu
ensa monastersa me, SvelaZeman imarindo-yofilman ioseb ... yana~, `Tislisa RmrTismSo
belsa da Tquensa monastersa me xucisZeman anton Semogwire yana~, `SemogwireT Tquen, 
Tislisa RmrTismSoblisa monastersa me, qurcikaman yana~, `Tislisa RmrTismSobelisa 
monastersa me, TilisZeman giorgi, Semogwire Cemi mamuli lobans, vardanaulisa qvemoTi 
yana~, `Semogwire me, sefedavlaSvilman nonaman Tquen, Tislisa RmrTismSobelsa da Tqu
ensa monastersa yana~, ̀ Semogwire Tquen, Tislisa RmrTismSobelsa da Tquensa monaster
sa me, qurcikisZeman maxarebelman yana~ [Tiselisa ... 1986: 16, 25, 28, 29, 31-34]. 

Tiselis nasoflarze aRmoCenilia qvevris natexebi, maT Soris mTeli qvevric, rac 
udavos xdis, rom mosaxleobis sameurneo saqmianobis erT-erT dargs warmoadgenda me
venaxeoba-meRvineoba. mevenaxeoba mesxeTis soflis meurneobaSi erT-erTi uZvelesi 
dargia. jer kidev prokofi kesarieli aRniSnavda, rom mesxebi `marjve miwis muSebi arian 
da iq venaxebic aris~ [georgika 1965: 127; Ciqovani 1979: 88]. is, rom meurneobis aRniSnuli 
dargi didad iyo dawinaurebuli am mxareSi, miuTiTebs igive Tiselis monastris xelna
werTa XIV-XVI ss-is minawerebi, sadac moxseniebulia marnebi sof. tyemlanaSi. wyaroebSi 
aseve aRniSnulia Tu rogor swiraven calkeuli pirebi Tiselis monasters venaxebsa da 
Rvinos: `Semogwire ... Tislisa RmrTismSobelsa da Tquensa monastersa me, RalmagaSvil
man daviT tyemluans yana maranTa ukan~, `Semogwire ... Tislisa RmrTismSobelsa da Tqu
ensa monastersa tyemluanas venaxi~, `me, basilaSvilman nonaman Semogwire Tquen, Tisli
sa RmrTismSoblisa monastersa ormoci Tanga saaRapeT~, `me, siaoSa, viyide ... navenaxevi 
da mivec saSeneblada laklakisZesa sanaxevroda; da ... Sevswire Tislisa RmrTismSobel
sa~ [Tiselisa ... 1986: 17-19, 30, 33]. 

arqeologiur masalebTan erTad, werilobiTi wyaroebis cnobebic TvalnaTliv 
adasturebs imas, rom nasoflaris mosaxleobis sameurneo saqmianobis ZiriTadi darge
bi marcvleuli kulturebis warmoeba da mevenaxeoba-meRvineoba iyo. 

mosaxleobis sameurneo saqmianobis kidev erTi mniSvnelovan dargs warmoadgenda 
mesaqonleoba. ganaTxari nagebobebidan ori, kerZod # 1 da # 2 nageboba saqonlis sad
gomi baga unda yofiliyo. 

tradiciulad mesxeTSi yvela sofels Tavisi sazafxulo saZovari hqonda. am regi
onisTvis aseT sazafxulo saZovars warmoadgenda Tiselis mTa, romliTac sargeblob
dnen Tislelebi, awyurelebi, tyemlanelebi, sayuneTelebi [Ciqovani 1979: 94]. savarau
doa, rom Tavis droze es saZovari Cvens mier gaTxrili nasoflaris mosaxleobis mierac 
intensiurad iyo gamoyenebuli. 

Cans, nasoflars Tavis droze sakmaod xelsayreli teritoria ekava ara marto imi
tom, rom mis garSemo iyo sakmaod mdidari da nayofieri saxnav-saTesi Tu saTib-saZova
ri miwebi, aramed im TvalsazrisiTac, rom is marjve gadasasvlelebiTa da gzebiT ukav
Sirdeboda axlomaxlo mdebare punqtebs. Crdilo-aRmosavleTis ferdobis avliT, na
soflari ukavSirdeba sofel taZriss, saidanac gza miemarTeboda borjomisaken. xolo 
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md. Tiselis patara, viwro xeobis ayolebiT nasoflari ukavSirdeboda xeobis siRrmeSi 
mdebare, im droisaTvis erT-erT Zliersa da mniSvnelovan Tiselis monasters. imave xe
obis CayolebiT ki umoklesi gza gadioda am regionis uZveles politikur da saeklesio 
centrTan _ awyurTan. 

Zeglis gaTxrebis Sedegad garkveuli warmodgena Segveqmna samxreT saqarTvelos 
gviandeli Suasaukuneebis mTiswina zolis nasoflarebis gegmarebaze, sacxovrebeli da 
sameurneo daniSnulebis nagebobaTa xasiaTze, nasoflaris SeswavliT saintereso masa
lebi gamovlinda samxreT saqarTvelos imdroindeli mosaxleobis sameurneo saqmiano
bis, socialuri yofis, demografiuli situaciis gasarkvevad. 

XVI s-is Sua xanebidan osmalebma daipyres samcxe-saaTabagos teritoria, romelSic 
Sedioda amJamad CvenTvis saintereso Tiselis nasoflaris midamoebic. rogorc zemoT 
aRvniSneT, sofeli SesaZloa osmalTa Semosevebsa da maTi am regionSi damkvidrebis 
mcdelobas Seewira.
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Tiseli settlement is situated in historical Samtskhe, Akhaltsikhe district, about 1 km north-east of the 
village of Tiseli, at an altitude of 1200 m. On account of the proximity of the village it was called “Tiseli set-
tlement”. The site, however, used to be a separate, independent, village that cannot now be identified with 
the known names of settlements in the region. The centre of the settlement was presumably situated in the 
north-east, as is suggested by a basilica-type church hardly preserved above its foundations 300 m from the 
area we studied.

The settlement is bounded by hills to the south and east, while an open valley adjoins it to north and 
south. The small river Tiseli, a tributary of the river Mtkvari, flows 1.5 km to the west of the site.

The remains of the excavated settlement consist of closely spaced residential and domestic buildings 
situated on a slope inclined east to west (pl. I). Four main constructions were excavated and investigated by 
the archaeological expedition.

Building No. 1 was situated in the eastern part of the excavated area, and was an irregular rectangle in 
plan (6.8 x 8.1 m). The walls consisted of rough stones, using a dry-stone technique. Large stones were used 
for the framework, and the space between them is filled with smaller stones. The walls were preserved to a 
height of 0.7-1 m, and were between 0.7 and 0.9 m thick. The outer surfaces of the walls were rough, and it is 
clear that there was earth up against the external walls to a height of at least one metre, which means that the 
structure was partially inserted into the ground. We were unable to tell on which side the entrance lay, but it 
was probably in the western part of the NE wall (pl. II).

In the NE part of the structure, a gutter made with flat coarse stone was preserved. It measured 4.3m x 
15.25cm x 5-10cm. A channel 10cm x 8cm was cut beneath the flat stones on the floor (pl. II). The structure 
used to be a cattle stall, the evidence for which, apart from the gutter, is the unusual irregular plan of the 
structure and the fact that no bread oven or hearth (heating is a necessary element of a residential structure) 
was found. Only a few artefacts, potsherds, were found inside the structure. 

Building No. 2 with a paved floor abutted onto the SE corner of Building No. 1. Only part of the structure, 
a corner, was preserved in the trench; most remains unexcavated. The structure was aligned NE-SW. Its NW 
wall was laid with only one course. It was 2.9m long, 30-35cm wide, and its preserved height 55cm. Only two 
stones of the NE wall of the structure were found. The foundation was of dry-stone construction. 

Rough stones were used for building, and the floor was paved with stone slabs. Typical slab sizes are: 
0.65 x 0.40 m, 0.45 x 0.35 m, 0.50 x 0.30 m (pl. II). In the Georgian ethnographic tradition, domestic structures 
with paved stone floors were mainly used as cattle stalls (Chikovani, 1976, p. 66). It is quite possible that this 
structure functioned as a manger. 

At 0.3 m north-west of the paved Building No. 2 a household pit (corn bin) built with unfinished medium 
size sandstone was recovered. Its upper part is narrow gradually broadening towards the bottom (depth: 1.85 
m, diameter at mouth: 0.75 m, diameter at bottom: 1.6 m, thickness of the walls: 0.3-0.6 m) (pl. III, IV). Corn 
bins are an important element of residential buildings in Medieval East and South Georgia. They were used to 
keep most of the crops harvested by a family. Corn bins were preserved in South Georgia until the 1930s-40s 
(Chikovani 1976, 54).

D a v i d  M i n d o r a s h v i l i

Tiseli Settlement
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Building No. 3 is situated 3 m west of Building No. 1. Like other buildings, it was only partially revealed in 
the trench. The plan of the building is irregular, oriented north-west to south-east (pl. III). In the trench it was 
revealed over an area of 6.6 x 2.9 m. The north-west wall of the building lies beyond the trench. Walls are built 
of unfinished sandstone with dry masonry. The north-east wall has survived to a height of 1.15 m. At other 
places the surviving height is 0.3-0.5 m, and the walls are 0.55-0.8 m thick. Like Building No. 1, the exterior 
of the walls is unevenly finished, i.e. this part was covered with earth to a certain height. The floor is of hard-
packed earth. The building must have had the entrance in the north-west corner where fragments of three 
timbers have been recovered. One of these is 1 m long and 0.15-0.2 m in diameter. The width of the door was 
probably 1 m (pl. III).

At 0.9 m from the entrance of the building a circular stone hearth 0.55m in diameter was recorded. Its 
edges were plastered with clay (pl. III). The remains of a hearth strongly implies that the building was residen-
tial.

Building No. 4 is situated 2.1 m west of Building No. 3. Like the other buildings, it is an irregular rectangle 
in plan. The north-west part of the building remained outside the trench. It is oriented east to west and built 
with large sandstone blocks. The space between the exterior and interior facings of the wall is filled with small 
stones. The area of the building within the trench is 9 x 5 m. Walls 1-1.2 m thick have survived to a height of 1.2 
m. The building has an earthen floor and must have had an entrance in the north-west part, which is outside 
the trench (pl. III).

Two bread ovens were found along the north-east wall of the building. The first had walls 0.06 m thick 
surviving to a height of 0.22m, and was 0.6-0.65 m in diameter (pl. III). It contained a fragment of a green 
glazed salt container (pl. XVII, 14). The second was larger, with walls 0.04 m thick surviving to a height of 0.4 
m, and it was 0.7-0.85 m in diameter (pl. III). It contained a fragment of a thin-walled drinking vessel (pl. XIII, 6). 
Both ovens are of the so called “Georgian oven” type, partly beneath, and partly above floor level.

A deep pentagonal hearth consisting of vertically set pieces of sandstone was recovered between the 
bread ovens. Some 0.6 m south of the second oven a mortared pithos (1 m high, 0.6 m in diameter) decorated 
with a rope-like ornament was fitted into the floor and covered with a flat stone (pl. III). 

In the south-east part of the building there was a T-shaped drain consisting of small sandstone slabs fit-
ted vertically, covered with flat oblong sandstone slabs (pl. III), most of which had perished. One branch of the 
drain, which survived to a length of 2.1 m, and was 0.25 m wide and 0.1-0.15 m high, was oriented north to 
south. It lay perpendicular to the other branch which was 2.8 m long, 0.25 m wide, and 0.1-0.15 m high. The 
presence of drainage in a residential building must point to a high water table in this area. There is no doubt 
that the drainage ran out of the building, but it was unfortunately incomplete. The building produced frag-
ments of glazed and plain pottery.

There was a platform 4 x 2 m west of Building No. 4 (pl. V), which was attached to Building No. 5 (6 x 7.5 
m). Built like other constructions, its 1 m thick walls survive to a height of 0.4-0.5 m. The entrance must have 
been in the south-eastern part. It was a semi-dugout building (pl. V), as is suggested by the irregular masonry 
of the face of the walls. The building had been subject to intense burning: the remains of a charred timber 
survived on the earthen floor, and traces of fire were also visible on the walls. There were no finds.

Most of the finds from Tiseli settlement consisted of pottery (275 items). There were also six metal items, 
four of stone, and one of glass.

The recovered pottery can be divided into household items, kitchenware and tableware.
Household pottery. The pithoi have survived as fragments of rim, walls and bases. They are fired red, are 

of a coarse fabric, and have an ornament running along the rim and the sides, There are also plain vessels with 
flat bases (pl. VI, 1-7). 

Pithoi with this shape and ornament are highly diagnostic of Late Medieval Georgian material culture. 
Analogous vessels have been found in Tbilisi, at Erekle II Square (Gdzelishvili, Tqeshelashvili 1961, pl. 27, fig. 
162), Uplistsikhe (Mindorashvili 1990, pl. XIV, 2). Kvemo Kartli (the Loki valley) (Bokhochadze 1973, 75, in the 
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area of Kutaisi prison (Isakadze 2006, 21), and elsewhere.
Large pots survived as rim, wall and handle fragments. They are fired red and made from coarse-grained 

clay. Some are plain with flat rims and low necks (pl. VII, 1). The handles are solid and flat in section (pl. VII, 3). 
In addition to plain examples there are handles decorated with projected or engraved ornament (pl. VII, 2, 4). 
Some large pots had been painted red (Nos 49, 196).

Kitchenware. Only fragments of pans have survived. They are hand-made, fired red and made from 
coarse-grained clay. The pans come in different sizes. Some are decorated with a hatched cross (pl. VII, 5). 
There are pans with handles that are oval in section and decorated with a deep groove (pl. VII, 6). 

Pans are to be found in abundance on Medieval sites in eastern Georgia: Tbilisi (Lomtatidze 1955, 
153), Javakheti Akhalkalaki (Jandieri 1969, 65), the Pshavi Aragvi valley (Rcheulishvili 1990, 73), Ertso-Tianet 
(Jorbenadze 1982, 94), Ujarma (Lomtatidze 1989, 207), Telavi (Chikoidze 1979, 49), etc. This group of kitchen-
ware pottery retains its shape over a long time. It is remarkable that the Medieval pans do not differ in shape 
from those that are known in the ethnographical record (Japaridze 1979, 108, fig. 38).

Pots are the most numerous category of ceramic but most have only survived in fragments. They are fired 
red and the clay is coarse-grained. They have offset rims (pl. VIII, 1), and are decorated with engraved, straight, 
wavy ornament or concentric lines and relief bands (pl. X, 1-6; pl. XI, 3, 5). Some have a knob modelled on the 
handle (pl. VIII, 2) or are decorated with engraved circular or oblong hatching (pl. IX, 2-3). The necks of some 
pots are decorated with relief ornament (pl. IX, 1).

Several pots were restored. One has an offset rim, a low neck and slightly convex shoulders. It has a 
hatched oval at the point where the handle joins the shoulder. The rim is decorated with an applied relief. An 
engraved wavy band runs around the shoulder, where there is also an incised cross (pl. IX, 5).

Another pot is almost twice as small as the first one. It has an offset rim, a low neck, and a spherical body. 
It is decorated with a hatched oval notch at the junction of handle and shoulder. The vessel is burnished with 
vertical lines applied under pressure (pl. IX, 6). A pot with a broken handle must have had the same shape (pl. 
X, 4).

Lids are fired red, the clay is coarse-grained, and all have traces of burning. They are disc-shaped with 
cylindrical (pl. VI, 9) or conical handles. One has a vent-hole (pl. VI, 8).

Jars differ from the pots by virtue of their narrow and tall necks. They have straight or slightly out-turned 
rims (pl. XII, 6-9). Fragments are plain, with a rough exterior. There might be an engraved or relief band around 
the rim (pl. XII, 3-5), and some have a knob applied to the rim (pl. XII, 1,2). Once again, these vessels are fired 
red, and the clay is coarse-grained.

Tableware. Jugs have survived in the form of handle- and neck-fragments. The handles are round and 
flat in section (pl. XIII, 1-8), and one is of particular interest (pl. IX, 7). One neck-fragment is painted with two 
lines of red paint (pl. IX, 8). 

Bowls are fired red, and the clay is coarse-grained. There are large, medium and small bowls. Going by 
the shape of the rim, there are:

Bowls with incurved rims (pl. XIV, 11; pl. XV, 4, 9)
Bowls with straight rims (pl. XIV, 3; XV, 3-7). Some have engraved rims (pl. XIV, 13) or have a raised edge 

(pl. XIV, 4; pl. XV, 2, 6)
Bowls with offset rims and low ribbed shoulders (pl. XIV, 15; pl. XV, 1, 5, 8)
Bowls with a flat top and projecting rim. There might be an engraved band or relief ornament running 

around the shoulder (pl. XIV, 1-2, 5-10, 12, 14, 17).
The bowls have three kinds of bases: 1. A wheel-like bottom (pl. XVI, 1-6), 2. A flat bottom (pl. XVI, 7-10) 

and 3. A recessed bottom (pl. XVI, 11-13).
A red baked fragment with incurved rim and a high wall and an external rib is distinctive. Unlike bowls of 

the developed Middle Ages, it has a low narrow foot and a slightly recessed bottom (pl. IX, 1).
Drinking vessels are one of the most interesting groups among the tableware. They are fired yellow, the 
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clay is well precipitated, and the fabric is 2-3 mm thick. The vessels have slightly out-turned rims. There are 
handles flat in section, sometimes incised, attached to the rim or the shoulder of the vessel. The surface is 
burnished. Some vessels are decorated with knobs rising from the inside or with engraved wavy ornament 
applied on the shoulder (pl. IX, 9-10).

This kind of drinking vessel is typical of Georgian pottery. They are widespread throughout east Geor-
gia. Thin-walled vessels have been excavated in Tbilisi (Gdzelishvili, Tqeshelashvili 1961, pl. XXX, 219), Rustavi 
(Chkhatarashvili 1964, 172, 173, pl. IV, 8). Ujarma (Lomtatidze 1989, pl. XXX, 203, 320, 498), Iqalto (Ramishvili, 
Cheishvili 1967, 85-89), Iori Sioni cemetery (Ramishvili 1970, pl. XXVIII, 1) Zhinvali cemetery (Jorbenadze 1983, 
93), Uplistsikhe (Mindorashvili 1990, 87), at rock sites in Kvemo Kartli (Bakhtadze 1991, pl. XIII, 14, 17), etc. 
These parallels are mainly dated to the 12th-14th centuries but production seems to have continued into later 
periods, in particular the 15th-16th centuries.

Glazed bowls are sparsely represented, for there were only 14 items. They are fired red, and the clay is 
fine-grained. Going by the glazing methods, we can classify them as follows:

Bowl with plain fabric painted with slip and green glaze (pl. XVII, 1)
Bowl with plain fabric painted with slip and blue glaze (pl. XVII, 2)
Bowl with incised lines on slipped surface and glazed green (pl. XVII, 3)
Bowls with incised lines on a slipped surface and polychrome glazing (pl. XVII, 4-7). Among these is a 

specimen decorated with an animal and a floral ornament (see the animal’s yellow painted ears on the side 
of the bowl) (pl. XVII, 8)

Green glazed bowls (pl. XVII, 8)
Blue glazed bowl (pl. XVII, 11)
The white slipped interior of the bowl is ornamented with purple and green lines; a colourless glaze cov-

ers the whole bowl
Bowl covered with a pink slip ornamented with purple and blue lines. A colourless glaze covers the whole 

bowl; a fragment of this ware was made into a disc (pl. XVII, 13)
Another disc was produced from the base of a glazed salt-container (pl. XVII, 14)
Metal objects. There are two hemispherical bronze plates with two holes at the edges (pl. XVII, 15), pre-

sumably jewellery fragments.
Of four iron objects, one is a 7.5 cm long spike (pl. XVII, 16), another is a fragment of a sheath (pl. XVII17), 

another is a fragment of a one-sided knife with a straight body (pl. XVII, 18), and the fourth, an iron fragment 
with two perforations, must be an ox shoe (pl. XVII, 19).

Stone objects. There are 4 stone objects: 1. An obsidian flake (pl. XVII, 20); 2. A flint insertion for a sickle 
with a retouched working edge, 4cm long (pl. XVII, 21). Both objects were stray finds in a Late Medieval cul-
tural layer; 3. A sling stone 6 cm in diameter (pl. XVII, 22), of a kind that often occurs on sites in both western 
and eastern Georgia (Tbilisi, Uplistsikhe, Gonio, etc.); 4. A perforated stone disc, 4 cm in diameter (pl. XVII, 23) 
that must have had ritual function, and of a kind common on sites of various periods from the Late Bronze 
Age to the Medieval period.

Glass object. A bracelet was the only glass object excavated at the site. Made of black glass, it is round in 
section (pl. XVII, 24).

Few Medieval sites in Georgia are without glass bracelets of a variety of shapes and colours (Dolaberidze 
1969, 98; Ugrelidze 1963, 65). In view of the typology worked out for Georgian glass bracelets, (Dolaberidze 
1969, pl. I, II), this bracelet must be considered to be one of the earliest objects among the artefacts excavated 
at the Tiseli settlement and should be dated to the end of the 14th century.

The shapes and decoration of the pithoi, the shapes of the pots, bowls and drinking vessels, the shapes 
and decoration of the glazed pottery suggest on the one hand diagnostic elements of the developed Middle 
Ages (13th-14th centuries), but on the other the artefacts have a late Medieval look about them. This is espe-
cially the case with the shapes of pithoi, pots and bowls.
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The lower date of the site cannot be later than the 16th century, since it has not produced objects reflect-
ing Ottoman rule. Turkish products such as pipes, faience, etc., common on almost all the sites of lands con-
quered by the Ottomans including western and southern Georgia, are absent from the Tiseli settlement. But 
if we take the traces of intense fire into consideration, we may perhaps conclude that the village succumbed 
to Ottoman raids. In our view, the Tiseli settlement should be dated to the 15th-16th centuries.

The excavated buildings that we found are part of a larger settlement. Since excavations could not be 
conducted over a larger area, it is difficult to be sure whether the buildings were a residential complex of one 
family with industrial facilities or whether they belonged to two (or even more) families.

The settlement has a single stratum. Residential and industrial buildings are situated side by side, very 
close to each other. Both residential and industrial rooms are built using the same technique. Uncut stones 
are used in building, and a mixture of clay and earth was the bonding material. The buildings are semi-dug-
outs, with walls covered with earth up to a certain height. The floors of both the residential and industrial 
structures were of hard-packed earth. Some buildings also had floors paved with stone which, judging by 
ethnographical parallels (Chikovani 1976, 66), may have been cattle-sheds. Residential buildings are always 
accompanied by a hearth and an oven. A pithos had also been arranged inside the residential building, which 
is not common in Medieval Georgian residential complexes, for it was more usual for a special building, a 
marani (wine-cellar), to be assigned for pithoi. The excavations did not reveal any roof tiles (apart from one 
fragment, pl. VI10), which suggests that the buildings had earthen roofs. 

The excavated material (buildings, small finds) create a certain impression regarding the social status of 
the community and their industrial activities. The settlement was clearly inhabited by a productive peasant 
community.

The rich content of the humus and favourable climatic conditions promoted the development of inten-
sive farming in this region from ancient times. From the Classical into the Medieval period Samtskhe enjoyed 
the production of a range of cereals including Persian wheat (Triticum carthlicum), barley, rye, emmer wheat, 
hard wheat, and winter wheat (Chikovani 1979, 78). Samtskhe was always famous for its cereal production, 
and this was borne witness to by the material revealed during the excavations.

The ovens and pans excavated at the settlement suggest that one of the most important branches of 
agriculture was growing cereals, and a high level of cereal cultivation is indicated by the discovery of a large 
pit for storing grain (pl. III-IV).

In the areas where cereal production was an important part of agricultural activity over millennia, there 
were specialized storage facilities of different shapes and capacity. One of the oldest of these stores was the 
grain bin (Chikovani 2004, 155). Apart from storing crops these bins might be used to hide in during inva-
sions. They were mainly built outdoors and only occasionally indoors. Only family members knew where it 
was located (Chikovani 1976, 70). In terms of construction there is no difference between the excavated grain 
bins and those in use until the 1930s-40s. A high level of cereal cultivation in this region is indicated in written 
sources of the 14th-16th centuries, in particular postscripts to the Tiseli monastery manuscripts. Typical exam-
ples are: “I, Shveladze Imarindo, formerly Ioseb, donated a field to the Virgin of Tiseli and your monastery”; “I, 
Khutsiadze Anton donated a field to the monastery of Tiseli Virgin”; “To the monastery of the Tiseli Virgin I, 
Kurtsik , donated a field”; To the monastery of the Tiseli Virgin I, Tilisdze Giorgi, donated my estate at Lobani, 
a field below Vardanauli”; “I, Sepedavlashvili Nona, donated a field to the Tiseli Virgin and your monastery”; “I, 
Kurtsikisdze Makharebeli donated a field to the Tiseli Virgin and your monastery” (Kldiashvili 1986, 16, 25, 28, 
29, 31-34).

A complete pithos, as well as fragments, were discovered at the Tiseli settlement, which suggests that 
one of the branches of farming was viticulture and wine–making. Viticulture is one of the oldest branches of 
agriculture in Meskheti. Procopius of Caesarea states that “the Meskhetians are good farmers and there are 
vineyards there too” (Qaukhchishvili 1965, 127; Chikovani 1979, 88). The progress of viticulture in this region is 
indicated by the postscripts to the same manuscripts of the Tiseli monastery of the 14th-16th centuries, where 



Rescue Archaeology in Georgia: Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan South Caucasian PipelineS	 507

Tiseli Settlement

the wine cellars of the village of Tqemlana are mentioned. Written sources record gifts of vineyards and wine 
made to the monastery: “I, Ghamlagashvili David donated the Tqemluani fields behind the wine cellar to 
the Tiseli Virgin and and your monastery”; “I…donated the Tqemluana vineyard to the Tiseli Virgin and your 
monastery”; “ I, Basilashvili Nona, donated forty silver tetras for agape to the Tiseli Virgin and your monastery”; 
“I, Siaosha, bought…a place, a former vineyard and gave half of it to Laklakidze for development; and …. 
donated to the Tiseli monastery” (Kldiashvili 1986, 17-19, 30, 33).

Written sources and archaeological material thus show clearly that the principal branches of farming of 
the Tiseli settlement community were the production of cereals, viticulture and wine-making.

Another important branch of agriculture was livestock breeding. Two of the excavated structures, in par-
ticular, Buildings No. 1 and No. 2 must have been a cow sheds. 

Traditionally, every village in Meskheti had their own summer pastures. Mount Tiseli performed this role 
for this region and it was used by the people of Tiseli, Atsquri, Tqemlani, and Saquneti (Chikovani 1979, 94). It 
was presumably also intensively used by the inhabitants of the settlement we excavated.

The settlement, it seems, was very conveniently situated, being not only surrounded by rich and fertile 
fields and pastures, but also because it was linked to neighbouring places by passes and roads. Beyond the 
north-east slope, the settlement is connected to the village of Tadzrisi, from where the road led to Borjomi. 
The river Tiseli connected the settlement to the Tiseli monastery situated in the depth of the narrow gorge. 
The monastery was by then a powerful and important centre. The same gorge offered the shortest route to 
the oldest political and religious regional centre, namely Atsquri.

Thanks to the excavations we were able to form certain impressions about the planning of the settle-
ments, and the nature of residential and industrial buildings in the foothills of South Georgia in the Late 
Medieval period. The investigation of the settlement produced material that enabled us to identify industrial 
activities, and to assess social life and the demographic situation of the population that lived in southern 
Georgia in those times.

The Ottomans conquered the territory of Samtskhe-Saatabago in the middle of the 16th century, and this 
also involved the environs of the Tiseli settlement. As noted, the village may well have succumbed to the Ot-
toman invasions and their attempt to occupy the region.
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vazis istoriis kvleva saqarTveloSi yovelTvis upirveles samecniero problemaTa 

rigSi idga, miT ufro, rom jer kidev akad. n. vavilovis mosazrebam kulturul mcenareTa 

winaaziuri warmoSobis SesaZleblobis Sesaxeb, saqarTvelo swored prioritetul arealSi 

moaqcia. Cvens interess am TemasTan dakavSirebiT biZgi im SesaniSnavma aRmoCenebma misca, 

romelic baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis milsadenis mSeneblobasTanaa dakavSirebuli. igulisxme

ba sof. awyuris (axalcixis raioni) midamoebSi aRmoCenili sawnaxelebi, romelTac axali ni

uansebi Seitanes samcxis da, sazogadod, Suasaukuneebis saqarTvelos meRvineobis istori

aSi. 

arqeologiuri masala mowmobs, rom vazis kulturas saqarTveloSi 7000-wlovani isto

ria mainc aqvs. erTi sasoflo-sameurneo kulturis da, miT ufro, vazis ganviTarebis isto

riaSi es Zalze xangrZlivi periodia da igi TavisTavad gulisxmobs am produqtis momxmare

beli sazogadoebis ganviTarebis garkveul dones. amitom, imisaTvis, rom centralur ami

erkavkasiaSi mosaxle tomebis saerTo ganviTarebis suraTi ufro naTeli gaxdes, mokled 

SevCerdebiT am adreuli epoqis daxasiaTebaze. 

vazis istoriasTan dakavSirebiT pirvel rigSi aRsaniSnavia is Zeglebi, romlebic mde

bareobs md. mtkvris Sua welSi da e.w. aRmosavlurkavkasiur adresamiwaTmoqmedo kultu

rul areals ekuTvnis. am kuluturis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebidan aRsaniSnavia samosaxlo

Ta koncentracia dReisaTvis SemaRlebul adgilebze – “gorebze”. samosaxloTa dagegma

reba da topografia kompaqturia – soflebis jgufebi erTmaneTisagan daSorebulia 10-15 

km-iT, xolo TiToeuli jgufi Sedgeba aseve erTmaneTTan axlos mdebare 3-5 soflisagan 

[lorTqifaniZe 2002: 56-57]. rac Seexeba TviT saxlebs, isini gegmaSi wriuli an ovaluria da 

ganlagebulia wriuli moednis irgvliv. sacxovrebel kompleqsSi ukve arsebobs saTavsoe

bis funqciuri dayofa (calkea damxmare sameurneo saTavso, ezo da sacxovrebeli saxli). o. 

jafariZe am epoqis Sesaxeb miuTiTebs, rom “ganja-yazaxis velze da marneulis vakeze adre

samiwaTmoqmedo kulturis dasaxlebuli adgilebi dRes xelovnur borcvebs warmoadgenen, 

romlebic Taobebis erT adgilze xangrZlivi cxovrebis Sedegad warmoiqmnen, amis safuZ

vels ki sakmaod Zlieri ekonomikuri sistema qmnida. im dros soflebi gamoumwvari agurisa

gan, alizisagan nagebi sacxovrebeli da sameurneo Senobebisagan Sedgebodnen. sofels ar

sebobis sakmaod xangrZlivi drois manZilze ar ganucdia raime mniSvnelovani cvlilebebi 

gegmarebaSi, mSeneblobis wesebSi, arqiteqturaSi. Tavidanve soflisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli 

iyo erTnairi gegmareba, uweso, mWidro, qaoturi ganlageba sacxovrebeli kvartlebisa. xu

roTmoZRvrebis ZiriTadi forma wriuli gegmiT nagebi sacxovrebeli da sameurneo xasia

Tis Senoba iyo. ZiriTadi samSeneblo masala Tixa iyo. xe da gansakuTrebiT qva, mSeneblobaSi 

TiTqmis ar gamoiyeneboda. rogorc Cans, Tixis mSeneblobaSi gamoyenebis tradicia Zalian 

Zlieri unda yofiliyo; Tanac, Tixis arqiteqtura aq ukve sakmaod maRal safexurze mdga

ra” [jafariZe 2006: 260-261]. bunebrivia, rom soflis meurneobis ganviTarebas Tan axlavs an, 
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rac gacilebiT marTebulia, uzrunvelyofs Sesabamisi Sromis iaraRebis arseboba. am xanis 

kulturul fenebSi mikvleulia obsidianis, qvis, Zvlisa da xis iaraRebi. esenia: namglis Ca

sarTebi, Toxebi (maT Soris irmis rqisgan damzadebulic), barebi, saprialeblebi, saxvre

tebi, sadgisebi, daniseburi iaraRi da sxva. miwis dasamuSavebli iaraRidan gansakuTrebul 

yuradRebas iqcevs aruxlo I namosaxlarze aRmoCenili keTilSobili irmis rqa (sigrZeE 67 

sm), romelic primitiuli saxvneli iaraRis funqcias asrulebda [CubiniSvili 1978: 13-16]. 

adresamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis sakmaod kompaqturad ganlagebul samosaxloebze (ma

galiTad, qvemo Sulaveris, aruxlos, wiTeli soflisa da yaCaRanas samosaxloTa jgufebi) 

mopovebuli paleobotanikuri masalis mixedviT, aq miwaTmoqmedebas xangrZlivi istoria 

hqonia, radgan xorblis gvaris warmomadgenlebi botanikurad ukve diferencirebulni 

arian da SiSvelmarcvliani formebi raodenobrivad dominireben kilianmarcvlianze [ru

siSvili 2007: 15]. soflis meurneobis ganviTarebis aseTi maRali donis fonze moulodneli 

ar unda iyos vazis naSTebis amave arqeologiur konteqstSi aRmoCenac. kerZod, Sulaveris 

maxloblad, e.w. `dangreul goraze~, Zv.w. VI-IV aTawleulebis fenaSi aRmoCenilia vazis wip

webi. maTi paleobotanikuri Sefaseba aseTia: masala mravalferovania da warmodgenilia 

momrgvalo da msxlis formis TeslebiT. maTi sigrZe (L) meryeobs 6,8-6 mm-s Soris, sigane (B) 

– 3,0-3,8 mm Soris, wipwis niskartis sigrZe – 1,3-1,8 mm, Sefardeba L/B tolia 1,61-1,94. qalaZa 

momrgvaloa da wipwis zeda nawilSia ganlagebuli. centraluri Rarebi Rrmaa, ganlagebu

lia TiTqmis paralelurad. morfologiuri da ampelografiuli niSnebis mixedviT igi va

zis kulturul saxeobas Vitis vinifera-s miekuTvneba [rusiSvili 2007: 13]. 

mogvianebiT, brinjaos xanaSi (Zv.w. IV aTaswleulidan), qarTveluri tomebi ganviTare

bis axal safexurs aRweven – iwyeba liTonis warmoeba, romelmac aTaswleulebis manZilze 

ganviTarebis arnaxul teqnikur da mxatvrul dones miaRwia. am epoqis Zeglebzec aseve kar

gadaa cnobili kulturuli vazis naSTebi. magaliTad, vazis wipwebi aRmoCenilia kaxeTSi – 

badaanis Zv.w. III aTaswleulis fenebSi da kulturuli vazis saxeobas Vitis Vinifera L. miekuTvne

ba [rusiSvili 2007: 17]; Sida qarTlSi – urbnisis maxloblad, qvacxelebze, amave xanis wipwe

bia mopovebuli. soflis meurneobis ganviTarebis paralelurad viTardeba ekonomikisa da 

kulturis yvela mimarTuleba. sakmarisia aRiniSnos Tundac iseTi movlena, rogoric Zv.w. 

