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baqo-sufsis navTobsadenis 260-e km-
ze, Terjolis raionis sofel RvankiTSi, 
adgil “deda RvTisaze” gamovlinda nage
bobis naSTebi, romelic imTaviTve miC
neuli iqna darbazul eklesiad da misi 
agebis TariRad adreuli Sua saukuneebi 
ganisazRvra. 

oTar lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis 
centrma daiwyo am Zeglis arqeologiuri 
Seswavla (eqspediciis muSaobaSi monawi
leobdnen: z. bragvaZe (xelmZRvaneli), n. 
kapanaZe, m. Carkviani, T. WaniSvili, g. ga
goSiZeE(arqiteqtori). 

ZiriTadi samuSaoebi warimarTa na
gebobis Sida da gare kedlebis gamosav
lenad, risTvisac gaiWra marTkuTxedis 
formis Txrili, romlis sigrZe iyo 14 
metri, sigane 10 metri, simaRle 1 metri. 
MmTlianobaSi Txrilis farTobma Seadgi
na 140 m2. arqeologiurma Txrilma Semde
gi stratigrafiuli suraTi mogvca: ga
movlinda ori kulturuli fena (tab. I,2). 
dadginda, rom nagebobas CaWrili hqonda 
II fena (tab. I,2), romelic fiqsirdeboda 
nagebobis CrdiloeT, samxreT da aRmo
savleT kedlebTan da swored aRniSnuli 
kedlebis mier is iyo CaWrili, xolo nage
bobis Sida sivrceSi _ ganadgurebulic 
ki (tab. I,1). rac Seexeba I kulturul fe
nas, gairkva, rom es fena ar iyo CaWrili 
da SemorCenili iyo mxolod nagebobis 
zeda doneze. CrdiloeT kedelTan gake
Tebuli stratigrafiuli Wrilis mixed
viT, I fena simaRleSi aRwevda 35-40 sm-s, 
II fenis simaRle ki 40-50 sm-s da ganfeni
li iyo nagebobis kedlis gaswvriv. I fe
na mowiTalo feris miwiT xasiaTdeboda. 
II fenisTvis damaxasiaTebeli iyo moSao 
feris, baTqaSnarevi miwa. I da II fena er
TmaneTisgan imijneboda daaxloebiT 20-
25 sm-is sisqis steriluri SriT (tab. I,2). 
analogiuri ganfeniloba axasiaTebda II 

fenas samxreT kedelTanac. aq misi simaR
le 70 sm-s aRwevda da vrceldeboda 3 m-is 
sigrZeze samxreTi kedlis gaswvriv, aR
mosavleTis kedelTan II fena SemorCeni
li iyo 20 sm-is simaRleze. rogorc ukve 
aRiniSna, nagebobis CrdiloeTi kedlis 
garda I fena arsad ar dafiqsirda, xolo 
nagebobis dasavleT kedelTan arc erTi 
fena ar gamovlenila.

stratigrafiuli viTarebis dadgenis
Tanave naTeli gaxda, rom I kulturuli 
fena kavSirSi unda yofiliyo nagebobas
Tan da es dadasturda kidec gamovleni
li arqeologiuri masalisa da nagebobis 
sruli gawmendis Semdeg. 

nagebobis SemorCenili simaRle 1 m-s 
aRwevda (tab. I,1). CrdiloeTi da samxreTi 
kedlebis sigrZe 10,50 m. iyo, xolo ked
lebis sisqe 1,30 m. aRmosavleTi da dasav
leTi kedlebis sigrZe Seadgenda 6,20 m-s, 
xolo sisqe _ 1,30 m_s (tab. I, 1). aqve Sev
niSnavT, rom dasavleTi da CrdiloeTi 
kedlis dasavleTi mxare SemorCenili iyo 
uaRresad dazianebuli saxiT. saqme isaa, 
rom XX saukunis 60_ian wlebSi maRali 
Zabvis xazebis gayvanis dros am adgilas 
mouTxriaT Zelqvis xe, romlis fesvebic 
aRniSnul kedlebs faravda. swored maSin 
gamoCenila am kedlebis konturebi da im 
imediT, rom raRac ganZs ipovidnen, es mo
nakveTi aufeTqebiaT, ramac sagrZnoblad 
daaziana Zegli. am barbarosuli qmedebis 
kvali Cvens mierac iqna dadasturebuli, 
rodesac Txrilis dasavleT nawilSi dava
fiqsireT afeTqebuli kedlis nangrevebi. 

nagebobis Sida sigrZe 8,25 m iyo, sigane 
_ 3,70 m. ase rom, Sida farTobis moculo
ba 30,5 m2 Seadgenda (tab. I,1). Catarebulma 
samuSaoebma saSualeba mogvca dagvekon
kretebina rogorc nagebobasTan dakavSi
rebuli niuansebi, aseve misi qronologi
is sakiTxi. dawvrilebiTi savele-arqeo

zurab bragvaZe

arqeologiuri gaTxrebi sofel RvankiTSi
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logiuri kvlevis Sedegad dadginda, rom 
saqme gvaqvs daumTavrebel, ufro swored 
auSenebel darbazul eklesiasTan. SeiZ
leba iTqvas, rom aRmoCenilia eklesiis 
saZirkveli, romelic nagebia riyis qvi
Ta da kirxsnariT. mSeneblobis teqnika 
saSualebas gvaZlevs vifiqroT, rom ga
iWra 1,30 m-is siganis saZirkveli da er
TmaneTis miyolebiT moxda riyis qvebisa 
da kirxsnaris Casxma. oTxive kedlis sisqe 
swored 1,30 m iyo da arcerT maTganTan ar 
dafiqsirebula samSeneblo nagavi da baT
qaSis Camonayari. am realobis uaryofa 
principulad SeuZlebelia, radgan oTxi
ve mxares Txrili gaiWra kedlebidan 3 m_
is daSorebiT da arcerTi zedmeti qva, an 
raime sxva artefaqti ar dadasturebula. 
Nnagebobis saZirkveli amoyvanilia 1 m-is 
simaRleze da miwis zedapirTan moswore
bulia brtyeli naxevrad gaTlili file
biT, romlebic kargad iyo SemorCenili 
samxreTisa da aRmosavleTis kedlebze 
(tab. I,1). saZirkvlis amoyvanisa da naxev
rad gaTlili filebiT nivelirebis zus
tad analogiuri meTodia gamoyenebuli 
bagratis taZarTan gaTxril V_VI sauku
neebis bazilikaSic [lanCava o. 1996:137-
141]. rogorc Cans, adreuli Sua saukune
ebis imereTSi mSeneblobis es teqnika gav
rcelebuli da popularuli iyo. 

RvankiTis “deda RvTisaze” gamovle
nili nageboba rom darbazuli tipis ek
lesiad Sendeboda, amaze metyvelebs misi 
forma, zomebi da orientireba. Nnageboba 
damxrobilia aRmosavleTidan dasavle
Tisaken, odnav CrdiloeTisken gadaxriT. 
aRmosavleTiT fiqsirdeba naxevradwri
uli afsida (tab. I,1), romelic marTalia, 
kargad gamokveTili ar aris, magram es vi
Tarebac gasagebia, radgan zeda kedlebi 
auSenebulia da swored am mizezis gamo 
ara aqvs mas afsidisTvis damaxasiaTebeli 
klasikuri forma. Tumca, nagebobis aR
mosavleTi kedeli aSkarad afsidis amo
sayvanad aris momrgvalebuli. 

RvankiTSi aRmoCenili eklesia yvela
ze axlo analogebs noqalaqevSi mikvleul 

mcire zomis darbazul eklesiasTan iCens. 
msgavsia rogorc dagegmareba, aseve zome
bic [zaqaraia p. 1987:58-59]. dagegmarebis 
mxriv igi aseve uaxlovdeba noqalaqevSi
ve gaTxril adreul bazilikas [kapanaZe 
T. 1987:tab.XXV].  noqalaqevis darbazuli 
eklesiisa da adreuli (pirveli) bazili
kis TariRi V saukuniT ganisazRvreba [ka
panaZe T. 1987:102]. V-VI saukuniT TariRde
ba sefieTis taZari, romelsac v. leqvina
Ze iustiniane I epoqis nagebobad miiCnevs 
[Леквинадзе В. 1963:179]. V-VI saukuniT Ta
riRdeba biWvinTis eklesiebi [ciciSvili 
i. 1977:101]. amave periods miekuTvneba ci
xisZiris eklesiac [Леквинадзе В. 1963:169]. 
ukve vaxseneT quTaisis adreuli, V-VI sa
ukuneebis bazilikac [lanCava o. 1996:137]. 
sakuTriv imereTSi V saukunis darbazul 
eklesiad aris miCneuli kacxis svetze ar
sebuli nageboba [cincaZe v. 1964:16].  Cveni 
azriT, swored dasavleT saqarTvelos am 
adreul eklesiebs Soris eZebneba adgi
li RvankiTis eklesiasac da misi TariRi 
VI saukunis 20_ian wlebs ar unda scil
debodes. migvaCnia, rom am Zeglis TariRi 
pirdapir ukavSirdeba VI saukunis 20_iani 
wlebis dasavleT saqarTveloSi ganviTa
rebul movlenebs da swored am istoriul 
procesSi unda veZeboT pasuxi kiTxvazec, 
Tu ratom ar aSenda es eklesia. 

sayovelTaod cnobilia, rom VI sau
kunis 20-iani wlebidan sakmaod gamwvav
da damokidebuleba iransa da bizantias 
Soris da am dapirispirebaSi CarTuli 
aRmoCnda orive qarTuli samefoc (qar
Tli da egrisi). Bbizantiis imperator
ma iustine II egrisSi jarebi Seiyvana da 
qarTlis mosazRvre cixeebSi, Sorapansa 
da skandaSi, Caayena. prokopi kesarielis 
gadmocemiT, am cixeebis dacva odiTgan
ve adgilobrivi mosaxleobis sazruna
vad iTvleboda da keisris am nabijma isi
ni gaanawyena. Tumca, meti gza ar iyo da 
am kuTxis mosaxleobac Seegua Seqmnil 
viTarebas da metic, maTve ikisres bi
zantielTa jaris momarageba sursaTiT. 
Aase grZeldeboda erTxans, magram egri
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selebs mobezrdaT garnizonebis Senaxva 
da aseT samsaxurze xeli aiRes. sanovagis 
gareSe darCenilma bizantielTa jarma ki 
cixeebi datova. amiT isargebles irane
lebma, qarTlidan gadmovidnen, Sorapni
sa da skandis cixeebi sruliad ubrZol
velad daikaves da Sig sakuTari garnizo
nebi Caayenes [prokopi kesarieli. 1965:51]. 
es ambavi 523 wels moxda da am droidan 
532 wlamde, “saukuno zavis” dadebamde, 
aRmosavleT egrisSi irani gabatonda. 
Cveni azriT, swored aRniSnul movlenebs 
unda ukavSirdebodes RvankiTis eklesi
is mSeneblobis peripetiebic. miviCnevT, 
rom misi ageba daiwyo 523 wlamde, an zus
tad am wels da SeCerda am mxareSi irane
lebis SemosvlisTanave. cnobilia, Tu ra 
did mniSvnelobas aniWebda iranis samefo 
kari religiur faqtors sakuTari poli
tikuri miznebis ganxorcielebis saqmeSi 
da am realobidan gamomdinare sruli
ad logikuria, rom Sorapnisa da skandis 
sasimagro zolSi mdebare RvankiTSi maT 
aekrZalaT qristianuli taZris mSeneb
loba. sxva istoriuli axsna am viTarebas 
ar gaaCnia. marTalia, 532 wlis zaviT bi
zantiam ukan daibruna Sorapnisa da skan
dis sanaxebi, magram RvankiTis eklesiis 
mSeneblobis gagrZelebula da es adgili 
TandaTan miwiT daifara. aRniSnulis ga
mo adgilobrivma mosaxleobam daiviwya 
mSenebare eklesia da ukve ganviTarebul 
Sua saukuneebSi (XII-XIII ss.), aqve, asiode 
metris moSorebiT axali darbazuli ek
lesia aago. istoriuli paralelebis gar
da, RvankiTis eklesiis SemoTavazebul 
TariRs mxars uWers I fenis arqeologiu
ri masalac, romelic stratigrafiulad 
swored am nagebobas ukavSirdeba. 

I fenis arqeologiuri monapovari mar
Talia mravalricxovani ar aris, magram 
Tu gaviTvaliswinebT aRmosavleT egris
Si adreuli Sua saukuneebis arqeologi
uri masalis saerTo simwires, misi mecni
eruli Rirebuleba mniSvnelovania.

I fenis arqeologiur masalaSi gamoi
yofa keramikuli nawarmis ori pirobiTi 

jgufi. Eesaa uxeSi, cudad ganleqili da 
qarsminareviani Tixisgan damzadebuli 
WurWlebi da moCalisfrod da mowiTa
lod gamomwvari, Txelkeciani, kargad 
ganleqili, sufTa Tixisgan damzadebuli 
egzemplarebi. Oorive pirobiTi jgufis 
sameTuneo nawarmi mxolod sameurneo da 
sufris WurWlebiTaa warmodgenili. sa
meurneo daniSnulebis keramikidan gamo
iyofa qvevri, romelic warmodgenilia 
sqelkeciani, mowiTalo_moagurisfro, 
reliefurRariani gverdis fragmentiT 
(tab.II1). RvankiTSi mopovebuli qvevris 
fragmenti miekuTvneba im tips, romel
sac g. lomTaTiZe garedan wiboSemov
lebul qvevrebis jgufSi aerTianebda 
[lomTaTiZe g. 1955:175]. r. ramiSvilis va
raudiT, garedan wibo WurWlebs ukeTde
boda praqtikuli daniSnulebis mizniT, 
raTa mtkiced yofiliyo miwaSi Cadgmu
li, radgan maSin jer kidev ar icodnen 
qvevrebis Cakirva [ramiSvili r. 1983:16]. 
RvankiTis qvevris analogebi mravladaa 
gamovlenili saqarTvelos arqeolo
giur Zeglebze. isini napovnia quTaisSi 
[lanCava om. 1996:159], vardcixeSi [jafa
riZe v. 1989:67-68], noqalaqevSi [zaqaraia 
p. da sxv. 1977:105], rusTavSi [lomTaTi
Ze g. 1955:174-175], urbnisSi [WilaSvili 
l. 1964:75], axal  JinvalSi [ramiSvili 
r. 1983:116] da yvelgan V_VIII saukunee
biT TariRdeba. yvelaze axlo analogebs 
RvankiTuri cali iCens sairxis marni
goris borcvze [bragvaZe z., gagoSiZe g. 
2002:143-147], stirfazsa [Техов Б. 1985:71] 
da axal JinvalSi [ramiSvili r. 1983:116]  
gamovlenil nimuSebTan, romlebic daTa
riRebulia IV_VI saukuneebiT. vfiqrobT, 
swored amave periodiT unda ganisazR
vros RvankiTSi aRmoCenili qvevris asa
kic. 