III-II aTaswleulebis TrialeTis yorRanTa brwyinvale kulturaa. am grandiozul nagebobeb

Si, romelTa diametri xSirad 100 metrs aRwevs, SesaniSnavad gaTvlil arqiteqturul kon

struqciebTan erTad, uxvad Cndeba inventaric, maT Soris, sasmisebis nairgvari saxeobebic.

Zv.w. II aTasweulidan kulturuli vazi – Vitis vinifera – gavrcelebuli Cans mTels saqar

TveloSi. wipwebi aRmoCenilia qveynis rogorc zRvispira zolSi (anakliis namosaxlari), 

aseve kolxeTis Sida teritoriazec (nosiri). es regioni Tavisi bunebrivi pirobebiT, cxa

dia, mkveTrad gansxvavebulia TrialeTis, samcxis, qarTlisa da kaxeTisagan da, ZiriTadad, 

dablobs warmoadgens. am zonaluri sxvaobis Sesabamisad, Taviseburia samosaxloebis tipe

bic, romlebic aseve uxvad SemorCenili arqeologiuri da botanikuri masaliT gamoirCeva. 

esenia: xorbali, fetvi, wifela, rko, Txili, odnav mogvianebiT Romi (Setaria italica L.) [maisaia, 

SanSiaSvili, rusiSvili 2005: 6-38]. warmoebis ganviTarebis TvalsazrisiT sayuradReboa, 

rom am dros kvlav aRmavlobas ganicdis liTonis warmoeba da iqmneba kolxuri brinjaos Se

saniSnavi, nairgvari ornamentiT gravirebuli nivTebi, romelTa Sorisac gvxvdeba rogorc 

utilitaruli, ise sakulto da aseve mcire xelovnebis – brinjaos plastikis nimuSebic.

am xanidan TandaTanobiT SeiniSneba iseTi keramikuli formebis momravleba, romlebic 

uSualod meRvineobasTan iyo dakavSirebuli. yovel SemTxvevaSi, Zv.w VI saukunidan mTeli 
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qveynis teritoriaze Cndeba nairgvari dekoriT Semkuli saRvine qvevrebi, romelTa teva

doba sxvadasxvagvaria, saSualod Rvinis warmoebas unda ukavSirdebodes specialuri sa

Tavsoebis – marnebis gaCenac. marani (tab. I), romelic vanis naqalaqaris centralur terasa

ze aRmoCnda, Zv.w. V-IV saukuneebs ganekuTvneba. magram bunebrivad ismis kiTxva – ramdenad 

ganviTarebuli iyo is sazogadoeba, romelic esoden did mniSvnelobas aniWebda meRvineo

bisa da mevenaxeobis kulturas? am kiTxvaze pasuxis gasacemad sakmarisia davasaxeloT va

nis Zv.w. IV saukunis samarxeuli kompleqsebis gaTxris Sedegebi. CvenTvis saintereso Temas

Tan dakavSirebiT aRvniSnav am samarxSi amforebis aRmoCenis faqts, rac imis dasturia, rom 

miuxedavad Rvinis warmoebisa kolxeTSi, am siTxiT vaWroba mainc farTodaa gavrcelebuli, 

rac im xanisaTvis Cveulebrivi movlena iyo. aqve aRvniSnavT, rom kolxuri eqsportis dama

dasturebeli kolxuri qvevrebi da amforebi sakmao raodenobiTaa aRmoCenili CrdiloeT 

SavizRvispireTSic. Tumca amjerad CvenTvis gacilebiT sainteresoa kolxuri sazogadoe

bis ekonomikuri da kulturuli done, rac naTlad warmoCinda am samarxebSi. sakmarisia aR

vniSnoT vanisa da sairxis samarxebSi aRmoCenili aTasobiT nivTi, romelTa Soris umeteso

ba Zvirfasi liTonisganaa damzadebuli. amgvarad, sruliad aSkaraa, rom sazogadoebas, ro

melic Zv.w. I aTaswleulSi meRvineobas misdevda, am dargis ganviTarebis rogorc sakmarisi 

tradicia, ise ekonomikuri SesaZleblobebic hqonda. 

meRvineobas da masTan dakavSirebul mTavar WurWels – qvevrs imdenad didi mniSvnelo

ba hqonda, rom Zv.w. IV saukunidan saqarTveloSi mkvidrdeba micvalebulTa saRvine qvevreb

Si dakrZalvis tradicia. Rvinis amave mniSvnelobis dasturia agreTve Zv.w. V saukunidan am

forebis samarxebSi Cayolebis wesis damkvidrebac, rac kargad Cans fiWvnaris Zv.w. V sauku

nis berZnul nekropolze gaTxril samarxebSi (kaxiZe, vikersi 2004: 48-85).

meRvineobis didi rolis maniSnebelia adgilobrivi da berZnuli kultebis sinkretiz

mi – mevenaxeoba-meRvineobis RmerTis – dionises kultis farTo gavrceleba antikuri xanis 

saqarTveloSi. am kultis arsebobis saukeTeso nimuSia Zalisas cnobili mozaika (tab. II) 

IV saukunis dasawyisSi qristianoba saqarTveloSi saxelmwifo religiad gamocxadda da 

vazma da Rvinom axali, kidev ufro didi mniSvneloba SeiZina. sakmarisia aRvniSnoT, rom qar

Tuli qristianobis simbolo vazis rtoebisagan damzadebuli jvaria.

vazi yoveldRiur qristianul yofasTan erTad, qarTuli xuroTmoZRvrebis ganuyo

fel dekoratiul elementad iqca. am periodis marnebi mTeli qveynis teritoriaze, TiT

qmis yvela zonalur sartyelSia mikvleuli. 

Cvens konkretul interess amjerad awyuris mimdebare teritoriaze milsadenis mSeneb

lobasTan dakavSirebiT Catarebuli arqeologiuri kvlevis Sedegebi warmoadgens. Tumca 

samuSaoebis dawyebas am punqtSi sxva safuZvelic hqonda. saqme isaa, rom awyuri istoriul 

qronikebSi pirvelad ixsenieba `qarTlis cxovrebis~ CanarTSi, romlis daweris drois Se

saxeb zusti informacia ar arsebobs. ivaraudeba, rom igi, zogadad, adreul Sua saukune

ebs ganekuTvneba. CanarTSi moTxrobili ambis istoriuli foni sakmaod rTulia. esaa xana, 

rodesac qristes mociqulebi qadagebas iwyeben sxvadasxva qveynebSi. saqarTveloSi es misia 

andria mociquls ergo. mematianes Txroba Semdegi saxisaa:

«da Semdgomad amaRlebisa uflisa, raJams wil-igdes mociqulTa... maSin hrqua yovlad 

wmindaman mociqulsa andrias: warxvide da warasueno xati Cemi da saxierisa Zisa Cemisa qu

eyanasa, Cem wil xdomilsa... xolo wminda mociquli warmoemarTa da moiwia awyvers, romel

sa pirvelad ewodeboda sosangeTi. da daivana adgilsa erTsa, sada igi iyo taZari sakerpo, 

romelsa aw-ca Zuel – eklesia ewodebis da mas Sine imsaxurebodes kerpni maTni. xolo iyo 
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qalaqsa mas Sina bomoni sakerpo, romelsa Sina imsaxurebodes bilwni igini RmerTni maTni 

artemi da apolon. ...warmogzavnil ars aqa xati igi sasod da mcvelad wil-xdomilTaTvis da 

jereTca agreT ars, raTa daesvenos aqa mkvidrad ukunisamde JamTa...» (`qarTlis cxovreba~, 

I, 1955: 39-42).

Sesabamisad, sasuliero tradiciis mixedviT andria mociqulma awyurSi datova RvTis

mSoblis xati da TviTon waremarTa skviTeTSi. am xanidan awyuri iqca mariam RvTismSoblis 

xelTuqmneli xatis adgilsamyofelad da Semdgomi xanis yvela istoriuli movlena, rome

lic am regionSi ganviTarda, ZiriTadad, swored awyurTan iyo dakavSirebuli. 

bunebrivia, rom amgvarma informaciam garkveuli arqeologiuri interesi aRZra awyu

ris mimarT da oci wlis manZilze aq intensiuri arqeologiuri samuSaoebic mimdinareobda, 

ris Sedegadac aRmoCnda warmarTuli xanis (Zv.w. I aTaswleulis meore naxevari) vrceli sa

mosaxlo da CanarTSi mocemuli informacia nawilobriv dadasturda materialuri [Licheli 
1999a: 27-34 ; Licheli 1999b: 13-15; Licheli 1999c: 101-107] da paleobotanikuri masalebis safuZvel

ze.

awyuris da, sazogadod, samcxis Tema mevenaxeoba-meRvineobis konteqstSi damatebiT 

mcire ganmartebas moiTxovs: saqme isaa, rom bunebrivi garemo aq naklebad uwyobs xels meR

vineobis ganviTarebas misi zRvis donidan mdebareobisa da mkacri klimatis gamo.

niSandoblivia, rom miuxedavad mravaljeradi Semosevisa Suasaukuneebis mTels peri

odSi, rac TiTqmis anadgurebda qveynis ekonomikas, mevenaxeobis tradicia mainc iqna Senar

Cunebuli. es faqtebi kargadaa dadaturebuli samcxis (samxreTi saqarTvelo) teritoriaze 

Catarebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad. sofel awyurSi mariam RvTismSoblis taZ

ris interierSi Catarebuli samuSaoebis Sedegad gairkva, rom VII-VIII saukuneebSi aq mdgara 

didi, myar safuZvelze agebuli Senoba, Cveni azriT, taZari, romlis samxreTiT marani miu

SenebiaT. Cven SeviswavleT am marnis mxolod mcire nawili, sadac sami saxvadasxva zomisa da 

moculobis qvevri gamovlinda – 100, 200 da daaxloebiT 800 litri tevadobis. sxvaTa Soris, 

aqve gamovlinda samarxi, romelSic sruliad unikaluri oqros sakidi xati aRmoCnda. igi 

tixruli minanqriTaa Semkuli da Casmuli aqvs iaspis qva, romelzec jvarcmis scenaa gamo

saxuli.

qronologiurad momdevno xanis, X-XVI saukunis mravali sawnaxelia mikvleuli amave 

regionSi. kerZod, adgilze, romelsac mosaxleoba navenaxars uwodebs, gamovlenilia Svidi 

maran-sawnaxeli, romlebic X-XVI saukuneebs ganekuTvneba (tab. III-IV). maTi konstruqcia zus

tad igivea, rac dRevandel sawnaxelebSi gvxvdeba. sainteresoa, rom rig SemTxvevebSi TiTo 

maranSi or-ori sawnaxelia gamarTuli, rac SesaZloa imas mianiSnebs, rom aq, erTi mepatro

nis kuTvnili, sxvadasxva jiSis yurZeni erTdroulad iwureboda da sxvadasxva TaRarSi Ca

edineboda (tab. Va). marnebSi mikvleuli sawnaxelebis zomebi sxvadasxvagvaria: 2,8×1,5 m; aqve 

mdebare sxva sawnaxelis sigrZe ki 11 metria. sazogadod, sawnaxelebis tevadoba 4-7 tonaa.

marnis kedlebi amoyvanilia daumuSavebeli an nawilobriv damuSavebuli lodebiT (tab.

Va, VI). maTi zomebi gansxvavebulia, Tumca sazogadod, maTi konfiguracia daaxloebiT er

Tidaigivea. 

sayuradReboa, rom yvela maranSi aRmoCnda sawanaxelTan saguldagulod gamarTuli 

rezervuarebi, saqajavebi, romelSic sawnaxelSi dawuruli yurZenidan darCenili masa – Wa

Wa iyreboda da aq kidev erTxel iwureboda mZime wnexis wveS. amisaTvis iyenebdnen wisqvilis 

dolabis qvebs an specialurad saqajavisaTvis damzadebul msxlis formis qvebs. maTi wona 

daaxloebiT 150-200 kg-ia (tab. Vb). 
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sawnaxelis fskeris anafxekSi, romelic palinologiuri analizisaTvis gakeTda, xe-mce

nareTa Soris dominirebs kulturuli vazis (Vitis vinifera) mtvris marcvlebis raodenoba, aR

moCenilia misi 12 mtvris marcvali. aris agreTve Txilis (Corylus) da zeTis xilis (Olea) mtvris 

marcvlebi, rac mebaReobis ganviTarebaze metyvelebs. mesame nimuSSi aris agreTve kaklis 

(Juglans regia) mtvris marcvlebi (prof. e. yvavaZis daskvna). 

am SenobebSi xdeboda yurZnis dawurva da miRebuli wveni gadahqondaT sofelSi, marneb

Si Sesanaxad.

sagangebod unda aRiniSnos is, rom qarTveli kacisaTvis maranic da sawnaxelic yovel

Tvis wminda adgils warmoadgenda. am TvalsazrisiT sayuradReboa awyurSive gamovleni

li kidev erTi marani, romlis interierSi sakurTxeveli da wminda puris anu kveris patara 

sacxobi aRmoCnda. maranSi Casasvleli kibis marjvniv, iatakSi amokveTil oTkuTxa ormoSi 

gamarTuli iyo qvis filebisagan Sedgenili sakurTxeveli (tab. VIIa). esaa Txeli filebisa

gan Sekruli qvayuTi, romelic aseTive Txeli filebiT iyo gadaxuruli (zomebi: 0,7×0,4 m).

marnis wminda adgilad gaazrebis dasturia agreTve aqve aRmoCenili samkuTxa formis 

Tixis fila qarTuli warweriT “wminda giorgi” (tab. VIIIb). es monapovari IX saukuniT TariR

deba.

ganaTxari marnebi qviTkiris sawnaxlebiTa da saqajavebiT naTlad warmogviCenen mevena

xeoba-meRvineobis mniSvnelovan rols am regionis mosaxleobis meurneobaSi. amave dros es 

marnebi warmoadgenen Suasaukuneebis xalxuri arqiteqturis uaRresad Tavisebur Zeglebs. 

sayuradReboa, rom marnebic da sawnaxelebic tipologiurad msgavsia saqarTvelos sxva 

kuTxeebSi (kaxeTi, qarTli, aragvis xeoba) gaTxrili sinqronuli Zeglebisa [rCeuliSvili 

1977: 101-105; rCeuliSvili 1980: 57-66; rCeuliSvili 1990: 101-103; WilaSvili 1975: 21-23]. amave 

dros, yuradRebas ipyrobs is faqti, rom aqaur marnebSi ver vxvdebiT Rvinis dasaduRebel 

da Sesanax qvevrebs. Cveni azriT, es nagebobebi sacxovrebeli saxlebisagan moSorebiT, vena

xebSi iyo gamarTuli da gamoiyeneboda mxolod yurZnis dasawurad. wveni maSinve mihqondaT 

im marnebSi, romlebic sacxovrebel saxlTan axlos unda hqonodaT gamarTuli. amas mow

mobs msgavsi viTarebis dadastureba aragvis xeobaSi Suasaukuneebsa da gasuli saukunis da

sawyisis eTnografiul yofaSic [nanobaSvili 1960: 162; sonRulaSvili 1974: 152). 

aqve unda SevniSnoT, rom yuradRebas iqcevs qarTul werilobiT wyaroebSi (~nikor

wmindis dawerili~) termin `marnis~ gverdiT dadasturebuli termini `sasawnexlo qviTki

ri~ [berZniSvili 1979: 25]. rogorc Cans, Cveni winaprebi erTmaneTisagan funqcionalurad 

ansxvaveben Senoba - `marans~, sadac Rvinis Sesanaxi qvevrebi iyo da Senoba – `sasawnexlos~, 

sadac mxolod sawnaxeli da saqajavi iyo yurZnis pirveladi damuSavebisaTvis. am Tvalsaz

risiT, SeiZleba upriani iyos msgavsi marnebisaTvis Cvens samecniero literaturaSi termin 

`sasawnexlos~ damkvidreba, rogorc zemoT aRiniSna, metad sayuradRebo faqtia erT-erT 

TxrilSi gamovlenili marnis Crdilo-dasavleT kuTxeSi gamarTuli warmarTuli saritu

alo kuTxis dadastureba mcire zomis ToniTa da keriT. es udavo mowmobaa SuasaukuneebSi 

garkveuli winaqristianuli (warmarTuli) sakulto ritualebis gadmonaSTis saxiT arse

bobisa. msgavsi faqtebi dadasturebulia Jinvalis naqalaqaris gaTxrebis dros [rCeuliS

vili 1990: 108-109].

yuradRebas iqcevs sakmaod mravalricxovani da mravalferovani keramikuli masala, 

romelic ZiriTadad msgavsia saqarTvelos sxvadadsxva kuTxeebis gaTxrebis dros mopove

buli keramikisa [miwiSvili 1967: 10-38], Tumca SeiniSneba garkveuli Taviseburebebic. es ki 
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imis niSania, rom am regionSi adgilze unda ewarmoebinaT rogorc moWiquli, aseve mouWiqa

vi sasufre Tu sameurneo WurWeli da samSeneblo keramika.

ganaTxari Zeglebisa da arqeologiuri masalis Seswavlis Sedegad SeiZleba Tamamad 

iTqvas, rom Cvens xelTaa mniSvnelovani samecniero informaciis Semcveli artefaqtebis 

kompleqsi, romelic myar safuZvels qmnis samcxis Suasaukuneebis mosaxleobis ekonomikis, 

kulturisa da yofis SeswavlisaTvis. am gamokvlevebis Sedegad miRebulia sruliad axali 

informacia samcxis regionSi Zveli qarTuli meRvineobis Sesaxeb. 

calke unda aRiniSnos XV-XVI saukuneebis erT-erT maranSi aRmoCenili wipwebis paleo

botanikuri analizis Sedegebi. irkveva, rom aq, SesaZloa, vazis primitiul jiSebTan gvaqvs 

saqme. Tumca arsebobs sxva saxis axsnac – samcxis, konkretulad ki awyuris mZime politiku

ri situaciidan gamomdinare, rac gauTavebel omebSi aisaxa, SesaZloa yovelTvis ar tar

debod yvela saWiro agroteqnikuri (gasxvla da a.S.) operacia. mevenaxeobis ganviTarebis 

TvalsazrisiT es uaRresad mniSvnelovani detalia da kargad Seesabameba am xanisaTvis 

arsebul urTules istoriul procesebs. Tumca kidev erTxel unda aRiniSnos, rom miuxe

davad zemoaRniSnuli procesebisa, isini aferxebdnen, magram ver spobdnen meurneobis am 

dargs. am mxriv sayuradReboa iseTi cnobili Zegli, rogoric varZiaa. samcxis meRvineobis 

zonaluri ganviTarebis TvalsazrisiTac swored am samonastro kompleqss gansakuTrebu

li mniSvneloba aqvs; igi zRvis donidan 1300 metris simaRleze mdebareobs da 600-ze meti 

saTavsoa gamovlenili, saTavsoTa umetesobaSi ramdenime qvevria Cadgmuli produqtis da, 

maT Soris, Rvinis Sesanaxad. maTi tevadoba sxvadasxvaa – umciresi 60 litrs itevs, xolo 

udidesi – 1800 litrs. qvevrebis saerTo tevadoba am erT monasterSi daaxloebiT 91 aTas 

litrs Seadgenda. 

amgvarad, Suasaukuneebis mevenaxeobis Sefasebis TvalsazrisiT, ukanasknel wlebSi awy

uris aRmoCenebi aseTi daskvnis saSualebas iZleva: gaTxrebis Sedegad miRebuli palino

logiuri masalis Sesabamisad, mecamete saukunis bolo da Semdgomi sami saukune (XIV-XVI ss.) 

samcxe xasiaTdeboda sul sxva ekologiuri pirobebiT. muxis, cacxvis, fSatis, qacvis, xeW

relis da jagrcxilis arseboba tyeSi imaze metyvelebs, rom aq dRevandelTan SedarebiT 

gacilebiT Tbili klimati unda yofiliyo. Tbili klimatis arsebobis dasturia agreTve 

gvimra, gvelis enis, tabelas sporebis aRmoCena. yvela CamoTvlili mcenare dRes izrdeba 

mxolos tyis qveda zolSi da 700 m zemoT ar gvxvdeba, awyuri ki mdebareobs 960 m simaRleze. 

palinolog eliso yvavaZis daskvniT, swored am Tbilma klimatma xeli Seuwyo mevenaxeobis 

mZlavr ganviTarebas.

ivaraudeba, rom amave klimatis gamo xarobda awyurSi zeTisxilic, magram meCvidmete 

saukunis bolos dawyebulma anomalurma aciebam TiTqmis sabolood gaanadgura mevenaxe

oba samcxeSi. acieba globaluri da xanmokle iyo, Tumca, miuxedavad amisa, samcxis teri

toriaze axlac aris SemorCenili vazis jiSebi, romlebic SesaniSnavadaa Seguebuli iqaur 

mkacr klimats da SesaniSnavadac xarobs. 
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The history of wine-making has always been a popular subject with Georgian scholars, and the view 
once expressed by Academician N. Vavilov that the domestic vine had a Near Eastern origin made Georgia 
an area of particular interest. Our immediate incentive to discuss this topic was the new information stem-
ming from the splendid discoveries made during the construction of the BTC pipeline, notably the wine 
presses recovered in the village of Atsquri (Akhaltsikhe district). They have added fresh information relating 
to the history of wine-making in Samtskhe in particular and in Medieval Georgia in general.

Archaeological evidence indicates that viticulture has a history of at least 7000 years in Georgia. This 
is a long time in terms of the development of a single agricultural product, and its study enables us to 
observe changes that occurred within the society that consumed wine. A short account of this earlier pe-
riod is in order with a view to clarifying the situation and development of the tribes that inhabited Central 
Transcaucasia.

Relevant in connection with the history of the vine are various sites in the middle part of the river 
Mtkvari and which belong to the area of the “East Caucasian Early Farming Culture”. A particular feature 
diagnostic of this Culture needs to be emphasized, namely the concentration of settlements on raised plac-
es, on hills. The settlements were compact in plan and topography: clusters consisting of between three 
and five villages, and the clusters situated 10-15 km apart (Lordkipanidze 2002, 56-57). Houses might be 
circular or oval in plan surrounding a central circular area. Rooms in the residential complex would have 
specific functions, with the tasks appropriate to the household and the farm separated from each other. 
O. Japaridze writes, that “the inhabited areas of the Farming Culture in the Ganja-Qazakhi Valley and on the 
Marneuli plain are artificial mounds today, formed as the result of the prolonged habitation of generations 
at the same place. A strong economic system lay behind all this. In those times villages consisted of houses 
and farms built of unbaked brick or adobe. The village had not undergone major changes in planning, 
building techniques or architecture over a long period. From the very beginning the village had the same 
plan, with an irregular, dense, chaotic distribution of residential quarters. The principal architectural form 
was a circular plan for houses and farms. Clay was the main building material. Wood and, especially, stone 
were not used in building. Apparently, the tradition of building with clay was very strong; moreover, clay 
architecture here already stood at a high level” (Japaridze 2006, 260-261). 

Naturally, the development of farming was accompanied by, or more appropriately, was made pos-
sible by the presence of proper tools. Cultural strata of this period have produced obsidian, stone, bone 
and wooden tools. These include: sickle blades, hoes (including examples made of antler), spades, polishes, 
perforators, awls, and various knife-like tools. Among tools used for cultivation particular attention should 
be paid to a red-deer antler 67 cm long from the Arukhlo I settlement and which functioned as a primitive 
plough (Chubinishvili 1978, 13-16).

Judging by the palaeobotanical data found in the compact settlements of Early Farming Cultures (e.g. 
the Kvemo Shulaveri, Arukhlo, Tsiteli Sopeli and Qachaghana settlement clusters) it is clear that farming 
had a very long history, as members of the wheat family were already differentiated and hull-less barley 
predominates over hulled (Rusishvili 2007, 15). Against the background of such advanced agriculture we 
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should not be surprised to find remains of the vine in the same archaeological context. In particular, grape 
seeds have been excavated at “Dangreuli Gora” in Shulaveri, in strata of the 6th-5th millennia BC. Their palae-
obotanical evaluation is as follows: the material is multi-layer and is represented by round and pear-shaped 
stones. Their length (L) varies between 6.8 and 6 mm, breadth (B) between 3 and 3.8 mm. The length of the 
beak of the seed is 1.3-1.8mm, ratio L/B equals 1.61-1.94. The central grooves are deep and almost paral-
lel. According to morphological and ampelographic features, it belongs to the cultivated type of vine Vitis 
vinifera L. (Rusishvili 2007, 13).

Later, in the Bronze Age (from the 4th millennium BC), the Kartvelian (Georgian) tribes reached a new 
stage of development, and began to produce metal achieving over the millennia an incredible technical 
and artistic level. Remains of the domesticated vine are also familiar on sites of this period. For example, 
grape seeds have been recovered in Kakheti, in 3rd millennium BC levels at Badaani, and they have been 
attributed to the cultivated type of vine, Vitis vinifera (Rusishvili 2007, 17); in Shida Kartli, near Urbnisi, at 
Kvatskhelebi, seeds of the same period have been recorded. All the branches of economy and culture de-
velop in parallel with the development of farming. One example of such a phenomenon is the “Splendid 
Trialeti Kurgan Culture” of the 3rd-2nd millennia BC. These grandiose buildings, whose diameters often reach 
100 m, apart from being perfectly designed architectural structures, demonstrate a wealth of grave goods 
including a variety of drinking vessels.

From the 2nd millennium BC the domesticated vine, Vitis vinifera L., seems to have spread throughout 
Georgia. Grape pips have been recovered in both the coastal area (Anaklia) and the interior of Colchis 
(Nosiri). The natural conditions of this area differ sharply from those of Trialeti, Samtskhe, Kartli and Kakheti, 
in that there are mostly plains in the west. In keeping with this zonal difference, community types are differ-
ent too, and this is confirmed by abundant archaeological and botanical evidence, including the presence 
of wheat, millet, beech, acorn and hazelnut and later on, of a variety of millet called Setaria italica. (Maisaia, 
Shanshiashvili, Rusishvili 2005, 6-38). In the area of craftsmanship, metallurgy still progressed and fine Col-
chian bronze objects engraved with a range of ornaments were produced, including both household and 
religious objects as well as examples of small bronze sculpture. 

From this period onwards there appear to be more ceramic shapes connected immediately with wine-
making. From the 6th century BC, wine pithoi of different sizes and decorated with diverse ornaments are 
widespread throughout Georgia. The emergence of special storage areas, called marani (wine cellar) in 
Georgian, must also be related to wine-making. The wine cellar (pl. I) recovered on the central terrace at 
Vani belongs to the 5th-4th centuries BC. But a question emerges: how well was the community developed 
which gave wine-making and viticulture such great importance? In order to answer this question we need 
to refer to the results of excavations of the Vani burial complexes of the 4th century BC. 

The discovery of imported amphorae in burials indicates that although wine-making in Colchis was 
advanced, it was not at all unusual to bring in wine from abroad. The other side of the same coin, however, 
is that Colchian pithoi and amphorae, possible evidence for the exportation of Colchian wine, have been 
found in large quantities on the North Black Sea coast. The economic and cultural level of the Colchian 
community is perfectly displayed in burials at Vani and Sairkhe, where thousands of objects have been 
excavated, most of them made of precious metal. It is clear that this community, greatly concerned with 
wine-making during the 1st millennium BC, not only had long wine-making traditions, but in this field, but 
was also economically advanced. 

Wine-making and the principal vessel associated with it, namely the pithos, were of such importance 
that from the 4th century BC the custom of burying the dead in wine pithoi was established. Further evi-
dence of the importance of wine-making is the practice of placing amphorae in burials from the 5th century 
BC onwards, a practice well displayed in burials of in Greek necropolis at Pichvnari dated to the 5th century 
BC (Kakhidze, Vickers 2004, 48-85).

The syncretism of local and Greek cults, including the wide distribution of the cult of Dionysus, the god 
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of wine-making, throughout Georgia in the Classical period is yet another indication of the great impor-
tance of viticulture. An excellent example of the presence of this cult is to be found in the famous mosaics 
at Dzalisa (pl. II). 

Christianity was declared the state religion in Kartli at the beginning of the 4th century, and wine gained 
even greater importance. It is remarkable, furthermore, that the symbol of Georgian Christianity is a cross 
made from the branches of a grapevine.

Apart from its role in everyday Christian life, the grapevine became an indispensible decorative ele-
ment of Georgian architecture. Wine cellars of this period have been recorded almost everywhere through-
out the country. 

Our specific interest here is in the results of archaeological investigations carried out in connection 
with the construction of the pipeline in an area near Atsquri. But the pipeline was not the only reason for 
excavating here, for Atsquri is first mentioned in the historical record in an extract from kartlis tskhovreba 
(Life of Kartli). We do not know when precisely it was written, but it is believed to belong to the Early Middle 
Ages. The historical background of the account in the extract is rather complicated. It deals with the time 
when Christ’s apostles began preaching in different countries. The Apostle Andrew was commissioned to 
preach in Georgia. The chronicle reads: “And after the Lord’s Resurrection, when the apostles drew lots… 
the Virgin told Saint Andrew: ‘Go and take my icon and one of my Son to the country allotted to me’. And 
the holy Apostle arrived in Atsquri, which was then called Sosangeti, and settled here at the place where 
stood a pagan temple which is now called an old church and idols used to be worshipped there. And there 
was a temple of idols in this city where Artemis and Apollo were worshipped… An icon is sent to this place 
as hope and safeguard to all those to whom it is granted and it is intended to rest here forever” (kartlis 
tskhovreba [Life of Kartli]) 1955, 39-42).

Consequently, according to Christian tradition, St Andrew left the icon of the Virgin in Atsquri and 
headed for the land of the Scythians. From this time Atsquri became the resting place of the Virgin’s icon 
and all the further events that took place in this region were related to Atsquri.

Naturally, information like this inspired a certain archaeological interest in Atsquri, and for twenty years 
intensive archaeological work was carried on here. A vast settlement of pagan times (second half of the 1st 
millennium BC) was found, and the information given in the extract was partly confirmed on the basis of 
artefacts (Licheli 1999a, 27-34; Licheli 1999b, 13-15; Licheli 1999c, 101-107) and palaeobotanical material.

The subject of Atsquri, and Samtskhe in general, in the context of viticulture and wine-making requires 
further explanation: the environment of this region is not very favourable for the development of wine-
making, due to its high altitude and its severe climate.

It is remarkable, however, that despite repeated invasions throughout the Middle Ages, which almost 
destroyed the country’s economy, the tradition of wine-making still survived. These facts are clearly shown 
to be true by excavations in Samtskhe (South Georgia). As a result of work carried out in the interior of the 
church of the Virgin in the village of Atsquri, it became clear that in the 7th-8th centuries there stood here  
a large building standing upon a firm foundation, presumably a church. A wine cellar was attached to the 
south. We investigated only a small part of the latter, which produced three pithoi of different sizes with 
capacities respectively of 100, 200 and about 800 litres. It is worth recording that a burial was found here 
containing a unique gold pendant-icon decorated with cloisonné enamel and inlaid jasper representing a 
Crucifixion scene. 

Many wine presses of a later period, the 10th-16th centuries have been found in this region. In a place 
that the local community calls “Navenakhari”, a former vineyard, seven wine-cellars and presses were found 
that belong to the 10th-16th centuries (pl. III-IV). Their construction is exactly the same as that of modern 
wine presses. It is interesting, that in a number of cases there are two presses in a single cellar, which sug-
gests that different kinds of grapes belonging to one owner might have been pressed simultaneously and 
that the juice flowed into different reservoirs (pl. Va). The sizes of presses vary: one might be 2.8 x 1.5 m, 
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while a press situated nearby was 11 m long. In general, the capacity of the presses was between four and 
seven tons.

The walls of the wine cellar are built of rough or partly cut blocks (pl. Va, VI). They are of different sizes, 
although their general configuration is nearly similar. It is remarkable that every cellar had tanks specially 
arranged next to the press, into which the residue that remained in the press from the pressed grapes was 
thrown, and pressed again under heavy pressure. For this purpose they used millstones or pear-shaped 
stones specially made for the wine press and weighing about 150-200 kg (pl. Vb).

In the sample collected from the bottom of the press, which was submitted to palynological analysis, 
the pollen of the cultivated vine (Vitis vinifera) predominates among arboreals (with 12 grains). There was 
also pollen of hazelnut (Corylus) and olive (Olea), which points to the development of horticulture. A third 
sample included walnut pollen (Juglans regia). (Thanks are due to Prof. E. Qvavadze for this information).

These buildings were used for pressing wine and the resultant juice was taken to the village to keep in 
wine cellars. 

It must be pointed out that both wine cellars and presses have always been holy places for Georgians, 
and in this connection we should mention a wine cellar that contained an altar and a small bakery for the 
holy bread. To the right of the stairs leading down to the wine cellar an altar consisting of stone slabs was 
fitted into a square pit cut in the floor (pl. VIIa). It is cist 0.7 x 0.4 m made from thin slabs and covered with 
thin tiles. A 9th century triangular clay slab with an inscription in Georgian reading “Saint George” and found 
close to a wine cellar is further evidence in support of the view that such places were considered holy (pl. 
VIIIb). 

Excavated wine cellars with stone press and reservoirs clearly demonstrate the important role of viti-
culture and wine-making in the economy of the population of this region. At the same time these wine 
cellars are peculiar monuments of Medieval folk architecture. It is remarkable that both wine cellars and 
presses are typologically similar to contemporary monuments excavated in other part of Georgia (Kakheti, 
Kartli, the Aragvi Valley) (Rcheulishvili 1977, 101-105; Rcheulishvili 1980, 57-66; Rcheulishvili 1990, 101-
103; Chilashvili 1975, 21-23). At the same time it is interesting that there are no pithoi in these wine cellars 
for fermenting and keeping wine. We believe that these structures were arranged away from the dwell-
ings, in vineyards, and were only used for pressing grapes. The juice was immediately taken to wine cellars 
which must have been arranged near dwellings. The same situation exists in the ethnographic record of 
the Aragvi Valley in the Middle Ages and at the beginning of the last century (Nanobashvili 1960, 162; Son-
ghulshvili 1974, 152).

It is worth mentioning that Georgian written sources (“Nikortsminda writing”) use the term “stone 
press” next to the word marani (wine cellar) (Berdzenishvili 1979, 25). Apparently, our ancestors distin-
guished the function of buildings called marani, where they used to keep pithoi, from those in which they 
kept wine presses, which only contained the press itself and a tank for the primary treatment of grapes. 
From this point of view, it might be appropriate to establish the term sacnakhelo (pressing room) for wine 
cellars in general in the scientific literature. 

As was mentioned above, it was quite remarkable to find a pagan ritual place with a small bakery and 
hearth in the north-west corner of the wine cellar. This is doubtless evidence for vestiges of pagan rituals. Sim-
ilar phenomena were recorded during excavations at the Zhinvali settlement (Rcheulishvili 1990, 108-109).