sasufre WurWlebi mxolod xeladebis 
pirebiTa da Zirebis fragmentebiTaa war
modgenili. rogorc aRiniSna, maT Soris 
gamoiyofa Txelkeciani, mowiTalo da 
moCalisfro da SedarebiT uxeSi Tixis
gan damzadebuli egzemplarebi. maTgan 
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yuradRebas iqcevs msxliseburkorpu
siani xeladebis fragmentebi, romlebic 
ZirebiTa da gverdebiTaa warmodgenili 
(tab. II). maTi erTi nawili moCalisfro, 
xolo meore nawili mowiTalo keciT xa
siaTdeba. am WurWlebis formebi saTaves 
iRebs gvianantikuri xanidan da wamyvani 
formaa IV-VI saukuneebis imereTis, gansa
kuTrebiT zemo imereTis arqeologiuri 
ZeglebisaTvis. am nimuSebis popularo
baze metyvelebs is faqtic, rom isini mo
ipoveba rogorc samarxebSi, aseve namo
saxlar fenebSic. am saxis keramika mrav
lad moipoveba rogorc dasavleT, aseve 
aRmosavleT saqarTvelos arqeologiur 
Zeglebze. msxliseburkorpusiani do
qebi da xeladebi aRmoCenilia: rusTav
Si [lomTaTiZe g. 1955:182-183], mcxeTaSi 
[ugreliZe n. 1987:57-58], urbnisSi [WilaS
vili l. 1964:75], oCamCireSi [Качарава Д. 
1973:29], ZevrSi [fuTuriZe r. 1959:74], we
beldaSi [Воронов Ю. и др. 1970:183], soxum
Si [Трапш М. 1974:339], stirfazSi [Техов Б. 
1985:tab.49,71,78,82], gveleTis samarovan
ze [mindoraSvili d. 2005:tab. XIV] da sxv. 
rogorc ukve iTqva, msxliseburkorpusi
ani keramikis simravliT xasiaTdeba Rvan
kiTis mosazRvre, zemo imereTis arqeo
logiuri Zeglebi, sadac isini gvxvdeba 
modinaxeze [nadiraZe j. 1975:46-96], rga
nis  samarovanze [bragvaZe z. 2000:118-120], 
winsoflis cixeze, jieTSi (masalebi ina
xeba xelovnebis muzeumis arqeologiis 
fondSi) da IV-VI saukuneebiT TariRdeba.   

msxliseburkorpusiani doqebi aRmoCe
nilia saqarTvelos farglebs gareTac. 
kerZod, isini moipoveba somxeTSi, garnis 
samarovanze [Хачатриан Ж. 1976:tab.V] da 
CrdiloeT kavkasiaSi [Уварова П. 1900:39-
46]. garnis msxliseburkorpusiani doqe
bis daTariRebisaTvis J. xaCatriani ga
damwyvet mniSvnelobas aniWebs swored 
saqarTveloSi aRmoCenil (urbnisi) do
qebs [Хачатриан Ж. 1976:48]. SeiZleba arc 
gamoiricxebodes msxliseburkorpusiani 
keramikis qarTul warmomavloba da maTi 

eqsporti mezobel regionebSi (somxeTi, 
CrdiloeT kavkasia). 

m. sinauriZe aRniSnavda, rom msxlise
burkorpusiani keramika damaxasiaTebe
li movlenaa adre Sua saukuneebis sawyi
si (IV_VII) saukuneebisaTvis [sinauriZe m. 
1966:65]. am qronologiuri Skalis zeda 
TariRs v. jafariZis mixedviT miekuT
vneba vaSnaris, cixisZiris, webeldisa da 
vardcixis doqebi [jafariZe v. 1989:80]. 
RvankiTSi aRmoCenili msgavsi nimuSe
bi formis, kecisa da faqturis mixedviT 
V-VI saukuneebs unda miekuTvnebodes. 
analogiuri periodiTve ganisazRvre
ba meore keramikuli jgufis (SedarebiT 
uxeSi Tixisgan damzadebuli doqebis) 
TariRic. maT Sesaxeb zogadad SeiZle
ba aRvniSnoT, rom damzadebulia sakma
od uxeSi Tixisagan, qarsisa da kvarcis 
maRali procentuli SemcvelobiT da 
advilad Sladia. am Tixis WurWlebis ni
San-Tvisebebi zogadad damaxasiaTebe
lia gvianantikuri-adre Sua saukuneebis 
Tunis nawarmisaTvis. aRniSnulia, rom am 
periodis Tixis WurWlebi damzadebulia 
TiTqmis ganuleqavi, an cudad ganleqili 
uxeSi Tixisagan. Tixa marcvlovania da xa
siaTdeba qarsis maRali procentuli Sem
cvelobiT. damakmayofilebeli ar aris 
arc gamowvis teqnologiuri done. gamow
vis xarisxi sustia, ris gamoc WurWlebi 
advilad Sladi da aRdgenis uunaroa.  Ti
xis WurWlebi ZiriTadad mowiTalo-moa
gurisfroa, zogjer - gaSavebulic, keci 
umeteswilad moyavisfro, an mowiTaloa 
da nawarmis umetesoba skelkecianobiT 
xasiaTdeba [bragvaZe z. 1997:20]. analogi
uri niSan-Tvisebebi axasiaTebs RvankiTis 
I fenis meore jgufis Tunis nawarmsac. 

amrigad, araerTi paralelis gaTva
liswinebiT, RvankiTis I fenis Tixis Wur
Wlebis TariRi V-VI saukuneebs moicavs. 
SemoTavazebul TariRs garkveulwilad 
mxars uWers amave fenaSi aRmoCenili ori 
artefaqtic. Eesenia Surdulis qva (tab. 
II,8) da sabeWdavis natexi (sur. 1). msgavsi 
Surdulis qvebi saqarTvelos adreuli 
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Sua saukuneebis arqeologiuri Zeglebi
dan CvenTvis cnobilia urbnisis naqala
qaris zeda fenis masalidan [WilaSvili 
l. 1964:tab.XIV]. Surdulis qvis aRmoCenis 
faqtma TavisTavad gaaCina kiTxva, ras un
da mieweros misi dadastureba RvankiTis 
eklesiasTan. kategoriuli msjelobisa 
da Sors mimavali daskvnebis gamotani
sagan am etapze Tavs SevikavebT. Tumca, 
erTs ki aRvniSnavT, rom ar gamovricx
avT raRac mcire saomar moqmedebebs, miT 
umetes, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT iranis ja
ris utyuar yofnas am teritoriebze. 

gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovan aRmoCe
nad gvesaxeba sabeWdavis fragmenti, rome
lic damzadebulia agatis qvisgan da ro
gorc Cans, hqonda elifsuri forma (sur. 
1). zustad analogiuri sabeWdavi aRmoCe
nila amave sofelSi da igi aw gansvenebul 
filosofoss, RvankiTis mkvidrs givi ma
ruaSvils 1956 wels s. janaSias saxelo
bis saxelmwifo muzeumisTvis Caubarebia. 
samwuxarod, nivTis aRmoCenis zusti ad
gili CvenTvis ucnobia. es nivTi Seiswavla 
m. woweliam da mivida im daskvnamde, rom 
igi warmoadgens sasanuri epoqis nimuSs, 
romlis siuJetis zusti analogi cnobi
li ar aris da zogadad miekuTvneba V-VII 
saukuneebs [Tsotselia M. 2002:121-123]. Cvens 
mier aRmoCenil nimuSze aSkarad ganirCe
va warweris fragmenti, romelic, buneb
rivia, calke kvlevas saWiroebs. amJamad 
ki SeiZleba aRiniSnos, rom sabeWdavi sa
sanuri warmomavlobis nivTia da  igi ki
dev ufro amagrebs Cvens mier gamoTqmul 
varauds RvankiTis eklesiis mSeneblobis 
peripetiebTan dakavSirebiT. yovelive 
zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, RvankiTis I 
fenis TariRad V-VI, ufro ki VI saukunis 
pirvel meoTxeds miviCnevT da mas nagebo
bis Tanadroulad ganvixilavT.  

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, nagebobis 
CrdiloeT kedelTan gakeTebuli stra
tigrafiuli Wrilis mixedviT, II fenis si
maRle ki 40-50 sm-s aRwevda da ganfenili 
iyo kedlis gaswvriv. igi xasiaTeboda mo
Savo feris, baTqaSebnarevi miwiT da I fe

nisgan imijneboda daaxloebiT 20-25 sm-is 
sisqis steriluri SriT (tab. I,2). arqeo
logiuri masala mxolod Tunis nawarmiT, 
sasufre WurWlebiTaa warmodgenili. 
dasturdeba doqebi, romlebic SemorCe
nilia piris, yelisa (tab. III) da quslia
ni Zirebis saxiT (tab. III), da zoomorfu
li da sada yurebis fragmentebi (tab. III). 
WurWlebi damzadebulia moSavo-moruxo 
feris, ganleqili Tixisagan, qarsis mcire 
minarevebiT. Oyuris ori zoomorfuli da 
erTi sada fragmentisTvis ki damaxasia
Tebelia moagurisfro Tixa.

II fenis arqeologiuri nawarmis daTa
riRebisaTvis gadamwyveti mniSvneloba 
eniWeba zoomorful yurebsa da quslia
ni doqis fragmentebs. Mmsgavsi arqeolo
giuri masala uxvad aris gamovlenili 
dasavleT saqarTvelos Zv.w. I aTaswle
ulis pirveli naxevris Zeglebze. Rvan
kiTis monapovari analogiuria sairxis 
sabaduris gora I [nadiraZe j. 1990:8-10], 
modinaxe II [nadiraZe j. 1975:16-20], rga
nis namosaxlaris [maxaraZe g. 2000:17-31] 
fenebSi mikvleuli arqeologiuri ma
salisa. Aanalogiuri Tunis nawarmi didi 
raodenobiT gvxvdeba kolxeTis centra
lur da zRvispira zolSic. SegveZlo 
dagvesaxelebina iseTi cnobili Zegle
bi rogorebicaa: mTisZiri [gamyreliZe 
g. 1982:45], ureki, nigvziani [miqelaZe T. 
1985:tab.XXIII_XXVI], dablagomi [Tolor
dava v. 1977:79], nosiri, muxurCa [Гогадзе Е. 
1984:52-53], fiCori [Барамидзе М. 1990:237-
238], vani [Толордава В. 1990:261], namWeduri 
[Микеладзе Т.,  Хахутаишвили Д. 1985:23-27] 
da sxv., sadac gamovlenili arqeologiu
ri masalis udides nawils Seadgens swo
red RvankiTis II fenisTvis damaxasiaTe
beli keramika da am Zeglebis TariRi Zv.w. 
VIII_VII saukuneebiT ganisazRvreba. ro
gorc vxedavT, RvankiTis II fenis nawarmi 
sakmaod popularulia winare antikuri 
xanis kolxeTSi da SeiZleba Tamamad iT
qvas, rom isini kolxuri keramikis wamyva
ni formebi da saxeobebia. Aase rom, Rvan
kiTis aRmoCenebma kidev ufro gaamyara 
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Sexeduleba am periodis kolxeTSi Zv.w. 
VIII_VII saukuneebis kulturuli fenebis 
gavrcelebis intensivobis Sesaxeb. 
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berZnul-sparsuli gemebi saqarTve
losTan mimarTebaSi pirvelad moixseni
es naxevar saukuneze meti xnis win boris 
kuftinma da maria maqsimovam, romleb
mac saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCe
nili lurji minis mravalwaxnagebi (tab
loidebi) daukavSires berZnul-sparsul 
gliptikas [Куфтин Б. 1941:31-32; Максимова 
М. 1941:72-92] (tab. II, 1-3). imave formis 
qvis sabeWdavebi maSin cnobili iyo mci
re aziidan da TariRdeboda drois mokle 
monakveTiT q.w. V s-is meore naxevarsa da 
q.w. IV s-is pirvel naxevars Soris. swored 
amitom miiCnia m. maqsimovam lurji minis 
tabloidebi mcireaziuli qvis aTwaxna
ga sabeWdavebis aslebad da isinic imave 
gvianaqemeniduri periodiT daaTariRa 
[Максимова М. 1941:72-92]. 

margarita lorTqifaniZesac lurji 
minis tabloidebi mcireaziuli qvis sa
beWdavebis meqanikur aslebad miaCnda, 
magram igi, m. maqsimovasagan gansxvavebiT, 
Tvlida, rom lurji minis mravalwaxnage
bis warmoeba iberiaSi grZeldeboda q.w. V 
s-dan q.w. I s-mde. manve pirvelma SeniSna, 
rom minis ramdenime mravalwaxnaga erTi 
da igive yalibSia Camosxmuli da, amde
nad, maTze arsebuli gamosaxulebebic 
identuria [lorTqifaniZe m. 1963:136-158; 
lorTqifaniZe m. 1969:49] (tab. II, 2-3). am
Jamad cnobilia 19 sxvadasxva yalibSi Ca
mosxmuli minis 80-ze meti mravalwaxnaga 
da maTi absoluturi umravlesoba aRmo
Cenilia qarTlis samefos (iberiis) isto
riul teritoriaze. amasTan dasturdeba 
sxvadasxva yalibSi Camosxul mravalwax
nagaTa sistemuri Tanxvedra arqeologi
ur kompleqsebSi (tab. I). es garemoeba ki 
imis utyuari sabuTia, rom minis tablo
idebi drois SedarebiT mokle periodSi 
unda iyos damzadebuli, radganac Zneli 
warmosadgenia, rom erTi da igive yalibi 

Camosasxmelad xuTi saukunis ganmavlo
baSi gamoeyenebinaT. da xazgasmiT isic 
unda aRiniSnos, rom arcerTi arqeolo
giuri kompleqsi, romelSic lurji minis 
mravalwaxnagaa warmodgenili, ar TariR
deba q.w. II s-is dasasrulze ufro adreu
li xaniT, xolo minis tabloidTa sakmaod 
didi nawili q.S. I s-is samarxebSia mopove
buli arqeologiuri gaTxrebiT.

amgvarad ueWvelia, rom lurji minis 
tabloidebis warmoeba unda daTariRdes 
q.w. I an II-I s-iT [Гагошидзе Ю. 1975]. magram 
Tuki es asea, maSin rogorRa avxsnaT am 
tabloidebis gamosaxulebaTa Tematuri 
da stilisturi msgavseba e.w. “berZnul-
sparsul” gliptikasTan, rac SeniSnulia 
araerTi avtoritetuli mkvlevaris mier?

gvianaqemeniduri xanis mcire aziis 
gliptikaSi a. furtvenglerma jer kidev 
1900 wels gamohyo ori mxatvruli ten
dencia – aRmosavlur-ioniuri da ber
Znul-sparsuli [Furtwängler A. 1900:116].

mecnier-mkvlevarTa nawili (fur
tvengleri, rixteri, osborni) Tvlis, 
rom berZnul-sparsul sabeWdavebs mci
re aziaSi sparselTa dakveTiT kveTdnen 
sparselTa samsaxurSi myofi berZeni xe
losnebi, maSin roca sxvebs (fovili, kni
poviCi, maqsimova, serigi) miaCniaT, rom 
es sabeWdavebi Seqmnilia berZnuli xe
lovnebis gavlenis qveS myofi sparse
li xelosnebis mier (dawvrilebiT ix.: 
[Никулина Н. 1966]). magram n. nikulina ar
cerT am mosazrebas ar eTanxmeba da wers, 
rom berZnul-sparsuli sabeWdavebi mci
re aziis im adgilobriv mosaxleTa Semoq
medebis produqtia, romlebic erTdrou
lad ganicdidnen rogorc berZnuli, ise 
iranuli xelovnebis gavlenas [Никулина Н. 
1966:20].

m. maqsimovam pirvelma gamohyo mcire
aziul aTwaxnaga sabeWdavTa erTi jgufi, 

iulon gagoSiZe

saqarTvelo da “berZnul-sparsuli” gemebi



15

romelic formiTa da gamosaxulebaTa 
motivebiT baZavs berZnul da sparsul 
sabeWdavebs, magram didad Camouvarde
ba maT kveTis teqnikisa da artistizmis 
donis TvalsazrisiT. es mravalwaxnaga 
sabeWdavebi zomiTac ufro patarebia da 
maT gamosaxulebac mxolod erT, qveda 
waxnagze aqvT amokveTili. amgvar sabeW
davebs m. maqsimova berZnul-sparsuli 
gemebis Tanadroulad Tvlida, magram 
miaCnda, rom isini Seqmnilia ara berZeni 
da ara sparseli, aramed  adgilobrivi, 
mcireazieli xelosnebis mier [Максимова 
М. 1941:78-79]. m. maqsimovas da m. lorTqi
faniZis Tanaxmad, lurji minis mraval
waxnagebi swored am sabeWdavebis aslebia 
[Максимова М. 1941:90; lorTqifaniZe m. 
1969:49].

jon bordmanma sagangebo gamokvleva 
miuZRvna  berZnebisa da sparselebis Sex
vedra-TanamSromlobis Sedegad Seqmnil 
gliptikas da masSi gamohyo sami klasi: 
sasaxlis stili, berZnuli stili da Se
reuli stili. es ukanaskneli, Sereuli 
stilis klasi, romelic gaerTianebulia 
formis, stilisa da motivebis erTia
nobis safuZvelze, TavisTavad 11 jgu
fad iyofa [Boardman J. 1970:303-322]. erTi 
maTgani, bernis jgufi gansakuTrebul 
msgavsebas iCens lurji minis iberiuli 
tabloidebis gamosaxulebebTan. bernis 
jgufi, rogorc Cans, moicavs im gemebs, 
romelTac m. maqsimova da m. lorTqifa
niZe adgilobrivi, mcireazieli xelosne
bis nawarmad Tvlian da j. bordmanic ama
ve bernis jgufis mravalwaxnaga gemebTan 
akavSirebs lurji minis tabloidebs [Bo
ardman J. 1970:320-322].

j. bordmanis kvlevis Sedegad gairkva, 
rom Sereuli stilis gliptikuri Zegle
bis gavrcelebis areali didad scildeba 
mcire aziis farglebs da iseT Soreul 
punqts aRwevs aRmosavleTiT, rogori
caa taqsila penjabSi (pakistani). gafar
Tovda am gemebis qronologiac: bernisa 
da taqsilas jgufebis gemebs j. bordma
ni postaqemenidur da elinistur peri

odebs akuTvnebs [Boardman J. 1970:318-322; 
Boardman J. 1990:401].

kidev meti. j. bordmanma dagvanaxa, 
rom miuxedavad imisa, Tu visi nakveTia 
gema, berZenis, romelic araberZnuli 
bazrisTvis muSaobda, Tu aRmosavleli
sa, romelmac met-naklebi warmatebiT 
aiTvisa berZnuli manera da modelebi, 
Sedegi tipologiurad mainc erTi da igi
vea: miiReba Sereuli stilis produqcia, 
romelsac upriania ewodos “berZnul-aR
mosavluri”, radganac xsenebuli tande
mis meore, aRmosavleli monawile umetes 
SemTxvevaSi eTnikurad arasparseli xe
losania [Boardman J. 1970:312-313; Boardman 
J. 1990:401].

Zveli saqarTvelo – kolxeTi da ibe
ria – iseTi qveyanaa, sadac aRmosavluri 
da berZnuli kulturebis kontaqti xor
cieldeboda ukve aqemenidur xanaSi. “aR
mosavluri” moicavs sakuTriv qarTul 
kulturasac, romelsac im droisaTvis 
ukve gancdili hqonda sparsuli gavlena 
da aqemeniduri kulturuli koines na
wils Seadgenda [Gagoshidze J. 1996:125-136]. 

am kontaqtebma asaxva hpova liTonis 
(oqros, vercxlis, brinjaos) farakian sa
beWdav-beWdebSi, romlebic kolxeTisa da 
iberiis teritoriazea aRmoCenili da q.w. 
V-III saukuneebiT TariRdeba (tab. II, sur. 
4-14, 18). bevri am sabeWdavTagan sakmaod 
maRalxarisxovani nawarmia da maTi aRmo
Cenis wertilebi mTel saqarTvelos hfa
ravs – afxazeTidan mokidebuli kaxeTam
de, CaTvliT [lorTqifaniZe m. 1969:39-48].

es farakiani beWdebi, yvela monace
miT, j. bordmanis mier gamoyofil ber
Znul-aRmosavluri sabeWdavebis wreSi 
eqceva: maTi saerTo forma da gamosaxu
lebaTa kveTis teqnika aSkarad berZnu
lia, magram isic cxadia, rom isini berZeni 
xelosnebis nawarmi ar unda iyos, im faq
tis miuxedavad, rom erT-erT maTganze 
berZnuli warwerac ki aris amokveTili 
[lorTqifaniZe m. 1975:92-93]; maT fara
kebze nakveTi gamosaxulebebis Tematika 
ki namdvilad aRmosavluria da maT Soris 
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wminda aqemeniduri motivebic gvxvdeba 
(tab. II, sur. 8, 14).

liTonis farakiani sabeWdavi-beWde
bis am mravalricxovan jgufSi ramdenime 
qvejgufis gamoyofaa SesaZlebeli rka
lisa da farakis formis, damzadebis teq
nikis an raime sxva kriteriumis mixedviT, 
magram arsebobs iseTi saxasiaTo detale
bic, romlebic maT aerTianebs. magali
Tad, erTi amgvari detalia astraluri 
simbolika – naxevarmTvare da varskvla
vi, romlebic xSirad aris warmodgeni
li am beWdebze maSin, roca saqarTvelos 
farglebs gareT isini praqtikulad ar 
gvxvdeba. beWdis gaxsnili rkali da li
Tonis firfitisagan gamoWrili beWedic, 
TiTqos, mxolod saqarTvelosTvisaa da
maxasiaTebeli.

sxvadasxva formis sabeWdavebi – fa
rakiani beWdebi, skarabeoidebi, tabloi
debi, romlebic yvela niSniT unda gaer
Tiandnen berZnul-aRmosavluri gemebis 
wreSi, mzaddeboda saqarTvelos teri
toriaze mTeli elinisturi xanis ganmav
lobaSi adreromaul xanis CaTvliT. aqe
meniduri periodidan momdinare am Zveli 
tradiciuli warmoebis gaxangrZlivebas 
xels uwyobda yofaSi Semonaxuli Zveli 
nivTebis arseboba: saqarTveloSi sakmaod 
xSiria gviandel arqeologiur kompleq
sebSi Zveli, aqemeniduri da berZnul-aR
mosavluri gliptikuri Zeglebis aRmoCe
nis faqtebi. magaliTisaTvis SeiZleba ga
vixsenoT berZnul-sparsuli tabloidis 
(aTwaxnaga sabeWdavis) aRmoCena mcxeTaSi, 
baiaTxevis kramitsamarxSi, romelic q.S. 
II s-iT TariRdeba [nikolaiSvili v., giu
naSvili g. 1995:120]. axlaxan saqarTvelos 
erovnul muzeumSi kaxeTidan Semovida 
q.S. I s-is arqeologiur nivTebTan erTad 
aRmoCenili sabeWdavi – berZnul-aRmo
savluri Sereuli stilis bernis jgufis 
qalcedonis skarabeoidi (gansazRvra qe
Tevan javaxiSvilma).

ase rom, aqemeniduri xanis berZnul
-aRmosavluri tradicia qarTul  xe
lovnebaSi welTaRricxvaTa mijnaze jer 

kidev cocxali iyo, xolo lurji minis 
tabloidebi qvis sabeWdavebis meqanikuri 
aslebi ki ar aris, aramed isini unda gan
xilul iqnen, rogorc gviani xanis ber
Znul-aRmosavluri wris gemebis Tavis
Tavadi jgufi, romelic Seiqmna q.w. I an II-I 
s-Si, magram yofaSi darCa q.S. I-II s-mde. 

am tabloidebis gamosaxulebaTa Tema
tika, warmoSobiT berZnul-aRmosavluri, 
sruliad organulia iseTi ueWvelad ibe
riuli nawarmisaTvis, rogoricaa saqar
TveloSi farTod gavrcelebuli brinja
os Wviruli balTebi da  q.S. I s-is Zvlis 
gravirebuli firfitebi, aRmoCenili 
dedoflis goraze, samTavroSi, uflis
cixeSi, bambebSi, nastagisSi (tab. II, sur. 
15-16). am gamosaxulebaTa siuJetebsa da 
stilistikaSi gamoirCeva aRmosavlu
ri tendenciac, romelic unda ganxilul 
iqnes, rogorc aqemeniduri xelovnebis 
Soreuli reminiscencia, da berZnul-e
linisturi xelovnebis gavlenac, e.i. aq 
warmodgenilia xelovnebaTa iseTi sinTe
zi, rogoric saerTod Zveli qarTuli xe
lovnebisTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli.

igive SeiZleba iTqvas rogorc am pe
riodis saqarTvelos xuroTmoZRvrebis 
Sesaxeb (vgulisxmob dedoflis mindvris 
sataZro kompleqss [Gagošidze J. 1992]), ise 
torevtikazec: q.w. V s-Si aqemeniduri 
iranidan importirebuli tipi zurgSed
rekili samajurebisa saqarTveloSi Se
morCa q.S. I-II s-mde, maSin roca sparseTSi 
– tipis samSobloSi igi karga xnis daviwy
ebuli iyo.

dasasrul,  ar SeiZleba ar aRiniSnos, 
rom saqarTveloSi aRmoCenili aqemeni
duri epoqis erT-erTi farakiani sabeWda
vi-beWdis j. bordmaniseul berZnul-aR
mosavlur gemebTan msgavseba SeniSnuli 
aqvs m. lorTqifaniZes Lda man kolxeTis 
sabeWdavi-beWdebisadmi miZRvnil wignSi 
Zalian frTxilad dawera kidec, rom am 
beWedTan mimarTebaSi SeiZleba saubari 
berZnul-kolxuri stilis Sesaxeb [lor
TqifaniZe m. 1975:112]. 
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da am mokle werilis bolos kidev erT 
sakiTxs unda Sevexo. mixeil rostovcevi 
aRniSnavs, rom CrdiloeT SavizRvispire
Tis romauli xanis kedlis mxatvrobaSi 
moulodnelad iCens Tavs aRmosavluri, 
Zveli iranuli motivebi da 1914 wels man 
gamosTqva varaudi, rom xelovnebis Zveli 
iranuli tradiciebi unda Semonaxuliyo 
romaul xanamde sadRac parTiaSi da kav
kasiaSi (saqarTvelos CaTvliT), saidanac 
am tradiciebma SeaRwia Savi zRvis Crdi
loeT sanapiroze [Ростовцев М. 1914:321].

q.S. III s-Si Camoyalibda sparsul-sasa
nuri xelovneba, romelsac ganixilaven, 
rogorc aqemeniduri xelovnebis Tavi
sebur renesanss. me ar vapireb vamtkico, 
TiTqos sasanuri renesansi saqarTvelo
dan daiwyo, magram Tavs uflebas vaZlev 
vivaraudo, rom aqemeniduri da berZnul
-sparsuli tradiciebis konservacia Se
iZleboda momxdariyo da, rogorc Cans, 
moxda kidec elinisturi samyaros sam
xreT periferiaze, sadRac farsSi, iseve 
rogorc es moxda amave samyaros Crdilo 
ganapira mxareSi, saqarTveloSi. mxolod 
saerTo fesvebis arsebobiT SeiZleba aix
snas is gasaocari msgavseba, rasac iCens 
pirveli saukunis Zvlis firfitebis qar
Tuli gravirebuli mxatvroba III-IV s-is sa
sanur xelovnebasTan (tab. II, sur. 15-16).
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ilustraciebis aRweriloba:

tab. I. lurji minis tabloidebis urTierTTanxve
drebis cxrili.

tab. II.  1-3 - q.w. I s-is lurji minis tabloidebi: 1 - ne
ron deresidan; 2 – neron deresidan, abeliidan 
da arkneTidan; 3a  - neron deresidan, abeliidan, 
tuiaqoCoridan, loWinidan da azerbaijanidan 
(yaraqofaqTefe); 3b – loWinidan, urbnisidan, 
soxtidan, brilidan, nastagisidan, oseTidan 
da somxeTidan (leninakani, geRadiri); 4-14 - 
q.w. IV s-is farakiani sabeWdavi-beWdebi: 4-6 
– saZeguridan, vercxli; 7-8 – saZeguridan, 
oqro; 5-9 – yanCaeTidan, vercxli; 10,12,13,14 – 
taxtiZiridan, vercxli;  11,18 – taxtiZiridan, 
brinjao; 15,16,17 – q.S. I s-is Zvlis gravirebuli 

firfitebi dedoflis goridan.
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soxumis, antikur werilobiT wya
roebSi sebastopolisis, gegmazomieri 
arqeologiuri Seswavla XX s-is 50-iani 
wlebidan daiwyo. 1958-59 wlebSi soxumis 
cixis gaTxrebis (a. afaqiZe, oT. lorTqi
faniZe, v. leqvinaZe, m. TrafSi, l. solo
viovi, l. ServaSiZe) Sedegad oTxi kul
turuli fena gamoiyo, ramac aRniSnuli 
punqtis adreantikuri xanidan vidre 
gvian Sua saukuneebamde funqcionireba 
da uaRresad didi mniSvneloba daadas
tura. 