There were remarkable finds of quantities of various kinds of pottery of a kind found elsewhere in 
Georgia (Mitsishvili 1967, 10-38). Some of the individual idiosyncrasies, however, suggest that both glazed 
and unglazed tableware and household pottery and building ceramics were produced locally.

The excavated sites and finds have provided important scientific information, which creates a firm ba-
sis for the study of the economy, culture and everyday life of the population of Medieval Samtskhe. Thanks 
to this research we have fresh information concerning ancient Georgian wine-making in the Samtskhe 
region.
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The results of the palaeobotanical analysis of grape pips found in one of the wine cellars of the 15th-
16th centuries deserve special attention. It seems that we may have here some primitive varieties of grape-
vine. There may, however, be another explanation: given the difficult political situation of Samtskhe, and 
of Atsquri in particular, as reflected in endless wars, it is possible that normal agricultural activities such as 
pruning were not always carried out. In viticultural terms pruning is a highly important matter, but perhaps 
it was impeded as a consequence of fighting. Nevertheless, this branch of agriculture was not destroyed. 
It is worth mentioning in this connection the well-known site of Vardzia, a monastic complex with a great 
importance with regard to the zonal development of wine-making in Samtskhe. It is situated at an altitude 
of 1300m and contained more than 600 rooms. Most rooms had pithoi fitted in the floor for storing food 
as well as wine. They had different capacities, the smallest holding 60 litres and the largest 1800 litres. The 
capacity of the pithoi in this monastery alone was approximately 91,000 litres.

In terms of Medieval wine-growing, the recent finds at Atsquri allow us to conclude the following: the 
palynological evidence points to the climatic conditions in Samtskhe having been rather different between 
the end of the 13th century and the 16th century from today’s conditions. The presence of oak, lime, oleaster, 
sea-buckthorn, and hornbeam point to a much warmer climate then. This is confirmed by the discovery 
spores of spores of fern, adder’s tongue fern, and cretan fern. All these plants grow today in a lower forest 
zone, and do not occur higher than 700 m, while Atsquri is situated at 960 m above sea level. The paly-
nologist Eliso Qvavdze has concluded that it was the warm climate that stimulated the development of 
viticulture.

The warmer climate presumably allowed olives to grow, but the eventual fall in temperature destroyed 
both viticulture and olive-growing in Samtskhe. The fall in temperature was global, but there are neverthe-
less still some kinds of grapevine preserved in Samtskhe that are adapted to a severe climate and grow 
there perfectly well.
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safar-xarabas samarovani samxreT saqarTveloSi, walkis municipalitetis terito

riaze mdebareobs. 2003-2005 wlebSi sof. safar-xarabas CrdiloeTiT, baqo-Tbilisi-jei

hanis navTobsadenis mSeneblobasTan dakavSirebiT, samarovnis teritoriaze 122 samarxi 

gaiTxara. Zegli gviani brinjaos Zv.w. XV-XIV s-is Sua xanebiT aris daTariRebuli [nari

manaSvili 2006: 101]. 

saqarTvelos teritoriaze mopovebuli anTropologiuri masala, romelic am peri

ods ganekuTvneba, 53 mamakacis da 34 dedakacis Tavis qalazea Seswavlili, xolo walkis 

regionidan am drois mosaxleobis kraniologiuri masala mopovebuli ar aris. amrigad, 

walkis regionidan nebismieri masala mniSvnelovania. 

safar-xarabas samarovanze mopovebuli anTropologiuri masala cudadaa daculi. 

Zvlovani naSTebi ZiriTadad dazianebulia. xSir SemTxvevaSi gvixdeboda Zvlebis anabeW

dis gazomva samarxebSi, radgan amoRebisas mTlianad iSleboda. Cveni azriT, Zvlovani 

masalis aseTi cudi daculoba ZiriTadad niadagis qimiuri SemadgenlobiT aris ganpi

robebuli.

safar-xarabas samarovanze gaTxrili samarxebidan mxolod 31-Sia aRmoCenili ada

mianis Zvlovani naSTi, romelTa identifikacia sqesisa da asakis mixedviT SesaZlebelia 

da es masala warmodgenilia # 1 cxrilSi. demografiul monacemebs didi mniSvneloba 

eniWeba anTropologiur kvlevebSi, radgan mosaxleobis morfologiuri da genetikuri 

cvalebadoba mniSvnelovnad aris dakavSirebuli iseT demografiul procesebTan, ro

goricaa: migracia, Sobadoba, sikvdilianoba, sicocxlis saSualo xangrZlivoba, qorwi

nebaTa wre da a. S.

Tanamedrove paleodemografiuli gamokvlevebi efuZneba sikvdilianobis cxri

lebs, romelTa saSualebiT SesaZlebelia sxvadasxva asakobrivi jgufis mixedviT ga

nisazRvros, sicocxlisunarianoba, sikvdilis albaToba da sicocxlis mosalodneli 

xangrZlivoba [Acsadi, Nemeskeri 1970]. sruli paleodemografiuli gamokvlevis Catareba 

am masalaze dayrdnobiT SeuZlebelia, radgan amisaTvis aucilebelia samarovani mTli

anad iyos gaTxrili, xolo mopovebuli Zvlovani masala identificirebuli iyos sqesisa 

da asakis mixedviT. miuxedavad masalis arasrulyofilebisa (radgan samarovani mTli

anad ar aris gaTxrili da SeuZlebelia sruli paleodemografiuli rekonstruqciis 

ganxorcieleba), mizanSewonilad CavTvaleT gagverkvia, Tundac samarovnis gaTxri

li nawilisaTvis mosaxleobis sicocxlis saSualo asaki da gardacvlilTa asakobrivi 

struqtura, rac SeuZlebelia gamokvleul iyos mecnierebis sxva dargis monacemebis sa

fuZvelze iseT Zvel periodSi, rogoricaa brinjaos Tu sxva nebismieri adreuli epoqa. 

sicocxlis saSualo asaki aris zogadi maCvenebeli, romelic asaxavs garemo pirobebTan 

mosaxleobis biologiur da socialur adaptacias.

liana biTaZe

safar-xarabas samarovnis  
anTropologiuri daxasiaTeba
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dakrZalulTa ganawileba sqesis mixedviT (cxr. # 1, nax. 1) gviCvenebs, rom 28,2% mama

kaci, 41,0% dedakaci da 25,6% bavSvi Seadgens.

sikvdilianobis asakobrivi struqtura asaxavs mosaxleobaSi mimdinare procesebs. 

adreul sazogadoebaSi maRali iyo sikvdilianoba axalgazrda asakobriv jgufebSi; deda

kacTa sikvdilianoba ufro maRali iyo mamakacebTan SedarebiT. rTuli saTqmelia, ramde

nad SesaZlebelia samarovnis am monakveTSi miRebuli monacemebis gavrceleba mTlianad 

safar-xarabas mosaxleobaze, magram mniSvnelovania is, rom mamakacebis (30,7) sicocxlis 

saSualo xangrZlivoba 5,7 wliT metia vidre qalebis (25,0), xolo sicocxlis saSualo xan

grZlivoba bavSvTa sikvdilianobis gaTvaliswinebiT 23,7 wels Seadgens. ukanasknelze 

dayrdnobiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom mosaxleobis aRwarmoeba Zalian Cqari tempiT mimdina

reobda. populaciis saSualo asaki xSirad Taobebis xangrZlivobas utoldeba da praq

tikulad emTxveva kidec. am SemTxvevaSi gansazRvruli mosaxleobis sicocxlis saSualo 

xangrZlivoba dabal maCveneblad unda miviCnioT, xolo aRwarmobis tempi daCqarebulad.

saqarTvelos gvianbrinjaos xanis I etapis mosaxleobis sicocxlis saSualo xan

grZlivoba bavSvTa sikvdilianobis gaTvaliswinebis gareSe, 39,7 wels Seadgens. mamaka

cebSi is 41,6, dedakacebSi 37,8 welia [biTaZe 2005: 190] da bevrad maRalia vidre safar‑xa

rabas mosaxleobaSi. adre Cvens mier gamoTqmuli iyo mosazreba, rom samxreT kavkasiis 

mosaxleoba uZvelesi droidan ganicdida diferenciacias, rac aisaxa Tundac iseT zogad 

maCveneblebSi, rogoricaa sicocxlis saSualo xangrZlivoba. mniSvnelovani faqti, rom brin

jaos xanidan moyolebuli, saqarTvelos mosaxleoba gamoirCeoda sicocxlis saSualo xan

grZlivobis maRali maCvenebliT kavkasiis sxva regionebis mosaxleobasTan SedarebiT da Se

saZloa, qarTvelebis dRegrZelobas dasabami brinjaos xanaSi daedo [Bitadze 2006: 21]. bevrad 

adre iyo gamoTqmuli mosazreba, rom samxreT kavkasiis paleomosaxleobisaTvis damaxasiaTe

belia dabali sicocxlis saSualo asaki [Алексеев 1972: 13].

safar-xarabas mosaxleoba miuxedavad imisa, rom sakmaod maRali cxovrebis doniT xasiaT

deboda, gamoirCeoda dabali sicocxlis xangrZlivobiT, rac ukve imas niSnavs, rom saqarTve

loSic aRiniSneboda mosaxleobis diferenciacia sicocxlis xangrZlivobis mixedviT. 

sruli paleodemografiuli analizi saqarTveloSi jer-jerobiT mxolod awyuris 

gora-samarxSi dakrZalulTa (69 individi) monacemebze ganxorcielda. Suabrinjaos xa

nis awyuris gora-samarxis mosaxleobisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli iyo sicocxlis saSualo 

xangrZlivobis Zalian didi sxvaoba sqesTa Soris [biTaZe 2002: 80]. mamakacebi 10 wliT 

mets cxovrobdnen vidre qalebi, Tumca awyuris mamakacebi (40,9) 10,2 wliT, xolo deda

kacebi (30,9) 5,9 met wels cxovrobdnen vidre safar-xarabas mosaxleoba. gansxvavebulia 

aseve sikvdilianobis asakobrivi struqtura. awyurSi gardacvlil qalTa 55% 25-29 da 

30-34 asakobriv jgufSia dafiqsirebuli, xolo safar-xarabaze dakrZalul qalTa naxe

vari (50.0%) 20-25 asakobriv jgufSi imyofeboda. mTlianobaSi gardacvlil qalTa 87,5% 

da mamakacTa 81,8% reproduqciul asakSi imyofeboda. es ukanasknelic aRwarmoebis 

swraf tempze miuTiTebs.

safar-xarabas mosaxleobis sruli kraniologiuri daxasiaTeba monacemTa im baziT, 

romelic Cven gvaqvs, SeuZlebelia. arcerTi Tavis qala ar aRdga im mdgomareobamde 

(tab. I-II), rom gangvesazRvra saxis sigane da simaRle, Sublis umciresi sigane, yvrimal

TaSua diametri da sxva mniSvnelovani niSani. zogadad, am drois saqarTvelos mosaxle

oba xasiaTdeba didi grZivi da mcire ganivi diametrebiT, umeteswilad saSualo qalas 

simaRliT, didi qalas fuZis sigrZiT, didi saxis sruli simaRliT, ganieri SubliT, mci
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cxrili 1. safar-xarabas samarovnze dakrZalulTa ganawileba sqesisa da asakis 
mixedviT:

 asaki  mamakaci  dedakaci  bavSvi  sul
 n % n % n % n %

0-4  1  2.6  1  2.6
5-9  4  10.3  4  10. 3
10-14   5  12.8  5  12.8
15-19  2  5.1  1 2.6  4*  10.2
20-24  2  5.1  3 7.7  6*  15.3
25-29  1  5.1  8 20.5  9  23.1
30-34  3  7.7  2 5.1  5  12.8
35-39  2  5.1 1  2.6  3  7.7
40-44
45-49
50-54  1  2.6  1  2.6  2  5.1
55->
sul  11  28.2  16  41.0  10  25.6  39  100
saSualo asaki  30.7  25.0  9.4  23.7

* aRniSnul grafaSi damatebulia TiTo individi, romelTa sqesi daudgenelia.
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nax. 1. safar-xarabas samarovanze dakrZalulTa ganawileba sqesisa da asakis mixedviT.
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re saxis Sua siganiT, mcire yvrimalTaSoris diametriT, mkveTrad profilirebuli ho

rizontalur da swori vertikalur sibrtyeSi saxiT.

erTaderTi Tavis qala, romelzec raimes Tqma SegviZlia mopovebulia # 85 samar

xSi. mamakacis Tavis qalas axasiaTebs mcire grZivi diametri (177 mm), daqanebuli Subli 

da kefa, maRali qalasarqveli (po-b), mcire zomis dvrilisebri morCi. Tavis qalas for

ma zemodan (norma verticalis) kvercxisebria (ovoides). miuxedavad imisa, rom, ganivi diamet

ris (eu‑eu) gazomva SeuZlebelia, Tavis qalas forma zemodan da zogadi xedi profilSi 

(tab. I1
) iZleva saSualebas ganvsazRvrod Tavis qalas kranio tipi, rogorc mezokranuli.

sxeulis simaRle erT-erTi mniSvnelovani morfologiuri niSania, romelic gansazR

vravs sxeulis sxva zomebs. igi amJRavnebs rogorc maRal individualur cvalebadobas, 

aseve asakobriv, sqesobriv da teritorialur gansxvavebebs. 9 mamakacis da 5 dedakacis 

lulovani Zvlebis mixedviT ganvsazRvreT sxeulis simaRle. mamakacebSi sxeulis simaR

le cvalebadobs 154,5-175,0 sm farglebSi, saSualod 165,2 sm-ia, rac mamakacebis saSualo 

simaRleze migviTiTebs. dedakacebis sxeulis simaRle 151,3-165,3 sm-is farglebSi vari

rebs, xolo saSualo simaRle 155,5 sm-ia. safar-xarabas dedakacebi saSualo monacemebis 

mixedviT, iseve rogorc mamakacebi, saSualo simaRlisa iyvnen. aq xazi unda gaesvas ga

mokvleulTa raodenobriv mxares da monacemTa SemTxveviTobas.

simaRlis mixedviT gamoangariSebuli iqna mosaxleobis sxeulis proporciebi (do

loqomorfia, mezomorfia, braqimorfia). mamakacebSi sxeulis proporciebis yvela tipi 

gamovlinda (1 doloqomorfuli, 2 mezomorfuli, 2 braqimorfuli), xolo dedakacebSi 

mezomorfuli tipi da braqimorfuli tipi vlindeba.

sxeulis masa gamoTvlilia regresiis gantolebis safuZvelze da mamakacebSi 55,7 - 

70,0 kg, saSualod 63,1 kg, qalebSi 52,7-65,5 kg saSualod 59,6 kg-ia. es monacemebi aseve wi

naswarulia, radgan aucilebelia masalis rocxovnobis gazrda raTa miRebuli monace

mebi statistikurad saimedo iyos.

zemoT iyo aRniSnuli, rom mopovebuli masala cudadaa Semonaxuli, amitom Ziri

Tadad gamovlenilia iseTi saxis anomaliebi rogoricaa kariesi, minanqris hipoplazia, 

kbilebis amoWris rigiTobis darRveva, kbilebis specifikuri cveTa da sicocxleSive 

kbilebis dakargva. kraniologiuri da postkranialuri ConCxis cudi daculobis gamo 

aRniSnuli paTologiaTa speqtri zemoT CamoTvliliT ifargleba, xolo gardacvalebis 

aSkara mizezebi ucnobia. Tumca minanqris hipoplazia SesaZloa gamowveuli iyos negati

uri faqtorebis, `kvebiTi stresiT~ dawyebuli da specifikuri daavadebebiT damTavre

buli. Kkariesi metad gavrcelebuli paTologiaa da miuTiTebs imunitetis darRvevaze, 

dietis specifiurobasa da zogadad janmrTelobis mdgomareobaze. sicocxleSive kbi

lebis dakargva xSirad asakTan korelirebs, rac am SemTxvevaSi dasturdeba gardacvli

lis asakiT (50-55 weli). kbilebis anomaluri zrda iZleva informacias jgufis geneti

kur an eTnikur Tvisebebze (Tu xSirad aRiniSneba paleomosaxleobaSi), xolo kbilebis 

specifikuri cveTa da sicocxleSive dakargva dakavSirebulia kbilebiT tyavis damuSa

vebasTan. CamoTvlili paTologiaTa speqtriT safar-xarabas mosaxleobis konkretuli 

saqmianoba ar ikveTeba. sikvdilianobis mizezad samarx # 78-Si dakrZalul 9, 11, 12 wlis 

sami bavSvis da samarx # 104-Si 18-20 wlis qalis, 5-6 da 3-5 wlis bavSvebis gardacvalebis 

mizezi albad mwvave infeqciebia, Tumca utyuari dasturi amisa ar gvaqvs. 

amrigad, safar-xarabas gvian brinjaos xanis paleomosaxleoba, miuxedavad mwiri mo

nacemTa bazisa, kompleqsurad aris Seswavlili. mniSvnelovania, rom am masaliT dadgin
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da mosaxleobis dabali sicocxlis xangrZlivoba da aRwarmoebis maRali tempi. Triale

Tis mosaxleobis fizikuri ganviTarebis zogierTi maCvenebeli pirvelad iyo gansazR

vruli, rac Seexeba kranio tips, Tu vimsjelebT Zalian fragmentuli masaliT, albaT is 

igivea, rogorc imdroindeli saqarTvelos mosaxleoba.
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The Sapar-Kharaba cemetery is situated in South Georgia, in Tsalka municipality. 122 burials were exca-
vated in the cemetery north of the village of Sapar-Kharaba in connection with the construction of the BTC 
pipeline in 2003-2005. The site is dated to the Middle Bronze Age, or to the 15th-14th centuries BC (Nariman-
ishvili 2006, 101).

Anthropological material of this period from Georgia studied hitherto consists of 53 male and 34 female 
skulls, with no craniological material at all from Tsalka region. Any material from this part of the world is con-
sequently of great importance.

The anthropological material from the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery is badly preserved. Remains of bones 
are mostly damaged. In many cases we had to measure the impressions made by bones in the burials since 
the bones tended to crumble on removal. Such bad preservation was largely conditioned by the chemical 
content of the soil. 

Of the burials excavated at the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery only 31 produced human skeletal material ca-
pable of being categorized by age and sex, and this material is represented in Table No. 1. Demographic data 
have great importance for anthropological researches, since morphological and genetic changes are signifi-
cantly related to relevant processes such as migration, birth and death rates, life expectancy, marriage, etc. 

Modern demographic research is based on mortality tables, through which we can define viability, life 
expectancy and longevity in different age groups (Acsadi, Nemeskeri 1970). It was impossible to conduct a 
complete palaeodemographic study on the basis of the material available, since to do this it would be neces-
sary to excavate the whole cemetery and for the recovered osseous material to be categorized by age and 
sex. Despite the inherent drawbacks (the cemetery was not completely excavated and it was not possible 
perform a complete palaeodemographic reconstruction), we decided it would be useful to establish the aver-
age life expectancy and the age structure of the deceased within the excavated part of the cemetery, in that 
it would produce results impossible to establish by other means of scientific analysis for such a remote period 
as the Bronze Age or indeed for any other early period. Average life expectancy is a general indicator which 
reflects the biological and social adaptation of a given population to the environment. 

The distribution of the deceased according to gender shows (Table No. 1, fig. 1) that 28.2% are male, 41.0 
% are female and 25.6 % are children. 

The age structure of mortality reflects processes occurring in the population. In early society mortality 
was high among younger age groups; female mortality was higher compared to that of males. It is difficult to 
extrapolate from the data derifed from this part of the cemetery to the whole population of Sapar-Kharaba, 
but the important point is that average life expectancy among men (30.7 %) is 5.7 years greater than that 
among women (25%), while, given the death rate among children, average life expectancy is 23.7 years. Judg-
ing by the latter it would appear that reproduction occurred at a rapid rate. The average age of the popula-
tion is often equal to the length of a generation, and actually coincides with it. In this case, the average life 
expectancy of the population as defined by our data must be considered low, while the reproduction rate is 
accelerated.

The average life expectancy of the population of Georgia in Stage I of the Late Bronze Age, without 

L i a n a  B i t a d z e
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Table No. 1. The distribution of the deceased according to age and sex:

 Age male  female  child  total
 n % n % n % n %

0-4  1  2.6  1  2.6
5-9  4  10.3  4  10. 3
10-14   5  12.8  5  12.8
15-19  2  5.1  1 2.6  4*  10.2
20-24  2  5.1  3 7.7  6*  15.3
25-29  1  5.1  8 20.5  9  23.1
30-34  3  7.7  2 5.1  5  12.8
35-39  2  5.1 1  2.6  3  7.7
40-44
45-49
50-54  1  2.6  1  2.6  2  5.1
55->
Total  11  28.2  16  41.0  10  25.6  39  100
Average age  30.7  25.0  9.4  23.7

*In the grids indicated with * one individual of undefined sex is added
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Fig. 1. Distribution of the deceased at the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery according to age and sex.
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considering child mortality, is 39.7 years. Among males it is 41.6 years and among females 37.8 years (Bitadze 
2005, 190), which is much higher than among the community of Sapar-Kharaba. It used to be thought that 
the population of the South Caucasus was different from the Bronze Age onwards, with the population of 
present-day Georgia distinguished by a higher average life expectancy index than the peoples of other re-
gions of the Caucasus , and that it was likely that Georgian longevity began in the Bronze Age (Bitadze 2006, 
21). Earlier still, the view was expressed that the palaeo-population of South Caucasus was characterized by 
low life expectancy (Alexeev 1972, 13).

Although a relatively high standard of living could be observed within the Sapar-Kharaba community, it 
was nevertheless distinguished by low life expectancy which means that even in Georgia there were differ-
ences in life expectancy.

The only complete palaeodemographical analysis in Georgia has been conducted on a database of 69 
individuals buried in the Atsquri burial mound. The Middle Bronze Age population there was characterized by 
a substantial difference in average life span between the sexes (Bitadze 2002, 80). Men lived 10 years longer 
than women, although the Atsquri males (40.9) lived 10.2 years longer and females (30.9) 5.9 years longer 
than the population of Sapar-Kharaba. The age structure of mortality is also different. 55% of the deceased 
women at Atsquri are recorded in the age categories 25-29 and 30-34 years of age, while half of the deceased 
women at Sapar-Kharaba fell in the age group 20-25. A total of 87.5 % of women and 81.8 % of men were at 
their reproductive age. This also points to a high reproduction rate.

It is impossible to give complete craniological characteristics of the Sapar-Kharaba population on the 
basis of the data we have. Only one skull could be restored to a condition (pl. I-II) good enough to define the 
width or the height of the face, the narrowest width of the forehead, the measurement between the cheek 
bones and other important features. In general, the population of Georgia of the relevant period is character-
ized by large longitudinal and small lateral diameters, most with an average height of the skull, a long skull 
base, a large full height face, a wide forehead, a narrow width of the middle of the face, a small distance be-
tween cheek bones, and sharply profiled in the horizontal and straight in the vertical plane (Abdushelishvili 
1982). 

The only skull that can be defined was found in Burial No. 85. The male skull is characterized by a modest 
longitudinal diameter (177 mm), an inclined forehead and occiput, a high top of the cranium (po-b), and a 
small bone-like growth. The shape of the skull from above (norma verticalis) is ovoid. Although it was not pos-
sible to measure the lateral diameter (eu-eu), the shape of the skull from above and the general view of the 
profile (pl. I1) allow us to define the type of the skull as meso-cranial.

Height is one of the most important morphological features that which helps define other bodily meas-
urements. It displays idiosyncratic changes, as well as age, gender and territorial differences. Body height 
was defined by means of the tibular bones of five females and nine males. Among males, body height varies 
between 154.5 and 175 cm, and the average height is 165.2 cm, which we take to be the average male height. 
Female body height varies between 151.3 and 165.3 cm, and the average height is 155.5 cm. According to the 
data, the women at Sapar-Kharaba, as well as men, were of average height for the period. The small size of the 
sample and the chance nature of the data should, however, be emphasized.

The body proportions of the population were calculated according to height (dolichomorphy, mesomor-
phy, brachymorphy). Males revealed all the types of body proportion (1. Dolichmorphic; 2. Mesomorphic; 3. 
Brachymorphic), while females displayed mesomorphic and brachymorphic types. 

Body weight is calculated on the basis of regress equation and it is: among males, 55.7-70kg, average 
63.1 kg; among females, 52.7-65.5 kg, average 59.6 kg. These data are also preliminary, as it is very important 
to have more data in order to obtain more reliable statistics.

As a consequence of the poor preservation of the craniological and postcranial skeleton the range of 
observed pathologies is limited to caries, hyperplasia of tooth enamel, the breach of the excision order of the 
teeth, specific tooth wear, and the loss of teeth in life, while the causes of death are unclear. Hyperplasia of 
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tooth enamel can, however, can be caused by negative factors from “diet stress” to specific illnesses. Caries 
is a widely spread pathology and points to a breach of immunity, or specific dietary or general health condi-
tions. Loss of teeth during life sometimes correlates with age, which, in this case, is demonstrated by the age 
of the deceased (50-55 years). Anomalous tooth growth can give information about group genetic and ethnic 
features, while specific tooth wear and loss of teeth in life is related to the processing of leather with the teeth. 
The range of observedpathologies does not allow us to define any specific activities of the Sapar-Kharaba 
population. The cause of death of three children of 9, 11 and 12 in Burial No. 78 and that of a woman of 18-20 
and children of 5-6 and 3-5 in burial No. 104 must be some acute infection, although there is no indisputable 
proof of this assertion. 

The palaeo-population of Sapar-Kharaba in the Middle Bronze Age has, despite the scanty database, thus 
been investigated in a comprehensive manner. The most important finding is that the material provided a 
low estimate of life expectancy and a high reproduction rate. Some indicators of physical development of the 
Trialeti population were defined for the first time. As for the cranial type, the very fragmentary nature of the 
material notwithstanding, it is probably the same as the general population of Georgia at that time. 
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Sromis iaraRi pirvelyofili formaciis Seswavlis erT-erTi ZiriTadi wyaroa, mag
ram xSirad mecnieris yuradRebas moklebuli. Tu iaraRis tipologiuri Seswavla mTli
anad arqeologiuri masalis organizaciisa da sistematizaciis xerxs warmoadgens (rac 
kulturisa da lokaluri variantebis gamosayofad aucilebelia), trasologiuri kvle
va – ufro zusti da informaciuli meTodia. igi ara mxolod iaraRis funqciis gansazR
vriT Semoifargleba, aramed mTeli nasaxalaris sayofacxovrebo-sameurneo situacias 
gansazRvravs da uZvelesi sameurneo sistemebis rekonstruqcias axdens.

mas Semdeg, rac arsebobs trasologiuri kvlevis meTodi [Семенов 1957; Семенов 1968; 
Семенов 1974; Семенов 1983] da funqcionaluri analizi [Коробкова 1987; Массон 1971 da 
sxv.], arqeologiur Zeglebze mopovebuli qvis koleqciebis didi nawili trasologiur 
kvlevas gadis, TviTon meTodi ki msoflio arqeologiur sivrceSi myarad damkvidrda 
[Keeley 1976; Plisson 1983; Moos 1983

 
da sxv.]. 

iaraRebze muSaobis procesSi datovebul kvals savsebiT kanonzomieri niSnebi axa
siaTebs. maTi mikroskopSi SeswavliT vigebT, Tu ra funqcias asrulebda iaraRi Sromis 
procesSi, ramden xans imuSava, ra masalas amuSavebda, ramden operacias asrulebda, ro
mel warmoebasTan iyo dakavSirebuli da a.S. [Коробкова 1987]. 

Tu trasologiuri meTodis instrumentaluri mxare dRes damakmayofilebelia, 
monacemTa klasifikacia, xSirad, zedapiruli da aradamajerebelia. Cven SevecadeT, 
integrirebuli analizis SemoRebiT, es klasifikacia ufro informaciuli da konkre
tuli gagvexada [Эсакия 2003]. gaTvliT nawilSi gamoviyeneT normireba, anu SefardebiTi 
maCveneblebi. amiT Tavidan avicileT absoluturi cdomileba sxvadasxva raodenobis 
koleqciebis erTmaneTTan Sedarebisas. meurneobis analizSi ki gaviTvaliswineT ekono
mikis TeoriaSi kargad cnobili makroekonomikuri Sefaseba.

uZvelesi namosaxlarebis meurneoba, umTavresad, naturaluria. am dros adamiani 
ikmayofilebs aucilebel moTxovnebs. es iwvevs meurneobis sasicocxlo dargebis gan
viTarebas. droTa ganmavlobaSi ixveweba iaraRi, teqnika, teqnologia da amis Sedegad 
sakmarisi raodenobis produqcia iqmneba. Caketil sazogadoebas xels ar aZlevs namati 
produqtis warmoeba, amitom TviT sazogadoebis sistemaSi iwyeba cocxali Zalisa da sa
warmoo interesebis gadanawileba, viTardeba sxva dargebi (mag. Sida meurneobebi). Sesa
bamisad, iq, sadac meurneoba warmodgenilia mravalferovani ganviTarebuli dargebiT, 
ekonomika ufro maRali donisaa. evoluciis Tanamedrove Teoriis mixedviT [Laszlo 1991; 
Пригожин 1991] ganviTarebis maRal dones Seefereba sazogadoebis, rogorc sistemis, 
ufro maRali organizacia. aseTi organizaciis Sesatyviss warmoadgens sistemis ufro 
maRali arastabiluroba. evoluciuri gadasvla xdeba maSin, roca arastabiluroba mi
aRwevs maqsimums da nebismieri umniSvnelo zemoqmedeba gamoiwvevs sistemis transfor
mirebas. ekonomikuri TvalsazrisiT es niSnavs axali urTierTobebis ganviTarebas Zvel 
sistemaSi. amitom, metad ganviTarebuli meurneoba ufro arastabiluria da mzad aris 
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transformirebisaTvis. adre Catarebulma kvlevebma gviCvena, rom ekonomikis organi
zacia mWidro kavSirSia Zeglebis qronologiasTan [eEsakia 2005]. 

aqve unda gavakeToT miTiTeba kidev erT aucilebel pirobaze. trasologia, rogorc 
nebismieri kvleva, pirdapir aris damokidebuli masalis momzadebasa da xarisxian miwo
debaze. amis gareSe irRveva Sesaswavli arqeologiuri arealis suraTi. didi mniSvne
loba aqvs masalis amoRebis princips: darwmunebuli unda viyoT, rom iaraRis mopovebis 
dros ar dairRva statistikuri Tanafardoba, anu amoRebuli masala ara mxolod calke
ul iaraRs warmoadgens, aramed asaxavs Zeglze arsebul suraTs. mxolod am SemTxvevaSi 
SeiZleba saubari cdomilebis erTnair xarisxze da, maSasadame, srulyofil analizze. 
mcirericxovani da zedapiruli masala aseTi analizis SesaZleblobas ar gvaZlevs, Tum
ca SeiZleba sakmao informaciis mopoveba TviTon iaraRis funqciis Sesaxeb.

navTobsadenis proeqti, Tavis droze, wardgenili iyo ara mxolod rogorc Tanamed
rove ekonomikis miRweva, aramed rogorc uZvelesi savaWro gzebis aRdgenis wyaro: mSe
neblobis midamoebSi masStabur arqeologiur gaTxrebsa da kvlevis Sedegad miRebul 
nebismier Sedegs, arsebuli informaciis vakuumi unda Seevso. am mizniT gaCnda interesi 
baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadeni trasis mSeneblobis dros aRmoCenil Zeglebze mo
povebul sxva masalebTan erTad, qvis inventarzec Catarebuliyo trasologiuri anali
zi. 

walkis raionsa (safar-xarabas samarovani, ai-ilia, imeras yorRani, jinisis saTavso
ebi) da borjomis monakveTze (Tiselis seri) mopovebuli qvis masala Seswavlili iyo ro
gorc tipologiuri, ise funqcionaluri analiziT. masalis didi nawili zedapirulia, 
magram funqcionaluri analizisaTvis sakmaod informaciuli aRmoCnda pirvelyofili 
sazogadoebis yofisa da meurneobis saqmianobis dasadgenad. kvlevis Sedegebi nawilob
riv gamoqveynebulia [esakia 2004: 6-10], nawilobriv arsebobs angariSebis saxiT. winamde
bare naSromSi arsebuli kvlevebis funqcionaluri analizis Sejameba aris warmodgeni
li.

safar-xarabas qvis masala ZiriTadad obsidianis aris. artefaqtebi warmodgenilia 
zedapiruli (27) da samarovnis (44) inventariT. tipologiurad zedapirul masalaSi fiq
sirdeba 5 iaraRi: 1 isrispiri, 1 salesi, 1 culi, 1 sanayi, 1 xelculi. amdenive (5) gamoiyo 
samarovanze: 4 wvetaniseburi iaraRi da 1 isrispiri. 

trasologiuri Seswavlis Sedegad samarovanze mopovebuli 44 erTeulidan aRmoC
nda, rom 27 iaraRia, danarCeni 17 ki anatkec-anamtvrevebi gamoyenebis kvalis gareSe. 
mTlianad samarovnis qvis inventarSi Warbobs xorcis saWreli danebi – 7, Semdeg 6-6 sa
xoki da safarTi, 4-4 saxvreti da qlibi, 2 safxeki, TiTo-TiTo retuSori, saWrisi, wve
tana da isrispiri. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom zogi iaraRis samuSao piri ramdenime ope
raciaSi iRebda monawileobas (gacveTili iaraRis sxva funqciiT gamoyeneba) iaraRebis 
raodenoba, funqcionalurad, 31 erTeulamde gaizarda. 

unda aRvniSnoT zogierT samarxSi iaraRebis aRmoCenis adgilis fiqsacia. saintere
soa # 85 samarxSi, batknis Tavis qalaSi kisris malebTan aRmoCenili saSualo zomis er
Tpiriani qlibi. misi samuSao piri Zlier dablagvebulia da xazovani kvalis mixedviT 
Zvlis, an gamxmari xis dasamuSavebelad iyo gamoyenebuli. # 78 samarxis centralur na
wilSi, dasavleT kedelTan mdebare batknis beWis qveS, aRmoCenilia erTpiriani xorcis 
saWreli dana. xolo # 90 samarxSi, ConCxis zeda kidurebTan, analogiuri danaa aRmoCe
nili. pirveli iaraRis pirze kargad Cans xazovani kvali da cveTis xarisxi, meore iaraR
ze _ ufro sustad, rac mis mokle droiT gamoyenebaze miuTiTebs. aseve # 122 samarxis 
# 1 dergSi aRmoCenili gatexili lamela, xorcis saWreli danis funqcias asrulebda. 
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amrigad, samarxebSi iaraRebad gamoyenebulia SemTxveviTi anatkecebi, romlebic, ad
gilze, konkretuli samuSaos Casatareblad gamoiyenes.

funqcionaluri statistikiT, arsebuli iaraRebiT xdeboda xisa da Zvlis damuSave
ba. konkretulad: samarxebSi aRmoCenili qlibebi gamoyenebulia xeze da Zvalze samuSa
od, rac, TavisTavad, samarxebSi xisa da Zvlis arsebobas adasturebs. danebi gamoyene
bulia xorcis saWrelad, safarTi _ xis masalaze naxvretis gasafarToveblad, # 78 sa
marxSi aRmoCenili isrispiris erTi gverdi ki safxekad. saxokebs xeze xokvis kvali aRe
niSnebaT. rac Seexeba isrispirs, unda aRvniSnod, rom samxreT TurqmeneTis eneoliTur 
nasaxlarebze, kaJis isrispirebis trasologiuri analizis safuZvelze, g. korobkovam 
am iaraRebs Soris gamoyo [Скакун 1972; Коробкова 2001] sxvadasxava funqciis matarebeli 
jgufebi: saxvretebi, burRebi, safarTebi, safxekebi tyavis dasamuSaveblad, xorcisa da 
tyavis danebi. Cven SemTxvevaSi aRniSnuli isrispiri safxekis funqcias asrulebda. 