CvenTvis gansakuTrebiT saintereso 
aRmoCenas adgili hqonda l. solovio
visa da l. ServaSiZis mier soxumis cixis 
gaTxrebis dros. aq, sxva mniSvnelovan 
nagebobebTan erTad, №1 koSkTan aRmoC
nda didi raodenobiT mozaikis kenWebi. 
gamTxrelebma isini garegnuli formiT 
wromis mozaikas (VII s.) miamsgavses da 
aq eklesiis arseboba ivaraudes; sayu
radReboa, rom aqve gaiTxara ramdeni
me qristianuli samarxic [Шервашидзе Л., 
Соловьев Л. 1960:175]. 

mkvlevarTa varaudi, soxumSi adreq
ristianuli taZris arsebobis Sesaxeb 
mogvianebiT, 1987-1990 wlebSi dadastur
da, soxumis cixis teritoriaze m. gunbas 
xelmZRvanelobiT Catarebuli arqeolo
giuri gaTxrebis dros, roca aRniSnul 
adgilas sxvadasxva nagebobebTan erTad 
(sameurneo, sacxovrebeli, abano) ekle
siis naSTic gamovlinda [Гунба М. 1987; 
Гунба М. 1990 - vsargeblob arqeologiis 
centris dokumentaciisa da publikaciis 
ganyofilebaSi daculi m. gunbas savele 
angariSebiT]. gaTxrebis mTel terito
riaze ori kulturuli fena gamoikve
Ta. pirveli, anu zeda fena ganekuTvneba 
ganviTarebul da gvian Sua saukuneebs, 
romelic ZiriTadad keramikuli nawarmi
Taa warmodgenili; meore, anu qveda fena 

– adrebizantiur periods (VI s-is bolo 
- VII s-is dasawyisi); rac Seexeba VIII-IX ss-
ebs – qronologiuri wyvetilia.

aRniSnuli eklesia soxumis cixis sam
xreT nawilSi mdebareobs. nageboba geg
maSi oqtagonaluria. nagebobis centrSi 
8 burjia gamovlenili, romelic 45-50 
sm simaRlezea SemorCenili, savaraudod 
isini gumbaTis sayrden burjebs warmo
adgendnen; yvela maTgans Sida mxridan 
rkaliseburi forma aqvs. isini aguri
Ta da qviTaa nagebi kirxsnarze  [Гунба М. 
1990:4-5; Khroushkova L. 2006:57-59]. nage
bobas galerea anu RiaTaRebiani stoa 
gaaCnda. oqtagons oTxi minaSeni hqonia, 
romelic gegmaSi jvris formas qmnida. 
maTgan samxreT-aRmosavleTi minaSeni 
savaraudod martiriums warmoadgenda, 
aqve gaiTxara ramodenime samarxi [Khrous
hkova L.  2006:59-60].E

2001-2003 wlebSi soxumis cixis Crdi
lo-dasavleT nawilSi warmoebuli ar
qeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad gamov
linda kidev erTi eklesia, romelic 
oqtagonaluri eklesiis Crdilo-aRmo
savleTiT mdebareobs. esaa momcro zo
mis (eqsterieris sigrZe 17 m) samnaviani 
bazilika xuTwaxnagovani Sverili afsi
diT. navebi erTmaneTisagan svetebis sami 
rigiTaa gamoyofili. kedlebi riyis qvi
Ta da kirxsnariTaa nagebi, SemorCenilia 
35-40 sm simaRleze [Безрученко И., Бжания 
Д., Горлов Ю., Поротов А. 2002:255-256]. ba
zilikis iataki mopirkeTebuli yofila 
opus sectile-is wyobiT.Esainteresoa, rom 
anlogiuri opus sectile-is wyoba dadas
turebulia boboyvaTSi, cixisZiris max
loblad, IV s-is nagebobis gaTxris dros. 
aRniSnul periodSi opus sectile-is wyoba 
Zalzed gavrcelebul dekors warmo
adgenda siriidan vidre makedoniamde. 
soxumis bazilikis motivTan ki uSualo 

irma berZeniSvili

soxumis adreqristianul taZarTa Sesaxeb
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siaxloves amJRavnebs kurionisa da so
lois bazilikebSi (kviprosze) da antio
qiis rig Zeglebze gamovlenili motivebi 
[Khroushkova L.  2006:62].

aRniSnuli taZrebi, l. xruSkovas az
riT, erT sataZro kompleqss warmoad
gens da V s-is dasawyisSi an mis pirvel 
naxevarSia agebuli, iustinianes droi
saTvis ki ukve ganadgurebuli Cans, ra
sac, ngrevis fenaSi aRmoCenili monete
bi adastureben. aRmoCenil monetaTagan 
eqvsi gansazRvrulia, maT Soris uZvele
si imperator adrianes (117-138 ww.) mie
raa kabadokiis kesariaSi moWrili, xolo 
yvelaze mogviano - iustiniane I (527-565 
ww.) mier 546-547 wlebSi antioqiaSia moW
rili [Khroushkova L.  2006:67]. 

aRniSnul eklesiaTa mSeneblobas, Se
saZloa, marTlac V s-is dasawyisSi hqo
noda adgili, magram CvenTvis kargadaa 
cnobilia V saukunisaTvis regionSi ar
sebuli politikuri situacia, romelic 
ramdenadme garTulebuli iyo hunTa da
marbeveli Tavdasxmebis gamo; rac kar
gad Cans biWvinTis magaliTze, romelic 
aRniSnul periodSi arqeologiurad 
sustadaa Seswavlili. es damangreveli 
Tavdasxmebi, savaraudod, sebastopo
lissac Seexeboda. Sesabamisad, eklesi
aTa mSeneblobis garkveul fazas, vinai
dan aq marTlac nagebobaTa kompleqsTan 
gvaqvs saqme, VI s-Si unda hqonoda adgili; 
miT ufro, rom  cnobilia iustinianes mi
er sebastopolisSi aRmSeneblobiTi sa
muSaoebis Catarebis Sesaxeb [georgika, 
1962:222], rac, savaraudod, eklesiaTa 
mSeneblobasac gulisxmobda.

sayuradReboa, rom eklesiis gaTxre
bisas aRmoCnda kramitis fragmenti ro
mauli legionis damRiT XV Legio Apollinaris 
[KKhroushkova L.  2006:64]. analogiuri dam
Riani (LEG XV) keramikuli filebi cnobi
lia biWvinTis kastelumidanac [Todua 
T. 2003:27], rac kidev erT dasturad Se
iZleba CaiTvalos aq romauli garnizo
nebis arsebobisa aRniSnul periodSi. 

sainteresoa, rom 1988 wels oqtago
naluri eklesiis gaTxrebis dros aRmoC
nda samarxis stela berZnuli warweriT. 
stela qviSaqvis monoliTisganaa damza
debuli, naklulia, SemorCenili nawilis 
simaRlea 41 sm, maqsimaluri sigane 33 sm, 
sisqe ki – 15 sm. warwera cxrastriqonia
nia da Semdegi Sinaarsisaa: “aq ganisvenebs 
jariskaci-legioneri oresti, romlis 
mosagonradac aRvmarTeT es eklesia”. 
stela ara in situ viTarebaSia aRmoCenili, 
igi galereis pilastris fundamentSi 
iyo CaSenebuli. savaraudod, Tavdapir
velad igi e.w. martiriumSi gamovlenil 
samarxze unda yofiliyo gamarTuli 
[Габелия А., Ветроградова В. 2004:218-222; 
Khroushkova L. 2006:66]. kidev erTi ber
Znulwarweriani qva igive soxumis cixis 
teritoriaze aRmoCnda 1999 wels. warwe
ra 5 striqoniania, qva naklulia da war
werac srulad ar ikiTxeba, Tumca Semor
Cenili nawilebiT irkveva, rom igi rome
liRac sazogado moRvawis gansadideb
lad iyo Seqmnili. warwera stilisturi 
monacemebiT II s-iT TariRdeba [Габелия А., 
Ветроградова В. 2004:218-222].

XX s-is 80-ian wlebSi soxumis cixis 
teritoriaze Catarebuli gaTxrebis Se
degad gamovlenilia saintereso arqeo
logiuri masala, qristianuli simbolo
ebiT Semkuli keramikuli nawarmi. isini 
ZiriTadad gvianantikuri xanis ngrevis 
fenaSia aRmoCenili. esaa amforis frag
mentebi berZnuli warweriTa da qriz
miT; keramikuli xufis fragmenti, aseve 
berZnuli warweriT, jvarTan erTad; wi
Tellakiani jamis fragmenti zed amok
veTili asoebiT XP  [Гунба М., Хрушкова 
Л. 1990:37]; wiTellakini jamis fragmen
ti Zirze jvris gamosaxulebiT [Гунба М. 
1987:5, рис. 9], analogiuri biWvinTaSi aR
moCenili jamebisa. es fena iustinianes 
droindeli 544-545 ww-Si moWrili brin
jaos monetiT TariRdeba (moneta gan
sazRvra s. Sambam). amave fenaSi aRmoCnda 
anastasius I (491-518 ww.) da iustiniane II 
(565-578 ww.) konstantinopolSi moWrili 
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brinjaos moneta, iustiniane II da sofias 
(574-575 ww.) mier TesalonikSi moWrili 
brinjaos moneta da erTic  kabadokiis 
kesariaSi moWrili moneta ara ugvianes 
III s-sa [Гунба М., Хрушкова Л. 1990:37]. 

soxumis cixis teritoriaze adrec 
aRmoCenila IV-VI saukuneebisTvis da
maxasiaTebeli keramikis fragmentebi 
qristianuli simboloebiT [Воронов Ю. 
1969:52]. 

oqtagonaluri eklesiis siaxloves 
ramdenime adreqristianuli, uinventa
ro samarxi gaiTxara. samarxebi brtyeli 
aguriTa da kirxsnariTaa amoyvanili da 
gadaxuruli. erT-erTi maTgani TavTan 
ramdenadme farToa, bolosken ki viw
rovdeba. aRniSnuli samarxis iataki agu
riTaa mogebuli, kedlebi ki kirxsnariTa 
da brtyeli aguriT amoyvanili. samarxe
bi IV-V ss-is fenaSia CaWrili. gamTxre
lis azriT, samarxebi ufro adreuli 
unda iyos, vidre Tavad eklesia. stra
tigrafiul monacemebze dayrdnobiT 
samarxebi V s-is meore naxevriTaa daTa
riRebuli [Гунба М. 1990:4-5]. msgavsi for
mis, aguriT nagebi samarxebi, igive afxa
zeTis teritoriaze CvenTvis cnobilia 
oCamCiridan, biWvinTidan da ganTiadi
dan da VI s-iT TariRdeba. 

PdReisaTvis cnobilia, rom pirveli 
qristianuli organizacia dasavleT sa
qarTveloSi biWvinTaSi Cndeba, romelic 
aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTSi uZveles 
saeklesio centrs warmoadgenda. Mmagram, 
VI saukunis 40-iani wlebidan, biWvinTa, 
rogorc qristianuli centri, kargavs 
Tavis pirvelobas. kerZod, 542 wlidan, 
roca lazTa mefis TxovniT, iranelebma 
lazikaSi ilaSqres, xolo romaelebma, 
imis SiSiT, rom iranelebi xelSi Caig
debdnen biWvinTasa da sebastopoliss, 
Tavad dawves da daangries es strategi
ulad mniSvnelovani punqtebi [georgi
ka 1962:137].A amis Semdeg bizantiis saim
peratoro kari biWvinTas TiTqmis aRar 
aqcevs yuradRebas da iustinianes mier 
Catarebuli didi aRmSeneblobiTi sa

muSaoebi mxolod sebastopoliss Seexo. 
prokofi kesarieli mogviTxrobs: ...ius
tiniane mefem mTeli es sebastopoli
si ganaaxla, zRudisa da sxva sasimagro 
SenobaTa wyalobiT uZleveli gaxada da 
gaamSveniera is gzebiTa da sxva nagebobe
biT, ris gamoc is silamaziTa da   sidi
diT yvelaze ufro RirsSesaniSnav qala
qad iqca [georgika 1962:222]. 

rogorc Cans, swored am dros dawi
naurda sebastopolisi, rogorc saekle
sio centri. Tu nikeis saeklesio krebis 
dros biWvinTis episkoposi polemonis 
pontos eparqiis SemadgenlobaSi Sedis, 
Semdegi drois saeklesio nusxaTagan 
uadresSi, romelic VII saukuniT TariR
deba (VII noticia), biWvinTis episkoposi 
aRaraa moxsenebuli, konstantinopolis 
sapatriarqoze damokidebulTa Soris 
dasaxelebulia jer sebastopolisis sa
episkoposo, Semdeg ki avtokefaluri 
saarqiepiskoposo. amieridan bizantiis 
xelisufleba yovelmxriv uwyobs xels 
sebastopolisis dawinaurebas. VI s-is 
60-70-ian wlebSi unda momxdariyo sebas
topolisis episkoposis arqieposkopo
sis xarisxSi ayvana, radgan didi tradi
ciebisa da avtoritetis mqone biWvinTis 
saepiskopososaTvis pirvelobis warTme
va sxvanairad gaZneldeboda da meorec, 
bizantias iranTan gawianurebuli da 
warumatebeli omis pirobebSi erTguli 
da Zlieri mxardamWeri sWirdeboda ek
lesiis saxiT. amis mogvareba ki saarqie
piskoposos SeqmniT SeiZleboda, radgan 
arqiepiskoposebs, rogorc eparqiaTa 
xelmZRvanelebs, emorCilebodnen epis
koposebi da qorepiskoposebi [diasamiZe 
b. 2001:158]. 

sebastopolisis dawinaureba misi ge
ografiuli mdebareobiT iyo ganpirobe
buli. IV s-is II naxevarSi romaeli geogra
fis kastoriusis mier Sedgenili “Tabula 
Peutingeriana”, romelic sagzao rukas war
moadgens, aRniSnulia dasavleT saqar
Tvaloze gamavali savaWro gzebi. erTi 
aseTi gza trapezuntidan modis, fasisze 
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gaivlis da sebastopolisSi mTavrdeba. 
Mmeore gza imave sebastopolidan iwyeba 
da somxeTis qalaq artaSatisken miemar
Teba [janaSia s. 1949:47]. sebastopolidan 
ukve maSin, ise rogorc SemdegSi, gza ga
dioda CrdiloeT kavkasiaSi. Ees gza ko
doris xeobas mihyveboda da yubanis ze
moTa Senakadebis xeobebSi gadadioda 
qluxoris zekariT [ix. janaSia s. 1949:47]. 
Aam gzas `afxazeTis gzas~ uwodebdnen. 
rogorc Cans, am gzam didi roli iTamaSa 
gansakuTrebiT VI saukunidan sebastopo
lisis dawinaurebaSi, radgan  e.w. “abre
Sumis gzis” CrdiloeTiT gadanacvlebis 
Semdeg vaWrebi CrdiloeT kavkasiidan 
Sav zRvaze md. kodoriT gadiodnen da aq 
mTavari navsadguri sebastopolisi iyo. 

dReisaTvis arqeologiuri gaTxrebi 
soxumis cixis teritoriaze dasrule
buli ar aris. Aaq gamovlenil eklesiaTa 
naSTebi da Cvens mier moyvanili arqeo
logiuri masala ki, mxolod dasturad 
SegviZlia miviCnioT saeklesio ekTezi
sebSi daculi cnobebisa. 
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awyuri erT-erTi sofelia samxreT 
saqarTveloSi. samxreT saqarTvelo uZ
velesi droidan aris cnobili gare samya
rosTvis. straboni mas mosxeTis qveyanas 
uwodebda (straboni XI, II, 17), xolo he
rodote mis mosaxleobas mosxebis saxe
liT moixseniebda (Геродот III, 94). awyuri 
borjomis xeobis dasawyisSi, mTebs Soris 
gaSlil velze, mdinare mtkvris orive na
pirze,  zRvis donidan 900 metrze mdeba
reobs. awyurs xelsayreli geografiuli 
mdebareoba gaaCnia. werilobiTi wyaroe
bisa da arqeologiuri masalis mixedviT 
am teritoriaze uZvelesi droidan aRmo
savleT anatoliidan momavali erT-erTi 
savaWro gza gadioda. rogorc Cans, mo
xerxebulma ganlagebam da savaWro mimoq
cevaSi CarTvam ganapiroba awyuris eko
nomikurad da kulturulad ganviTare
bul dasaxlebad Camoyalibeba. qarTuli 
istoriuli tradiciis mixedviT awyuri 
samxreT saqarTvelos politikur da re
ligiur centrs warmoadgenda. ~qarTlis 
cxovrebaSi” is awyveris saxeliT moix
senieba, romelsac pirvelad sosangeTi 
ewodeboda [qarTlis cxovreba 1955:39].

MTanamedrove sofel awyuris terito
riaze, mdinare mtkvris marcxena napirze 
daaxloebiT Zv.w. VI-I saukuneebis namosax
laris gaTxrebi mimdinareobda. namosax
laris fenebSi sxvadasxva adgilobrivad 
damzadebul artefaqtTan erTad berZnu
li importuli keramikac aRmoCnda [Licheli 
V. 1998:25].  

naSromis mizans awyurSi gamovlenili 
berZnuli importuli keramikis samecni
ero mimoqcevaSi Semotana warmoadgens. 
amitom, es keramika sawarmoo centrebisa 
da qronologiis mixedviT ganisazRvra. 
Seswavlilma masalam ki samxreT saqar
Tvelos socialur-ekonomikuri istori
is zogierTi aspeqti warmoaCina.

awyurSi aRmoCenili berZnuli kera
mika or jgufad SeiZleba daiyos: aRmo
savlur-berZnuli da atikuri. aRmosav
lur-berZnuli keramika ramdenime, sxva
dasxva tipis WurWlis fragmentiT aris 
warmodgenili (tab. I, 1, 2, 3; tab. II, 1, 2, 
3). maTgan yvelaze TvalsaCino kilikis 
pir-gverdisa da yuris fragmentia, ro
melsac moyavisfro lakis horizontalu
ri zolebi Semouyveba (tab. I, 1; tab. II, 1). 
kilikis fragmentulobis gamo rTulde
ba mTliani formis rekonstruqcia. rac 
mniSvnelovnad arTulebs mis daTariRe
bas da mikuTvnebas romelime konkretu
li aRmosavlur-berZnuli samrewvelo 
centrisadmi. awyuris kilikis fragmenti 
msgavsia sada zolebiani kilikebisa, rom
lebic aRmoCenilia CrdiloeT SavizR
vispireTis arqeologiur Zeglebze. maga
liTad, mirmekionsa da tiritakaSi [Шмидт 
Р. 1952:239-240], pantikapeionSi [Сидорова 
Н. 1962:146-147], kepSi [Кузнецов В. 1991:43-
44] da xmelTaSua zRvis auzSi, rodosze, 
tokraSi [Bordman J., Hayes J. 1966:28-29, pl.38, 
746, 762, fig. 28, 746, fig. 29, 762]. CrdiloeT 
Savi zRvispireTSi aRmoCenili kilike
bis warmomavloba da TariRi ucnobia. 
mxolod kepis sada zolebiani kiliki Ta
riRdeba Zv.w. VI saukunis meore naxevriT 
[Кузнецов В. 1991:43-44]. yvelaze axlo ana
logs ki awyuris kiliki tokras kilik
Tan poulobs, romlis sawarmoo centrad 
rodosia miCneuli, xolo TariRi Zv.w.VI 
saukuniT aris gansazRvruli [Bordman J., 
Hayes J. 1966:38].  

danarCeni fragmentebis identifi
cireba ar xerxdeba mcire zomebis gamo. 
mxolod imis aRniSvna SeiZleba, rom isi
ni  kargad ganleqili Tixisgan arian dam
zadebulni, keci moagurisfro an monac
risfro aqvT da lakis horizontaluri, 
zogjer  talRovani zolebi SemouyvebaT. 

irine demetraZe

berZnuli importuli keramika awyuridan
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awyuris aRmosavlur-berZnuli kerami
kuli jgufi Tavisi moxatulobis gamo 
sadazolebian keramikas unda miekuTvnos 
da SeiZleba zogadad Zv. w. VI saukunis me
ore naxevriT daTariRdes.

saqarTvelos teritoriaze Zv.w. VI sa
ukunis aRmosavlur-berZnuli sadazo
lebiani keramika simagris borcvze [mi
qelaZe T. 1978:65-68] da baTumis cixezea 
[kaxiZe am., xaxutaiSvili d. 1989:86-89] mo
povebuli. 

awyurSi aRmoCenili atikuri nawarmi, 
Tavis mxriv, warmodgenilia moxatuli da 
Savlakiani keramikiT. vinaidan keramiku
li formebis dadgena Zlieri fragmentu
lobis gamo Zalzed garTulda, misi gan
sazRvra, rogorc atikuri nawarmisa da 
mikuTvneba aTenis sawarmoo centrisad
mi, ZiriTadad Tixisa da lakis xarisxma 
ganapiroba. mxolod ramdenime fragmen
ti iZleva keramikuli formebis garkve
vis saSualebas. warmodgenil WurWlebze 
aSkarad SeimCneva atikuri nawarmisaTvis 
damaxasiaTebeli kargad ganleqili Tixa, 
mowiTalo-moyavisfro keci da priala, 
mbzinavi laki. atikuri moxatuli kera
mikidan Savfiguruli skifosis pir-gver
disa da lekiTosis yelis fragmentebis 
identificireba iqna SesaZlebeli. ski
fosi Lancut-is jgufs ganekuTvneba (tab. 
I, 4; tab. II, 4) da Zv.w. 480-470 ww. TariRde
ba [Moore M., Philippides M. 1986:61, pl.104, No 
1540], xolo lekiTosi (tab. I, 5; tab. II, 5) - 
Zv.w. 500-450 ww-iT [Johnston  A. 2000:25].

danarCeni atikuri moxatuli keramika 
Cvenamde usaxo fragmentebis saxiT aris 
moRweuli. ase rom, maTi gansazRvra da 
daTariReba ar xerxdeba. 

atikuri Savlakiani keramika warmod
genilia Zalzed fragmentirebuli kili
kebis, skifosebis, jamebisa da TefSebis 
saxiT (tab. I, 6-13; tab. II, 6-9). magram Se
saZloa zogierTi maTganis paralelebis 
moZebna, rac WurWlis mTliani formebis 
warmosaxvis saSualebas iZleva. magali
Tad, kilikis Zir-quslis fragmenti ufe
xo kilikTa (Stemless Cup) Large:Inset Lip-is 

klass ganekuTvneba (tab. I, 9; tab. II, 6) da 
Zv.w. 480-470ww. TariRdeba [Sparkes B., Talcott 
L. 1970:102, pl.22, fig. 5, No 469]; TefSis pir-
gverdis fragmenti Rolled Rim-is jgufs 
ganekuTvneba (tab. I, 12; tab. II, 7) da Zv. w. 
400-375ww. TariRdeba [Sparkes B., Talcott L. 
1970:147, pl. 36, fig. 10, No1047]; jamis pir-
gverdis fragmenti (tab. I, 7; tab. II, 8) Vi
cup‑is klass ganekuTvneba da Zv. w. 475 w. 
TariRdeba [Sparkes B., Talcott L. 1970:93 pl. 20, 
fig. 10, No 434]. naWdevebiani jamis frag
ments (tab. I, 13; tab. II, 9) ki paralelebi 
vanSi, istriasa da laTeSi (antikuri qa
laqi xmelTaSuazRvispireTSi) aRmoCe
nil atikur Savlakian jamebTan eZebneba. 
vanis nimuSi Zv. w. III saukuniT TariRdeba 
[maTiaSvili n., 1983:60, tab. 30, sur. 274], 
istriis - Zv. w. IV saukunis bolo meoTx
ediT [Alexandrescu P. 1978:15, fig.15, No 598], 
xolo laTes - Zv. w. 325-300 wlebiT [Sabat
tini M. 1995:178, fig.10, No 1393]. aRsaniSna
via, rom awyuris atikuri Savlakiani ke
ramikidan mxolod naWdevebiani jamis es 
fragmenti gamoirCeva dabali xarisxis 
lakiT. amitom, is Zv. w. III saukuniT SeiZ
leba daTariRdes. danarCeni fragmente
bis identificireba ar xerxdeba mcire 
zomebis gamo. mxolod imis Tqma SeiZle
ba, rom isini kargad ganleqili Tixisagan 
arian damzadebulni, aqvT mowiTalo-mo
yavisfro keci da kargi xarisxis Savi la
kiT arian dafarulni. aseT SemTxvevaSi 
maTi daTariReba Zneldeba. magram, vina
idan isini am niSnebis gamo atikuri Sav
lakiani keramikis jgufs ganekuTvnebian, 
maTi qronologiuri amplituda Zv. w. V 
saukunis pirveli meoTxedidan Zv. w. IV sa
ukunis pirvel meoTxedamde periods un
da moicavdes. 

rogorc vnaxeT, awyuris berZnuli 
importuli keramika warmodgenilia Zi
riTadad sufris WurWliT (kiliki, jami, 
skifosi da sxva) da ganekuTvneba arqaul, 
klasikur da elinistur periods. aRniS
nuli periodebis Tanadrouli 12 Zeglia 
gamovlenili samxreT saqarTvelos te
ritoriaze [ПАИ в 1986 г. 1991:115-128]. 
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maTgan mxolod erT punqtSi, awyurSi 
aRmoCnda berZnuli importuli keramika. 
aseTi vrceli qronologiuri CarCo da 
is faqti, rom berZnuli keramika samxreT 
saqarTveloSi mxolod awyurSia mopove
buli metyvelebs imaze, rom berZnuli ke
ramika aq SemTxveviT moxvedrili ar unda 
iyos. awyurSi misi koncentrireba xan
grZlivi procesis Sedegia, rasac Tavisi 
obieqturi mizezebi gaaCnda. 

erT-erTi mizezi swored is unda iyos, 
rom importuli sufris WurWlis mom
xmarebeli mTels am regionSi, mxolod 
centris mosaxleobis garkveuli nawili 
anu warCinebuli fena iyo. fena, romelic 
arsebobda  ramdenime saukunis manZilze 
da gaaCnda ZviradRirebuli, importuli 
nivTebi. Tavismxriv, es faqti  metyvelebs 
imaze, rom awyuri samcxis socialur-e
konomikurad dawinaurebuli centri iyo 
winare da adreantikur periodSi. amasve 
mowmobs nasaxlaris axlos aRmoCenili 
mdidruli samarxebi. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom kolxeTSi atikuri 
importi ZiriTadad saqalaqo tipis da
saxlebebze an adglobriv warCinebulTa 
mdidrul samarxebSi gamovlinda. rac mi
uTiTebda imaze, rom am nivTebs kolxeTis 
mosaxleobis warCinebulTa fenis warmo
madgenlebi flobdnen [Лордкипанидзе О. 
1979:167].  

zogadad, berZnuli importuli ke
ramikis aRmoCenis faqtebi mcirea saqar
Tvelos aRmosavleT da mTian regionebSi. 
xolo rogorc avRniSneT, awyurSi gamov
lenili berZnuli keramika dRemde er
TaderTi SemTxvevaa berZnuli importis 
aRmoCenisa samxreT saqarTveloSi. amis 
gamo, miCneuli iyo, rom berZnuli impor
tis areali ZiriTadad kolxeTiT Semoi
fargleboda. 

Aamrigad, awyuris aRmoCenam gviCvena, 
rom berZnuli importuli keramika ad
reantikur periodSi samxreT saqarTve
loSic aRwevda.  marTalia, es ar iyo sa
berZneTTan uSualo kontaqtis Sedegad 
importirebuli nivTebi, magram, rogorc 

Cans igi dasavleT saqarTvelos samefo
dan, kolxeTidan Semodioda. 

sainteresoa, kolxeTis kerZod ro
meli punqtidan vrceldeboda awyuris 
nasaxlarze berZnuli keramika. rogorc 
arqauli, aseve klasikuri da elinisturi 
periodis berZnuli importuli keramika 
aRmoCenilia dasavleT saqarTvelos mra
val arqeologiur Zeglze, magaliTad, 
eSera [Шамба Г. 1980:8-21, таб. XXIX], guadixu 
[Трапш М. 1969:223-256], simagris borcvi, 
sofeli mTisZiri [gamyreliZe g. 1982:88, 
sur.42], paliastomis tbasTan mdeba
re natexebis namosaxlari [Гамкрелидзе Г. 
1992:131, рис. 5], vani [Kacharava D. 1995:68-69], 
noqalaqevi [lomitaSvili d. 1998:19] qo
buleT-fiWvnari [sixaruliZe T. 1988:62-
70, tab. XXXVIII-XXXIX], baTumis cixe da 
sxva. amaTgan qobuleT-fiWvnarsa da vanSi 
klasikuri da elinisturi peiodis ber
Znuli keramika yvelaze Warbad aris aR
moCenili. simagris borcvsa da baTumis 
cixeze ki klasikuri da elinisturi peri
odebis Tixis nawarmTan erTad arqauli 
aRmosavlur-berZnuli keramikac vlin
deboda. arqauli aRmosavlur-berZnuli 
keramika ZiriTadad Savi zRvis sanapiro 
zolSi mdebare arqeologiur Zeglebzea 
mopovebuli. es nawarmi kolxeTis Sida 
raionebSi ar gvxvdeba. 

swored Aamitom, savaraudoa, rom ber
Znuli importuli keramika  vanidan [Lic
heli V. 1999:101-105], qobuleT-fiWvnaridan, 
simagridan an baTumis cixidan vrcelde
boda samxreT saqarTveloSi. dResac ar
sebobs is sagzao komunikaciebi, risi meS
veobiTac es regionebi erTmaneTs ukav
Sirdebodnen warsulSi. goderZis uRel
texili samxreT saqarTvelos aWarasTan 
akavSirebs, xolo zekaris uReltexili 
kolxeTis Sida raionebTan, romlis cen
trsac Zveli vani warmoadgenda. safiqre
belia, rom berZnuli importuli kerami
kis gavrcelebis marSrutebic swored es 
iyo.

amrigad, berZnuli importuli kera
mikis aRmoCena awyurSi mniSvnelovnia, 
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miuxedavad misi SedarebiTi simcirisa, 
radganac es faqti miuTiTebs, rom awyu
ris dasaxleba CarTuli iyo imdroindel 
gacvliT urTierTobebSi.
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ris fragmenti; 8. atikuri Savlakiani WurWlis 
yuris fragmenti; 9. atikuri Savlakiani ufexo 
kilikis Ziri; 10. atikuri Savlakiani WurWlis 
quslis fragmenti; 11. atikuri Savlakiani Wur
Wlis quslis fragmenti; 12. atikuri Savlakia
ni TefSis fragmentebi; 13. atikuri Savlakiani, 
naWdevebiani jamis fragmenti.