2002 wlis noember-dekemberSi arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad mopovebuli ai-
ilias qvis industria zedapirul masalas warmoadgens da upiratesad obsidianisas. 
trasologiuri kvleva gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania obsidianze muSaobisas _ samuSao 
pirze, misi simyifis gamo, cveTis niSnebi Znelad ikiTxeba. 

warmodgenili qvis inventaridan (219 erTeuli), 109 – Sromis iaraRia. maTi raodeno
ba warmoebis narCenebis, anatkec-anamtvrevebisa da gacveTil iaraRebze meoradi gamo
yenebis xarjze gaizarda: saxokebi – 54, danebi _ 18, saxvretebi _ 8, xerxebi _ 6, saWrise
bi _ 6, safxekebi _ 5, safarTi _ 5, retuSori _ 4, saTlelebi _ 2, satexi sworpira _ 1.

saWirod CavTvaleT calke gamogveyo ai-ilias Zeglze # 25 sacdeli Txrilis inven
tari, vinaidan warmodgenili inventaridan mniSvnelovani nawili (96 erTeuli) am Txril
Sia napovni. sakmaod did interess warmoadgens Txrilisa da mTlianad Zeglis inventa
ris Sedareba, radganac xarisxobrivma Tanxvedram, an sxvaobam, unda gamoavlinos Zeglis 
lokaluri Tvisebebi. rogorc aRvniSneT, monacemTa normireba gvaZlevs xarisxobrivi 
daxasiaTebis SesaZleblobas inventaris araTanabari raodenobis SemTxvevaSic ki. am 
principis gamoyenebiT avageT krebsiTi histograma (histograma 1). rogorc vxedavT, Zi
riTadi jgufebis ganawileba erTgvarovania da masalis identurobaze miuTiTebs: Txri
li ar warmoadgens Zeglis lokalur variants. orive SemTxvevaSi normireba xdeboda 
iaraRebis mTavari jgufis gamoyenebiT, romelebic orive SemTxvevaSi warmoadgendnen 
saxokebs. aq ufro naTlad Cans xarisxobrivi identuroba. sxvaoba imdenad umniSvneloa, 
rom ar cvlis mTlian suraTs.

amgvarad, naTlad gamoCnda Zeglze arsebuli sameurneo saqmianoba. iaraRebis samu
Sao piris cveTis mixedviT Cans, rom maTi saSualebiT xdeboda xis, Zvlisa da rqis da
muSaveba. am iaraRebidan didi adgili uWiravs saxokebs. SinawarmoebebSi aRsaniSnavia 
agreTve samkaulis dasamzadebeli iaraRebi: patara xerxebi da safarTebi. meurneobaSi 
dominirebs mesaqonleoba, razedac miuTiTebs xorcis saWreli danebi. warmoebis qer
cliseburi narCenebi ai-ilias Zeglze mowmobs, rom iaraRebi mzaddeboda namosaxlaris 
teritoriaze. 

jinisis namosaxlaris masala warmodgenilia 3 saTavsos obsidianis inventariT, sul 
36. trasologiuri kvleviT # 1 saTavsoSi aRmoCenili 9 erTeulidan 4 iaraRi aRmoCnda. 
esenia saxokebi Zvel, gacveTil xorcis saWrel danebze. samuSao pirze datovebuli xa
zovani kvalisa da cveTis niSnebis mixedviT Tu vimsjelebT, dasamuSavebeli masala ga
momSrali xe unda yofiliyo. saTavsos iaraRebi utilizirebulia da specialurad dam
zadebuli ar aris. 
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# 2 saTavsoSi aRmoCenili 7 erTeulidan 3 saxoki da 1 patara zomis safarTia, ro
melTa samuSao pirebis cveTis mixedviT, oTxive iaraRi, xis dasamuSaveblad iyo gamoye
nebuli.

# 3 saTavsoSi 12 erTeulidan 5 dana, 4 saxoki da 1 xerxia. saxokebs samuSao piri Zli
er gamofxvnili aqvT. muclis mxridan, kideSi, Cans mokle da Rrma xazebi rac myari ma
salis damuSavebaze metyvelebs. danebs samuSao pirze wvril zolad miyveba sipriale, 
romelic amonatexebSic vrceldeba. swored es migvaniSnebs, rom dasamuSavebeli masala 
Zalian rbili unda yofiliyo. xerxi maRalzurgiani, wneviTi retuSiT damuSavebuli da 
dakbilulia. iaraRis samuSao pirze Cans wvrili, xSiri xazebi, Zlieri cveTis kvaliT. es 
iaraRi Zvlis dasamuSavebel iaraRs warmoadgens. 

rogorc vxedavT, jinisis samive saTavsoSi iaraRebs xorcis, xisa da Zvlis dasamuSa
vebelad iyenebdnen.

Semdegi Zegli gaxlavT imeras yorRanis obsidianis inventari. sul Seswavlilia 68 
erTeuli. aqedan 35-s ar aRmoaCnda funqcia, e.i. muSaobis procesSi ar monawileobda.

funqcionaluri jgufebi ase ganawilda: 5 saxoki (xis dasamuSavebeli); 2 retuSori 
(nukleusis narCensa da usworo lamelaze); 4 saxvreti (muSaobis procesSia gatexili); 
3 xerxiseburi iaraRi (wvrilad dakbiluli da gaprialebuli samuSao piriT. aseT kvals 
rbili masala tovebs); 3 xorcis saWreli dana wvrili amonatexebiT zurgisa da muclis 
mxridan; 1 saWrisi (gamomSrali xis, an Zvlis dasamuSvebeli).

aqve unda aRvniSnoT, rom am iaraRebTan erTad inventarSi 7 kombinirebuli iaraRi 
aRmoCnda. 

patara koleqciiT aris warmodgenili borjomis xeobis Tiselis serze mikvleuli 
Zegli. kaJis namglis CasarTebi damzadebulia saSualo zomis, samkuTxa da oTxkuTxa 
formis lamelebze. yvela damuSavebulia ormxrivi wneviTi retuSiT. sami madgani erTpi
riani, xolo ori _ orpiriani. samuSao piri dakbilulia da namglebisaTvis damaxasiaTe
beli sarkiseburi sipriale vizulaluradac kargad Cans muclisa da zurgis mxridan. 
mikroskopis daxmarebiT dadginda, rom xazovani kvali, romelic mxolod balaxis Wri
sas rCeba iaraRze, gadafarulia marcvleuli kulturebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli xazo
vani kvaliT, anu iaraRi erTi funqciis ori sxvadasxva xarisxis samuSaos asrulebda. 
oTx CasarTze ki dafiqsirda mxolod kulturuli marcvlovani saxeobisaTvis damaxasi
aTebeli xazovani kvali. imas, rom namglis CasarTebiT kulturuli marcvleuli imkebo
da, gansazRvravs xazovani kvali: aseT Rrma kvals tovebs dabaruli miwis mtveri, rome
lic marcvleulis Reroze arsebul kaJmiwas ereva da kawravs iaraRis pirs. rac Seexeba 
velur marcvleuls, mas ar gaaCnia kordovani safari, vinaidan izrdeba daumuSavebel 
niadagze da Rerozec Zlivs SesamCnev mtvers tovebs, ris gamoc iaraRis samuSao pirze 
iSviaTi, susti xazovani kvali rCeba. amgvarad SeiZleba garkveva, Tu ra tipis mcenaris 
mosaWrelad iyo gamoyenebuli CasarTi: marcvleulis, balaxis, veluri marcvleulis da 
sxva. balaxi ki, romelsac mravalStoiani fesvuri sistema aqvs, qmnis mZlavr kordovan 
safars da icavs mcenares masze abraziuli saxis mtvrisagan, rac balaxis moWrisas ia
raRze xazovan kvals ar tovebs [Коробкова 1978: 37-52]. 

Tiselis Zeglze aRmoCenili danarCeni masala warmoadgens: xerxisebur iaraRs, rom
liTac rbili xis masalaa damuSavebuli; safxekebs (aseTi iaraRi efeqturia tyavis damu
Savebis bolo etapisaTvis); retuSors (samuSaod gamoyenebulia zurgis mxare); xorcis 
saWrel danebs. Zeglze napovnia kaJis Subispiri, romelic damzadebulia foTliseburi, 
samkuTxa formis, didi zomis anatkecze ormxrivi damuSavebis teqnikiT. mikroskopiT 
kvlevam uCvena, rom aRniSnuli isrispiri danis funqciasac asrulebda.



qeTevan esakia

562	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

Seswavlili masalis normirebuli maCveneblebi (histograma 2) ganTavsebulia hori
zontalur RerZze iaraRebis funqcionaluri jgufebis mixedviT. yvela Zeglze nor
mireba Catarda iaraRebis wamyvani jgufis mixedviT. histogramaze gamoikveTa meurne
obis ZiriTadi dargi da masTan sxva dargebis SefardebiTi sididec. Sromis iaraRebiT 
iqmneboda raRac erToblivi virtualuri produqti, romlis sidide ekonomikis ganvi
Tarebis maxasiaTebelia. Tu SevajamebT pirveli sami Zeglis maCvenebels, safar-xarabas 
ZeglisTvis miviRebT – 4.7, ai- ilias – 2.2, imeras - 3.8. centraluri aziisa da kavkasiis 
uZvelesi dasaxlebebis ekonomikis efeqtianobis erTian grafikze (diagrama 3) ai-ilia 
mezoblobs anaseuli I-Tan, imera – meloursa da Sulaveris goras Sorisaa, xolo safar-
xaraba aruxlo I-Tan aris axlo. 

gansxvavebuli SemTxveva gvaqvs Tiselis namosaxlarze. erTis mxriv, aq napovnia sak
maod ganviTarebuli teqnikiT namzadi namglis CasarTebi, rac ganviTarebuli mwarmo
ebluri meurneobis dones asaxavs. meores mxriv, warmodgenili masalis mixedviT gake
Tebuli ekonomikis Sefaseba (2.6) sakmaod sustad gamoiyureba. aq iCens Tavs Cvens mier 
zemod specialurad aRniSnuli masalis mowodebis pirobebi.

Tu dadginda, rom masalis amoRebis da mowodebis dros ar dairRva statistikuri 
Tanafardoba, Cven SegviZlia vimsjeloT Tiselis samkeli CasarTebis da mTlianad Tise
lis ekonomikis Taviseburebebze. Cvens xelT arsebuli masala ki ar gvaZlevs amis SesaZ
leblobas, amitom Tiseli ekonomikis efeqtianobis grafikze ar aris datanili.

bolos, kidev erTxel unda aRvniSnoT, rom trasologiuri gamokvleva unda Catar
des masalaze, romelic Zeglis mTlian suraTs warmoadgens. swored am principiT iyo 
agebuli centraluri aziisa da kavkasiis uZvelesi dasaxlebebis ekonomikis efeqtiano
bis grafiki. am TvalsazrisiT, warmodgenil naSromSi masala mwiria. amrigad, integri
rebulma trasoloigiurma kvlevam gviCvena, ra perspeqtiva aqvs damatebiTi masalebis 
warmodgenas, ufro sruli informaciuli bazis misaRebaT.
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histograma 2
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Tools are one of the principal for the study of early human development, but they often escape the 
attention of scholars. The typological study of tools is a means of organizing and systematizing all archaeo-
logical material (necessary for identifying cultures and local variants). Traceological research is an even more 
accurate and informative method. It is not limited to defining the function of a tool, but defines the whole 
economic situation of a settlement and reconstructs ancient economic systems.

After the traceological method (Semionov 1957; Semionov 1968; Semionov 1974; Semionov 1983) and 
functional analysis (Korobkova 1987; Masson 1971, etc.) were invented, most stone objects collected on ar-
chaeological sites undergo a traceological investigation, and the method itself has become firmly established 
in the archaeological world (Keeley 1976; Plisson 1983; Moos 1983, etc.).

Traces left on tools during their use are characterized by regular features. When studied beneath the 
microscope, tools reveal their function, their length of use, the materials on which they were employed, the 
numbers of operations they performed, and the nature of the manufacture in which they were involved, etc. 
(Korobkova 1987).

While the instrumental aspect of the traceological method may be satisfactory at present, the classifica-
tion of the data is often superficial and unconvincing. We have tried to make this classification more informa-
tive and specific by introducing integrated analysis (Esakia 2003). In calculation we used normalization, or 
relative indicators. In this way we avoided the absolute margin of error while comparing collections of differ-
ent sizes. In the area of economic analysis we considered a well known theory of economics, namely, macro-
economic evaluation.

The economy of ancient settlements is mainly natural. When an individual satisfies necessary demands 
there is a knock-on effect in the development of vital branches of the economy. In the course of time tools, 
technique, technologies become more refined and, as a result, sufficient goods are produced. A closed so-
ciety does not benefit from the production of excessive goods, which is why when there begins a distribu-
tion of kinetic energy and manufacturing interests, other branches of the economy develop (e.g. internal 
economies). Consequently, an economy that has a variety of developed branches suggests a high level of 
development. According to modern evolutionary theory (Laszlo 1991; Prigozhin 1991), high standards of 
development equate with a higher organization of society, as a system. The higher instability of the system 
corresponds to such organization. Evolution only occurs when instability reaches its maximum so that any 
insignificant impact will result in the transformation of the system. In terms of economics, it means the de-
velopment of new relations within the old system. An advanced economy is therefore more unstable and 
ready for transformation. Earlier research showed that the organization of economics is closely related to the 
chronology of sites (Esakia 2005).

Here we should make one necessary proviso. Traceology, as with any research, depends directly on 
the preparation of material and its qualitative provision. Without this an incomplete archaeological picture 
emerges. The principle of material collection is very important: we have to ensure that when the material 
is received there will be no statistical confusion; i.e. the received material is not just a separate tool but also 
reflects the present situation at the site. Only in this case we can speak about an equal degree of margin of er-
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ror, and, consequently, about perfect analysis. Stray surface finds do provide the possibility for such analysis, 
although it is possible to obtain enough information about the function of the tool itself. 

The pipeline project was initially presented not only as an achievement of modern economy, but also as 
a means of restoring ancient trade routes: Any results gained through wide-scale archaeological excavation 
and research had to fill the vacuum in our present state of information. This is why there arose an interest in 
conducting traceological analysis of stone assemblages alongside other material recovered during the build-
ing of the BTC pipeline. Stone material found in Tsalka region (Sapar-Kharaba cemetery, Ai-Ilia, Imera kurgan, 
Jinisi rooms) and in the Borjomi section (Tiselis Seri) was investigated by means of both typological and func-
tional analysis. Most of the material consists of surface finds, but is still informative for functional analysis to 
make an estimation of everyday life and the economic activities of primitive communities. The results of the 
investigation have been partly published (Esakia 2004, 6-10), and partly exist as reports. The present work 
summarizes the functional analysis of the research we have conducted.

Stone material from Sapar-Kharaba mostly consists of obsidian. The artefacts were both surface finds 
(27) and from burials (44). Typologically, five tools were recorded among the surface finds: an arrowhead, a 
grindstone, an axe, a mortar, a hand axe. Five more were recovered from the cemetery: four pointed tools and 
an arrowhead.

As a result of traceological investigation it turned out that 27 items out of 44 are tools and the other 17 
are flakes and chips without any trace of use. Among the finds from the cemetery knives for cutting meat pre-
dominate: there are seven of them. Next come six side-scrapers and six wideners, four perforators and four 
files, two scrapers, a retouch maker, a burin, a pointed tool and an arrowhead. If we take into consideration 
that the blades of some tools were used in several operations (using a worn-out tool for another, different, 
function), the number of tools functionally grew to 31 items.

Recording the findspots of tools within burials is another point. The discovery of a medium-sized one-
sided file inside the skull of a lamb in Burial No. 85 is especially interesting. Its working blade was greatly 
blunted and, according to linear traces, was used for bone or dried wood. In the central part of Burial No. 78, 
beneath the shoulder blade of a lamb near the west wall was a one-sided knife for cutting meat. A similar 
knife was recovered from near the upper extremities of the skeleton in Burial No. 90. The blade of the first 
tool clearly shows a linear trace and a degree of wear. The second tool is not as worn out as the first, which 
points to its having been in use for a shorter time. A broken lamella recovered from the large pot in Burial No. 
122 served as a knife for cutting meat. Thus, the burials produced tools that were in fact accidental flakes but 
which had been used on the spot for performing a specific function.

According to functional statistics, certain tools were used for dealing with bone and wood. In particular, 
files from burials were used for wood and bone, which by itself implies that wood and bone were present in 
the burials. The knives had been used for cutting meat, wideners for broadening hole in wood, while one side 
of the arrowhead from Burial No. 78 was used for scraping. Side scrapers bear a trace of scraping on wood. 
As for the arrowhead, it must be mentioned, that at Eneolithic settlements of southern Turkmenistan, G. Ko-
robkova conducted traceological analysis on flint arrowheads, and distinguished groups of different func-
tion among them (Skakun 1972; Korobkova 2001): perforators, drills, wideners, scrapers, for treating leather, 
knives for meat and leather. In our case the arrowhead in question functioned as a scraper.

The stone implements from Ai-Ilia found during excavations in November and December 2002 were 
mostly surface finds and mostly made of obsidian. Traceological research is particularly important while 
working on obsidian, as it is difficult to identify signs of wear on a working edge due to its fragility.

109 items of the 219 items in the stone inventory might be considered working tools. Their number grew 
as result of the secondary use of worn-out tools and of flakes and chips. They included 54 side-scrapers, 18 
knives, eight perforators, six saws, six burins, five scrapers, five wideners, four retouch makers, two peelers, 
and one straight sided crusher.

We considered it important to give prominence to the finds from Trial Trench No. 25 at Ai-Ilia, since an im-
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portant part of the inventory (96 items) came from this trench. It is especially interesting to compare the finds 
from the trench and from the whole site, because qualitative similarities and differences will inevitably reveal 
distinctive local characteristics. As we mentioned before, normalizing the data allows us also to assess the 
qualitative characteristics of finds in the case of an unequal quantity. Employing this principle we compiled 
a collective histogram (Histogram No. 1). As can be seen, the distribution of the main groups does not vary 
and points to their similarity: the trench is not a local version of the site. In both cases normalization occurred 
using the main group of tools, which in both cases were scrapers. Here the qualitative similarity is clearer. Any 
difference is so insignificant that it does not change the whole picture.

Thus, household activities were clearly displayed. The wear on the working edges of the tools shows that 
they were used to work wood, bone and horn. Among them scrapers occupy an important place. Tools for 
making ornaments—small saws and wideners—are also remarkable. Livestock breeding dominates in the 
economy, as is suggested by the discovery of knives for cutting meat. Flakes of production waste at the Ai-Ilia 
site indicates that the tools were produced within the settlement.

The material from the Jinisi settlement consists of the finds of obsidian from three rooms (36 objects 
in total). Traceological investigation showed that four of the nine items recovered in room No. 1 were tools. 
These are scrapers on old, battered knives for cutting meat. Judging by linear trace on the working edge and 
by signs of wear, the worked material must have been dry wood. The tools in the room were used and were 
not made specially.

Among the seven from Room No. 2 there were three scrapers and one small widener; in view of the wear 
on their working edges, all four tools were used for working wood.

Room No. 3 produced 12 items: five knives, four scrapers and a saw. The working edge of the scrapers is 
badly broken. At the edge of its ventral side short and deep lines are visible, which points to working solid 
material. The working edges of the knives have a line of polishing, which goes over the chipped edge too: an 
indication that the material that was worked must have been very soft. The saw has a high back, is treated 
with pressure flaking and is jagged. On the working edge of the tool there are thin, dense lines with wear 
marks. It was a tool used for working bone.

All three rooms of the Jinisi settlement thus contained tools for working meat, wood and bone.
The next group consists of the obsidian finds from Imera kurgan. A total of 68 items were studied. 35 of 

them did not appear to have had any function, i.e. they had not been used in any working process.
Of the tools that had been used, we can posit the following functional groups: five scrapers (for treating 

wood); two retouch makers (on a waste piece of a nucleus and an uneven lamella); four perforators (broken 
in use); three saw-like tools (with small teeth and a polished working edge; soft material leaves such a trace); 
three knives for cutting meat with small chips on the dorsal and ventral sides; a burin (for working dry wood 
or bone). Seven combined tools were excavated alongside these tools.

The site at Tiselis Seri in Borjomi district produced a small assemblage. Flint sickle blades were made from 
medium-sized triangular and rectangular lamellae. All were treated with double pressure flaking. Three were 
one-sided and two double sided. The working edge is cogged and the mirror-like surface common on sickles 
can be seen on both ventral and dorsal sides. Microscopic examination allowed us to estimate that the linear 
trace which stays on a tool only as a result of cutting grass, was covered with a trace diagnostic of other agri-
cultural activities, i.e. the tool performed two kinds of operation. Four lamellae revealed a trace only found on 
arable crops. The likelihood that arable crops were mown by the sickle lamellae is indicated by a linear trace: 
such a deep trace is only left by the dust of cultivated soil mixed with the silica deposited on the stems of 
crops and which scrapes the tool edge. As for wild crops, they do not have a thick coat as they grow in uncul-
tivated soil and the dust left on the stem is insignificant. Consequently, linear trace rarely occurs on the tool 
edge is faint when it does. It is therefore possible to establish what sort of plant was cut by the lamella: crops, 
grass, wild plants and so on. The grass which has a multi-branch root system creates a hard coat that protects 
the plant from abrasive dust which does not leave a linear trace on a tool (Korobkova 1978, 37-52).
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The rest of the material recovered at the site of Tiseli includes: a saw-like tool used for treating soft wood-
en material; scrapers (of a kind effective for treating leather at the last stage of its preparation); a retouch 
maker (the back had been used for work); knives for cutting grass. The site produced a flint spearhead formed 
on a large, leaf-like, triangular flake with double treatment technique. Microscopic analysis showed that this 
spearhead had also functioned as a knife.

Normalized indicators of the investigated material (Histogram 2) are shown horizontally according to 
the functional groups of tools. Normalization was based on the leading group of tools at each site. The main 
branch of the economy and its relative importance with respect to other branches was distinguished. The 
number of work tools was the criterion by which economic development was judged.. If we compare the 
indicators of the first three sites, we get 4.7 for Sapar-Kharaba, 2.2 for Ai-Ilia, and 3.8 for Imera. On a chart 
showing economic efficiency ancient settlements in Asia and Caucasia (Diagram 3) Ai-Ilia is close to Anaseuli 
I, Imera is between Melouri and Shulaveris Gora, while Sapar-Kharaba is close to Arukhlo I.

The Tiseli settlement reveals a different picture. On the one hand, there are sickle blades made with 
rather advanced technique reflecting a developed manufacturing economy; on the other hand, the evalua-
tion of the economy (2.6) made on the basis of the available material looks quite weak. Here the question of 
the quality of material provision arises that we specially discussed above. 

If it is the case that was no breach of statistic correlation in the reception and provision of material at 
Tiseli, we can discuss the peculiarities of the Tiseli sickle blades as well as the economic development of the 
site. The available material does not, however, allow us to do so. For this reason Tiseli’s economic efficiency 
does not appear on the chart.

Finally, it should once more be stated that traceological investigation must be conducted on material 
representative of the whole site. This is the principle upon which the chart of the economic efficiency of the 
settlements of Central Asia and ancient Caucasia was constructed. From this point of view, the material pre-
sented here in this work is somewhat meagre. But if we are to create a complete information base we need 
more integrated social investigations with further material.
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The economic efficiency of ancient settlements in Central Asia and Caucasia 

Histogram 2
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Sesavali. paleolandSaftebis rekonstruqcia arqeologiuri masalis palinologi
uri kvlevebis mixedviT sakmaod perspeqtiulia. uZvelesi kulturuli fenebidan aRe
buli nimuSebis palinologiuri Seswavla rogorc veluri, ise kulturuli mcenareuli 
safaris aRdgenis SesaZleblobas iZleva. diskusia walkisa da misi Semogarenis gvianple
istocenisa da holocenis landSaftis xasiaTis Sesaxeb samecniero literaturaSi di
di xania mimdinareobs [kecxoveli 1959; maruaSvili 1970; Маргалитадзе 1977; 1995]. gasuli 
saukunis 70-ian wlebSi walkis platoze palinologiurad Seswavlil iqna bareTis tbis 
danaleqi fenebis mxolod erTi Wrili, sadac arc erTi Sre ar aris daTariRebuli radi
onaxSirbadis meTodiT. palinospeqtrebSi arc saTesi marcvleulis da arc sxva kultu
ruli mcenareulobis naSTebi ar dafiqsirebula. arsebuli mosazrebiT walkis zeganze 
mTeli holocenis periodSi gavrcelebuli iyo Ria stepuri cenozebi da aq, rogorc ja
vaxeTis platoze, tyeebi arasodes izrdeboda [Маргалитадзе 1977]. aRsaniSnavia beSTaSe
nis ciklopuri simagris kulturuli fenidan Seswavlili xis naxSiris makronarCenebi, 
romelTa paleobotanikurma kvlevam aCvena, rom beSTaSenis SemogarenSi eneoliTis xa
naSi izrdeboda tye, sadac dominirebda muryani, xolo adrebrinjaos epoqaSi Warbobda 
muxnari [Яценко-Хмелевский, Канделаки 1941]. brinjaos xanaSi walkis platoze tyis arse
bobis Sesaxeb aRniSnulia axal gamokvlevebSic [Kvavadze, Connor 2005; Квавадзе и др. 2007].

fizikur-geografiuli pirobebi. walkis plato mdebareobs samxreT saqarTvelos 
vulkanuri zeganis aRmosavleT nawilSi. orografiuli TvalsazrisiT igi warmoadgens 
amaRlebul mTian plato-qvabuls [Маруашвили 1973]. regioni CrdiloeTidan SemosazR
vrulia TrialeTis qediT, dasavleTidan – samsaris qedis Crdilo kalTebiT, aRmosav
leTidan – md. algeTis auziT, samxreTidan – javaxeTis qedis Crdilo kalTiT, WoWia
nis platosa da bedenis zeganiT. aRniSnuli teritoriis absoluturi simaRle meryeobs 
1400-1500 m-dan 1900-2000 m-mde. geologiur agebulebaSi monawileobs neogenuri xanis 
vulkanogenuri fenebi. mxolod TrialeTis qedispira zolia agebuli aWara-TrialeTis 
sistemis paleogenuri da zedacarculi danaleqebiT [maruaSvili 1970; Маруашвили 1973].

hidrografiuli qseli ganviTarebulia sakmaod kargad. regionis ZiriTad mdina
res qcia warmoadgens, romelic TrialeTis qedze iRebs saTaves da qvemo qarTlis vake
ze md. mtkvars uerTdeba. misi sigrZe 220 km-ia. walkis platoze mravladaa vulkanuri da 
teqtonikuri warmoSobis tbebi, yvelaze didi bunebrivi tbaa bareTisa (baSqois). patara 
tbebidan aRsaniSnavia uzungelis, aligelisa da imeras tba [Апхазава 1975]. tbebis nawi
li dafara walkis wyalsacavma, romelsac naleqian wlebSi 30-31 km2 ukavia. am xelovnuri 
tbis donis absoluturi niSani Seadgens 1510 m-s. dasavleTidan masSi Caedineba md. qcia, 
aRmosavleTidan – md. korsu. walkis wyalsacavidan wylis gadineba xdeba xramhesisa da 
wylis gamfiltravi miwisqveSa nagebobebis saSualebiT.

eliso yvavaZe 
goderZi narimaniSvili

walkis platos paleolandSaftebi  
gvianpleistocenisa da holocenSi

(arqeologiuri da geologiuri masalis palinologiuri  
monacemebis mixedviT)
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klimaturi pirobebi, ori meteosadguris (walkisa da olianqis) monacemebis mi
xedviT, aq zomieria. saSualo wliuri temperatura Seadgens 60-50. ianvarSi temperatu
ra ecema -5°, -6°, ivlisisa ki Seadgens 16°-15°. yovelTviuri temperaturis cvalebadobis 
amplitudaa 21°-21.5°. naleqebis wliuri jami Seadgens 538-662 mm-s [Ломинадзе, Чиракадзе 
1971]. naleqis maqsimumi modis maissa da ivnisSi. Zlier sainteresoa is faqti, rom aq ha
eris fardobiTi tenianoba mTeli wlis ganmavlobaSi TiTqmis ar icvleba da saSualod 
Seadgens 72-76% [Атлас Грузии, 1964].

niadagis safari ZiriTadad Sedgeba Savmiwaniadagisagan. walkis mTebis samxreT 
ferdobebze gavrcelebulia saSualod gamotutvili Savmiwaniadagi. Tumca reliefis 
daferdebul da amoburcul monakveTebze gavrcelebulia srulad gamotutvili Savmi
waniadagi. TrialeTis qedis wina zolis Crdilo ganapiras SeiniSneba mTa-mdeloTa nia
dagebi. qvabulis Zirze, tbebTan da md. qcias napirebTan gavrcelebulia sxvadasxva ti
pis daWaobebuli teniani mdelo-niadagi [Атлас Грузии, 1964].

regionis mcenareuli safari meorad xasiaTs atarebs. es ZiriTadad gastepebuli 
mdeloebia, romelSic Warbobs marcvlovnebi. tye calkeuli fragmentebis saxiT Semor
Cenilia TavkveTilis mTis aRmosavleT ferdobze, md. kusreTiswylisa da xramis auzSi, 
sof. daSbaSis, kuSCis, safar-xarabasa da sxv. SemogarenSi. tyeSi izrdeba muxa, wifeli, 
rcxila, Tela. qvetyeSi gvxvdeba circeli, mdgnali da maRalmTiani tyis sxva komponen
tebi. aRsaniSnavia xelovnurad gaSenebuli fiWvis tyeebi, romlebic dairgo gasuli sau
kunis 60-ian wlebSi. es tyeebi kargadaa ganviTarebuli. Cveni dakvirvebiT, fiWvis ganax
leba kargad mimdinareobs.

masala da meTodika. arqeologiuri masala warmoadgens WurWlis organul narCe
nebs, ganamarxebul niadags, nacrovan fenebs, xisa da tyavis naSTebs, romlebic aRmoCnda 
samarxebsa da namosaxlaris fenebSi. aRniSnuli masala Segrovebulia 2002-2005 wlebSi 
Catarebuli savele samuSaoebis dros. aligelisa da imeras tbebis fskeris danaleqi 
fenebi gaburRulia xelis burRiT. gamokvleulia ori tba-Waobisa da oTxi niadaguri 
Wrili, arqeologiur Zeglebze mopovebuli ganamarxebuli niadagis da sxva organuli 
narCenebis seria (tab. I). 

nimuSebi aRebulia imerasa da safar-xarabas samarovnebze, jinisis da ai-ilias namo
saxlarebze. WrilebSi aRebul nimuSebs Soris intervali saSualod 4-5 sm-ia. 

laboratoriuli damuSavebis pirvel etapze xdeba masalis moxarSva tuteSi, meore 
etapze – centrifugireba kadmiumis mZime siTxeSi, xolo bolo, mesame etapze – aceto
lizi anu SeRebva erdtmanis standartuli meTodikis mixedviT. radionaxSirbaduli da
TariReba Catarda aqseleratoruli speqtrometris (AMS) saSualebiT melburnis uni
versitetis laboratoriaSi. 

ganamarxebuli mtvris speqtrebis swori interpretaciisaTvis gansaxilvel region
Si Seswavlilia agreTve niadagis, tbis, Waobisa da xavsis Tanamedrove palinologiuri 
speqtrebi. masalis identifikacia xdeboda saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis paleobi
ologiis institutSi daculi Tanamedrove etalonuri koleqciebisa da mtvris atla
sebis gamoyenebiT. masalis Seswavla xdeboda Leitz seriis mikroskopis gamoyenebiT (x300-
600). Seswavlili masala inaxeba palebiologiis institutSi.

kvlevis Sedegebi da maTi ganxilva. ganamarxeuli niadagi da organuli naSTebi 
safar-xarabas samarovnidan. Zegli mdebareobs sof. safar-xarabas CrdiloeTiT. sama
rovnis sigrZe aRmosavleTidan dasavleTisaken 1500 metria, xolo sigane CrdiloeTi
dan samxreTisaken – 700 m. baqo-Tbilisi-jeihanis navTobsadenis mSeneblobisas gaiTxara 
120-ze meti samarxi. arqeologiuri monacemebiT igi, iseve rogorc imeras samarovani, 
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TariRdeba Zv.w. XV-XIV ss-iT [narimaniSvili 2006; Нариманишвили Г. 2006; Kvavadze, Narimanis
hvili 2006a,b]. 

palinologiuri meTodiT Seswavlilia 30 samarxidan aRebuli 300-mde nimuSi, rome
lic warmodgenilia ganamarxebuli niadagiT, Tixis WurWlisa da micvalebulTa kuW-naw
lavis SigTavsis naSTebiT, samarxi kamerebis gadasaxuri Zelebis da qsovilTa narCene
biT da sxva. nimuSebis aReba xdeboda winaswar gansazRvruli adgilebidan (tab. II1,2

).
Seswavlili organuli warmonaqmnebis palinologiurma speqtrebma maTSi marcvlo

vani kulturebis, gansakuTrebiT xorblis, maRali Semcveloba gviCvena. saTesi kultu
rebis sarevelebidan mravladaa narSavi (Carduus), matitela (Polygonum), RiRilo (Centaurea), 
wiwibura (Fagopyrum), xvarTqla (Convolvulus). xe-mcenareebidan mravladaa warmodgenili 
farTofoTlovanTa, gansakuTrebiT muxisa da cacxvis mtveri. wiwvovnebidan umeteso
bas warmoadgens fiWvisa da soWis mtveri. Seswavlili mtvris speqtris 50-45% Seadgens 
tyis komponentebi. # 10 samarxis # 4 WurWlidan (inv. # 99) aRebuli nimuSis speqtrSi 
mravladaa Taflovani mcenareebis mtveri, romelic rogorc Cans, warmoadgens Taflis 
narCens. amave nimuSSi bevria tyis komponentebic. mniSvnelovania is faqti, rom mraval 
samarxSi aRmoCenilia siTbos moyvaruli tyis gvimris – veneras Tmisa (Adianthum capillus 
veneris) da anogramas (Anogramma leptophyllum) sporebi. amJamad veneras Tma ar izrdeba Sua 
sartyelze maRla, rac Seexeba anogramas, igi iSviaT mcenareTa jgufs miekuTvneba da 
gvxvdeba aWaris tenian kldeebze.