tab. II. berZnuli importuli keramika: 1. arqauli 
aRmosvlur-berZnuli sadazoliani kilikis 
piris da yuris fragmenti; 2. arqauli aRmos
vlur-berZnuli sadazoliani WurWlis frag
menti; 3. arqauli aRmosvlur-berZnuli sada
zoliani WurWlis fragmenti; 4. atikuri mo
xatuli skifosis piris da yuris fragmenti; 5. 
atikuri moxatuli lekiTsos yelis fragmen
ti; 6. atikuri Savlakiani ufexo kilikis Ziri; 
7. atikuri Savlakiani TefSis fragmentebi; 8. 
atikuri Savlakiani jamis piris fragmenti; 9. 
atikuri Savlakiani, naWdevebiani jamis frag

menti.
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istoriuli mesxeT-javaxeTi, rome
lic moicavs dRevandel borjomis, adi
genis, axalcixis, aspinZis, axalqalaqis 
da ninowmindis raionebs, Zalze mdidaria 
preistoriuli da klasikuri xanis arqeo
logiuri ZeglebiT.

winamdebare naSromSi Tavmoyrilia da 
sqematur rukaze datanilia sxvadasxva 
dros, sxvadasxva mkvelvarebisa da arqe
ologiuri eqspediciebis mier mikvleuli 
da Seswavlili Zeglebi, agreTve, SemTxve
viT aRmoCenili mniSvnelovani arqeolo
giuri koleqciebi, romlebic asaxulia 
samecniero literaturaSi.

rukebi Sedgenilia raionebis mixed
viT. Zeglebi datanilia miaxloebiTi si
zustiT, miTiTebulia maTi xasiaTi, zo
gadi TariRi da is literatura, romel
Sic, Cvenis azriT, yvelaze ukeTaa Zegli 
aRwerili (ZiriTadad saangariSo xasia
Tis naSromebi). 	

unda iTqvas, rom es ar aris am regionis 
arqeologiuri Zeglebis rukaze datanis 
pirveli mcdeloba. pirveli ruka jer kidev 
gasuli saukunis 50-ian wlebSi gamoqvey
nda [Чубинишвили Т. и др. 1957:117]. javaxeTis 
mtkvar-araqsis kulturis Zeglebis ruka 
gamoaqveyna b-n al. orjonikiZem [orjoni
kiZe al. 2000:16-20]. magram pirvel maTganze 
mxolod 19 punqtia datanili, xolo meore
ze, naSromis xasiaTidan gamomdinare, mxo
lod erTi periodis Zeglebi da isic Seda
rebiT lokalur teritoriaze. arc Cvens 
naSroms aqvs srulyofilebis pretenzia, 
vinaidan saqarTvelos sxvadasxva muzeume
bis fondebSi SesaZloa inaxebodes iseTi ko
leqciebi, romlebic samecniero mimoqceva
Si ar arian Sesuli, an arian da Cven ver mi
vakvlieT. miuxedavad amisa, vfiqrobT, rom 
igi garkveul daxmarebas gauwevs regionis 
uZvelesi warsuliT dainteresebul mkvle
varebs da farTo sazogadoebas. 	

borjomis raioni (tab I)

1. bakuriani (botanikuri baRi). gvian
brinjaos xanis namosaxlari [Гамбашидзе 
О. и др. 1991:33]. 

2. balanTa (oqrosqvabis mRvime). ad
rebrinjaos xanis kulturuli fena. gvi
anbrinjaos xanis nivTebis koleqcia 
[Насидзе Г. и др. 1980:292-298].	

3. bozaTxevi (sof. Wobisxevis max
loblad). gvianbrinjaos xanis kenotafi. 
antikuri xanis namosaxlari [Насидзе Г. 
1981:185].

4. borniRele. gvianbrinjao-adrer
kinis xanis samarovani [Гамбашидзе О. и 
др.1986:22-27; Гамбашидзе О. и др . 1987:29-30; 
Гамбашидзе  O. и др. 1991:27-32; Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др.1995:48-51; Гамбашидзе О. и др . 1997:44-
46]. 

5. borjomi (Zveli abano). gvianbrin
jaos xanis nivTebis koleqcia [nioraZe g. 
1944:186]. 

6. borjomi (parki). ax. w. I s. abazanis 
naSTi [nioraZe g. 1944:186]. 	

7. gomna (yverbili). gvianbrinjao_
adrerkinis xanis samarovani [nioraZe g. 
1944:199-213; RambaSiZe o. 1969:19].

8. dviri. samarxi-qvayuTi. (periodi 
daudgenelia) [nioraZe g. 1944:218]. 

9. dviri (silis xevi). adresamiwaTmoq
medo kulturis xanis keramikuli Wur
Wlisa da Zv.w. VIII-VI ss. nivTebis koleqcia 
[Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1973:40].

10. didi cemi (sajvare, naqerala). 
brinjaos xanis nivTebis koleqcia [Ramba
SiZe o. 1969:18_20]. 	

11. vardevani. Zv.w. VIII-VI ss. samarova
ni [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1991:33].	

12. TavkveTili. Suabrinjaos xanis 
yorRanuli samarxebi [RambaSiZe i. da sxv. 
2003b]. 

13. Telovani. brinjaos xanis nivTe
bis koleqcia [nioraZe g. 1944:190-194]. 	

revaz kvirkvaia

mesxeT–javaxeTis preistoriuli da klasikuri xanis  
arqeologiuri Zeglebis ruka
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14. Tiselis seri. adrebrinjaos xanis 
namosaxlari da samarovani [Гогочури Г. и др. 
2007:60-61]. 

15. Tofi-oli. Suabrinjaos xanis yor
Ranuli samarxi da kulturuli fena [Ram
baSiZe i. 2004].	

16. kviracxoveli (saTixis Rele). gvi
anbrinjao–adrerkinis xanis samarovani 
[Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1981:57-62; Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др. 1982:29-30; Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1985:34-
35; Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1986:21-22].		

17. kvirikiani (sof. Wobisxevi). gvian
brinjao _ adrerkrinis xanis kulturu
li fena [RambaSiZe o. 1969:18-20]. 	

18. kodiani. Suabrinjaos xanis yorRa
nuli samarxi [RambaSiZe i. da sxv. 2004 b]. 

19. larebi. ax.w. I saukunis spilenZis, 
vercxlis da Tixis WurWlis koleqcia 
[nioraZe g. 1944:216].	  

20. maWarwyali. gvianbrinjao_ad
rerkinis xanis samarovani [Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др. 1984:30; Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1986:27-
28]. 	

21. mzeTamze. adrebrinjaos, gvian
brinjao-adrerkinis da antikuri xanis 
samarovani [Насидзе Г. и др. 1995:101-103; 
Насидзе Г. и др. 1997:89-91]. 	

22. mitarbi.  gvianbrinjaos xanis niv
Tebis koleqcia [nioraZe g. 1944:194].	

23. moliTi (cixe). kremaciuli urnebi 
(savaraudod Zv.w. VIII-V ss.) [CubiniSvili 
t. da sxv. 1965:8]. 	

24. moliTi (jalili). brinjaos xanis 
yorRani da nagebobebi [RambaSiZe i. da 
sxv. 2004 a, b].

25. moliTi. Suabrinjaos xanis yorRa
nuli samarxebi [RambaSiZe i. da sxv. 2003 b]. 

26. rveli (banisxevi). gvianbrinja
o-adrerkinis da aqemeniduri xanis sa
marovani [nioraZe g. 1944:182; RambaSiZe 
o. 1971:42-44; RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 1972:21; 
Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1973:37-39; Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др. 1981:57-73].	

27. saTixe. sameTuneo saxelosnos naS
Ti [RambaSiZe o. 1969:18-20]. 	

28. sakire (sanacreebi). elinisturi 
xanis samarovani [RambaSiZe i. da sxv. 2007 
a, b]. 

29. sakire. gvianbrinjaos xanis namo
saxlari da samarovani  [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 
1986:31-36].

30. sakoWavi (bakurianis andeziti). 
qvis, brinjaos da antikuri xanis kultu
ruli fenebi. qvisa da metalurgiuli sa
xelosnoebis naSTebi [RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 
1972:20-21]. 	

31. slesis cixe. samarxi-qvayuTe
bi (periodi daudgenelia) [nioraZe g. 
1944:219].  

32. tabawyuri. Suabrinjaos xanis 
yorRanuli samarxebi da didi raodeno
biT (112 kg.) brinjaos wida [nioraZe g. 
1944:195-196; Жоржикашвили Л. и др. 1974:26-
27].	

33. timoTesubani  (qvevrebis seri). 
antikuri xanis ormosamarxi, parTiis me
fis orod II-is monetiT [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 
1987:31].	

34. qvabisxevi. gvianbrinjaos xanis 
kremaciuli urna-qoTnebi da brinjaos 
nivTebis da Tixis WurWlis koleqcia [ni
oraZe g.  1944:186]. 	

35. quruxeTi (Wobisxevi). antiku
ri xanis nagebobebi da kulturuli fe
na [Насидзе Г. и др. 1980:292-294; Насидзе Г. 
1981:184].	

36. qciis mindori (sof. tabawyur
Tan). Zv.w. VII-V ss. namosaxlari [RambaSiZe 
i. 2004 a].

37. Ritoras miwebi. Suabrinjaos xa
nis samarxi [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1984:21].	

38. yvibisi. brinjaos xanis nivTebis 
koleqcia [nioraZe g. 1944:183]. 	

39. CiTaxevi (CiTaxevis miwebi). ad
rebrinjaos da gvianbrinjao-adrerki
nis xanis samarovani [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 
1973:37-40; Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1976:51-52; 
Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1974: 22-26].	

40. cemi. brinjaos xanis nivTebis ko
leqcia [nioraZe g. 1944:187].	
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41. waRveri. brinjaos xanis namosax
lari, samarovani da metalurgiuli saxe
losno [nioraZe g. 1944:174_179].

adigenis raioni (tab. I)

1. amxeris gora (sof. lelovanTan). 
paleoliTis, neoliTis, adrebrinjaos da 
gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis xanis kultu
ruli fenebi. Zv.w. VII-VI ss. samarovnis naS
Ti [Гамбашидзе О. и др. 1995:54; Гамбашидзе 
О. и др. 1997:47].	

2. benara. brinjaos xanis kulturuli 
fena [Бибилури Т. и др. 1987:35-36].	

3. varxani (sabuzara). zikuratis ti
pis Senoba da sxva nagebobaTa naSTebi 
[Гамбашидзе О. и др. 1995:53-54].	

4. ude. gvianbrinjaos xanis ganZi 
[Чубинишвили Т. и др. 1957:116-117].	

5. farexa (farexas gora). adrebrinja
os xanis namosaxlari [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 
1981:63].

6. yanobili. eneoliTis da adrebrin
jaos xanis namosaxlari. gvianbrinjaos 
xanis kulturuli fena (Пхакадзе Г. и др. 
1982:20-21].	

7. xevaSeni. gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis 
xanis samarovani [Гамбашидзе О. и др. 1995:53-
54].	

axlcixis raioni (tab. III)

1. amiranis gora (axalcixe). adreb
rinjaos xanis namosaxlari da samarovani 
[CubiniSvili t. 1963].	

2. awyuri. gvianbrinjao-adrerkinis 
xanis nivTebis koleqcia. antikuri xanis 
namosaxlari (naqalaqari) da samarova
ni [nioraZe g. 1944:196; liCeli v. da sxv. 
1997:20; liCeli v. 2000:108-110].	

3. boSa_maila. (axalcixe). adrebrin
jaosa da gvianbrinjaos xanis kulturu
li fena [Квижинадзе К. 1986:29].	

4. buza. brinjaos xanis samarxi-qvayu
Ti [nioraZe g. 1944:220].	

5. zikilia. sxvadasxva periodis kul
turuli fenebi [nioraZe g. 1944:220].	

6. klde. gvianantikuri xanis  namosax
lari da samarovani [RambaSiZe i. da sxv. 
2007 a, b]. 

7. lodobana. eneoliTis, adrebrinja
os, Suabrinjaosa da gvianbrinjaos xanis 
kulturuli fenebi. antikuri xanis sama
rovani [dedabriSvili S. 1963:17-19]. 	

8. musxi. adrebrinjaos xanis kul
turuli fena (skolis ezo, fuRis mTa).  
brinjaos xanis namosaxlari (maWixeTi) 
[Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1982: 30].	

9. orWosani. adrebrinjaos da Suab
rinjaos xanis namosaxlari. gvainanti
kuri xanis samarovani [baramiZe m. da sxv. 
2007; orjonikiZe al. 2005:69-73; Пхакадзе 
Г. 2004:120-121].	

10. fersa. Zveli qvis xanis nivTebis  
koleqcia [gabunia m. 2000:79].	

11. wnisi. antikuri da elinisturi xa
nis samarovani [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1984:20; 
Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1985: 33-35; Квижинадзе К. 
1987:32-35].	

12. Worati. Zveli qvis xanis Ria sad
gomi. antikuri xanis samarovani [gabunia 
m. 2006:17-19; baramiZe m. 2005].	

13. xaki (cixis yeli). Zveli qvis xanis 
koleqcia. adresamiwaTmoqmedo kultu
ris xanis gora-namosxlari [Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др. 1980:78-85].	

14. julRa. Suabrinjaos xanis nivTe
bis koleqcia [Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1984:18-
21].

aspinZis raioni (tab. II)

1. agara. eneoliTisa da urartuli pe
riodis namosaxlari [Чубинишвили Т.  и др. 
1957: 120-121].

2. aspinZa (kulturis saxli). elinis
turi xanis qvevrsamarxebi [RambaSiZe o. 
da sxv. 2004:47].

3. aspinZa (lodovani). Suabrinjaos 
xanis yorRanuli samarxebi [jafariZe o.  
da sxv. 1981:17].

4. axCia. Suabrinjaos xanis  yorRanu
li samarxebi [jafariZe o. da sxv. 1981:19-
78].   
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5. axCiis gadasaxedi. Suabrinjaos xa
nis yorRanuli samarxi [RambaSiZe o da 
sxv. 2004:46-47].	

6. berTayanebi (keTileTi, berTayana, 
koJrebi). adrebrinjaos xanis namosaxla
ri. Suabrinjaos xanis yorRanuli samar
xebi [jafariZe o. da sxv. 1981:78-98].

7. zveli (rabaTi, sayrdiyanebi, koS
kebi, goxebi). Suabrinjaos xanis  yorRa
nuli samarxebi. adrebrinjaos da gvian
brinjaos xanis namosaxlari da kultur
li fenebi [Гамбашидзе О. и др. 1979:22-26; 
Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1980:78-85; Гамбашидзе  О. 
и др. 1981:57-62; Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1985:35-
36; RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 2004:44-45].	

8. zeda Tmogvi. adrebrinjaos xanis 
namosaxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20].         

9. Toki (cixis yeli) adrebrinja
os, Suabrinjaos da gvianbrinjaos xanis 
kulturuli fenebi [RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 
2004:50; Гамбашидзе О. и др. 1997:46].    

10. niala (dumeila, pokuaanT koJrebi, 
yaCaRebi). Suabrinjaos xanis yorRanuli 
samarxebi [jafariZe o. da sxv. 1981:108-
135]. adrebrinjaos xanis namosaxlarebi 
(dumeilasa da gelass Soris da nialasa da 
lepiss Soris) [orjonikiZe al. 2000:18].

11. oqroyana (varZia-miraSxnis gzaze). 
Suabrinjaos xanis yorRanuli samarxebi 
[Гамбашидзе  О. и др. 1991: 32-33; RambaSiZe o. 
da sxv. 2004:45-46].	

12. saro (berbukebi, cixiayela, wera
kunta, odisebi, wyalsaqaCi). gvianbrin
jaosa da elinisturi xanis samarovani, 
adrebrinjaosa da gvianbrinjaos xanis 
kulturuli fenebi. savaraudod yor
Ranuli samarxebi [RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 
2000:115-184; RambaSiZe o. da sxv. 2004:47-
50].	

13. xizabavra (Taobebi, varanta). yor
Ranuli gorasamarxebi [RambaSiZe o. da 
sxv. 2004:50]. 

14. WaWkrebi_nakaloebi. Suab
rinjaos xanis yorRanuli samarxe
bi [jafariZe o. da sxv.1981:98-135]. 

axalqalaqis raioni (tab. II)
1. axalqalaqi I-V. Zveli qvis xanis sad

gomebi [grigolia g. 1961:17-18; grigolia 
g. 1965:5-15; gabunia m. 2004:5-7].

2. axalqalaqis amiranis gora. Zveli 
qvis xanis koleqcia. adrebrinjaos xanis 
namosaxlari [gabunia m. 2000:77-79; gabu
nia m. 2004:5-6; CubiniSvili t. 1963:11-15].      

3. bavra (farduli, mRvime). zeda pa
leoliTisa da mezoliTis xanis sadgome
bi [Габуния М. 1987: 15-16; Габуния М. 1995:5-7; 
Габуния М. и др. 1984:4-5].	

4. baraleTi (grZeli goxi, sirgvi, sa
yaraulo mTa, nacargora, amaRlebis go
ra). adrebrinjaos xanis namosaxlarebi. 
gvianbrinjaos xanis kulturuli fe
nebi [RambaSiZe o. 1969:18-20; lafaCi c. 
2000:103-107]. 	

5. gandegilis mRvime (sof. bavrasa da 
xulgumos Soris). Zveli qvis (mustie) da 
mezoliTis xanis sadgomebi. adrebrin
jaos xanis kulturuli fena [Габуния М. 
1997:13-14; gabunia m. 2004:5]	

6. dankala (jiuTmalas gora). adreb
rinjaosa da Suabrinjaos xanis kultu
ruli fenebi [RambaSiZe o. 1969:20].

7. diliska. Zveli qvis xanis koleqcia 
[gabunia m. 2000:77] 	

8. zresi. adrebrinjaos xanis gorana
mosxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20].	

9. karwaxi. adrebrinjaos xanis gora
namosaxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20].           

10. koTelia. adrebrinjaos xanis na
mosaxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20]. 	

11. kumurdo. Zveli qvis xanis  (mus
tie) koleqcia [grigolia g. 1961:17-18].	

12. murji. Zv.w. VIII–V ss. samarxi da 
kultruli fena [CubiniSvili t. da sxv. 
1965:8-11].

13. okami (wiTeli gora, hasan-Cau). ad
rebrinjaos, Suabrinjaos, gvianbrijaos 
da elinisturi xanis kulturuli fene
bi. elinisturi xanis samarxi [RambaSiZe 
o. 1969:18-20; jafariZe o. da sxv. 1981:140-
143].	

14. ptena. Zv.w. VI-IV ss. nivTebis koleq
cia [Чубинишвили Т. и др. 1957:126].	
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15. CunCxa. adrebrinjaos xanis namo
saxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20]. 	

16. xulgumo (WaWkari). Zv.w. XV‑XIV ss. 
yorRanuli samarxebi  [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 
1978:25].	   

ninowmindis raioni (tab. III)

1. avCalgioli (ganZa _ eStias gzaze). 
yorRanuli samarxebi [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 
1978:25]	

2. gondrio. adrebrinjaos xanis namo
saxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20].	

3. digaSeni I-V (sof. xoreniasa da jig
raSens Soris). adrebrinjaos da gvian
brinjaos xanis namosaxlarebi da samaro
vani [orjonikiZe al. 1997:6; orjonikiZe 
al. 2000:16-20; Орджоникидзе А. 1995:82]. 	

4. kondura (surb-sari). adrebrinjao
sa da gvianbrinjaos xanis namosaxlarebi 
[orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-20].	

5. maRaraderesi. qvis xanis mRvimeebi 
[qiqoZe z. da sxv. 1978:23-25].	

6. patara xorenia. adrebrinjaos xa
nis namosaxlari [orjonikiZe al. 2000:16-
20].   

7. rodionovka (kioundaRi, iniakda
Ri). paleoliTis, mezoliTisa da neoli
Tis xanis sadgomebi da saxelosno [qiqoZe 
z. da sxv. 1978:20].	

8. rodionovka-fokis gza. yorRanu
li samarxebi [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 1978:25].	

9. saTxe. adrebrinjaos xanis namosax
lari da yorRani [orjonikiZe al. 1997:7].     

10. tambovka (Saori, yure). qvisa da ad
resamiwaTmoqmedo kulturis xanis niv
Tebis koleqcia [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 1978:19-
20].

11. faravani I. qvis xanis iaraRebis ko
leqcia   [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 1978:20-23].	       

12. faravani II. gvianmezoliTisa da 
ukeramiko neoliTis xanis nivTebis ko
leqcia [qiqoZe z. da sxv. 1978:25].		

13. faravani. Suabrinjaos xanis yor
Ranuli samarxebi [Жоржикашвили Л. и др. 
1974:26-27; gogaZe el. 1980:42-045].	

14. faravani. Suabrinjaosa da adre
yorRanuli xanis yorRanuli samarxebi 
[Kvavadze E. and oth. 2007:97-107].

15. qaCal-gora. yorRanuli samarxebi 
[jafariZe o. da sxv. 1981:16].	

16. Wiqiani. Zveli qvis xanis nivTebis 
koleqcia. [Кикодзе З. 1986:55-64; gabunia m. 
2000:77].   

17. jigraSeni (sof. jigraSenisa da 
patara xorenias mimdebare teritoria.) 
Zv.w. XV-XIV ss. yorRanebi da qvayriliani 
ormosamarxebi [orjonikiZe al. 1997:6].
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ilustraciebis aRweriloba:
tab. I – borjomis da adigenis raionebis rukebi.
tab. II – axalcixisa da ninowmindis raionebis rukebi. 

tab. III –  aspinZisa da axalqalaqis raionebis rukebi.

pirobiTi niSnebi

 - samarovnebi da samarxebi

 - yorRanuli samarxebi

 - namosaxlarebi da nagebobebi

- sawarmoo naSTebi

 - kulturuli fenebi

- arqeologiuri koleqciebi

 - ganZebi
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dRes anTropologia mecnierebis erT-
erTi yvelaze mniSvnelovan da aqtualur 
dargad iTvleba. is aerTianebs fizikur, 
socialursa da kulturul, var. soci
okulturul anTropologias, moicavs 
mecnierebis iseT dargebs rogoric aris 
anTropologiuri lingvistika, arqeo
logia, eTnologia da sxv. aRniSnuli mec
nierebebi emsaxureba anTropologiis 
saboloo mizans _ Seiswavlos  adamiani 
yovelmxriv rogorc fizikurad, ise so
cialur da kulturul WrilSi. anTropo
logiuri kvleva samedicino aspeqtebsac 
gulisxmobs, rac erTiandeba mecnierebis 
ukve damoukidebel dargSi, romelsac sa
medicino anTropologia ewodeba. samedi
cino anTropologia Seiswavlis adamianis 
janmrTelobasa da daavadebas, janmrTe
lobis dacvis sistemas, bunebriv da so
ciokulturul garemosTan adamianis bi
okulturul adaptacias. samedicino an
Tropologia gansakuTrebul yuradRebas 
amaxvilebs medicinis sociokulturul 
aspeqtebze, radgan `daavadeba da mkurna
loba mxolod abstraqtulad aris sufTa 
biologiuri procesi... sad gaxda avad ada
miani, ra saxis daavadeba Seeyara mas da ra 
saxis mkurnaloba sWirdeba, xSirad ganpi
robebulia socialuri faqtorebiT~ [Lie
ban R. 1977:15]. 

adamianis da, saerTod, sazogadoebis 
cxovrebis wesi, bevrad aris damokidebu
li adamianis janmrTelobis mdgomareoba
ze, daavadebaTa gavrcelebis intensivo
baze. Tundac ra rols TamaSobs daavadeba 
ekologiur da evoluciur procesebSi, 
aseve adamianis mier samyaros aRqmaSi, so
cialuri sistemebis SeqmnaSi, sociokul
turuli Rirebulebebis CamoyalibebaSi... 
Tu samedicino anTropologias am kuTxiT 
SevxedavT, davinaxavT, rom igi ikvlevs ara 
mxolod adamianis janmrTelobis mdgoma

reobas sazogadoebaSi, daavadebis gamom
wvev mizezebs, mkurnalobis saSualebebsa 
da Sedegebs, aramed mTel sazogadoebas, 
mis samedicino aspeqtebs _  medicinas, 
rogorc socialur movlenas.  

samedicino anTropologiis kvlevis 
sfero kidev ufro farTo da mniSvnelova
nia, radgan mas daavadeba ainteresebs ro
gorc fenomeni, romelsac SeuZlia gavle
na iqonios sociokulturul movlenebsa 
da procesebze, sazogadoebis istoriul 
ganviTarebaze. 

dRes ukve dadgenili faqtia, rom da
avadebaTa gavrcelebam, epidemiebma mniS
vnelovani roli iTamaSa sazogadoebis 
ganviTarebis procesSi. aris mosazreba, 
rom tropikuli malariis gavrcelebis 
arealma garkveuli gavlena iqonia  indo
evropuli tomebis pirveladi adgilsacx
ovrisis teritoriis SerCevaze evraziaSi 
[Харрисон Дж., Уайнер Дж., Тэннер Дж., Барникот 
Н., Рейнолдс В. 1970:570;  Гамкрелидзе Т.,  Иванов 
Вяч.  1984: 915-916]. aseve garkveuli isto
riuli movlenebi daavadebebiT iyo gan
pirobebuli. cnobilia, rom peloponesis 
omis dros aTenSi Zv.w. 429  wels epidemiam 
ifeTqa. dRemde gaurkvevelia Tu ra epide
mia iyo: Savi Wiri, malaria, yvavili Tu sxv.  
am epidemiam mniSvnelovani roli iTamaSa 
omis msvlelobaSi da manve Seiwira aTe
nelTa cnobili mxedarTmTavari perikle. 
miiCneven, rom 1167 wels romi swored ma
lariis epidemiam ixsna fridrix barba
rosas Tavdasxmisagan. romis kedlebTan 
mimdgar germanelTa jarSi malaria gav
rcelebula da germanelebi iZulebulebi 
gamxdaran ukan daexiaT. bevri aseTi maga
liTis moyvana SeiZleba imis saCveneblad, 
Tu ra rols TamaSobs daavadeba sazoga
doebis ganviTarebis istoriaSi.  

samedicino anTropologiuri kvle
visTvis gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba eni

 nino mindaZe

samedicino anTropologiuri kvlevis perspeqtiva  
Zveli kolxeTis magaliTze
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Weba  istoriul wyaroebs. arqeologiuri, 
werilobiTi Tu eTnografiuli monace
mebis gareSe SeuZlebeli iqneboda Zveli 
sazogadoebebis samedicino kulturis 
Seswavla, daavadebisa Tu medicinis ro
lis garkveva Zvel kulturebSi. swored 
arqeologebis, anTropologebisa da pa
leopaTologebis  erToblivi kvlevis Se
degad dadginda uZvelesi saxis daavade
bani, gamovlinda  mkurnalobis uZvelesi 
saSualebani: Tavis qalis trepanacia Tu 
sxva. am mxriv saqarTveloSic aris kvle
va Catarebuli. miRebulia mniSvnelovani 
daskvnebi. samedicino TvalsazrisiT Ses
wavlilia kraniologiuri da osteologi
uri masala, gamovlenilia paTologiebi, 
mkurnalobis meTodebi,  aris cda samedi
cino kultebis dadgenisa. aRniSnuli sa
kiTxebis kvlevaSi qarTvel arqeologeb
Tan erTad gansakuTrebuli damsaxureba 
miuZRviT  anTropologebsa da paleopa
Tologebs.

daavadebebma, gansakuTrebiT ki epi
demiebma, ra Tqma unda,  garkveuli ro
li qarTveli xalxis istoriaSic iTamaSa, 
gansakuTrebiT ki migraciul procesebSi, 
magram es sakiTxi seriozuli kvlevis sa
gani jerjerobiT ar yofila. saqarTve
los istoriis am aspeqtiT kvleva ki per
speqtiulia da vfiqrobT  mniSvnelovan 
Sedegebs moitans. 

`Zveli kolxeTis biogeogaremos weri
lobiTi da arqeologiuri mimoxilvidan 
naTlad Cans, rom biogeogaremom wamyvani 
roli iTamaSa kolxeTis istoriuli ganvi
Tarebis procesSi. kolxeTi mTebiTa da da 
zRviT kargad SemosazRvruli  istoriul
-geografiuli regioni iyo, rac geopol
tikurad garkveul bunebriv damcav ares 
qmnida. noyieri niadagi, mravalferovani 
reliefi, zomieri klimati, hidroresur
sebis simravle, madneulis siuxve, flo
ris da faunis mravalsaxeoba sazogadoe
bis progresisTvis karg safuZvels iZleo
da. upiratesad ki amaze aris damokidebu
li sazogadoebis sameurneo-ekonomikuri, 
demografiuli, fiziologiur-fsiqiku

ri, inteleqtualur-teqnikuri, savaWro-
komunikaciuri, geopoltikur-strategi
uli, sulier-kulturuli ganviTarebis 
maRali done~ [gamyreliZe g. 1993:41].   

imavdroulad `Zveli kolxeTis isto
riul ganviTarebaSi angariSgasawevia zo
gierTi faqtor-komponentis uaryofiTi 
mxare... dasavleT kolxeTis Waobianoba 
iwvevda sxvadasxva daavadebas, rac... uar
yofiTad imoqmedebda mosaxleobis gam
ravlebaze~ [gamyreliZe g. 1993:40].  

amgvarad, biogeogaremo xSir SemTxve
vaSi  ama Tu im daavadebis xelSemwyobia. 
erT-erTi aseTi _ malariaa, romelic spe
cifikur garemoSi, kerZod ki Waobian ad
gilebSi mcxovreb sazogadoebaSi vrcel
deba. malarias geografiuli garemos daa
vadebadac miiCneven [Бродель Ф. 2002:71].  

malaria saqarTveloSi farTod  gav
rcelebuli endemuri daavadebaa. igi uZ
velesi droidan gvxvdeba kolxeTis dab
lobze, sadac malariis saukeTeso xelSem
wyobi pirobebi iyo.  `...kolxeTis es zona 
(igulisxmeba zRvis sanapiro zoli n.m.) 
...uaxloes warsulSi malariis budes war
moadgenda. unda vifiqroT, rom aseTive 
iyo igi holocenis yvela transgresiul 
monakveTze~ [xaxutaiSvili d. 1995:19].   