ganxilul palinologiur speqtrebSi sakmaod xSirad gvxvdeba kaklis (Juglans regia), 
Txilis (Corylus), kulturuli vazis (Vitis vinifera) mtveri. kulturuli vazis mtveri aRmo
Cenilia ara marto ganamarxebuli niadagis speqtrSi, aramed im organuli narCenebis ni
muSebSi, romlebic aRebulia micvalebulTa kbilebsa (tab. III) da muclis aredan. vazis 
Zalian bevri mtveri aRmoCnda # 54 samarxis WurWlis (inv. # 338) qveS, iatakidan aRebul 
nimuSSi. arapalinologiuri xasiaTis fosiliebis jgufSi napovnia muxis merqnis paren
qimuli ujredebi, romlebic mravladaa samarxTa gadasaxuri Zelebis narCenebSi. xolo 
fiWvis merqnis parenqimuli ujredebi dafiqsirebulia micvalebulis ConCxisa da Tixis 
WurWlis qveS. aqve unda aRvniSnoT, rom Seswavlili samarxebis TiTqmis 50% gadaxuru
li iyo ZelebiT. micvalebulTa ConCxis qveS mravladaa aRmoCenili selisa da bambis qso
vilis boWkoebis naSTebi (tab. IV). unda aRiniSnos, rom es aris bambis qsovilis aRmoCenis 
yvelaze adreuli faqti, aramarto saqarTvelos teritoriaze, aramed mTel amierkav
kasiaSi [Kvavadze, Narimanishvili 2006b]. Salis boWkoebi samarxebSi naklebadaa aRmoCenili. 
ramdenime samarxSi micvalebulTa muclisa da terfis areSi dafiqsirda adamianis hel
mitebis, kerZod, Roris soliteris (Taenia solium) kvercxebi.

jinisis namosaxlaris kulturuli fenebi. namosaxlari mdebareobs walkis pla
tos dasavleT nawilSi, zRvis donidan 1569-1572 m-ze. namosaxlaris qveda fenebi arqeo
logiuri masalis mixedviT Zv.w. XVII-XVI ss-iT, xolo zeda fenebi da sameurneo ormoebi 
– Zv.w. VIII-VII ss-iT TariRdeba [Амиранашвили, Нариманашвили 2005, 42-43]. palinologiuri 
kvlevisaTvis qveda fenebidan SerCeuli da Seswavlilia 8 nimuSi, xolo zeda fenebidan 
– 6 nimuSi. Zv.w. XVII-XVI ss-iT daTariRebuli fenebis speqtrSi xemcenareebidan bevria 
fiWvisa da aryis xis mtveri, romlebic Tanabari raodenobiTaa (38 – 38%) warmodgeni
li. aRmoCenilia agreTve Telas, Txilis, muryanis mtveri. sporovani mcenareebidan bev
ria tyis komponentebis, magaliTad mTis Cadunas (Dryopteris filix-mas) sporebi. balaxeul 
jgufSi bevria sarevelebi. marcvlovanTagan aRmoCenilia xorblis mtveri. marcvlov
nebis, iseve rogorc naTesis Tanmxlebi sarevelebis mtveri, arc ise bevria aRmoCenili. 
aRsaniSnavia, rom namosaxlaris zeda fenebSi da sameurneo ormoebSi aRebuli nimuSe
bis mtvris speqtri sruliad gansxvavebulia qveda fenebis speqtrebisagan. zeda feneb
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Si da sameurneo ormoebSi ar gvxvdeba aryis xis mtvris marcvlebi, samagierod Warbobs 
rcxilisa da jagrcxilas mtveri. pirveli saxlis # 3 sameurneo ormoSi aRmoCnda wab
lis mtveri. bevria saTesi marcvleuli, romelSic Sedis xorbali da Wvavi. xorblis mar
cvlebze SeiniSneba cecxlis kvali. mravladaa marcvlovanTa kulturebis sarevelebi, 
gansakuTrebiT sxvadasxva saxeobis RiRilo (Centaurea), matitela (Polygonum), narSavi (Car­
duus), nacarqaTama (Chenopodium) da sxv.

ganamarxebuli niadagi da organuli naSTebi imeras samarovnidan. Zegli mdeba
reobs imeras tbis samxreT-dasavleTiT, zRvis donidan 1600 m-is simaRleze. arqeolo
giuri masalis mixedviT samarovani Zv.w. XV-XIV ss-iT TariRdeba. palinologiurad Ses
wavlilia 6 nimuSi, romlebic aRebulia oTxi samarxidan da warmoadgens ganamarxebul 
niadags da Tixis WurWelSi dafiqsirebul organul naSTebs. yvelaze sainteresoa # 7 
samarxi, sadac erT-erT WurWelSi (inv. # 187), rogorc Cans, iyo cximi, da # 6 samarxis 
masala, sadac # 180 WurWelSi aRmoCnda Taflis an TafluWis naSTi. orive nimuSi Sei
cavs cacxvis, rcxilis, muryanis, tirifisa da wiflis mtvris marcvlebs. wiwvovnebidan 
dominirebs fiWvi da soWi, cotaa naZvis mtvris marcvlebi. # 7 samarxis WurWelSi (inv. 
# 187) mravladaa gvimris sporebi, gansakuTrebiT gvimruWa (Asplenium), kilamura (Polypo­
dium vulgare), kriptograma (Cryptogramma crispa). aqve bevria saTes marcvlovanTa, maT So
ris xorblis, mtveri. aranakleb sainteresoa # 6 samarxis WurWelis (inv. # 180) nimuSSi 
dadasturebuli balaxovnebis Semadgenloba. igi didi raodenobiT Seicavda Taflovani 
mcenareebis yvavilis mtvers, romelTa Soris mravladaa tyis komponentebi, rogori
caa laSqara (Symphytum). speqtrSi dominirebs iseTi Taflovanebi, rogoricaa arjakeli 
(Lathyrus), orfera (Pulmonaria), samyura (Trifolium), alkana (Alkanna orientalis). amasTanave aRsa
niSnavia, rom zogadad zemoT CamoTvlili mcenareebis mtveri cudad inaxeba da amitom 
niadagSi TiTqmis ar gvxvdeba. alkana Zalian iSviaTad inaxeba tbisa da Waobis danaleq 
fenebSic ki. xolo Tafli, romelic warmoadgens brwyinvale konservants, SesaniSnavad 
inaxavs am mcenaris mtvers. alkanas mtveri Cvens mier napovnia Tanamedrove Taflis mra
val nimuSSi. sainteresoa CamoTvlili Taflovani mcenareebis ekologia. samyuras (Trifo­
lium) garda, yvela mcenare warmoadgens tyisaTvis damaxasiaTebel saxeobebs, amave dros 
dRes isini izrdebian dabal da mTis Sua sartylis tyeebSi [Гроссгейм 1946, 1949; Кецховели 
1964].

ai-ilias antikuri xanis namosaxlaris kulturuli fenebi. ai-ilias mTis sam
xreT kalTaze, zRvis donidan 1660 m-ze gaiTxara antikuri xanis namosaxlari, romelic 
TariRdeba Zv.w. V s-iT. Zeglidan Seswavlilia 6 nimuSi. palinologiur speqtrSi tyis 
komponentebidan bevria fiWvisa da maRalmTis muxis mtveri. napovnia soWisa da naZvis 
mtvris marcvlebi. farTofoTlovanTagan muxis garda, aRsaniSnavia wifeli, rcxila 
da jagrcxila. balaxovani mcenareebi warmodgenilia sakmaod kargad. bevria rudera
luri mtveri, romelic momdinareobs ezoebidan, gzebidan, sanagve adgilebidan. cota, 
magram mainc aRmoCnda saTesi marcvlovnebis mtveri, sadac dominirebs xorbali. bevria 
paskvaluri jgufis mtveri. garda amisa, intensiuri mecxoveleobis arsebobas adastu
rebs palinospeqtrSi koprofiluri sokoebis – Sordaria, Neurospora, Sporormiella – sporebis 
siWarbe. arapalinologiuri fosiliebidan aRsaniSnavia cxvris matyli, rac miuTiTebs 
mecxvareobis ganviTarebaze.

aligelis tbis Wrili (sof. sanTasTan). gaburRviT miRebuli danaleqi fenebis siR
rme 3.10 m-ia da warmodgenilia tbiuri Tixisa da sapropelis monacvleobiT. palinolo
giur diagramaze gamoiyofa 6 palinozona (tab. VA). pirvel da meore palinozonisaTvis 
damaxasiaTebelia mtvris minimaluri koncentracia. xe-mcenareTa mtvris Semcveloba 
gansaxilvel zonaSi aseve dabalia (diagramaze calkeuli xe-mcenareTa procentuli 
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Semadgenloba gamoTvlilia xe-mcenareTa jgufis raodenobidan). balaxeulis mtverSi 
Warbobs civi da mSrali stepebis komponentebi. es aris abzindis, nacarqaTamasa da ve
lur marcvlovanTa mtveri. pirvel palinozonaSi bevria Rviis da efedras mtvris mar
cvlebi. 309 sm-ze aRebuli Sre, romelic pirvel palinozonaSi Sedis, radionxSirbaduli 
meTodiT TariRdeba 12400±90 BC. meore palinozona, miuxedavad imisa, rom igi emsgavseba 
pirvel palinozonas, mainc mkveTrad gansxvavdeba misgan. aRiniSneba subalpuri zonis 
komponentebi, mag. aryis xe. aq matulobs efedrisa da Txilis mtvris raodenoba. 285 sm-
is siRrmis danaleqebis absoluturi asaki Seadgens 10 102 ± 90 BC, xolo 252 sm siRrmeze 9 
045 ± 160 BC (Connor 2006; Квавадзе и др. 2007). 

mesame palinozonisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia mtvris raodenobis zrda, gansakuTre
biT tyis elementebisa (tab. VA). bevria soWis (Abies) wiflis (Fagus), muxis (Quercus), rcxilas 
(Carpinus), Telis (Ulmus), Txilis (Corylus) mtveri. aq Cndeba da maqsimalur raodenobas aR
wevs siTbos moyvaruli iseTi mcenareebis mtveri, rogoricaa Zelqva (Zelkova) da cacxvi 
(Tilia). aseve izrdeba farTofoTlovanTa mtvris raodenoba, maT Sorisaa nekerCxali (Acer), 
wabli (Castanea), lafani (Pterocarya). amave dros mniSvnelovnad mcirdeba maRalmTiani tyi
saTvis damaxasiaTebeli sicivis moyvaruli komponentebi, magaliTad aryis xe. swored 
mesame palinozonaSi Cndeba da did mniSvnelobas aRwevs saTesi marcvlovnebis – qeris 
(Hordeum), xorblis (Triticum), Wvavis (Secale) mtveri. Cndeba kulturuli vazi (Vitis vinifera). 
aRniSnuli zonis zeda nawilSi mravladaa napovni naxSiris nawilakebi, rac maCvenebelia 
xanZrebisa, romelic saaxoo miwaTmoqmedebis ganviTarebasTan unda iyos dakavSirebu
li. 219 sm-is siRrmeze aRmoCenili naxSiris nawilakebis absoluturi TariRia 3095±40 
BC, xolo 203 sm-is siRrmeze – 3375±50 BC.

meoTxe palinozona gamoirCeva mtvris koncentraciis zrdiT. palinospeqtrSi mcir
deba mezofiluri xemcenareebis – wiflisa da soWis mtvris marcvlebi. matulobs iseTi 
gvalvagamZle elementebis mtvris raodenoba, rogoricaa fiWvi da muxa. wina palinozo
nasTan SedarebiT aseve matulobs Rviis (Juniperus) mtvris Semcveloba. balaxovanTa So
ris bevria marcvlovnebi. naxSiris nawilakebi saerTod ar fiqsirdeba. aRniSnuli zonis 
165 sm-ze mdebare danaleqi Sreebis TariRia 2517±50 BC. 

mexuTe palinologiuri zonis nimuSebi xasiaTdeba mtvris maqsimaluri koncentra
ciiT. SesamCnevad matulobs tenis moyvaruli mcenareebis, gansakuTrebiT wiflisa da 
rcxilis roli. muxis mtvris Semcveloba mkveTrad ecema, xolo fiWvisa, piriqiT, mkveT
rad matulobs (tab. VA). balaxovanTa jgufSi dominirebs marcvlovnebi. saintereso 
faqts warmoadgens saTesi marclovanebis da vazis mtvris Semcvelobis erTdrouli ma
teba. aq aseve bevria naxSiris nawilakebi. 147 sm-is siRrmeze mdebare danaleqi fenebi Ta
riRdeba 829±40 BC, xolo 110 sm-s siRrmeze mdebare – 549±40 AD.

meeqvse palinozonisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia mtvris raodenobis mniSvnelovani Sem
cireba da naxSiris nawilakebis zrda. palinologiur speqtrSi SeiniSneba anTropogenu
ri indikatorebis jgufis mcenareTa mtvris, gansakuTrebiT ki Zovis maCveneblebis (na
carqaTama, avSani) mateba. sainteresoa is faqti, rom palinozonis zeda nawilSi izrde
ba koprofiluri sokos (Sporormiella da sxv.) sporebis raodenoba, romlebic Cveulebriv 
fitofagi cxovelis eqskrementebSi gvxvdeba. danaleqi fenebis absoluturi TariRi 70 
sm-is siRrmeze aris 1091±40 AD, xolo 38 sm-is siRrmeze – 1780±40 AD.

imeras tbis Wrili. gaburRuli danaleqi fenebis siRrme 330 sm-ia, sadac erTmaneTs 
enacvlebian Tixisa da sapropelis Sreebi. Wrilis zeda nawilSi Cndeba niadaguri warmo
Sobis fenebi. imeras tbis mtvris diagramaze gamoiyofa 5 zona (tab. VB).

pirvel zonaSi bevria xe-mcenareTa mtveri da is Seesabameba aligelis tbis me-3 zo
nas. 
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uxvadaa warmodgenili siTbomoyvaruli elementebi: rcxila (Carpinus caucasica), cacx
vi (Tilia), ifani (Fraxinus), Zelqva (Zelkova), wabli (Castanea), Tela (Ulmus), wifeli (Fagus). bala
xovanTa jgufSi dominirebs marcvlovanTa da rTulyvavilovanTa mtveri. aRsaniSnavia 
anTropogenuri indikatorebi – xorbali, Wvavi, seli. aris agreTve mindvris sarevele
bis mtveri. Wrilis zeda fenaSi naxSiris nawilakebi didi raodenobiT Cndeba. 271 sm-is 
siRrmeze Sreebis radionaxSirbaduli TariRi 5521±60 BC (Connor 2006; Квавадзе и др. 2007).

meore palinozona identuria aligelis Wrilis me-4 zonisa da aqvs Semdegi Tavisebu
rebebi. xemcenareTa jgufSi dominirebs muxa. aris cacxvisa da Txilis mtveri. balaxeul 
mcenareTa Soris Warbobs marcvlovnebi, bevria anTropogenuri indikatorebi – xorba
li (Triticum), qeri (Hordeum), Wvavi (Secale), fetvi (Panicum) da maTi Tanmxlebi sarevelebi. 
aRiniSneba kulturuli vazis mtveric. naxSiris nawilakebi bevria zonis dasawyisSi. da
naleqi fenebis absoluturi TariRi 230 sm-is siRrmeze aris 2897±50 BC, xolo 198 sm-is 
siRrmeze 2517±110 BC.

mesame palinozonisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia muxis raodenobis Semcireba, xolo so
Wisa da fiWvis mtvris raodenobis zrda. gansakuTrebiT mkveTrad es gamoxatulia zonis 
qveda donis SreebSi. Zalian cotaa naxSiris nawilakebi. palinologiuri zonis zeda na
wilSi, 146 sm-is siRrmeze radionaxSirbaduli TariRia 400±40 BC. aRwerili zona Seesa
bameba aligelis Wrilis me-5 zonas. yvelaze meti msgavseba vlindeba palinozonis qveda 
nawilis speqtrSi.

meoTxe palinozonis qveda nawilis xemcenareTa jgufSi dominirebs fiWvi, romlis 
mtvris raodenoba ganxiluli palinozonis zeda nawilSi TandaTan mcirdeba. qveda zo
nasTan (me-3 palinozona) izrdeba balaxovanTa mtvris Semcveloba, gansakuTrebiT Se
samCnevia Ria landSaftebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli komponentebis mateba. bevria anTro
pogenuri indikatorebis mtveri. mkveTrad matulobs naxSiris nawilakebis raodenoba. 
115 sm-is siRrmeze danaleqi fenis radionaxSirbaduli TariRia 421±40 AD. 

mexuTe zonas axasiaTebs meoradi tyis elementebis rolis zrda. mravladaa jag
rcxilasa da Txilis mtveri. balaxovnebis jgufSi arsebiTad gaizarda sinanTropuli 
mcenareebis raodenoba. mravladaa xorbali da sarevela marcvlovnebi. sainteresoa is 
faqti, rom speqtrSi izrdeba zeTisxilis roli, romlis mtveri wina, meoTxe palinozo
naSi pirvelad Cndeba. 

zeTisxilTan erTad palinospeqtrSi dafiqsirebulia kulturuli vazi, kakali da 
Txili, rac mebaReobis intensiur ganviTarebaze miuTiTebs. aRmoCenilia saZovris indi
katorebi da adamianis sacxovreblis ruderaluri elementebi. mravlad gvxvdeba naxSi
ris nawilakebi. 54 sm siRrmeze radionaxSirbaduli TariRi 1020±40 AD. yvela daTariRe
ba absoluturia da maTi kalibrireba mocemulia pirvel tabulaze.

ai-ilias niadagis 1-eli Wrili. ganxiluli Wrili mdebareobs ai-ilias mTis Txemis 
odnav daferdebul monakveTze. TxriliT moixsna 150 sm-is sisqis niadagi. humusis fe
na 40 sm-is simaRlisaa, romelic Semdeg gadadis yviTeli feris TixnarSi. yvelaze qve
da fenis palinospeqtri xasiaTdeba xemcenareebis mtvris maqsimaluri SemadgenlobiT, 
romelTa Soris bevria Termofiluri elementebi – muxa (Quercus), cacxvi (Tilia), rcxila 
(Carpinus), kakali (Juglans regia), Txili (Corylus) (tab. VI). 

WrilSi gamoiyo rva palinologiuri zona. 150-105 sm-is siRrmeze (1 da me-2 palino
zonebi) bevria murynis (Alnus) mtveri. anTropogenuli indikatorebis jgufSi bevria ru
deraluri mcenareebis mtveri. aRsaniSnavia saTesi marcvlovnebisa da maTi Tanmxlebi 
sarevelebis mtveri. sporovanTa Soris bevria gvimrebi. pirveli zona Seesabameba alige
lis Wrilis me-2 zonis dasasruls, meore ki – mTlianad asaxavs aligelis diagramis me-3 
palinospeqtris xasiaTs.
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105–90 sm-is siRrmeze mdebare fena moicavs me-3 palinozonas, romlisTvisac damaxa
siaTebelia mezofiluri elementebis mtvris raodenobis Semcireba da gvalvagamZleTa 
mcenareTa mtvris mateba. anTropogenur indikatorebs Soris ruderaluri mcenareebis 
mtvris raodenoba arsebiTad mcirdeba, saZovrebis indikatorebis roli ki izrdeba. sa
erTod ar aRiniSneba saTesi marcvlovnebis da mindvris sarevelebi. gamoyofili pali
nozona Seesabameba aligelis Wrilis me-4 zonas. 

meoTxe palinozonis speqtrSi, 90-70 sm-is siRrmeze aRiniSneba xemcenareebis, gansa
kuTrebiT fiWvis, raodenobis zrda. matulobs anTropogenuri indikatorebis mtvris 
raodenoba, saTesi marcvlovnebis CaTvliT. es palinozona Seesabameba aligelis Wrilis 
me-5 zonas. 

70-52 sm siRrmis FfenaSi (palinozona 5) dafiqsirebulia xe-mcenareebis, gansakuTre
biT fiWvis raodenobis arsebiTi Semcireba. anTropogenuri mtvris jgufSi mkveTrad 
izrdeba komponentebi, romlebic miuTiTeben intensuri Zovebis arsebobaze. analogiu
ri zona aligelis tbis WrilSi ar dafiqsirebula. 

ai-ilias niadagis 1-eli Wrilis diagramis zeda nawilis (6-8 palinozonebi (tab.  V) 
mrudeebi Seesabameba aligelis tbis Wrilis me-6 palinozonas da axasiaTebs fiWvis 
mtvrisa da anTropogenuri indikatorebis jgufis yvela komponentis didi raodenoba. 
tbebis danaleqebisagan gansxvavebiT niadagis WrilSi mkveTrad gamoiyofa sami qvezona.

ai-ilias niadagis me-2 Wrili 1-eli Wrilis CrdiloeTiT 100 m-is dacilebiT mdeba
reobs. niadagi gaiWra 95 sm-is siRrmis TxriliT. humusis fena 45 sm-is simaRlisaa da Tan
daTan gadadis moyviTalo feris SreSi. WrilSi warmodgenili niadagi, gansakuTrebiT 
qveda fena, ai-ilia 1-elTan SedarebiT, gamoirCeva didi sinotiviT. mTlianobaSi me-2 
Wrilidan aRebuli masala Seicavs mtvris did raodenobas. gamoiyofa 6 palinologiuri 
zona (tab. VII). 

palinologiuri diagramis qveda nawilis (palinozona 1, siRrme 95-75 sm) speqtrebs 
axasiaTebs xemcenareebisa da sarevelebis mtvris mniSvnelovani Semcveloba. aqve aRmoC
nda saTesi marcvlovnebis, kulturuli vazisa da Txilis mtvris marcvlebi. aRniSnuli 
zona msgavsia aligelis tbis Wrilis me-4 palinozonis qveda nawilisa. 

75-45 sm-is siRrmeze (me-2 da me-3 palinozonebi) gamovlinda igive Tavisebureba, rac 
aligelis Wrilis me-5 palinozonas axasiaTebs - xemcenareebis mtvris, gansakuTrebiT 
fiWvis, saerTo raodenobis zrda.

diagramis zeda nawili (4-6 palinozonebi) Seesabameba aligelis tbis Wrilis me-6 zo
nas.

ai-ilias niadagis me-3 Wrili mdebareobs me-2 Wrilis dasavleTiT 60-65 m-is daSo
rebiT. aRniSnuli farTobi swori zedapiriT xasiaTdeba. gaiWra 75 sm-is siRrmis Txri
li, sadac niadagi teniani iyo. humusis fena 46 sm sisqisaa. niadagis nimuSebSi maRalia 
mtvrisa da sporebis Semcveloba. sporovani mcenareebi aq ufro metia, vidre ai-ilias 
me-2 WrilSi. diagramis qveda nawili (palinozona 1, siRrme 75-55 sm) xasiaTdeba xemcena
reebis mtvrisa da tyis gvimris sporebis maqsimaluri raodenobiT. xe-mcenareebs Soris 
dominirebs fiWvi da muryani. anTropogenuli indikatorebis jgufSi mindvris sareve
lebi TiTqmis ar aris, mravladaa im mcenareebis mtveri, romlebic saZovrebis arseboba
ze miuTiTeben. 

diagramis zeda nawili (siRrme 55-0 sm) ganekuTvneba me-2 palinozonas, romelSic sa
mi qvezona gamoiyofa. xemcenareTa raodenoba TandaTan mcirdeba, xolo sinantropuli 
mtvris raodenoba izrdeba. saTesi marcvleulis, maT Soris xorblisa da qeris mtveri 
mravladaa dafiqsirebuli me-2 qvezonaSi. 1-eli da me-2 palinozonebi Seesabameba alige
lis me-5 da me-6 zonebs.
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Tanamedrove mtvris speqtris xasiaTi. tbebis da tba-Waobebis warmonaqmnebis sub
fosiluri palinologiuri speqtrebis detaluri analizi gareji-TrialeTi-javaxeTis 
transeqtze ganxilulia naSromSi `Tanamedrove mtvrisa da mcenareuli safaris gamok
vleva samxreT saqarTvelos vertikalur transeqtze~ [Connor et al. 2004]. dadgenilia, rom 
tbebis da tba-Waobebis speqtrSi xemcenareebis mtvris raodenoba tyis landSaftebis 
gavrcelebis arealSi Zlier Semcirebulia da Seadgens araumetes 30-40%-s. analogiuri 
suraTi miviReT ai-ilias mTis samxreT ferdobze arsebuli fiWvnaris niadagis Seswav
lisas. aRniSnuli tye gaSenebulia gasuli saukunis 60-ian wlebSi, igi kargadaa ganviTa
rebuli, radgan mas gaaCnia TviTganaxleba. fiWvis tyis speqtrSi xemcenareebis mtvris 
saerTo raodenoba saSualod 40% Seadgens (tab. VIII). maSin roca kavkasiis sxva regione
bis amgvar tyeebSi igi rogorc wesi 80-95% aRwevs [Клопотовская 1973; Квавадзе, Рухадзе Л. 
1989; Kvavadze 1993]. xemcenareebis mtvris Semadgenloba tyemlaras (TeTriwyaros raio
ni) midamoebis SavmiwaniadagSicaa Semcirebuli [Kvavadze et al. 2004]. amasTan dakavSirebiT 
vTvliT, rom mcenareuli safaris rekonstruqciisas unda gaviTvaliswinoT tyis yvela 
komponentis Semcveloba, magaliTad gvimrebis sporebisa, romlebic tyis niadagSi Sesa
niSnavad inaxeba. diagramis Sedgenisas calkeuli xemcenaris procentuli Semcvelobis 
daangariSeba unda xdebodes, ara mtvris saerTo raodenobidan gamomdinare, rogorc 
dResaa miRebuli, aramed xemcenareebis mtvris Semadgenlobidan.

Cvens mier zemoT ganxiluli faqtobrivi masalis mixedviT, walkis platoze, ukanas
kneli 15 000 wlis ganmavlobaSi, landSaftis ganviTarebaSi Semdegi etapebi gamoiyofa. 

viurmis ukanaskneli gamyinvarebis Semdeg, romlis maqsimaluri faza evraziis kon
tinentze 18000 wlis win iyo, klimati TandaTan gaumjobesda [Tarasov et al. 1999]. magram 
15000 wlis winaT isev acivda, rasac mowmobs aligelis tbis Wrilis mtvris speqtris Se
madgenloba. walkis platos mcenareuli safari zemoalpuri tipis iyo, romelic Seicav
da agreTve subnivaluri sartylis komponentebs. aq izrdeboda gameCxerebuli dabali 
balaxi, agreTve mRierebi, likopodiumi da xavsi. efedrasa da yvela xemcenareTa mtvers 

cxrili 1. imerasa da aligelis tbebis danaleqi Sreebis sinjebis naxSirbaduli daTari

Reba; kalibrirebuli TariRi gamoTvlilia stuiver-reimeris (Stuiver, Reimer 1993) sis

temis mixedviT.

adgili, siRrme lab. ## radionaxSirbaduli
daTariReba

kalibrirebuli
daTariReba

imera, 54 sm OZG-619 1010±40 968-911
imera, 115 sm OZG-624 1630±40 1566-1509
imera, 146 sm OZH-067 2360±40 2363-2335
imera, 189 sm OZG-623 4903±110 4648-4405
imera, 230 sm OZH-399 4290±50 4877-4822
imera, 271 sm OZH-398 6590±60 7505-7434

aligeli, 38 sm OZH-397 190±40 209-146
aligeli, 70 sm 930±40 OZH-396 873-816

aligeli, 110 sm OZH-395 1510±40 1420-1333
aligeli, 147 sm OZH-394 2700±40 2798-2763
aligeli, 165 sm OZH-393 4030±50 4530-4424
aligeli, 203 sm OZH-393 4660±50 5460-5364
aligeli, 219 sm OZH-391 4450±40 5063-4972
aligeli, 252 sm OZH-390 9340±160 11115-10677
aligeli, 285 sm OZH-389 10250±90 12168-11892
aligeli, 309 sm OZH-388 12430±90 14949-14147
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Cven vTvliT qveda sartylebidan Semotanilad. adgilobrivad ar SeiZleba CaiTvalos 
nacarqaTamasebrTa da avSanis mtveri, romelic kargad vrceldeba Sor manZilze. kavka
siis subnivaluri tbebis Tanamedrove danaleq fenebSi isini yovelTvis mravladaa, Tum
ca kavkasiis maRalmTaSi es balaxovnebi ar izrdeba [Kvavadze, Efremov1995].

meore etapze, 13000 wlis win, landSafti qvedaalpuri gaxda, sadac subalpuri sar
tylis komponentebic iyo warmodgenili. alpur mdeloebze Warbobda marcvlovani ba
laxebi, Rrma xevebSi ki izrdeboda subalpuri tanbrecili tye, aryis xisa da mdgnalis 
SemadgenlobiT, romlebmac, SesaZloa gamyinvarebis periodi gadaitanes mdinareebis 
Rrma xeobebSi (mag. xramis xeoba). 

mesame etapze, 9000 wlis win, klimati daTba da walkis platoze warmoiqmna tyeebi ma
RalmTis muxis (Quercus macranthera) dominirebiT. 

rogorc mcenareulobis, ise klimatis ganviTarebis Semdgomi meoTxe etapi mTlia
nobaSi asaxavs atlanturi periodis globaluri daTbobis pirvel piks. am dros izrdeba 
agreTve naleqebis raodenoba. ganxilul process adgili hqonda 6,5 – 6 aTasi wlis win 
evropasa da samxreT kavkasiaSi [Tarasov et al. 1998]. aRniSnul periodSi walkis platoze iz
rdeboda rcxila, wifeli, qarTuli muxa, Zelqva, cacxvi. dasaSvebia, rom Rrma xeobebSi, 
mag. xramis xeobaSi, izrdeboda wabli da lafani. mimdebare maRal mTebSi Warbobda soWi, 
romelic naZvTan SedarebiT warmoadgens ufro siTbosa da nestis moyvarul mcenares. 
adamiani am periodSi intensiuradaa dakavebuli miwaTmoqmedebiT, rasac Tbili da no
tio klimatis garda, xels uwyobda nayofieri Savmiwaniadagis arseboba. kargad iyo gan
viTarebuli mebaReoba da mevenaxeoba. 

mcenareulobisa da klimatis ganviTarebis mexuTe etapze aRiniSneba siTbos moyva
ruli saxeobebis – rcxilis, wiflis, Zelqvisa da cacxvis tyeebis farTobis Semcireba. 
maRalmTis muxisa da aryis xis tyeebi, piriqiT, farTod vrceldeba. Seicvala kulturu
li landSaftebis tipi, miwaTmoqmedeba aRar dominirebda, gaizarda saZovrebis farTo
bi, gaqra mevenaxeoba. landSaftis am cvlilebebs, naxSirbaduli daTariRebis mixedviT, 
adgili hqonda 5300 wlis win da gamowveuli iyo klimatis acivebiT.

landSaftis ganviTarebis meeqvse etapi miekuTvneba atlantikuri daTbobis meore 
maqsimums, romelsac adgili hqonda 5000-4600 wlis win e.i. adrebrinjaos xanaSi. kvlav 
gaizarda Termofiluri mcenareuli safaris farTobi – gansakuTrebiT qarTuli muxis, 
gaCnda intesiuri miwaTmoqmedeba, mebaReoba da mevenaxeoba. es iyo Zalze Zlieri daTbo
ba, romelic samxreT saqarTvelos mTiswineTSi da maRalmTianeTSic aisaxa. magaliTad, 
javaxeTSi sof. tambovkasTan, zRvis donidan 2 100 m simaRleze faravnis tbasTan mdeba
re yorRanis ganamarxebuli niadagis speqtrSi Cvens mier aRmoCenilia rcxilis, cacx
vis, muxis da bzis mtvris didi raodenoba. mravladaa saTesi marcvlovanebis, maT Soris 
xorblis mtveri. yorRani TariRdeba Zv.w. III aTaswleulis dasawyisiT [Kvavadze, Kakhiani 
2007]. sof. sakires samxreTiT, zRvis donidan 2 289 m-ze mdebare kodianis yorRanis ganam
rxebul niadagsa da fosiluri Taflis naSTSi aRmoCnda farTofoTlovani siTbos moy
varuli xemcenareebis mtveri da SesaniSnavad Semonaxuli xis Zelebi da totebi. kodia
nis yorRani arqeologiuri masalis mixedviT TariRdeba Zv.w. XXVI-XXIV ss-iT [Квавадзе и 
др. 2004; Квавадзе 2006; Kvavadze et al. 2006]. 

mcenareulobisa da klimatis ganviTarebis meSvide etapze xdeba subborealuri aci
veba da naleqebis raodenobis Semcireba. walkis regionSi maqsimalur acivebas adgili 
hqonda 4000 – 3700 wlis win. kvlav gavrcelda maRalmTiani muxis, aryis xisa da fiWvis 
tyeebi, romlebic amJamad izrdeba tyis gavrcelebis zeda sazRvarze. jinisis kultu
ruli fenebis palinospeqtrebSi mravladaa aryis xis mtveri, rac adasturebs aq aryis 
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xis tyeebis arsebobas. balaxovnebs Soris izrdeba subalpuri elementebi. mesaqonleo
bam TiTqmis mTlianad gamodevna miwaTmoqmedeba.

merve etapze, 3500-3400 wlis win, xdeba klimatis daTboba. ra Tqma, unda igi ar iyo 
iseTi Zlieri, rogorc adre brinjaos xanaSi, Tumca es cvlilebebi landSaftebze arse
biTad aisaxa. kvlav gaCnda muxisa da rcxilis tyeebi cacxvis monawileobiT. miwaTmoqme
deba ufro intensiurad ganviTarda, vidre wina periodSi. aRorZinda mebaReoba da meve
naxeoba, rasac adasturebs safar-xarabasa da imeras samarovnebis mdidari faqtobrivi 
masala. 

mecxre etapi asaxavs subatlantikuri periodis acivebas, romelic aseve globalur 
xasiaTs atarebda da mas adgili hqonda 2 500 wlis win. klimaturi pirobebis gauareseba 
kargadaa naCvenebi ai-ilias mTis namosaxlaris palinospeqtrebSi. xemcenareebs Soris 
ar aris siTbos moyvaruli iseTi mcenare, rogoricaa cacxvi, naklebia saTesi marcvle
uli da saerTod ar aris kulturuli vazi. meurneobaSi wamyvani roli ekuTvns mesaqon
leobas. 

landSaftis ganviTarebis meaTe etapi moicavs Suasaukuneebs (1350-800 wlis win), kli
mati xasiaTdeba mniSvnelovani daTbobiT, romelic kargadaa dafiqsirebuli saqarTve
los mTel teritoriaze [Kvavadze, Connor 2005]. walkis platoze intensiurad viTardeba 
miwaTmoqmedeba, mesaqonleoba da mevenaxeoba. aRniSnul periodSi mohyavT zeTisxilic 
(Olea europea), rac kargad Cans imeras tbis Wrilis diagramaze. md. xramis xeobaSi zeTis
xilis gavelurebul plantaciebis arsebobaze miuTiTebs vaxuSti bagrationi [qc 1973]. 

garda amisa, mezobel regionSi, arsianis qedze, didaWaris torfnaris WrilSi, rome
lic zRvis donidan 1850 m-ze mdebareobs, antikuri xanis fenebSi aRmoCnda zeTisxilis 
mtvris marcvlebi (J. van leevanis zepiri gadmocemiT. bernis universiteti). zeTisxi
lis moSeneba saqarTvelos teritoriaze am periodSi dafiqsirebulia wavkisis Wrilis 
mtvris speqtriTac [Connor, Kvavadze 2005]. rogorc Cans zeTisxilis introduqcia moxda 
antikur periodSi dasavleT saqarTvelos sanapiro zolSi. Semdgom periodSi, gansakuT
rebiT klimatis daTbobisas misi kultivireba sxva regionebSic xdeboda.

1350-800 wlis win mesaqonleoba walkis platoze Tumca ki meorexarisxovani iyo, mag
ram sakmaod kargad iyo ganviTarebuli. maqsimumamde gaizarda adamianis sacxovreblis 
Tanmxlebi sarevelebis mtveri, rac mosaxleobis maRal simWidroveze miuTiTebs. es 
dasturdeba arqeologiuri da istoriuli monacemebiTac. SesamCnevia adamianis sameur
neo gavlena bunebriv mcenareul safarze, daiwyo tyeebis ganadgureba.

mcire gamyinvarebis periodi, romelsac adgilo hqonda 300 wlis win, aisaxa Wrilebis 
danaleqi fenebis speqtrSi naZvis mtvris raodenobis zrdiT. gansakuTrebiT mkveTrad 
es Cans ai-ilias Wrilebis diagramebze, amitom, Cveni azriT, dasaSvebia wiwvovani tyee
bis arseboba walkis regionis teritoriaze am xanmokle, magram Zlieri acivebis dros. 
vaxuStis mixedviT naZvisa da fiWvis tyeebi izrdeboda tabawyuris tbis irgvliv, zRvis 
donidan 1900- 2000 m simaRleze [kecxoveli 1959, 277]. swored maSin gaqra bevri siTbos 
moyvaruli mcenare rogorc velur, ise kulturul cenozebSi. XVII saukuneSi mosaxle
obam mtris Semosevebis gamo miatova es adgilebi. tyeebis sruli ganadgureba, rogorc 
Cans, XIX-XX saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi mimdinareobda, rodesac mosaxleobam kvlav aiT
visa es teritoria. 

sakmaod saintereso monacenebi miviReT TavkveTilis mTis wiflis tanbrecili tyis 
niadagis Wrilis kvlevisas, sadac 2100 m-is simaRleze adre da gviani Suasaukuneebis fe
nebSi gamovlenilia muxisa da rcxilis tyeebis palinologiuri speqtrebi [Arabuli et al. 
2008]. 
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amrigad, tbebisa da Waobebis danaleqi fenebis palinologiuri analizis Sedegebis 
Sedareba arqeologiur masalasTan gviCvenebs, rom TrialeTSi atlantikuri klimaturi 
optimumis maqsimumi modis Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis dasasrulidan II aTaswleulis dasawyi
samde. am etaps emTxveva adre brinjaos epoqa (Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis meore naxevari da III 
aTaswleulis Sua xanebi). aRniSnuli periodis arqeologiuri Zeglebi walkis platoze 
ramdenime punqtSi gaiTxara. es aris beSTaSeni, ozni, avranlo, taS-baSi.

zemoaRniSnul Tbil periods emTxveva Suabrinjaos xanis pirveli (Zv.w. XXVI-XXIV ss.), 
meore (Zv.w. XXIII-XXII ss.) da mesame (Zv.w. XXI-XX ss.) etapebi. pirveli etapis arqeologiuri 
Zeglebi (bedenis kultura) Seswavlilia 5 punqtSi: beSTaSeni, sanomeri, Sipiaki, sanTa, 
winwyaro. meore da mesame etapis Zeglebs ganekuTvneba TrialeTis kulturis yorRane
bis pirveli da meore jgufi.

walkis regionSi subborealuri aciveba daiwyo Zv.w. II aTaswleulis dasawyisSi da 
grZeldeboda Zv.w. XVII s-mde. am epoqas ganekuTvneba TrialeTis brwyinvale yorRanebis 
III jgufi.

daTbobis axali etapi regionSi dawyo Zv.w. XV saukunidan da grZeldeboda TiTqmis 
Zv.w. V saukunemde. am dros walkis platos intensiurad iTvisebs adamiani. palinologiu
ri monacemebis garda amas mowmobs aq arsebuli mravalricxovani namosaxlarebi da sama
rovnebi. arqeologiuri masala miuTiTebs ekonomikis mZlavr ganviTarebaze. 

Zv.w. V saukunidan dawyebuli periodi xasiaTdeba klimaturi pirobebis mkveTri gau
aresebiT, romelic ramdenime saukunis ganmavlobaSi grZeldeboda. regionSi arqeolo
giuri Zeglebis raodenoba aRniSnul periodSi mcirdeba. 

ax.w. VII s-dan daiwyo e.w. klimatis anomaliuri daTbobis periodi TrialeTSi da TiT
qmis XII saukunemde gagrZelda. ekonomika kvlav aRorZinebas ganicdis. XIII-XVI ss-Si ad
gili hqonda mkveTr acivebas, SeiniSneba ekonomikis dasusteba da mosaxleobis raode
nobis Semcireba. swored am dros xdeboda gareSe mtris mravalricxovani Semosevebi. 
aRniSnuli faqtorebis gamo XVIII saukunis meore naxevrisaTvis mosaxleoba saerTod 
tovebs walkis platos.

amdenad arqeologiuri da palinologiuri monacemebiT aSkarad Cans, rom ekonomi
kuri aRmavloba da teritoriis intensiuri aTviseba warmoebda swored klimatis xan
grZlivi daTbobebis dros.

daskvna. Cvens mier ganxiluli faqtobrivi masala da literaturuli monacemebi 
[Трифонов, Караханян 2004] gviCvenebs, rom klimaturi fluqtuaciebi civilizaciis isto
riaSi mniSvnelovnad ganapirobebda adamianis sameurneo saqmianobas. 

walkis platoze miwaTmoqmedebis aRorZineba Tbil klimatur pirobebs emTxveoda, 
xolo klimaturi optimumis dadgomisas aseve viTardeboda mebaReoba da mevenaxeoba. 
acivebis periodebSi knindeboda miwaTmoqmedebis roli, qreboda mebaReoba da mevenaxe
oba. klimatis gauareseba mesaqonleobis mZlavr ganviTarebas uwyobda xels. 

zemoT ganxiluli palinologiuri masala mowmobs, rom ukanaskneli 15 aTasi wlis 
ganmavlobaSi klimati araerTxel Seicvala. klimaturi cvlilebebi globalur xasiaTs 
atarebda da mimarTuli iyo daTbobisken. aRsaniSnavia, rom holocenSi mimdinare daT
bobis globaluri etapi periodulad xanmokle acivebebiT wydeboda. analogiuri si
tuacia dadgenilia saqarTvelosa da kavkasiis sxva regionebSic [Квавадзе, Рухадзе 1989; 
Ефремов, Квавадзе 1995; Квавадзе 1999; Kvavadze, Efremov 1994,1996; Трифонов, Караханян 2004; 
Kvavadze, Connor 2005].

pleistocenis bolos walkis zeganis landSaftebi Tavisi ganviTarebis pirvel eta
pebze utyeoa. klimati ki civi da mSrali iyo. holocenis dasawyisSi landSafti isev Ria 



eliso yvavaZe goderZi narimaniSvili

584	 baqo-Tbilisi-jeihani  samxreT kavkasiis milsadeni  da  arqeologia saqarTveloSi

rCeboda. atlantikuri periodidan, rodesac daiwyo temperaturis da naleqebis mkveT
ri zrda daiwyo tyis masivebis TandaTanobiT warmoqmna.

gatyianebas TandaTanobiTi da xangrZlivi xasiaTi hqonda. es procesi uwyvetad mimdi
narebda. Tumca klimatis perioduli aciveba an adamianis sameurneo saqmianoba xels uS
lida am process. analogiuri movlena SeiniSneba samxreT evropis da axlo aRmosavleTis 
mraval regionSi. mag. vanis, urmiisa da zeribaris tbebis midamoebi gviani pleistocenis 
civ epoqaSi utyeo iyo. tye aqac klimatis daTbobisa da danotivebis dros Sua holocenSi 
gaCnda [Van Zeist, Bottema 1991; Wick et al. 2003; Wright et al. 2003; Wasylikowa, Witkowski 2008].

walkis platoze farTofoTlovani tyis masivebi Sua da gviani holocenis daTbobis 
maqsimumis dros gaCnda. tyeSi dominirebda qarTuli muxa, rcxila da Tela. aseve izrde
boda cacxvi, jagrcxila, muryani, Txili, nekerCxali, ifani, Zelqva. TrialeTis yorRa
nebis dasakrZalav kamerebsa da sxva tipis samarxebSi dadasaturebuli xis konstruqci
ebic am regionSi tyis masivebis arsebobaze miuTiTebs. 

holocenSi acivebis xanmokle etapebi fiqsirdeba. zogierTi acivebis periodi metad 
xanmokle, magram Zlieri iyo (mag. 300 wlis win). am dros icvleboda tyis Semadgenlobac. 
siTbomoyvarul farTofoTlovan tyeebs fiWvisa da aryis xis tyeebi enacvleboda, sa
dac maRalmTiani muxac izrdeboda. mcirdeba miwaTmoqmedebis roli, mesaqonleoba ki 
intensiuri xdeba. 

kvlevis Sedegebi gviCvenebs, rom tyeebis ganadgurebis pirveli etapi Sua saukuneeb
Si, im dros daiwyo, rodesac mosaxleobis simWidrove walkis zeganze Zalian maRali iyo. 
tyis gaCexvis procesi intensiurad mimdinareobda XIX s-Si, walkis platoze axlad Camo
saxlebuli somexi da berZeni mosaxleobis mier. XX s-is pirvel naxevarSi tyis masivebi 
ganadgurda. bunebrivi tyeebi mxolod md. qciis auzis Rrma xeobebSi SemorCa.
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suraTebis aRwera

tab. I. walkis tafobis ruka da sakvlevi punqtebis adgilmdebareoba: 1. jinisis namosaxlari; 2. 

aligelis tba; 3. ai-ilias mTa; 4. safar-xarabas samarovani; 5. imeras tba; 6. imeras samarovani.

tab. II. 1. safar-xarabas samarovani, samarxi # 67 (a – gaTxrebis dasawyisi; b – gaTxrebis dasasruli. 

foto g. narimaniSvilisa). wreebiTa da isrebiT aRniSnulia is adgilebi, sadac aRebulia nimuSe

bi palinologiuri analizisaTvis; 2. safar-xarabas samarovani, samarxi # 85 (a – gaTxrebis da

sawyisi; b – gaTxrebis dasasruli. Cans kameris gadaxurvis xis Zelebi. foto g. narimaniSvilisa). 

wreebiTa da isrebiT aRniSnulia is adgilebi, sadac aRebulia nimuSebi palinologiuri anali

zisaTvis.

tab. III. safar-xarabas samarovani. samarxi # 67. kulturuli vazis (Vitis vinifera) mtvris marcvlebi, 

romlebic aRmoCnda micvalebulis kbilebs Soris (×600-jer).

tab. IV. safar-xarabas samarovani. bambis qsovilisa da boWkoebis naSTebi: 1. samarxi # 56. qsovi

lis naSTi (×20-jer); 2,3. samarxi # 56. bambis qsovilis Zafis boWkoebi (×600-jer); 4,5. samarxi # 

71. bambis qsovilis Zafis boWkoebi (×600-jer).

tab. V. A. aligelis tbis Wrilis danaleqi fenebis sporebisa da mtvris diagrama (naCvenebia domi

nantebi da ekologiurad mniSvnelovani komponentebi); B. imeras tbis Wrilis danaleqi fenebis 

sporebisa da mtvris diagrama (naCvenebia dominantebi da ekologiurad mniSvnelovani kompo

nentebi) [diagrama aRebulia yvavaZisa da sxv. 2007 wlis publikaciidan].

tab. VI. ai-ilias niadagis 1-eli Wrilis danaleqi fenebis sporebisa da mtvris diagrama.

tab. VII. ai-ilias niadagis me-2 Wrilis danaleqi fenebis sporebisa da mtvris diagrama.

tab. VIII. Tanamedrove mtvrisa da sporebis niadaguri speqtri ai-ilias mTis Crdilo ferdobze 

(1-3 sinjebi aRebulia fiWvis tyeSi, danarCeni ki - mdeloze).
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The palaeolandscapes of the Tsalka Plateau  in the Late Pleistocene and Holocene 

Introduction. The reconstruction of palaeolandscapes through palynological investigation of archaeo-
logical material holds great promise. The palynological study of samples from ancient cultural strata provides 
the opportunity of restoring both wild and cultivated vegetation. There has long been a discussion in the 
scientific literature on the late Pleistocene and Holocene landscape of Tsalka and its environs (Ketskhoveli 
1959; Maruashvili 1970; Margalitadze 1977; 1995), but the only place on the Tsalka Plateau where palyno-
logical study had occurred was in a single section of sediment at Bareti Lake in the 1970s, and none of the 
levels were dated by radiocarbon methods. The palynological spectrum did not record remains of crops or 
other cultivated plants. It was generally believed that throughout the Holocene period open steppe cenoses 
were spread over Tsalka Plateu and, like the Javakheti Plateau, no forests grew here (Margalitadze 1977). We 
must emphasize the charcoal macro-remains from the cultural stratum of the Beshtasheni Cyclopean fortress, 
which when subjected to paleobotanical analysis showed that in the Eneolithic period a forest dominated 
by alder grew in the environs of Beshtasheni, while in Early Bronze Age it was oak that prevailed (Yatsenko-
Khmelevskii, Kandelaki 1941). New investigations also mention the presence of a forest on Tsalka Plateau in 
the Bronze Age (Kvavadze, Connor 2005: Kvavadze et al. 2007).

Physical and geographical situation. Tsalka Plateau is situated in the eastern part of a volcanic plateau 
in South Georgia. In orographic terms, it is a raised mountainous plateau-depression (Maruashvili 1973). The 
region is confined by the Trialeti range to the north, by northern slopes of the Samsari range to the west, by 
the River Algeti basin to the east and by the northern slope of the Javakheti range, Chochiana and Bedena 
Plateaux to the south. The absolute altitude of the area varies between 1400-1500 and 1900-2000. The geo-
logical structure is composed of the Neogene sedimental layers of volcanic provenance Only the northern-
most part of the area adjoining the Trialeti Ridge consists of Palaeogene and Upper Cretaceous layers of the 
Adjara-Trialeti system. (Maruashvili 1970; Maruashvili 1973).

The hydrographic net is quite well developed. The main river of the region is the Ktsia, which starts in the 
Trialeti range and joins the River Mtkveri on the Kvemo Kartli plain. It is 220km long. There are many lakes of 
volcanic and tectonic origin on Tsalka Plateau. The largest natural lake is Baretisa (Bashkois). Among smaller 
lakes Uzungeli, Aligeli and Imera lakes (Apkhazava 1975) are worthy of note. Some of the lakes were covered 
by the Tsalka reservoir which occupies 30-31 km2 in years with a high rainfall. The absolute level of this ar-
tificial lake is 1510m. The River Ktsia flows into it to the west and to the east it is joined by the Korsu. Water 
drains from the reservoir through the Khrami hydroelectric station, as well as by underground arrangements 
for water filtering. 

Climatic conditions, thanks to data from two meteorological stations (Tsalka and Olianki) can be said to 
be mild. The average annual temperature is 5-6o C. In January the temperature falls to -6-5o C. In July it reaches 
15-16o C. The amplitude of temperature variability per month is 21-21.5o C. Annual precipitation is between 
538 and 662 mm. (Lominadze, Chirakadze 1971). The greatest precipitation is in May and June. Air humidity 
does not vary during the year and is 72-76 % on average. (Atlas of Georgia, 1964).

 E l i s o  K v a v a d z e ,  
G o d e r d z i  N a r i m a n i s h v i l i

The palaeolandscapes of the Tsalka Plateau  
in the Late Pleistocene and Holocene 

(According to palynological data from archaeological  
and geological material)
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The main soil type in this district is black earth. Moderately alkalized black earth spreads from the moun-
tains to the southern slopes of the Tsalka highland region. The alpine meadow soils cover the marginal north-
ern foothills of the Trialeti Ridge. At the bottom of the basin, near the lakes and on the banks of the River Ktsia 
the swamps and meadows have moist clayey soil (Atlas of Georgia, 1964).

The vegetation of the region is of a secondary nature. These are mainly meadows turned into steppes 
where cereals dominate. Sparse patches of forest survive on the eastern slopes of Mount Tavkvetili, in the 
basins of the rivers Kusretistsqali and Khrami, in the environs of the villages of Dashbash, Kushch, Sapar-
Kharaba, etc. Oak, beech, hornbeam, elm grow in the forest. In the sub-forest are rowan, Salix caprea and 
other components of mountain forests. A well-developed artificial coniferous forest was planted in the 1960s, 
and as far as we could observe, the renovation of the conifers is proceeding normally.

Material and methods. Archaeological material consists of organic remains in vessels, fossilized soil, lay-
ers of ash, remains of wood and leather found in burials and settlements. This material was collected during 
fieldwork in 2002-2005. Sediments from the bottom of the Aligeli and Imera lakes were drilled with a hand 
drill. Two lake-swamp and four soil sections, and a series of fossilized soils and other organic remains have 
been investigated (pl. I).

Samples come from the Imera and Sapar-Kharaba cemeteries, and from the Jinisi and Ai-Ilia settlements. 
The interval between the samples received in sections is about 4-5 cm.

The first stage of laboratory treatment involves boiling the sample in alkali, the second centrifugation in 
a heavy cadmium liquid, and the third is acetolysis or dying according to the Erdtmann standard method. Ra-
diocarbon dating was carried out with the help of the accelerator mass spectrometer (AMS) at the Melbourne 
University laboratory.

For the correct interpretation of fossilized dust spectra, the modern palynological spectra of soil, lake, 
swamp and moss of the region were been investigated. Identification of the material was carried out by 
means of atlases of modern etalon collections and dust. The material was studied using a Leitz microscope 
(x300-600). The material studied is preserved in the Institute of Palaeobiology.

Results of the research and review. Fossilized soil and organic remains from the Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. 
The site is situated north of the village of Sapar-Kharaba. The cemetery measures 1500 m E-W, and 700 m N-S. 
During construction work in connection with the BTC pipeline, over 120 burials were excavated. Judging by 
the archaeological data the site, like the Imera cemetery, is dated to the 15th-14th centuries BC (Narimanishvili 
2006; Narimanishvili G. 2006; Kvavadze, Narimanishvili 2006 a,b).

About 300 samples from 30 burials were studied using palynological methods. These samples included 
fossilized soil, the remains of pottery with organs of the deceased in them, the remains of timbers from the 
roofs of burial chambers, clothes, etc. The collection of the samples took place at pre-defined places (pl. II, 
1-2).

The palynological spectra of the organic formations we investigated showed a high cereal content, es-
pecially wheat. Among crop-weeds there was plenty of thistle (Carduus), knotweed (Polygonum), cornflower 
(Centaurea), buckwheat (Fagopyrum), and convolvulus (Convolvulus arvensis). Among arboreal plants there 
was much pollen of wide-leaf trees, especially oak and lime. Pollen of pine and Nordmann fir predominated 
among coniferous trees. 50-45% of the sampled pollen consisted of forest components. In the spectrum from 
Vessel No. 4 (inv. No. 99) of Burial No. 10 there was plenty of pollen from honey plants which was clearly fos-
sil honey. The same sample contains many forest components. It is important that many burials produced 
spores of warm climate forest ferns: Adianthum capillus veneris and Anogramma leptophyllum. The former 
does not currently grow above the middle zone, while the latter belongs to a group of rare plants that grows 
on damp rocks in Adjara.

These palynologic spectra very often contained the pollen of walnut (Juglans regia), hazelnut (Corylus), 
cultivated vine (Vitis vinifera). The pollen of the cultivated vine has been found not only in the spectrum of fos-
silized soil, but also in samples of organic remains found in the teeth (pl. III) and stomach area of the deceased. 
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A large amount of vine pollen was discovered in the sample collected from the floor beneath the vessel in 
Burial No. 54 (inv. No. 338). Among non-palaeological fossils the parenchymal cells of oak bark are numerous 
in the remains of the timber roofs that once covered the burials. Parenchymal cells of pine bark are recorded 
beneath skeletons and ceramic vessels. It should be said that almost 50% of the burials studied were covered 
with timbers. Beneath the skeletons were abundant remains of flax and cotton cloth fibres (pl. IV). This is the 
earliest find of cotton not only in Georgia but anywhere in Transcaucasia (Kvavadze, Narimanishvili 2006b). A 
smaller amount of wool fibres were also recorded. In some burials the eggs of human helminths, in particular, 
those of Taenia solium were recovered in the stomach and the foot area of the deceased.

Cultural layers of the Jinisi settlement. The settlement is situated in the western part of the Tsalka Pla-
teau, at an altitude of 1569-1572 m. Judging by the archaeological material, the lower levels of the settlement 
are dated to the 17th-16th centuries BC, while the upper levels and household pits date to the 8th-7th centuries 
BC (Amiranashvili, Narimanashvili 2005, 42-43). Eight samples from the lower levels, and six from the upper 
were selected for palynological investigation. In the spectrum of the levels dated to the 17th-16th century BC 
is plentiful pine and birch pollen present in equal amounts (38% – 38%). There were also elm, hazelnut, alder 
pollens. Among sporadic plants there were spores of forest components, e.g. of wood ferns (Dryopteris filix-
mas). Among grasses there are many weeds. Crops were represented by wheat pollen. There was not very 
much pollen of crop-weeds. It is noteworthy that the spectrum of samples from the upper layers of the settle-
ment and the household pits is completely different from the spectra of the lower layers. There are no pollens 
of birch in the upper layers or household pits, but hornbeam and oriental hornbeam pollens occur plentifully. 
In the household pit No. 3 of House No. 1 there was chestnut pollen. There are many crops including wheat 
and rye. Wheat grains bear traces of fire. There are numerous weeds of cereals like cornflower (Centaurea), 
knotweed (Polygonum), thistle (Carduus), lambsquarter (Chenopodium), etc.

Fossilized soil and organic remains from the Imera cemetery. The site lies south-west of Imera Lake, at 
an altitude of 1600 m. Judging by the archaeological material the cemetery should be dated to the 15th-14th 
centuries. Six samples were studied palynologically. They came from four burials and consist of fossilized 
soil and organic remains recorded in ceramic vessels. Particularly interesting are: Burial No. 7 in which one of 
the vessels (inv. No. 187) contained fat; and material from Burial No. 6 where there were remains of honey in 
vessel No. 180. Both samples contained the pollen of lime, hornbeam, alder, willow and beech. Among conif-
erous trees pine and nordmann fir predominated, with a small amount of fir pollen. In a vessel in Burial No. 
7 (inv. No. 187) there were numerous fern spores, especially of maidenhair (Asplenium), Polypodium vulgare, 
and parsley fern (Cryptogramma crispa). There were many pollens of grains, including wheat. The grasses in 
the sample from a vessel from Burial No. 6 (inv. No. 180) is also interesting. It contained abundant pollen of 
honey plants, including many forest components, such as Symphytum. Such melliferous plants as Lathyrus, 
Pulmonaria, Trifolium, Alkanna orientalis predominate in the spectrum. It is noteworthy that, generally speak-
ing, the pollen of these plants survives badly and consequently hardly ever occurs in soil. Alkanna orientalis is 
very rarely preserved even in lake and swamp sediments. As for honey, which is an excellent preservative in 
itself, it preserves the pollen of this plant perfectly. The pollen of Alkanna orientalis has been recorded in many 
honey samples. The ecology of the melliferous plants listed here is remarkable. Except for Trefolium, all the 
plants are forest varieties, but today they grow in the forests of low and middle mountain zones (Grossgeim 
1946, 1949; Ketskhoveli 1964).

Cultural layers of the Ai-Ilia settlement of the Classical period. A Classical period settlement was exca-
vated on the south slope of Mount Ai-Ilia, at an altitude of 1660m, dated to the 5th century BC. Six samples 
from the site were investigated. The palynological spectrum displays plenty of pine and highland oak pollen, 
and moderate amounts of Nordmann fir and fir pollen. Among broad-leaf plants were oak, beech, hornbeam 
and oriental hornbeam. Grasses were present in fairly large quantity. There are many ruderal pollens coming 
from yards, roads, dumps. The pollen of cereals where wheat predominates was found in small amount. There 
was plenty of dust of the Pasqual group. Besides, the existence of intensive cattle breeding is indicated by the 
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prevalence of spores of coprophyllic fungi: Sordaria, Neurospora, Sporormiella, in the palynological spectrum. 
Among non-palynological fossils sheep wool should be mentioned, which points to the development of 
sheep breeding.

Section of Aligeli Lake (near the village of Santa). The depth of the drilled layers was 3.1 m and con-
sisted of alternating lacustrine clay and sapropel. Six palynozones can be distinguished on the palynological 
diagram (pl. V, A). Palynozones 1 and 2 are characterized by a minimal concentration of dust. The content of 
arboreal plants is also low in the zone in question (in the diagram the percentage of separate arboreal plants 
is calculated from the size of the arboreal group). In the grass pollen, cold and dry steppe components pre-
dominate. These are pollens of wormwood, lambsquarter and wild cereals. The first palynozone displayed 
ephedra and juniper pollen. The level at a depth of 309 cm, which goes into the first palynozone, has a radio-
carbon date of 12,400±90 BC. Although it resembles the first palynozone in some respects, the second paly-
nozone is nevertheless very different. Sub-alpine components were observed, e.g. birch. Here the amount of 
ephedra and hazelnut increases. The absolute age of the sediments a depth of 285 cm is 10,102±90 BC, while 
at 252 cm it dates to 9,045±160 BC (Connor 2006; Kvavadze et al. 2007).

The third palynozone is characterized by an increased amount of pollen, especially that of forest ele-
ments (pl. V, A). There is a lot of Nordmann fir (Abies), beech (Fagus), oak (Quercus), hornbeam (Carpinus), 
elm (Ulmus), hazelnut, (Corylus) pollen. The pollen of such warm climate plants as Zelkova and Tilia emerges 
here and reaches its maximum. The amount of pollen of broad-leafed plants also increases, including that of 
maple (Acer), chestnut (Castanea), and bast (Pterocarya). At the same time, there is a significant drop in the 
amount of cold climate components common to highland forests, e.g. birch. It is in the third palynozone that 
the pollen of cereals like barley, wheat and rye emerge and acquire great importance. The cultivated vine 
(Vitis vinifera) appears here too. In the upper part of this zone numerous carbon particles were recovered, 
indicating fires related to the development of farming. The absolute date of the carbon particles discovered 
at a depth of 219 cm is 3095±40 BC, while those recovered at 203 cm can be dated to 3375±50 BC.

The fourth palynozone is distinguished by a rise in pollen concentration. The amount of pollen of mes-
ophilic tree-plants, beech and Nordmann fir, decreases, while there is increase in number of such drought-
resisting elements as pine and oak. The juniper content increases compared to the previous palynozone. 
Among grasses there are many cereals. Carbon particles are not recorded at all. The date of the sediment 
layers situated at a depth of 165 cm is 2517±50 BC.

Samples of the fifth palynological zone are characterized by the maximum concentration of pollen. The 
role of humid climate plants rises considerably, especially beech and hornbeam. A dramatic fall of oak pol-
len and a rise of that of pine was observed (pl. V, A). Cereals predominate among grasses. The simultaneous 
growth in the pollen of cereals and vines is interesting. Carbon particles are also numerous here. Sediment 
layers at a depth of 147 cm are dated to 829±40 BC and those at 110 cm to 549±40 AD.

The sixth palynozone is characterized by a significant decrease of pollen and increase of carbon particles. 
The palynological spectrum shows a rise of pollen of plants of the anthropogenic indicator group, especially 
of indicators of grazing (lambsquarter and wormwood). It is interesting that in the upper part of the palyno-
zone the number of spores of coprophilic fungus (Sporormiella, etc.) increases, which usually occurs in the 
excrement of phytophagic animals. The absolute date of the sediment layers is AD 1091±40 at a depth of 70 
cm, while at 38 cm it is 1780±40.

Section of Imera Lake. The depth of the drilled sediment strata was 3.3 m and included clay and sapropel 
layers. In the upper part of the section there emerged layers of soil origin. The diagram of the pollen of Imera 
Lake contains 5 zones (pl. V, b).

The first zone displays an abundance of pollen of arboreals and corresponds to the third zone of Aligeli 
Lake. There are several warm climate elements here: Carpinus caucasica, Tilia, Fraxinus, Zelkova, Castanea, Ul­
mus, Fagus. Among grasses pollen of cereals and Compositae predominate. Anthropogenic indicators such as 
wheat, rye, and flax, should be mentioned. There is also pollen of crop weeds. The upper layer of the section 
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yielded a large amount of carbon particles. The radiocarbon date of the layers at a depth of 271 cm is 5521±60 
BC (Connor 2006; Kvavadze et al. 2007).

Palynozone 2 is identical to Zone 4 of the Aligeli section and has the following characteristics: oak is the 
predominant arboreal. There is pollen of lime and hazelnut. Among grasses cereals predominate; there are 
many anthropogenic indicators: wheat (Triticum), barley (Hordeum), rye (Secale), millet (Panicum) and their 
accompanying weeds. Vine pollen was also observed. Carbon particles are abundant at the beginning of 
the zone. The absolute date of the sediment layers at a depth of 230 cm is 2897±50 BC, while at 198 cm it is 
2517±110 BC.

Palynozone 3 is characterized by a decrease in the amount of oak and an increase of Nordmann fir and 
pine pollen. This is especially clear in the lower layers of the zone. There are very few carbon particles. In the 
upper part of the palynozone, at a depth of 146 cm the radiocarbon date is 400±40 BC. This zone corresponds 
to Zone 5 of the Aligeli section. Most of the similarities occur in the spectrum of the lower part.

Among the arboreals of the lower part of Palynozone 4 pine pollen predominates, but the amount grad-
ually decreases in the upper part. Near the next palynozone (Zone 3) the content of grass pollen increases; 
components typical of open landscapes are particularly noticeable. There is dramatic rise of the number of 
carbon particles. The radiocarbon date of the sediment layer at a depth of 115 cm is 421±40 AD.

Zone 5 is characterized by a growth in the role of secondary forest elements. There is plenty of pollen of 
oriental hornbeam and hazelnut. Grasses display a considerable growth of synanthropic vegetation. Wheat 
and cereal weeds are present in abundance. It is interesting, that the role of olive increases in the spectrum, 
the pollen of which first emerges in Zone 4.

Alongside olive there are cultivated vine, walnut and hazelnut, which points to the intensive develop-
ment of horticulture. Pasture indicators and ruderal elements of human occupation were also observed. 
There are many carbon particles. The radiocarbon date at a depth of 54 cm is 1020±40 AD. All the dates are 
absolute and they are calibrated in Chart 1.

Ai-Ilia Section 1. This section came from a slightly inclined area at the crest of Mount Ai-Ilia. A layer 
of earth 150 cm thick was removed from a trench. An upper humus layer 40 cm thick merged into yellow 
loam. The palynological spectrum of the lowest layer is characterized by the maximum content of tree-plants, 
among which there are plenty of thermophilic elements: oak (Quercus), hornbeam (Carpinus), walnut (Juglans 
regia), and hazelnut (Corylus) (pl. VI).

Eight palynological zones were distinguished in the section. At a depth of 150-105 cm (Palyno-zones 1 
and 2) there is a good deal of alder (Alnus) pollen. In the group of anthropogenic indicators there is much 
ruderal plant pollen. Pollen of cereals and their accompanying weeds should also be mentioned. Among 
sporadic plants there are lots of ferns. Zone 1 corresponds to the end of Zone 2 of the Aligeli section, while 
Zone 2 completely reflects the nature of Palynospectrum 3 of the Aligeli diagram.

The layer situated at a depth of 105-90 cm includes Palynozone 3, in which there is a reduction of the 
pollen of mesophilic elements and an increase of that of drought-resistant plants. Among anthropogenic 
indicators there is substantial decrease in the amount of pollen of ruderal plants, while the role of pasture 
indicators increases. Cereals and their attendant weeds were not detected at all. This palynozone corresponds 
to Zone 4 of the Aligeli section.

At a depth of 97-70 cm in the spectrum of Palynozone 4, a growth in the amount of arboreals, especially 
pine, was observed. The amount of pollen of anthropogenic indicators, including cereals, also grows. This 
palynozone corresponds to Zone 5 of the Aligeli section.

In a layer at a depth of 70-52 cm (Palynozone 5), there was a substantial reduction in the number of arbo-
reals, especially pine. In the anthropogenic pollen group there was a dramatic rise in components indicating 
the existence of intensive grazing. The section from Aligeli Lake did not contain an equivalent zone.

The curves in the upper part (Palyno-zones 6-8 [pl. VI]) of the Section 1 diagram of the Ai-Ilia earth cor-
respond to Palynozone 6 at Aligeli Lake and are characterized by an abundance of pine pollen and all the 
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components of the group of anthropogenic indicators. Unlike the lake sediments, three sub-zones could be 
distinguished in the soil section. 

Ai-Ilia Section 2 was situated 100 m north of Section 1. A trench 95 cm deep contained a humus layer 45 
cm thick that gradually merged into a yellowish layer. The earth in the section, and especially lower down, is 
characterized by a greater humidity compared with Ai-Ilia 1. Generally speaking, the material from Section 2 
contained a large amount of pollen. Six palynological zones could be distinguished (pl.VII).

The spectra of the lower parts (Palynozone 1, depth 95-75 cm) of the palynological diagram are char-
acterized by a substantial content of arboreal and weed pollen. Pollen of cereals, the cultivated vine and 
hazelnut were also recorded. This zone is similar to the lower part of Palynozone 4 of the Aligeli Lake section.

A layer at a depth of 75-45 cm (Palynozones 2 and 3) revealed the same peculiarities as Palynozone 5 of 
the Aligeli section: an increase in arboreal, especially pine, pollen.

The upper part of the diagram (Palynozones 4-6) corresponds to zone 6 of Aligeli Lake section.
Ai-Ilia Section 3 is situated 60-65 m west of Section 2. A trench 75 cm deep was cut in a relatively flat area 

where the soil was damp. The upper humus layer was 46 cm thick, and the pollen and spore content was high. 
There are more sporadic plants here than in Ai-Ilia Section 2. The lower part of the diagram (Palynozone 1, 
depth 75-55 cm) was characterized by a maximum amount of arboreal pollen and forest fern spores. Among 
arboreals pine and alder predominate and in the group of anthropogenic indicators there are almost no 
weeds but plenty of pollen of plants that point to presence of pastures.

The upper part of the diagram (depth 55 cm) belongs to Palynozone 2, in which three sub-zones can be 
distinguished. The proportion of arboreals gradually decreases, while that of synanthropic pollen increases. 
Sub-zone 2 revealed plenty of cereal pollen including wheat and barley. Palynozones 1 and 2 correspond to 
Aligeli zones 5 and 6. 

The nature of the modern pollen spectrum. There is a detailed analysis of the sub-fossil palynological 
spectra of lakes and lake-swamp formations at the Gareji-Trialeti-Javakheti transect in a recent article “A sur-
vey of modern pollen and vegetation along an altitudinal transect in south Georgia, Caucasus region” (Con-
nor et al. 2004). It is estimated that the amount of arboreal pollen in the lake and the lake-swamp spectrum 
across the area of forest landscape is strongly reduced and comprises about 30-40%. An analogous situation 

Chart 1. The radiocarbon dating of samples from sediment layers of Imera and Aligeli lakes; the calibrated date has 

been calculated according to Stuiver-Reimer system (Stuiver, Reimer 1993).

Place, depth Lab. Nos Radioncarbon dating Calibrated dating
Imera, 54 sm OZG-619 1010±40 968-911

Imera, 115 sm OZG-624 1630±40 1566-1509
Imera, 146 sm OZH-067 2360±40 2363-2335
Imera, 189 sm OZG-623 4903±110 4648-4405
Imera, 230 sm OZH-399 4290±50 4877-4822
Imera, 271 sm OZH-398 6590±60 7505-7434
Aligeli, 38 sm OZH-397 190±40 209-146
Aligeli, 70 sm OZH-396 930±40 873-816

Aligeli, 110 sm OZH-395 1510±40 1420-1333
Aligeli, 147 sm OZH-394 2700±40 2798-2763
Aligeli, 165 sm OZH-393 4030±50 4530-4424
Aligeli, 203 sm OZH-393 4660±50 5460-5364
Aligeli, 219 sm OZH-391 4450±40 5063-4972
Aligeli, 252 sm OZH-390 9340±160 11115-10677
Aligeli, 285 sm OZH-389 10250±90 12168-11892
Aligeli, 309 sm OZH-388 12430±90 14949-14147
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was recorded while investigating the soil of the pine forest on the south slope of Mount Ai-Ilia. The forest was 
started in the 1960s and is now well developed as it experiences self-renovation. The spectrum of the pine 
forest contains an average of 40% of arboreal pollen (pl. VIII), while it is normally 80-95% in similar forests 
elsewhere in the Caucasus (Klopotovskaya 1973; Kvavadze, Rukhadze L. 1989; Kvavadze 1993). The content 
of arboreal pollen is also reduced in the black soil in the environs of Tqemlara (Tetritsqaro district) (Kvavadze 
et al. 2004). This leads us to conclude that when an overall reconstruction of vegetation is made, the content 
of all forest components should be taken into account, for example, that of fern spores, which are perfectly 
preserved in forest soil. In compiling the diagram, the calculation of the percentage of separate arboreals 
should not be on the basis of the total amount of pollen, as is usual today, but according to the content of 
arboreal pollen.

Given the data surveyed here, the following stages of landscape development can be distinguished at 
Tsalka Plateau over the past 15,000 years: After the last ice age of the Wurm period whose maximum phase 
occurred 18,000 years ago on the Eurasian landmass, the climate began gradually to improve (Tarasov et al. 
1999). But 15,000 years ago the temperature fell again, as is indicated by the content of the pollen spectrum 
of the Aligeli Lake section. The vegetation on Tsalka plateau was of upper-alpine type which also contained 
components of the sub-nival zone. Here there grew sparse low grass, lichen, lycopodia and moss. We con-
sider the pollen of ephedra and other arboreals to have been introduced from the lower zones. The pollen of 
lambsquarters and wormwood, which can easily spread over long distances, cannot be considered local. In 
the modern sediment layers of the sub-nival lakes of the Caucasus they are always in abundance, although 
they do not grow in the Caucasian highlands (Kvavadze, Efremov 1995).

At the second stage, 13,000 years ago, the landscape became lower-alpine, which also displayed sub-
alpine components. Cereal grasses predominated on alpine meadows, while in deep gorges grew sub-alpine 
forests of deciduous trees including birch and Salix caprea, which might have withstood the ice age in deep 
gorges of the rivers (e.g. the Khrami River).

At the third stage, 9000 years ago, the climate became warmer and forests generated in which Quercus 
macranthera predominated.

The later stage 4 of both vegetation and climatic development totally reflects the first peak of global 
warming of the Atlantic period. The amount of rainfall also increases. This process took place 6.5-6 thousand 
years ago in Europe and South Caucasia (Tarasov et al. 1998). During this period hornbeam, beech, Georgian 
oak, zelkova, and lime grew over the Tsalka Plateau, although admittedly chestnut and bast grew in deep 
gorges, for example, in the Khrami Valley. In the neighbouring high mountains Nordmann fir predominated, 
which by comparison with fir, is a plant of warmer and more humid climates. In this period humans were in-
tensively occupied in arable farming, encouraged both by the warm and humid climate and the presence of 
fertile black soil. Horticulture and viticulture were well developed too.

At stage 5 of vegetation and climatic development, there is a noticeable reduction in the area of ther-
mophilic varieties: hornbeam, beech, zelkova and lime forests. Quercus macranthera and birch forests, by 
contrast, begin to spread widely. The types of cultural landscape altered too, in that arable farming no longer 
predominated, and the area of pastures grew and viticulture vanished. Judging by radiocarbon dates, these 
landscape changes occurred 5300 years ago and was caused by a drop in temperature.

Stage 6 of landscape development belongs to the second maximum of Atlantic period warming which 
took place 5000-4600 years ago, i.e. in the Early Bronze Age. The area of thermophilic vegetation expanded 
once more, and intensive arable farming, horticulture and viticulture emerged. This was a very intense warm-
ing that was reflected in both the foothills and highlands of South Georgia. For example, near the village of 
Tambovka in Javakheti, at an altitude of 2100 m, in the spectrum of fossilized soil of a kurgan near Paravani 
Lake, we discovered plenty of hornbeam, lime, oak and box pollen. Pollen of cereals, including wheat, was in 
abundant. The kurgan was dated to the beginning of the 3rd millennium BC (Kvavadze, Kakhiani 2007). South 
of the village of Sakire, at an altitude of 2289 m, in the remains of fossilized soil and fossil honey of Kodiani 
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kurgan there appeared the pollen of broad-leaved thermophilic arboreals and perfectly preserved timbers 
and branches of trees. Judging by the associated finds Kodiani kurgan is dated to the 26th-24th centuries BC 
(Kvavadze et al. 2004; Kvavadze 2006; Kvavadze et al. 2006).

Stage 7 of vegetation and climatic development witnessed a sub-boreal cold spell and a reduction in 
rainfall. In Tsalka region the maximum drop in temperature occurred 4000-3700 years ago. Forests of Quercus 
macranthera, birch and pine, which grow at the upper border of the forest zone, spread once more. In the 
palynological spectra of occupation levels at Jinisi there was plenty of birch pollen, attesting to the presence 
of birch forests in the area. Among grasses sub-alpine elements are present. Cattle breeding replaced arable 
farming completely. 

At stage 8, 3500-3400 years ago, the climate became warmer again, but not as warm as it had been in 
the Early Bronze Age, although there were noticeable reflections in the landscape. Oak and hornbeam for-
ests appeared with lime participation. Arable farming developed more intensively than in previous periods. 
Horticulture and viticulture flourished, to which the rich finds from Sapar-Kharaba and Imera cemeteries bear 
witness.

Stage 9 reflects a glaciation of the sub-Atlantic period, which was also global and took place 2500 years 
ago. The palynospectra of the Mount Ai-Ilia settlement clearly indicate a worsening of climatic conditions. 
Among arboreals there are no such thermophilic plants as lime, there are fewer cereals, and there are no cul-
tivated vines at all. Livestock breeding plays the leading role in economy.

Stage 10 of landscape development covers the Middle Ages (1350-800 years ago). There occurred a 
substantial warming which is clearly recognisable throughout Georgian territory (Kvavadze, Connor 2005). 
Arable farming, livestock breeding and viticulture are intensively developed on Tsalka Plateau. At this time 
olives (Olea europea) grew here too, as is clearly on the section diagram of Imera Lake. Olive plantations that 
had run wild in the Khrami Valley are mentioned by Vakhushti Bagrationi (Life of Kartli 1973).

Besides, a section of Didadjara peatbog on the neighbouring Arsiani range, situated at an altitude of 
1850 m, contained olive pollen in layers of the Classical period (J. van Leeva, University of Bern, personal com-
munication). Olive cultivation at this period was also recorded in the pollen spectrum of the Tsavkisi section 
(Connor, Kvavadze 2005). It would appear that the olive was introduced to the coastal area of western Georgia 
in the Classical period and was also cultivated in other regions during warmer periods.

1350-800 years ago livestock breeding on Tsalka plateau was secondary to arable farming, but was nev-
ertheless very well developed. The pollen of weeds accompanying human occupation areas rose to a maxi-
mum, which points to a high population density. This is also indicated by archaeological and historical data. 
There was a clear human impact on the environment; witness the destruction of forests.

Minor glaciations that took place 300 years ago are reflected in the spectrum of deposits in the sections 
by an increase in the amount of fir pollen. It is especially clear in the diagrams of the Ai-Ilia sections. We must 
consequently allow the presence of coniferous forests in Tsalka region during these short-term but intensive 
glaciations. According to Vakhushti, fir and pine forests grew around Tabatsquri Lake, at an altitude of 1900-
2000 m (Ketskhoveli 1959, 277). It was then that many thermophilic plants vanished both in wild and cultivat-
ed cenoses. In the 17th century the population left these areas through invasions. The complete destruction 
of the forests was probably continuing in the 19th-20th centuries, when the population began recovering the 
territory.

The data received as a result of the investigation of earth sections from stunted shrub stands of beech on 
Mount Tavkvetili were rather remarkable. Palynological spectra of oak and hornbeam forests were revealed 
in Early and Late Medieval strata at an altitude of 2100 m (Arabuli et al. 2008).

A comparison of the results of the palynological analysis of lake and swamp deposits with the archaeo-
logical finds thus shows that in Trialeti the maximum of the Atlantic climatic optimum falls at the end of the 
4th millennium and the beginning of the 2nd millennium BC. This stage coincides with the Early Bronze Age 
(second half of the 4th to mid-3rd millennium BC). Archaeological sites of this period were excavated at several 
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places on Tsalka Pateau, at Beshtasheni, Ozni, Avranlo, Tashbashi.
This warm period coincides with the first (26th-24th centuries BC), second (23rd-22nd centuries BC) and 

third (21st-20th centuries BC) stages of the Middle Bronze Age. Archaeological sites of the first stage (Bedeni) 
were studied at 5 places: Beshtasheni, Sanomeri, Shipiaki, Santa, Tsintsqaro. Groups I and II of Trialeti Culture 
kurgans belong to the sites of the second and third stages.

In Tsalka region the sub-boreal cold spell started at the beginning of the 2nd millennium BC and contin-
ued through the 17th century BC. Group III of the Trialeti Kurgan Culture belongs to this period.

A new warming stage began in the region in the 15th century BC and continued almost to the 5th century 
BC. At the time Tsalka Plateau was intensively exploited by man. Apart from the palynological data this is in-
dicated by the existence of numerous settlements and cemeteries in the area. Archaeological finds point to 
an advanced economy. 

The period from the 5th century BC onwards is characterized by a dramatic worsening of climatic condi-
tions which lasted for several centuries. There are fewer archaeological sites in this period.

In the 7th century AD there began the so-called abnormal warming period in Trialeti and it lasted almost 
to the 12th century. The economy experienced a period of prosperity. In the 13th-14th centuries there was a 
dramatic fall in temperature that brought about a weakening of the economy and a reduction in the size of 
the population. It was a time of numerous invasions by external enemies. As a result, people had abandoned 
Tsalka Plateau by the second half of the 18th century. 

Archaeological and palynological data thus indicate that economic development and intensive occupa-
tion of the territory occurred exactly during lengthy periods of warming.

Conclusion. Physical evidence and historical data (Trifonov, Darakhanyan 2004) thus combine to show 
that in the history of civilization climatic changes substantially conditioned the economic activities of the 
population. 

The revival of arable farming on Tsalka Plateau coincided with warm climatic conditions, while at periods 
of climatic optima horticulture and viticulture also developed. In periods of glaciation the role of farming 
diminished, and horticulture and viticulture vanished altogether. The worsening of the climate promoted the 
development of livestock breeding. The palynological material discussed here suggests that the climate has 
changed several times over the past 15,000 years. Climatic changes were global and tended towards warm-
ing. It is remarkable, that the global warming that took place in the Holocene was occasionally interrupted by 
short-term glaciations. An analogous situation has been proposed for other regions of Georgia and the Cau-
casus (Kvavadze, Rukhadze 1989; Efremov, Kvavadze 1995: Kvavadze 1999; Kvavadze, Efremov 1994, 1996: 
Trifonov, Karakanyan 2004; Kvavadze, Connor 2005).

At the end of the Pleistocene the landscape of Tsalka Plateau at the first stage of development was free 
of forests. The climate was cold and dry. At the beginning of the Holocene the landscape remained open. 
From the Atlantic period, there began a dramatic rise in temperature and rainfall accompanied by the gradual 
generation of forest massifs.

Forestation was a long and gradual process that continued ceaselessly. Cold spells and human industrial 
activity interfered with this process, however. An analogous phenomenon can be observed in many regions 
of southern Europe and the Near East. For example, the areas around Vani, Urmia and Zeribar Lakes were 
forest-free in the Late Pleistocene. Forests appeared here during the warm and humid phase of the Middle 
Holocene (Van Zeist, Bottema 1991; Wick et al. 2003; Wright et al. 2003; Wasylikowa, Witkowski 2008).

On Tsalka Plateau broad-leaved forest massifs appeared during the maximum warming of the Middle 
and Late Holocene. Georgian oak, hornbeam and elm predominated. There also grew lime, oriental horn-
beam, alder, hazelnut, maple, ash, and zelkova. Wooden constructions found in burial chambers and other 
types of burials in Trialeti kurgans also point to presence of forest massifs in this region.

Short-term cold stages are recorded in the Holocene. Some of these cold spells were very short but in-
tense (e.g. 300 years ago). At these times the make-up of forests also underwent changes. Thus deciduous 
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thermophilic forests were replaced by pine and birch forests, where Quercus macranthera also grew. The role 
of arable farming gave way to intensive livestock breeding.

Our research also shows that the first stage of deforestation began in the Middle Ages, at a time when the 
density of the population on Tsalka Plateau was very high. The process of deforestation continued through 
the 19th century at the hands of the newly settled Armenian and Greek population. In the first half of the 20th 
century forest massifs were destroyed. Natural forests survived only in the deep gorges of the Ktsia basin.
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pl.I. Map of the flat-bottomed hollow of Tsalka and the location of places investigated: 1. Jinisi settlement; 2. Aligeli 

Lake; 3. Mount Ai-Ilia; 4. Spar-Kharaba cemetery; 5, Imera Lake; 6. Imera cemetery

pl. II. 1. Sapar-Kharaba cemetery, Burial No. 67 (a: beginning of excavations; b: end of excavations. Photo G. 

Narimanishvili). Circles and arrows mark the places where samples were collected for palynological analysis; 2. 

Sapar-Kharaba cemetery, Burial No. 85 (a: beginning of excavations, b: end of excavations. Timbers covering the 

chamber are visible. Photo G. Narimanishvili). Circles and arrows mark the places where samples were collected 

for palynological analysis.

pl. III. Sapar-Kharaba cemetery, Burial No. 67. Pollen of the cultivated vine (Vitis vinifera) recovered from between the 

teeth of the deceased (x600).

pl. IV. Sapar-Kharaba cemetery. Remains of cotton cloth and fibres: 1. Burial No. 56, remains of cloth (x20); 2, 3. Burial 

No. 56. Thread fibres of cotton cloth (x600); 4,5. Burial No. 71. Thread fibres of cotton cloth (x600)

pl. V. A. Diagram of spores and pollen of a section of Aligeli Lake sediments (dominants and ecologically important 

components are displayed); B. Diagram of spores and pollen of a section of Imera Lake sediments (dominants and 

ecologically important components are displayed) [From Kvavadze et al. 2007)

pl. VI. Spore and pollen diagram of sediments of Ai-Ilia Section 1

pl. VII. Spore and pollen diagram of sediments of Ai-Ilia Section 2

pl. VIII. Soil spectrum of pollen and spores from the north slope of Mount Ai-Ilia (samples 1-3 were collected in the 

pine forest, the rest on the meadow).
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kavkasiisa da anatoliis regionebi – Savi zRvis irgvliv mdebare teritoriebis aR
mosavleTi da samxreTi nawilebi – warmoadgendnen axlo aRmosavleTisa da evropis da
makavSirebel xids. kavkasiasa da anatolias bevri aqvs saerTo topografiuli, klimatu
ri da regionaluri Taviseburebebis mxriv; orive regionis geografiul-landSafturi 
zonebis erTmaneTisagan gancalkevebuli mdebareoba xelsayrel pirobebs qmnida sru
liad gansxvavebuli mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipebis rogorc CamoyalibebisaT
vis, aseve maTi TanaarsebobisaTvis.

imisaTvis, rom ufro srulad warmogveCina kavkasiisa da anatoliis uZvelesi mosax
leobis Camoyalibebis procesi da dinamika, SedarebiTi analizisaTvis avirCieT samxreT 
kavkasiis samxreT-dasavleTi regioni – samcxe, romelic uSualod esazRvreba anatoli
as, xolo Tavis mxriv warmoadgens garkveul gzajvaredins, romelic akavSirebs erTma
neTTan rogorc samxreT kavkasiis Sida da SavizRvispira regionebs, aseve anatolias sam
xreT kavkasiasTan.

samxreT kavkasiis samxreT-dasavleTi nawili – samcxe-javaxeTis regioni didi xania 
ipyrobs mkvlevarTa yuradRebas. geografiuli mdebareobiT regioni esazRvreba anato
lias da gamavali gzebiT akavSirebs aRmosavleT saqarTvelos wina aziasTan. es gza orad 
iyofa: pirveli - TurqeTTan damakavSirebeli, romelic gadis orWosanze (dRevandeli 
sazRvari TurqeTTan), meore ki goderZis uReltexiliT, gadis aWaraSi da ukavSirdeba 
sarfs. swored es gza akavSirebs anatolias Crdilo kavkasiasTan. igi gadis rionis xeobas 
da am gziT vxvdebiT iberia-kolxeTis damakavSirebel ZiriTad magistralze, saidanac 
erTi – rionis xeobiT gadis raWaze da Semdeg Crdilo kavkasiaSi. swored am damakavSire
beli gzebis arseboba aniWebs am regions gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas. samcxe-javaxeTis 
regioni uZvelesi droidan CarTulia msoflio istoriul procesebSi. aq istoriuli pe
riodi mniSvnelovani ZeglebiTaa warmodgenili – dawyebuli qveda paleoliTis xanidan, 
vidre gvian Sua saukuneebis namosaxlar-samarovnebamde [baramiZe, jiblaZe 2004-2006: 3]. 

arqeologiuri monacemebis mixedviT, samcxe Zv.w. III aTaswleulidan sakmaod ganviTa
rebuli regionia, ganviTarebuli samSeneblo xelovnebiT, meTuneobiTa da metalurgi
iT. antikuri xanidan ki viTardeba memindvreoba da soflis meurneoba.

am regionSi mcxovrebi mosaxleobis Sesaxeb yvelaze adreuli cnobebi istoriul 
wyaroebSi Zv.w. meore aTaswleulidan Cndeba. es tomebi moixseniebian, rogorc mosxebi, 
romlebsac am droisaTvis mcire aziis Crdilo-aRmosavleT nawilidan moyolebuli Ta
namedrove mesxeTamde ukve hqondaT saxelmwifoebrivi gaerTianeba. Zv.w. VII s-is pirvel 
naxevarSi `muSkTa samefo~ ganadgurda kimerielebisa da urartuelebis mier da am dri
odan moyolebuli muSkTa tomebi sabolood daukavSirdnen iberiad wodebul qarTls 
[meliqiSvili 1965]. swored zemod aRniSnuli garemoebebiT aris ganpirobebuli Cveni in
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teresi am or mosazRvre regionSi mimdinare uZvelesi mosaxleobis rogorc Camoyalibe
bis, aseve am mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipis cvalebadobis dinamikis mimarT.

baqo-Tbilisi jeihanis navTobsadenis derefanSi mimdenare arqeologiurma gaTx
rebma saSualeba mogvca Segveswavla ori samarovnis – Woratisa da orWosanis – paleo
antropologiuri masala. orive samarovani mdebareobs samcxe-javaxeTis regionSi.

es samarovnebi mravalfenovania. adre brinjaos xanidan gvian Sua saukuneebis CaT
vliT, warmodgenilia TiTqmis yvela istoriuli periodi. Woratis samarovani mdebare
obs axalcixis raionis q. vales samxreT-dasavleT mimarTulebiT md. focxovis maRal 
vakeze, valedan 1,5 km manZilze, orWosanis samarovani ki – qalaq valedan 5 km manZilze, 
TurqeTis dRevandel sazRvarze. 

orive samarovnidan Seswavlilia antropologiuri masalis, rogorc kranialuri, 
aseve postkranialuri nawili. samarovnebi erTmaneTisagan daSorebulia 5 km-iT. miuxe
davad amisa gamoikveTa gansxvaveba rogorc kranialur, aseve postkranialur masalaSi. 
Woratis samarovani TariRdeba adreromauli xaniT, xolo orWosanis samarovani – brin
jao-SuasaukuneebiT [baramiZe, jiblaZe 2004-2005: 2].

Woratis samarovnis Seswavlil 40 samarxze raime mniSvnelovani gansxvaveba krani
aluri tipis mxriv ar ikveTeba, morfologiuri niSnebis mxriv Woratis samarovnis in
dividebs axasiaTebT kavkasionis tipisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli morfologiuri niSnebi: 
maRali saxe, maRali cxviris unagiri, prognatuli saxis profili, saSualo siganis sa
xe. mcire gamonaklisis garda Woratis samarovnisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia Tavis qalis 
doliqokranialuri tipi, xolo gamonaklisia mezokranialuri tipi. rac Seexeba indivi
debis fizikur tips, isic kavkasionis tipisaTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli: kargad ganviTare
buli kunTovani sistema, reliefuri, masiuri postkranialuri Zvlebi, saSualo da sa
Sualoze meti simaRle. es exeba orive sqesis individebs. yvela individs, ganurCevlad 
asakisa, sicocxleSive axasiaTebdaT Zvlovani sistemis daavadebebi, rogorc xerxemlis, 
aseve sasaxsre zedapirebis deformacia. amave dros ar Segvxvedria Zvlis gamrudebis 
arc erTi SemTxveva, rac miuTiTebs Zvlebis mineralizaciis maRal xarisxze. amasve adas
turebs kbilebis minanqris kargi mdgomareoba, Tumca minanqris feri miuTiTebs ftoris 
deficitze, rac am elementis naklebobis maCvenebelia rogorc wyalSi, aseve sakvebSi. 
rac Seexeba Zvlovani sistemis dazianebas, is gamowveuli unda yofiliyo, cxoveluri da 
mcenareuli sakvebis garkveuli tipebis Warbi moxmarebiT. kvebis aseTi racioni iwvevda 
marilebisa da mcenareuli sakvebis garkveul jiSebSi arsebuli Sardovanas dagrovebas, 
romelic Znelad gamoidevneba organizmidan, ileqeba sasaxsre zedapirebze da iwvevs 
maT Semdgom dazianebas. 

samarxeuli da sakontrolo niadagis qimiuri analizi da niadagis tenianoba

nimuSebi Si02% Al203% Fe203% Ca 0% Na20% K20% 4000

1 56,2 13,1 2,92 4,6 3,2 2,1 9,20%

2 50,35 12,9 2,3 3,67 4,3 3,3 10,10%

3 61,0 13,25 3,75 4,21 2,85 3,72 9,90%

samarxeuli niadagis analizma gvaCvena, rom am periodSi klimati zomierad Tbili da 
teniani iyo [sabaSvili 1972], rasac adasturebs e. yvavaZis mier Catarebuli palinolo
giuri kvlevis Sedegebi, magram niadagis tenianobis xarisxi ar iyo imdenad maRali, rom 
micvalebulis ConCxidan mineraluri nivTierebis gamorecxva gamoewvia. amdenad, Se
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iZleba iTqvas, rom Zvlebis maRali mineralizacia aRniSnul individebs sicocxleSive 
hqondaT, rac gamowveuli iyo Tbili klimatis pirobebSi kargi insolaciiT, Sesabamisad 
D vitaminis sakmarisi raodenobiT gamomuSavebiT, rac Tavis mxriv, sakvebidan Ca-is sru
lad SeTvisebas uwyobda xels. 

CvenTvis aranakleb sainteresoa mosaxleobis regionaluri tipis dadgena. Zvlis 
rentgenologiurma analizma gvaCvena Zvlis struqturis ori tipi: erTi, romelic dama
xasiaTebelia barSi macxovrebeli adamianisaTvis da meore, romelic miuTiTebs mosax
leobis regionalur warmomavlobaze da damaxasiaTebelia mTisa da mTiswineTSi mcxov
rebi mosaxleobisaTvis. Zvlis amgvari struqturuli cvlilebebi adamianis garemosTan 
adaptaciis procesis maCvenebelia. aseve rentgenologiuri analiziT qveda kidurebze 
gamoikveTa e.w. osteopenia, rac, Tavis mxriv, farisebri jirkvlis daavadebis niSania. 
farisebri jirkvlis daavadebebi ki endemuri daavadebebia kavkasiis mTis da mTiswine
Tis regionis mosaxleobisaTvis.

amrigad, rentgenologiuri analiziT gamoikveTa Woratis samarovanze ori tipis 
mosaxleoba, erTi – adgilobrivi, xolo meore – mTis an mTiswineTidan Camosaxlebuli, 
Tumca orive, kranialuri tipis mixedviT, udaod miekuTvneba kavkasionis tips. Cans, am 
SemTxvevaSi saqme gvaqvs mosaxleobis Sida migraciasTan. amave dros Woratis samarovan
ze sxva kranialuri tipic Cans, gansxvavebuli fizikuri aRnagobis da postkranialuri 
nawilis proporciebiT, magram es tipi mainc ar warmoadgens am samarovnisaTvis damaxa
siaTebel antropologiur tips da rentgenologiurma analizma ar aCvena is markerebi, 
romelzec Cven zeviT vsaubrobdiT.

rac Seexeba orWosanis samarovans, aq gansxvavebuli suraTi gvaqvs. rogorc ukve aR
vniSneT, es ori samarovani erTmaneTisagan 5km-iT aris daSorebuli. orWosanis samaro
vani TariRdeba brinjaos xanidan moyolebuli, damTvrebuli gvian Sua saukuneebiT [ba
ramiZe, jiblaZe 2004-2006: 2-3]. brinjaos xanis paleoantropologiuri masala ar gvaqvs, 
antikuri xanisa da Sua saukuneebis paleoantropologiuri masalidan SeviswavleT 60 
samarxi. am SemTxvevaSic gamoviyeneT rentgenologiuri analizi da aseve Zvlis qimiuri 
analizi [Сорвачев 1962]. antikuri xanis paleoantropologiur masalaSi gamoikveTa kra
nialuri da fizikuri tipis ori kompleqsi: 1. mezokranialuri, proporciuli aRnagobis 
saSualo simaRlis; 2. braqikranialuri, mokle kidurebiTa da SedarebiT grZeli tor
siT, dabali, SedarebiT ganieri saxiT, gamokveTili yvrimalebiT, dabali Tavis qalis 
fuZiT, gracialuri postkranialuri nawiliT. orive kompleqsSi aRmoCenil Zvlovan ma
salas gaukeTda, rogorc rentgenologiuri, aseve qimiuri analizi. pirvel kompleqsSi 
Zvlis struqtura msgavsia Woratis samarovnisa, xolo qimiurma analizma aCvena cxove
luri da naxSirwylovani kvebis racionisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mikroelementebis si
Warbe. saintereso Sedegi miviReT meore kompleqsis gaanalizebiT: rentgenologiuri 
analiziT Cans Cveulebrivi Zvlis struqtura, ar aris osteopeniis kvali. Zvlis qimi
urma analizma ki gamoavlina kvebis racionSi rogorc cxoveluri kvebis racionisaTvis 
damaxasiaTebeli mikroelementebis kompleqsi, aseve zRvis moluskebisa da zRvis pro
duqtebis Semadgeneli mikroelementebis kompleqsic, rac gvafiqrebinebs, rom meore 
kompleqsis individebi migrantebi arian zRvispira regionidan. 

orWosanis samarovani, II kompleqsi, Zvlis qimiuri analizi.

elementebi Ca Cu Zn Pb Cd Ni Sz

saSualo maCvenebeli 72,5-47,2 0,9-8,3 89,5-120,2 0,1-1,3 65,1-85,3 0,4-8,5 37,1-67,2
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am jgufis gansxvavebuli rogorc kranialuri, aseve fizikuri tipi, Zvlis rentge
nologiuri analizi da Zvlis qimiuri analizis Sedegebi, ar miuTiTebs Sida migraciul 
procesze. vfiqrobT, meore kompleqsSi Semavali individebi mcire aziisa da maxlobeli 
aRmosavleTis zRvispira regionis migrantebs miekuTvnebian. Zvlis qimiuri Semadgen
loba da individis antropologiuri tipi gamoricxavs maT Sida migracias samxreT-kav
kasiis dasavleT SavizRvispira regionidan, vinaidan am regionis uZvelesi mosaxleoba 
sruliad gansxvavebuli kranialuri da fizikuri tipisaa. Tumca unda aRvniSnoT, rom 
Woratisa da orWosanis samarovnebze gvxvdeba doliqokranialuri antropologiuri 
tipi, romelic damaxasiaTebelia samxreT-kavkasiis dasavleT regionisaTvis, magram es 
tipi ar aris warmmarTveli am samarovnebisaTvis. rac Seexeba qimiuri analizis Sedegebs, 
Savi zRvis planqtoni TiTqmis ar Seicavs im zRvis produqtebs da moluskebis Semadge
nel mikroelementebis kompleqs, romelic gamoikveTa orWosanis samarovnis me-2 jgu
fis paleoantropologiur masalaze.

cnobebi anatoliis teritoriaze mimdinare xalxTa migraciisa, saboloo damkvidre
bisa da, Sesabamisad, am mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipis Camoyalibebis Sesaxeb mog
vepoveba adreuli brinjaos xanidan. es monacemebi eyrdnoba, rogorc cocxali popula
ciis, aseve paleoantropologiur kvlevebs. anatoliis mosaxleobis antropologiuri 
tipis Camoyalibebis dinamika ramdenime etaps moicavs. Cven ar SevexebiT dawvrilebiT 
yvela am etaps, mimovixilavT mxolod im periods, rodesac anatoliis teritoriaze ad
re brinjaos xanaSi gansxvavebuli mosaxleobis nakadi Semodis. es procesi dakavSire
buli iyo kavkasiasTan an mis uSualo momijnave mxareebTan. Semosvlis pirveli etapia 
balkaneTidan SemoWrili migrantebisgaCena. am tomTa gamoCena dakavSirebulia Crdilo 
SavizRvispireTidan mesaqonle tomebis dasavleTisaken gadaadgilebasTan. am tomTa 
garda, amave periodSi unda SemoeRwiaT yorRanuli kulturis matarebel zogierT sxva 
tomsac [qavTaraZe 2004: 53]. rodesac vsaubrobT mcire aziaSi balkaneTis naxevarkunZu
lidan tomTa migraciaze, unda mimovixiloT TviT am naxevarkunZulze mimdinare tomTa 
Sida Tu gare migraciisa da maTi am teritoriaze gansaxlebis procesic, raTa SeZlebis
dagvarad gaverkvioT am regionsa da Semdgom am regionidan mcire aziaSi SeRweul tomTa 
warmomavlobis sakiTxSi.

balkaneTis naxevarkunZuli uZvelesi droidan sxvadasxva warmomavlobis xalxebisa 
da tomebis ganuwyveteli migraciis areals warmomadgens. es procesi yvela mimarTu
lebiT mimdinareobda, xolo naxevarkunZulis geografiuli mdebareoba da landSafti 
xels uwyobda am tomTa izolirebulad gansaxlebas naxevarkunZulis siRrmeSi. tomTa 
amgvari migraciisa da teritoriaze damkvidrebis procesi msgavsia kavkasiis region
Si mimdinare analogiuri procesisa, miT ufro, rom kavkasia is regionia, romelic Ta
vis geografiuli mdebareobiT evropisa da aziis gzagasayarze mdebareobs. kavkasiaSi 
mimdinare istoriuli procesebi da, Sesabamisad sxvadasxva tomTa migracia, agreTve am 
teritoriaze damkvidrebis procesis dinamika, anatoliaSi mimdinare analogiur pro
cesebTan paralelebis Ziebis saSualebas iZleva. xangrZlivi drois ganmavlobaSi, bal
kaneTis naxevarkunZulze mimdinare xalxTa migraciam xeli Seuwyo antropologiuri 
TvalsazrisiT erTmaneTisagan gansxvavebuli populaciebis damkvidrebas da, droTa 
ganmavlobaSi, moxda migrantTa garkveuli nawilis asimilacia manamde aq macxovrebel 
populaciasTan. 

naxevarkunZulis, rogorc CrdiloeTi, ise samxreT nawili, sxvadasxva tomTa mra
valferovnebiT xasiaTdeba. gviandel periodSi am teritoriaze Camosaxlebul slavTa, 
romaelTa da berZenTa Soris aq uZvelesi droidan cxovrobdnen Trakielebis, goTebis, 
gepidebisa da avarTa uZvelesi tomebic, romlebic naxevarkunZulis Sida, SedarebiT 
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Znelad misadgom raionebSi saxlobdnen. tomTa am mravalferovan nazavs mogvianebiT 
ematebian finuri da Turanuli tomebic [qavTaraZe 2004: 64].

rogorc aRvniSneT, anatoliaSi migrantebis pirveli nakadi swored balkaneTis naxe
varkunZulidan SeiWra. amitom saWirod CavTvaleT TviT am naxevarkunZulze mimdinare 
sxvadasxva tomTa migraciisa da maTi warmomavlobis sakiTxs SevxebodiT, raTa Semdgom 
ukeTesad gagverkvia mosaxleobis ra saxis migracia moxda mcire aziis teritoriaze. 
marTalia, Cven ar gvaqvs paleoantropologiuri monacemebi balkaneTis naxevarkunZul
ze uZveles xanaSi mcxovreb da am teritoriaze SemoRweul tomTa Sesaxeb, magram Cans, 
rom am teritoriaze macxovrebeli tomebi sruliad gansxvavebulebi iyvnen rogorc Ta
visi warmomavlobis, aseve antropologiuri tipis mixedviT. aseTi mZlavri migraciuli 
procesebis regionSi unda momxdariyo sxvadasxva genotipis nawilobrivi asimilacia,  
da garkveuli periodis Semdeg, ukve teritoriis SigniT SesaZlebelia warmoqmniliyo 
sruliad gansxvavebuli antropologiuri tipis populacia. sxvadasxva genotipTa aR
revis albaToba miT ufro maRalia im regionebSi, sadac xangrZlivi drois ganmavlobaSi 
mimdinareobs migraciuli procesebi. balkaneTis naxevarkunZulis Sida, SedarebiT Zne
lad misadgom raionebSic moxda im tomebis SeRweva, romlebic Semovidnen am teritori
aze. isini sakmaod didi xnis ganmavlobaSi cxovrobdnen izolirebulad. am SemTxvevaSi 
izolirebul populaciis SigniTac mimdinareobda asimilaciis procesi. droTa ganmav
lobaSi am izolaciaSi mcxovreb tomebSic unda warmoSobiliyo aseve gansxvavebuli an
tropologiuri tipis populacia.

arsebobs mosazreba, rom mcire aziaSi ori gansxvavebuli antropologiuri tipi sax
lobda – wina indoevropuli da ufro gviandeli xanis, indoevropuli warmomavlobis 
mosaxleoba [qavTaraZe 2004: 53]. es mosazreba emyareba anatoliis mosaxleobis rogorc 
serologiuri analizebis monacemebs, aseve uZvelesi samarovnebis antropologiuri ma
salebis analizs. CvenTvis sainteresoa am regionis, rogorc mkvidri mosaxleobis, ase
ve ufro gviandel xanaSi am teritoriaze Semosul migrantTa, rogorc warmomavlobis, 
aseve am uZvelesi mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipi. es regioni uSualod esazRvreba 
samxreT kavkasiis samxreT-dasavleT regions, samcxe-javaxeTs, Cvens SemTxvevaSi – sam
cxes, romlis paleoantropologiuri masalis analizma gvafiqrebina, rom anatoliaSi 
mimdinare, mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipebis Camoyalibebis dinamika garkveulwi
lad dakavSirebulia mis mosazRvre regionebSi mimdinare analogiur procesTan.

rogorc aRvniSneT, mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipis Camoyalibebis dinamika 
kargad Cans serologiuri analizebis monacemebSi. es monacemebi gvaqvs rogorc evro
pis, aseve samxreT kavkasiidan. TiTqmis mTel evropaSi Cans wina indoevropuli samyaros 
memkvidreoba, magaliTad RH- faqtoris sisxlis jgufis gavrceleba. RH- negatiuri faq
tori maRalia Crdilo dasavleT evropaSi, centralur evropaSi, xmelTaSuazRvispi
reTSi, maxlobel aRmosavleTSi. gansakuTrebiT es faqtori maRalia samxreT kavkasiis 
dasavleT nawilSi, romelSic eqceva samcxis regionic.

rac Seexeba ABO sisxlis jgufebis monacemebs, am SemTxvevaSic pirineebis naxevar
kunZuli da samxreT kavkasia avlenen O genis maRal sixSires, vinaidan RH- uaryofiTi 
faqtori sisxlis O geni ukavSirdeba winare indoevropul mosaxleobas. miRebuli mona
cemebi cxadyofs, rom aRniSnul regionebSi (evropa, samxreTkavkasiis dasavleTi nawi
li) winare indoevropuli genetikis mqone mosaxleobaa SemorCenili. miRebuli monace
mebi migvaniSnebs am antropologiuri tipis geografiul gavrcelebazec. serologiuri 
kvlevis Sedegebis mixedviT, vfiqrobT SeiZleba daukavSiroT ABO sistemis O geni wina
reindoevropul mosaxleobas samxreT kavkasiis CaTvliT; gansakuTrebiT ki misi dasav
leTi nawili, romelSic moqceulia CvenTvis saintereso regioni samcxe. A genis gavrce
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leba miuTiTebs ukve indoevropuli mosaxleobis gavrcelebaze, xolo B geni uralur-
alaTaur tomebze, vinaidan eTnikur cvlilebaTa sawyis mamoZravebel arealad iTvleba 
Crdilo SavizRvispireTis stepebi, saidanac rogorc aRvniSnavdiT, adre brinjaos xana
Si mcire aziisa da balkaneTis naxevarkunZulze moxvda sruliad gansxvavebuli tomebis 
SeRweva. RH- faqtorisa da ABO sistemebis nairgvaroba kargad asaxavs am genetikuri kom
pleqsis matarebel tomTa migraciis gzebs. vfiqrobT, am periodidan migraciul proce
sebSi anatoliis mosazRvre samxreT kavkasiis samxreT dasavleT nawilic iyo CarTuli 
[Mourant 1954].

antropologiuri tipis Camoyalibebisa da cvalebadobis procesi ar aris dinamiuri 
da uwyveti, is mimdinareobs biZgebiT da, TavisTavad, mravaletapobrivia. am procesis 
anarekls ki warmoadgens mosaxleobis antropologiuri tipebis epoqaluri cvaleba
doba.

istoriuli procesebisa da materialuri kulturis cvlilebebi gulisxmobs maTi 
matarebeli xalxebis monawileobas am procesebSi, romelTa migracia mniSvnelovan gav
lenas axdens regionis mosaxleobaze da xSir SemTxvevaSi seriozuli istoriuli pro
cesebis Camoyalibebisa Tu rRvevis mizezad gvevlineba. CvenTvis sainteresoa am pro
cesebSi monawile xalxebis warmomavloba, antropologiuri tipi, maTi migraciis mimar
Tuleba da migrantTa aborigenul mosaxleobasTan asimilacia. sxvadasxva genofondis 
matarebeli populaciebis asimilacia erT-erTi mniSvnelovani pirobaa populaciis Sig
niT, Tu mTlianad am regionSi mcxovrebi xalxTa antropologiuri tipis nairgvarobis. 
antropologiuri tipis Camoyalibebis genetikuri aspeqti warmmarTvel procesad gvev
lineba swored im regionebSi, sadac aTaswleulebis ganmavlobaSi grZeldeboda xalxTa 
migracia.

ramdenad eTanxmeba anatoliis mosaxleobis serologiuri analizebis monacemebi 
uZveles samarxebSi aRmoCenil uZvelesi mosaxleobis antropologiur tipebs? am mxriv 
sainteresoa alaja-huiukis `samefo akldamebis~ kulturis mosaxleobis warmomavlo
bis maCvenebeli [qavTaraZe 2004: 72]. `samefo akldamis~ samarxebSi ori kranialuri tipia 
mikvleuli – doliqokranialuri da braqikranialuri; doliqokranialuri tipi miCneu
lia centraluri anatoliis mkvidr mosaxleobad. aRsaniSnavia, rom adrebrinjaos xanis 
gviandel periodSi Crdilo-aRmosavleT kavkasia miCneulia `SedarebiTi braqikraniis~ 
centrad.

mcire aziis uZvelesi mosaxleobis antropologiis kvlevasTan dakavSirebiT didZa
li faqtobrivi masalaa Segrovebuli; am sakiTxebis kvleva ZiraTadad eZRvneba ori an
tropologiuri tipis arsebobas da am teritoriaze Turanuli tomebis gaCenis perio
dis Seswavlas. am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT mravali Teoria arsebobs, romelTa ganxilva 
Cveni naSromis mizani ar aris. SevexebiT mxolod or mosazrebas, romelic, Cvenis azriT, 
adasturebs am teritoriaze ori antropologiuri tipis arsebobas, romelTagan erTi 
tipi, rogorc Cans, warmoadgens adgilobriv mkvidr mosaxleobas, xolo meore dakavSi
rebulia gviandeli migrantebis gamoCenasTan. am gviandel migrantebs Turqi mecnierebi 
moixsenieben rogorc ̀ TeTrkanian braqicefalebs~ da akuTvneben xmelTaSuazRvis rasas 
[Şenyϋrek 1956: 155].

rogorc aRvniSneT, mcire azia – anatoliis uZvelesi mosaxleobis antropologiu
ri kvleva didZal faqtobriv masalis Seswavlas efuZneba. Seswavlilia torias, babkeis, 
kusuris (dasavleT anatolia), axlaTlibelis, alaja-huiukis, aliSaris (centraluri 
anatolia), diundar-Tefes (Crdilo anatolia), aslan-Tefes (samxreT-aRmosavleT ana
tolia), tilkiT-Tefes (vanis tbis midamoebi) samarovanTa paleoantropologiur masa
la. am samarovnebis xalkoliTisa da spilenZis xanis paleoantropologiuri masalidan 
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Cans, rom gansaxilavi periodisaTvis anatoliis mosaxleobis umravlesoba doliqokra
nialuri tipisaa, xolo umciresoba – braqikranialuri tipisa. 

am ukanasknelis gamoCena am teritoriaze ufro gviandel xanas ukavSirdeba, kerZod 
ki, xeTuri tomebis gamoCenis periods. Tu davakavSirebT serologiuri analizis mona
cemebs da samarovnebis paleoantropologiuri masalis kvlevis Sedegebs, davinaxavT 
maT Soris kavSirs, romelic sakmaod damajerebelia da adasturebs, rom mcire aziis uZ
velesi mosaxleoba ori an sami antropologiuri tipiT iyo warmodgenili. Tu gaviTva
leswinebT, rom am teritoriaze ufro gviandeli periodis Camosaxlebul tomebamde aq 
uZvelesi droidan saxlobdnen sxva tomebic, romelTa nawilis asimilacia moxda gvian
del periodSi Camosaxlebul tomebTan, maSin am asimilaciis Sedegad ukve saqme gvaqvs 
sxvadasxva genotipis matarebel populaciaTa kavSirze, rac droTa ganmavlovaSi aisa
xeboda am populaciaTa antropologiur-morfologiur niSnebze. amrigad Camosaxle
bul tomTa ukve Camoyalibebul antropologiur tipTa garda am teritoriaze mogvia
nebiT ukve teritoriis SigniT mimdinare asimilaciuri procesis Sedegad unda warmoq
mniliyo kidev erTi gansxvavebuli antropologiuri tipis mosaxleoba. 

amrigad, am teritoriis paleoantropologiuri kvlevis monacemebi, serologiuri 
analizebis Sedegebi da am teritoriaze uZvelesi droidan mimdinare tomTa migraciuli 
procesi erTmaneTTan mWidrodaa dakavSirebuli da adasturebs am teritoriaze uZve
lesi droidan macxovrebeli mosaxleobis antropologiur polimorfizms.

anatoliis uZvelesi mosaxleobis paleoantropologiuri kvleva gansakuTrebiT sa
yuradReboa am regionis mosazRvre qveynebis anTropo- Tu eTnogenezis sakiTxebis ga
azrebisaTvis.

mcire aziasa da kavkasias Soris uZvelesi droidan arsebuli kavSirebis da tomTa 
migraciis procesis kvlevisas ar unda SemovifargloT mxolod kavkasiis regioniT da 
SeZlebisadagvarad gamovikvlioT am or mosazRvre regionSi mimdinare mosaxleobis an
tropologiuri tipis Camoyalibebisa da cvalebadobis procesis urTierTgavlenisa da 
gansxvavebis dinamika.

amrigad, Catarebuli literaturuli kvlevebi rentgenologiuri da qimiuri anali
zebis Sedegebi saSualebas gvaZlevs gavakeToT Semdegi daskvna: samxreT-dasavleT sa
qarTvelos, samcxis ori samarovnis – Woratisa da orWosanis paleoantropologiuri 
masalis analizma (gvian brinjao-gvian Sua saukuneebis) gvaCvena mosaxleobis sami tipi:

1. adgilobrivi – kavkasionis tipi, doliqokranialuri, romelic Sida migraciis Sem
deg damkvidrda am regionSi.

2. migrantebi – dasturdeba maTi kvebis racionis analiziT, romelmac gamoavlina 
zRvis produqtebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mikroelementebis komleqsebis arseboba. es 
tipi warmodgenilia braqikranialuri antropologiuri tipiT. am SemTxvevaSi Cven ga
movricxavT am antropologiuri tipis gamoCenas Crdilo SavizRvispira regionidan, vi
naidan Savi zRvis planqtoni, Tavisi SemadgenlobiT, sakmaod Raribia am mikroelemen
tebiT da Sesabamisad, am regionebSi mcxovreb mosaxleobis sakvebis Semadgenloba ver 
iqneboda gajerebuli zRvis produqtebisa da moluskebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mikro
elementebis iseTi maRali SemadgenlobiT, rogorc es aCvena analizebma. vfiqrobT, rom 
am jgufis antropologiuri tipi warmoadgens mcire aziiasa da maxlobeli aRmosavle
Tis zRvispira regionebidan Semosul migrantebs. am jgufis Zvlis qimiurma analizma 
uCveulod maRali mineralizaciis xarisxi gvaCvena, rac miuTiTebs organizmSi mimdina
re metabolizmis garkveul disbalansze, es ki, Tavis mxriv, SeiZleba gamowveuli iyos 
nivTierebaTa cvlis darRveviT da aseve warmoadgens im stresis markers, romelsac iw
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vevs garemos Secvla. swored aseTive stresis markers warmoadgens am jgufis axalgaz
rda individebis Tavis qalaze naadrevi obliteraciis arseboba.

3. mezokranialuri tipi. es antropologiuri tipi SedarebiT mcirea da warmoiqmna 
ori gansxvavebuli – doliqo- da braqikranialuri genotipis asimilaciis Sedegad. am 
SemTxvevaSi am tipis mosaxleobis warmoqmnaSi warmmarTvelia genetikuri aspeqti. adre
ul brinjaos xanaSi azia-anatoliaSi pirvelad Cndeba e.w. `TeTrkaniani braqicefalebi~. 
vfiqrobT, gviandel periodSi, swored am “TeTrkaniani braqicefalebis~ kvals vxvdebiT 
samcxis teritoriaze.

msgavsi procesebi mimdinareobs adreuli brinjaos xanidan anatoliis teritoria
zec. Cans, rom samxreT kavkasiis samxreT-dasavleTi nawili uZvelesi xanidan CarTulia 
tomTa migraciisa da eTnikuri cvalebadobis procesSi.

Cvenma kvlevam aCvena, rom braqikranialuri tipis gamoCena samxreT kavkasiaSi gaci
lebiT adre moxda, vidre es aqamde iyo miCneuli.

vfiqrobT am tipis gamoCena ori sxvadasxva mimarTulebidan moxda. kavkasiis sam
xreT‑dasavleT raionebSi braqikranialuri tipis gamoCena dakavSirebulia mcire azii
sa da maxlobeli aRmosavleTis regionebTan, xolo samxreT-kavkasiis aRmosavleT da Si
da raionebSi, uZvelesi mosaxleobis paleoantropologiuri masalis SedarebiTi anali
zi mosazRvre regionebis analogiur masalasTan, gvafiqrebinebs, rom braqikranialuri 
tipis gamoCena moxda kavkasiis Crdilo-aRmosavleT nawilidan, romelic ukve adreuli 
brinjaos xanis gviandeli periodidan iTvleba e.w. `SedarebiTi braqikraniis centrad~ 
[Дебец 1948].
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On the Changes of Anthropological Types

The Caucasian and Anatolian regions, the eastern and southern parts of the lands around the Black Sea 
are a bridge connecting the Near East and Europe. The Caucasus and Anatolia have much in common in terms 
of topographic, climatic and regional peculiarities; the separate location of geographic and landscape zones 
created favourable conditions for the formation of completely different anthropological types of the popula-
tion as well as for their coexistence. 

In order to demonstrate the process and dynamics of formation of the ancient population of the Cau-
casus and Anatolia, we chose for comparative analysis Samtskhe, the south-western part of South Caucasia, 
which immediately borders Anatolia, while being itself a crossroads connecting the inland and the Black Sea 
coastal regions of South Caucasia and linking Anatolia with South Caucasia. 

The south-western part of South Caucasia, the Samtskhe-Javakheti region, has long attracted scholarly 
attention. Its geographical position means that it borders Anatolia and via the road system connects East 
Georgia with Asia Minor. The road divides into two, one way is connected to Turkey and runs through Or-
chosani (on the present-day border with Turkey), and the other goes to Adjara through the Goderdzi pass 
and is connected to Sarpi. This is the road that links Anatolia with North Caucasia. It runs through the Rioni 
Valley and thus reaches the arterial road linking Iberia and Colchis, whence one road runs via the Rioni Valley 
through Racha and on to North Caucasia. It is the presence of these connecting roads that makes this region 
especially significant. The Samtskhe-Javakheti region has witnessed many important developments since an-
tiquity. Evidence comes from several important sites, beginning with the Lower Palaeolithic to settlements 
and cemeteries of the late Medieval period (Baramidze, Jibladze 2004-2006, 3).

Judging by the archaeological data, Samtskhe was an advanced region from the third millennium BC 
with well developed architecture, pottery and metallurgy. The Classical period saw the development of crop 
cultivation and agriculture.

The earliest information about the community living here emerges in the historical sources from the sec-
ond millennium BC. The tribes are mentioned as Moskhs, who already had a state stretching from the north-
east part of Asia Minor to modern Meskheti. In the first half of the 7th century BC “the kingdom of Mushks” was 
destroyed by Cimmerians and Urartians and thenceforward the tribes of Mushks were associated with Kartli, 
called Iberia (Melikishvili 1965). These circumstances led to our interest in the dynamics of the formation of 
the ancient population in these two border regions as well as in the alternation of the anthropological type 
of this population. 

Archaeological excavations carried out in association with the construction of the BTC pipeline allowed 
us to investigate palaeoanthropological material from two cemeteries, namely those of Chorati and Orcho-
sani. Both are located in Samtskhe-Javakheti region.

These burials contain a variety of anthropological material. Almost all periods from the Early Bronze Age 
to the Late Medieval period are represented here. The Chorati cemetery is situated on a high plain in the valley 
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of the River Potskhovi, 1.5 km south-west of Vale. The Orchosani cemetery is situated 5 km from Vale on the 
present-day Turkish border.

Both the cranial and postcranial elements of the anthropological material from the two cemeteries were 
studied. The cemeteries are 5 km apart. Nevertheless, a distinction between cranial and postcranial material 
was observed. The Chorati cemetery is dated to the Early Roman period, while the Orchosani cemetery dates 
to between the Bronze Age and the Medieval period inclusive (Baramidze 2004-2005, 2).

There are no significant differences regarding the cranial type among 40 burials studied at the Chorati 
cemetery. In terms of morphological features individuals in the Chorati cemetery are characterized by fea-
tures typical of the Caucasian type: long face, high nasal bridge, prognathic facial profile, and medium facial 
width. With a few mesocranial exceptions, the dolichocranic type predominated in the Chorati cemetery. As 
for the physical type, most individuals fitted the Caucasian diagnostic criteria: a well-developed muscular 
system, massive postcranial bones, medium height or taller. This applies to both genders. Whatever their age, 
every individual suffered from bone system diseases during their lifetimes. There were both spinal and joint 
deformations, but at the same time there was not a single case of bone curvature, which points to high osteal 
mineralization. This is conformed by the good condition of tooth enamel, although the colour of the latter 
indicates fluorine deficiency, resulting from the lack of this element in water and food. As for the damage to 
the bone system, it must have been caused by excessive consumption of certain types of animal and vegeta-
ble food. Such a diet resulted in the accumulation of salts and urea that exist in some kinds of vegetables and 
that are difficult to expel from the organism; they are deposited on joint surfaces and cause further damage. 

Chemical analysis and soil humidity of burial and control soil:

Samples SI02% Al203% Fe203% Ca 0% Na20% K20% 4000

1 56.2 13.1 2.92 4.6 3.2 2.1 9.20%

2 50.35 12.9 2.3 3.67 4.3 3.3 10.10%

3 61.0 13.25 3.75 4.21 2.85 3.72 9.90%

The analysis of burial soil showed that the climate was temperately warm and humid in the Early Roman 
period (Sabashvili 1972), confirmed by the palynological research of Eliso Kvavadze. However, the degree of 
humidity of the soil was not so high as to cause the leaching away of mineral substances from the skeletons. It 
can therefore be stated that the high osteal mineralization diagnostic of the individuals concerned while they 
were alive, was caused by exposure to the sun in warm climatic conditions. By the same token, their bodies 
were synthesizing vitamin D, while calcium was wholly absorbed from food. 

We were also interested in assessing the regional type of the population. Radiological osteal analysis 
showed two types of bone structure: one diagnostic of plain-dwellers, and the other pointing to a regional 
provenance of the population, typical of hill- or mountain-dwellers. Such osteal structural changes indicate 
man’s adaptation to the environment. The same radiological analysis indicated osteopaenia of the lower ex-
tremities, in its turn a sign of thyroid disease. Diseases of the thyroid glands are endemic among populations 
living in the mountains and foothills of the Caucasus.

Radiological analysis thus made it clear that there were two types of population in the Chorati cemetery. 
One was local and the other had settled from the mountains or foothills, although judging by the cranial char-
acteristics, they both doubtless belong to the Caucasian type. This is apparently a case of internal population 
migration. At the same time, the Chorati cemetery revealed yet another cranial type with a different physical 
structure and proportions of the postcranial region, but it is not an anthropological type typical of this cem-
etery and the radiological analysis did not indicate the markers noted above. 
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As for the Orchosani cemetery, the situation is somewhat different. As we have already mentioned, these 
two cemeteries are 5 km apart. The Orchosani cemetery dates to a long period stretching from the Bronze 
Age to the Middle Ages (Baramidze, Jibladze 2004-2006, 2-3). We did not have any palaeoanthropological ma-
terial from the Bronze Age, but we investigated material from 60 burials of the Classical period and the Middle 
Ages. Here too, we used radiological and chemical bone analysis (Sorvachev 1962). There were two distinct 
cranial and physical types among the palaeoanthropological material of the Classical period: 1. Mesocranial, 
with proportional structure and average height; 2. Brachycranial, with short extremities and relatively long 
torsos, a low and broad face, with prominent cheek-bones, a low skull base, and a gracial postcranial region. 
Radiological and chemical analysis was carried out on bone material recovered from both complexes. In the 
first complex the bone structure was similar to that of the Chorati cemetery, while chemical analysis showed 
an excess amount of microelements characteristic of an animal and hydrocarbon diet. The analysis of the sec-
ond complex showed an interesting result: radiological analysis showed an ordinary bone structure with no 
trace of osteopaenia. However, chemical analysis of the bone revealed not only a complex of microelements 
typical of an animal diet, but also a complex of microelements containing shell-fish and sea food, which leads 
to the conclusion that the individuals of the second complex were immigrants from coastal areas.

Orchosani cemetery, complex II, chemical analysis of bone

elements Ca Cu Zn Pb Cd Ni Sz

average indicator 72.5-
47.2 0.9-8.3 89.5-

120.2 0.1-1.3 65.1-
85.3 0.4-8.5 37.1-

67.2

The group’s different cranial and physical type, the radiological osteal analysis and the results of chemi-
cal analysis do not indicate the process of internal migration. In our opinion, the individuals in the second 
complex were immigrants from Asia Minor and the Near Eastern coastal region. The chemical content of the 
bone and the individual anthropological types preclude their internal migration from the western Black Sea 
region of South Caucasia, since the ancient population of this region possesses an absolutely different cra-
nial and physical type. It should be mentioned, however, that the Chorati and Orchosani cemeteries reveal a 
dolichocranic anthropological type diagnostic of the western region of South Caucasia, but this type is not 
predominant in this cemetery. As for the results of chemical analysis, Black Sea plankton does not contain ma-
rine products and the complex of microelements of the shell-fish distinguished in the palaeoanthropological 
material of group 2 of the Orchosani cemetery. 

Data relating to migration, eventual settlement and the consequent formation of the anthropological 
type of this population is available from the Early Bronze Age. These data are based on research on both the 
living population and on palaeoanthropology. The dynamics of the formation of the anthropological type of 
the Anatolian population include several stages. We will not discuss every stage in detail but review only the 
period when there was an influx of a new population into Anatolia in the Early Bronze Age. This process was 
connected with the Caucasus or immediately contiguous areas. The first stage of was the arrival of immigrants 
from the Balkans. The appearance of these tribes is connected with the westward migration of cattle breeders 
from the northern Black Sea Coast. Besides these tribes, other tribes who had a kurgan culture must have pen-
etrated around the same time (Kavtaradze 2004, 53). In speaking of tribal migration from the Balkan Peninsula 
to Asia Minor, we should consider the process of internal migration and emigration of tribes that occurred on 
the peninsula and their displacement from this territory in order to clarify the problem of the provenance of 
the tribes that penetrated from this region to Asia Minor. 

The Balkan Peninsula has been the scene of continuous migration of peoples and tribes of different ori-
gins. This process took place in every direction and the geographic situation and the landscape of the penin-
sula proved favourable to the isolated inland displacement of these tribes. The process of such tribal migration 
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settlement is akin to the analogous process that occurred in the Caucasian region; moreover, the Caucasus is 
a region situated at the crossroads of Europe and Asia on account of its geographical position. Developments 
that occurred in the Caucasus and the migration of different tribes, as well as the settlement process, enables 
us to find parallels with analogous processes that occurred in Anatolia. Population migrations that took place 
in the Balkan Peninsula over a long period of time promoted the establishment of populations that were dif-
ferent in anthropological terms, and in the course of time some of the immigrants were assimilated with the 
existing population. 

Both the northern and southern parts of the peninsula are characterized by tribal diversity; in the later 
period Slavs, Romans and Greeks migrated to these lands, which had been inhabited from time immemorial 
by the ancient tribes of Thracians, Goths, Gepids and Avars. They had been living inland, in regions difficult of 
access. This diverse mixture of tribes is matched in later periods by Finnish and Turanian (Kavtaradze 2004, 64).

As we have seen, the first flow of migrants entered Anatolia from the Balkan Peninsula. We consequently 
decided that it was necessary to discuss the problem of migration of different tribes to the Balkans and their 
provenance in order to find out what kind of migration took place in Asia Minor. Of course, we do not possess 
any palaeoanthropoloical data regarding the tribes that inhabited the peninsula and those that migrated 
there later on, but it is clear that the tribes living there were very different from each other both in their prov-
enance and by their anthropological type. In a region that had witnessed such major migration movements 
there must have been partial assimilation of different genotypes, and after a certain period of time these must 
have formed a population of a completely different anthropological type. The probability of mixture of differ-
ent genotypes is even higher in regions where migration continued over a long period. Inland territories that 
were difficult to reach were also penetrated by the tribes who came to the peninsula. They lived in isolation 
for a very long time. The process of assimilation took place even within the isolated population. In the course 
of time a population of a different anthropological type must have emerged even among the isolated tribes. 

It is widely believed that there were two different anthropological types present in Asia Minor: name-
ly, pre-Indo-European and a population of Indo-European type of a later period (Kavtaradze 2004, 53). This 
opinion is based on serological analysis of the Anatolian population as well as an analysis of anthropological 
material from ancient cemeteries. We are interested in the anthropological type and provenance of both the 
aboriginal population and of the migrants. This region immediately borders Samtskhe-Javakheti, in our case 
Samtskhe in the south-western region of South Caucasia, the palaeoanthropological analysis of which led to 
the assumption that the way that the anthropological types of the Anatolian population had been formed 
might find parallels in bordering regions.

As we have already noted, the dynamics of the formation of the anthropological type are clearly dis-
played in the data resulting from the serological analysis. We possess such data from Europe as well as from 
south Caucasia. Almost the whole of Europe demonstrates the hereditary influence of the pre-Indo-European 
world. A good example is the distribution of Rhesus negative blood groups. Rh negative is high in north-west 
Europe, Central Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Near East. It is also especially high in the western part of 
South Caucasia, including Samtskhe.

Then there is the case of the ABO blood group; both the Pyrenees and south Caucasia have a high fre-
quency of O genes, as the RH negative factor O gene is connected with a pre-Indo-European population. The 
received opinion based on the data is that in these regions (Europe, western part of South Caucasia) a pre-In-
do-European genetic pattern has survived among the population, and the data also indicate the geographic 
spread of this anthropological type. In the light of the results of serological research it is reasonable to connect 
the O gene of the ABO system to the pre-Indo-European population, including South Caucasia and especially 
its western part that includes Samtskhe, the region in which we are particularly interested. The distribution of 
the A gene points to the distribution of an Indo-European population, while the B gene indicates the spread 
of Uralian-Altaic tribes. The northern Black Sea coastal steppes are considered to be the place where ethnic 
changes began, and it was from there, as we have already had occasion to mention, Asia and the Balkan Pe-
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ninsula were penetrated by quite different tribes in the Early Bronze Age. The diversity of Rh negative factor 
and ABO systems clearly reflects the migration ways of tribes carrying this genetic complex. It is likely that 
from this period onwards the western part of South Caucasia bordering Anatolia was also involved in the 
migration processes (Mourant 1954).

The process of forming and alternation of anthropological types is not dynamic and continuous, but it 
proceeds by means of periodic impetus. The alternation of anthropological types of the population over time 
is the reflection of this process. Changes in historical processes and material culture involve the participation 
of people who share these cultures. Their migrations greatly influence the population of the region and are 
often the cause of the formation or destruction of important historical developments. We are interested in 
the provenance and anthropological type of the peoples who participated in these processes, the direction 
of their migration and the assimilation of migrants with the aboriginal population. The assimilation of popu-
lations carrying different genetic characteristics is one of the most important preconditions of diversity of 
anthropological type within the population or among peoples living in the region. The genetic aspect of the 
formation of anthropological type is the leading process in those regions where migration continued over 
millennia.

To what extent do the serological analysis data relating to the Anatolian population correspond to an-
thropological types of the ancient population excavated in ancient burials? In this connection we became in-
terested in the origin indicator of the population of the culture represented by the Alacahöyük “Royal Tombs” 
(Kavtaradze 2004, 72). Two cranial types have been revealed in the burials in the “Royal Tombs”, namely doli-
chocranial and brachycranial; the former is considered to be characteristic of the aboriginal population of 
Central Anatolia. It is remarkable that in the later Early Bronze Age north-east Caucasia is recognized as the 
centre of “comparative brachycrania”. 

A good deal of factual material has been assembled in connection with the research on the anthropol-
ogy of ancient populations of Asia Minor; research on these problems is mainly dedicated to the existence of 
two anthropological types and to the study of the period when Turan tribes appeared in these lands. There 
are many theories regarding this problem, but it is not our intention to discuss them here. Two opinions merit 
consideration, and they demonstrate the existence of two anthropological types in Asia Minor. One of them 
must be the local aboriginal population and the other is connected with the appearance of later migrants. 
Turkish scientists refer to these late migrants as “white-skin brachycephalic” and attribute them to a Mediter-
ranean race (Senyürek 1956. 155).

As already noted, the anthropological investigation of the ancient population of Asia Minor and Anatolia 
is based on rich objective material. Palaeoanthropological material from cemeteries at Toria Babkei, Kusur 
(western Anatolia), Ahlatlibel, Alacahöyük, Alişar (Central Anatolia), Tilkitepe (Northern Anatolia), Aslantepe 
(south-east Anatolia), and Tilkitepe (Lake Van) has been studied. Palaeoanthropological material from these 
cemeteries dated to the Chalcolithic and Eneolithic shows that the majority of the Anatolian population 
the period in question may be characterized as belonging to the dolichocranial type, and a minority to the 
brachycranial type. 

The appearance of the latter in Anatolia belongs to a later period, and specifically to the appearance of 
Hittite tribes. If we examine the serological data together with the results of palaeoanthropological analysis 
of the material from the cemeteries, a convincing link emerges, and one that strongly suggests that the an-
cient population of Asia Minor was represented by two or three anthropological types. If we consider that 
before the arrival of the tribes at a later period Asia Minor was populated by other tribes who had lived there 
from ancient times, and that some of them assimilated with the new arrivals, then it is necessary to discuss 
relations between populations carrying a different genetic type. In the course of time such developments 
were reflected in the morphological features of the various populations. Thus, apart from an already formed 
anthropological type of tribes that migrated to Asia Minor, there must have formed populations of another, 
different, anthropological type as a result of the assimilation process occurring there. 
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Palaeoanthropological data, serological analysis and perennial immigration are thus closely connected 
and serve to prove the anthropological polymorphism of the population of Anatolia from ancient times. Pal-
aeoanthropological research on the ancient population of Anatolia is also useful in considering questions of 
anthropo- or ethnogenesis in countries bordering this region.

An investigation of the process of tribal migration should not be confined to the Caucasian region, and 
we should try to discover what we can about the correlation between the formation of the anthropological 
type of the population and the alternation process and the dynamics of difference. 

A search through the relevant literature and the results of radiological and chemical analysis thus enable 
us to draw following conclusions: analysis of the palaeoanthropological material (from Late Bronze Age to 
Late Middle Ages) from the Chorati and Orchosani cemeteries in Samtskhe in south-west Georgia revealed 
three types of population:

1)	 Local, of Caucasian type, dolichocranic, who settled in the region after an internal migration;
2)	 Immigrants, as is indicated by an analysis of their diet, which revealed complexes of microelements 

typical of sea food. This type is represented by a brachycranic anthropological type. In this case we 
exclude immigration of this anthropological type from the northern Black Sea region, since Black Sea 
plankton is rather poor in these microelements and the food of the population living in these region 
could not have been as rich in microelements characteristic of sea food and shell-fish of the kinds re-
vealed in the analysis. We presume that this group consists of immigrants from Asia Minor and Near 
Eastern coastal regions. Chemical analysis of the bone of this group revealed an unusually high degree 
of mineralization which points to a certain misbalance of the metabolism in the organism, which is in 
turn a marker of stress caused by a change in the environment. The same kind of stress marker is the 
presence of obliteration of the skull among young individuals of this group.

3)	 Mesocranial type. This anthropological type is relatively small and was formed as a result of the assimi-
lation of two different genetic types, the dolicho-and brachycranic. In this case the genetic aspect plays 
a leading role in the formation of this type of population. In the Early Bronze Age the so-called “white 
brachycephali” emerge in Asia and Anatolia, and presumably in later periods it is the trace of these 
“white brachycephali” that are to be found in Samtskhe.

Similar processes take place in Anatolia from the Early Bronze Age. The south-western part of South Cau-
casia seems to be involved in the process of tribal migration and ethnic alternation from ancient times. 

Our research showed that the appearance of brachycranic type in South Caucasia occurred far earlier 
than was hitherto believed. This type emerged from two different sides; the emergence of the brachycranic 
type in south-western regions of the Caucasus is connected with regions of Asia Minor and the Near East, 
while comparative analysis of palaeoanthropological material of the ancient population of eastern and cen-
tral regions of South Caucasia and analogous material of bordering regions leads to the conclusion that 
brachycranic type arrived from the north-eastern part of the Caucasus, considered to be the “centre of relative 
brachycrania” from the later Early Bronze Age (Debets 1948).
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