uZvelesi werilobiTi informacia sa
qarTvelos teritoriaze  malariiT daa
vadebulTa Sesaxeb hipokrates ekuTvnis: 
`...xolo vinc  fasisSi cxovrobs, maT Se
saxeb [Semdegi maqvs saTqmeli]: es qveyana 
Waobiania, Tbili da tyiani. wlis yovel 
dros iq xSiri wvimebi modis. adamianebs 
sacxovrebeli WaobebSi aqvT, da [maTi] xi
sa da lerwmis saxlebi wyalzea gamarTu
li. isini cotas dadian fexiT qalaqebsa 
da navTsadgurebSi, aramed dacuraven 
aRma-daRma erT xeSi amoRebuli navebiT, 
radgan arxebi bevria. isini svamen Tbilsa 
da damdgar wyals mzisagan dampals da wvi
misagan adidebuls. TviTon fasisi ki yve
la mdinareTa Soris yvelaze ufro dinjia 
da Zalian mdored miedineba. ...wylebisagan 
am qveyanas didi nisli adgas. am mizezebis 
gamoa, rom fasiselebs sxva adamianebTan 
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SedarebiT didad gansxvavebuli Sesaxe
daoba aqvT: tanad didebi arian, sisqiT _ 
metismetad sqelebi; arc erTs ar emCneva 
arc saxsari da arc ZarRvi; kani ki yviTeli 
aqvT, TiTqos siyviTle sWirdeT. lapara
koben adamianTa Soris yvelaze boxi xmiT, 
[radgan] sufTa haeriT ki ar sunTqaven ara
med notioT da nestianiT; xolo imisaTvis, 
rom sxeuls jafa miayenon, Zalian zarma
cebi arian~ [yauxCiSvili T. 1965:45,47].   hi
pokrate aRwers kolxeTis biogeogaremos 
da am konteqstSi warmogvidgens fasisis 
auzSi mcxovrebTa anTropologiur saxes, 
konstituciur tips. magram  ratomRac 
arafers ambobs aq gavrcelebuli daavade
bis Sesaxeb. hipokrates cnobis komentari 
ekuTvnis T. yauxCiSvils, romelic Semdeg
nairad xsnis zemoaRniSnul garemoebas _ 
`rogor axasiaTebs fasiselebs hipokrate 
_ isini tanmaRlebi, msuqnebi da CayviT
lebulebi arian. laparakoben boxi xmiT, 
sagangebod aris  aRniSnuli maTi sizarma
ce. siyviTle, Cans, imaTi iqna SemCneuli, 
visac malaria sWirda da aseTi bevri iqne
boda WaobebSi mcxovrebTagan. rac Seexeba 
metismet simsuqnesa  da sizarmaces, amaze 
Wirs raimes Tqma, radgan qarTveli xal
xi da miT umetes dasavleT saqarTvelos 
mosaxleoba, Tavisi sisxartiTa da sicqvi
tiT aris ganTqmuli. SesaZloa hipokra
tes metismetad msuqani (an dasiebuli) da 
zarmaci isev avadmyofebi eCvenen, romle
bic mas, rogorc eqims, uTuod ufro ain
teresebda, vidre janRoniT savse mSrome
li xalxi, romlis dakvirvebis saSualeba 
eqims naklebad eqneboda~ [yauxCiSvili T. 
1965:21]. amgvarad, T. yauxCiSvili hipokra
tes cnobas kolxeTis dablobze malariis 
gavrcelebis dasturad miiCnevs.

amave cnobis safuZvelze, medicinis 
istorikosi m. Sengelia gansxvavebul mo
sazrebas gamoTqvams: `bunebrivia, aRiZ
vreba sakiTxi _ ra daavadebasTan an daa
vadebis ra endemur kerasTan unda hqono
da saqme hipokrates?  is xom im drois ga
moCenili eqimi iyo, romelic malariasa da 
mis klinikas kargad icnobda. amitom, unda 

vifiqroT, Zveli kolxeTis  mcxovrebTa 
aRwerisas is am suraTs malariasa da mala
riul anemias daukavSirebda, magram Cans,  
hipokrate ar Tvlis mas malariul `siy
viTled~ anu malariul anemiad. igi ara
fers ambobs malariuli `cieb-cxelebis~ 
Sesaxebac, romelic Tan axlavs am daava
debas da advilad gamosacnobs xdis mas.  
es daavadeba arc epidemiuri siyviTlea, 
amas TviT hipokrate gamoricxavs. cxadia, 
rom igi hipokratesTvis naklebad  cnobi
li daavadebaa, da albaT iseTi daavadeba, 
romelic saerTod imdroindeli medici
nisaTvis naklebad  cnobili  da gamouvli
nebeli  iyo. 

Cven vfiqrobT, rom hipokrates Tavis  
zemoxsenebuli aRwerilobiT,  mocemuli 
aqvs  ankilostomidozis endemuri kera. 
ankilostomidozi uZvelesi daavadebaa, 
magram XIX saukunis  bolomde Seuswav
leli iyo, Tumca, rogorc aRniSnaven, am 
daavadebis  calkeuli niSnebi asaxvas po
ulobda TviT hipokrates, galenis, avice
nasa da sxvaTa SromebSi, magram TviT daa
vadeba, rogorc nozologiuri erTeuli, 
am daavadebis arsi, maTTvis ucnobi iyo” 
[Sengelia m. 1966:56].

marTlac sinteresoa, ratom arafers 
ambobs hipokrate fasisis auzSi gavrce
lebuli daavadebis Sesaxeb.  hipokrate ma
lariiT daavadebulebs, rom aRwers, saeW
vo ar aris. rogorc vTqviT, malaria kol
xeTis dablobze uZvelesi droidan  iyo 
gavrcelebuli da  XX saukunis I meoTxed
Sic dasavleT saqarTvelos baris mTeli 
rigi regionebis  mosaxleobas safrTxes 
uqmnida.  amas aRniSnavs TiTqmis yvela 
ucxoeli, romelic dasavleT saqarTve
los am regionebSi moxvedrila. maT Soris 
aRsaniSnavia XIX s-is mecnierisa da mogza
uris karl  koxis cnoba, romelic Zalian 
axlos dgas  hipokrates monacemebTan. igi  
Semdegnairad aRwers aq gavrcelebuli 
daavadebis simptomebs da daavadebasac 
malariad miiCnevs _ `cieba aq (igulis
xmeba foTi - n.m.) da nikolaiSi (SekveTili 
-Nn.m.)... yvelaze saSiSi mteria, foTSi es na
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wilobriv adgilmdebareobiTac aixsneba. 
mis garSemo niadagi Waobiania. garda amisa, 
zRvidan uberavs qari, romelsac gamoaqvs 
mavne anaorTqliT gaJRenTili notio hae
ri... visac es avadmyofoba Seipyrobs, mTe
li Tavisi siZlieriT, xSirad misi pirve
live Setevis msxverpli xdeba. Cven iseTi 
SemTxvevis mowmeni  viyaviT, rom xSirad 
ver vansxvavebdiT Tu ra Wirda adamians, 
epilefsia Tu cxelebisagan Semcivneba, 
radgan kidurebi ucaxcaxebdaT. isini ki, 
visac am  avadmyofobis mwvave forma ara  
aqvT, TandaTanobiT ixocebian. xSirad 
SexvdebiT Sesiebul, fermkrTal, CayviT
lebul saxeebs, romlebic gare samyaros 
mimarT indeferentulebi arian. maTi ga
mometyveleba odnavadac ar icvleba: far
To fosoebidan usicocxlo Tvalebi iyu
reba, xelebi ukankalebT, siaruli uWirT” 
[koxi k., spenseri o. 1981:168].  koxi aSkarad 
ganasxvavebs ciebis or formas:  `mwvavesa~ 
da `aramwvaves~, am ukanasknelis simptome
bi ki, rogorc vxedavT, msgavsia hipokra
tes mier aRweril fasiselTa garegnuli 
niSnebisa. amgvarad, unda vigulisxmoT, 
rom am SemTxvevaSi hipokratem naxa `aram
wvave~, qronikuli  ciebiT daavadebulni. 
niSandoblivia, rom malariis sxvadasxva 
formebi aRwerilia Sua saukuneebis qar
Tul samedicino xelnawerebSi da aRniS
nulia  malariis zogierTi formis xan
grZlivobis Sesaxebac  _ `ese cxro egebis 
orsa weliwadsaca ar gaeyaros~ [qananeli 
1940:131]. zogierTi formis simptomebi, 
romlis Sesaxeb cnobebs samedicino dar
gis specialistebi gvawvdian, savsebiT 
emTxveva hipokrates aRwerilobas. `avad
myofi uxalisodaa, (igulisxmeba mala
riiT daavadebuli n.m.) mowyenilia, mada 
dakarguli aqvs  (`naRvlianad iyos amis 
patroni~ ... `saubari ar moundebodes, da 
arca moundebodes saWamadi~) [qananeli, 
1940:124], `ara hnebavs mas kacsa saZraxavi 
da arca moundebis saWamadi~ [fanasker
tel-ciciSvili z. 1950:397]. `sulis Se
viwreba mwoved eqnebis~ [bagrationi d. 
1938:492])... viTardeba anemia da siyviTle 

(`Tvalsa TeTri gauyviTldes...Tavi su
buqad edgas~) [qananeli, 1940:124]), rasac  
mosdevs organizmis saerTo dasusteba da 
sxeulis SeSupeba (`zogjer xelni da fer
xni  gausivden~) [fanaskertel-ciciSvili 
z. 1950:397] [abulaZe s.,  baqraZe t. 1960:20]. 

malariis `aramwvave~ formis e.w. Cumi 
ciebis Sesaxeb cnobas gvawvdis iul. lo
mouri: `CvenSi gavrcelebuli yofila e.w. 
Cumi cieba, ciebis qronikuli forma, ro
desac cieba aSkarad ar mJRavndeba, Cumad 
aris sxeulSi gayuCebuli da farulad 
mimdinareobs~ [lomouri iul. 1925:63]. ci
ebis erT-erTi garTuleba wyalmanki iyo, 
romelic daavadebulis SeSupebas iwvevda 
da malariis garTulebuli, SeasaZlebe
lia qronikuli  formis sxva simptomeb
Tan erTad, savsebiT emTxveva hipokrates 
mier aRweril fazisis auzis mosaxleobis 
daavadebuli nawilis garegnul niSnebs. 
amgvarad, kolxeTis dablobze specifiku
ri biogeografiuli garemos gamo ZvelTa
ganve gavrcelebuli iyo  malariis mwvave  
da aramwvave,  qronikuli formebi. am uka
nasknels qarTveli xalxi, rogorc Cans, 
Cum ciebas uwodebda. cieba  daRs asvamda 
kolxeTis dablobis mosaxleobis  gareg
nobas da ara marto garegnobas, malarias, 
romelic aTeuli saukuneebis manZilze 
kolxeTis dablobis problemas warmoad
genda ar SeiZleba kvali ar daetovebina am 
arealSi mosaxle sazogadoebis cxovreba
ze. samedicino anTropologiuri kvlevis 
safuZvelze miCneulia, rom kulturul 
modelSi, sadac malaria aris gavrcele
buli, sazogadoebis ganviTareba `malari
is kontrolis qveS mimdinareobs [Packard R., 
Brown P. 1997:187], e.i. malaria aregulirebs  
sazogadoebis cxovrebis wess. isic aRsa
niSnavia, rom malaria, qinaqinis aRmoCenis 
Semdeg, epidemiebis saxiT naklebad das
turdeba da, ra Tqma unda,  misi gavlenac 
`kulturul modelebSi~  naklebad Cans. 

ra roli iTamaSa  malariam qarTvelTa 
cxovrebaSi? es sakiTxi jer-jerobiT Ses
wavlili ar aris, magram garkveuli mosaz
rebebi gamoTqmulia. sayuradRebod mig
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vaCnia kavkasiis saimperatoro samedicino 
sazogadoebis wevris eqimisa da samedici
no geografiis specialistis i. pantiuxo
vis mosazreba. man 1899 wels gamoaqveyna 
naSromi `malariis gavlena kavkasiis ko
lonizaciaze~, sadac aRniSna, rom kavkasi
is `yelis~ mosaxleobas: kolxebs, lazebs, 
abazebs, svanebsa Tu sxvebs uZvelesi dro
idan Tavs esxmoda sxvadasxva xalxi da es 
xalxi, cota Tu didi xnis manZilze gar
kveul rols TamaSobda  maT cxovrebaSi.  
`magram,   rom ar SevexoT qvisa da brinja
os epoqebs~, wers igi,  `istoriul period
Si am Tavdasxmebma kavkasiis  eTnografia
ze gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobis gavlena  
ar moaxdina. Savi zRvis auzSi, mimdinare 
saukuneSic (igulisxmeba XIX s. - Nn.m.) ki 
cxovroben iseTive kolxebi, lazebi, aba
zebi, svanebi...  rogorebic cxovrobdnen 
herodotes dros da kidev ufro adre.  ar
meniis zeganze cxovroben iseTive somxebi, 
qurTebi, TiTqmis iseTive mdgomareobaSi 
da iseTive sacxovreblebSi, rogorc aR
werili aqvs qsenofontes.  erT-erTi mniS
vnelovani mizezi kavkasieli aborigenuli 
mosaxleobis gamZleobisa  da saimedo dam
xmare ucxoel dampyroblebTan brZola
Si  iyo kavkasiis mTel nayofier velebze 
mZvinvare malaria~ [Пантюхов И. 1899:52]. Se
iZleba Seedavo avtors kavkasiis mosaxle
obis tradiciuli yofis konservatulo
bis Sesaxeb, magram malariam rom garkveu
li roli iTamaSa am mosaxleobis istoria
Si,  marTebulobas moklebuli ar aris, miT 
umetes, rom aq laparakia erT-erT da ara 
erTaderT da ZiriTad mizezze, romelic 
malarias ukavSirdeba. faqtia, rom XIX 
saukuneSic ki SavizRvispira regionebSi 
ucxoelebs cxovreba metad uWirdaT, ra
zec sxva mraval magaliTTan erTad, mety
velebs SekveTilSi (sankt-nikolai)  myofi 
rusi oficris mier karl koxisadmi mice
muli rCeva: `vinc qalaq sankt-nikolaiSi 
fexis Semodgmas gabedavs igi uvnebeli ve
Rar dabrundeba ukan. saCqarod gaecaleT 
aqaurobas, myral adgils, romelsac oxSi

vari asdis da sxeulSi sikvdilis Canasaxs 
Tesavs~ [koxi k., speneri o. 1981:180-181]. 

malariis gavlenis kvali aSkarad Cans 
kolxeTis dablobis mosaxleobis  yofiT 
kulturaze. am kuTxiT sainteresoa saqar
TveloSi, gansakuTrebiT ki Savi zRvispi
ra regionis mosaxleobisaTvis damaxasia
Tebeli erTi uZvelesi wesi, romelsac pi
robiTad momTabareobas uwodeben. es wesi 
gulisxmobs sacxovreblad  mosaxleobis 
sezonur gadanacvlebas baridan mTaSi da 
piriqiT. aqauri mosaxleoba zafxulSi 
mTian adgilebSi midioda sacxovreblad, 
zamTarSi ki dablobs ubrundeboda. cxov
rebis  es wesi kolxeTis dablobze, arqeo
logiuri monacemebiT, jer kidev adrene
oliTis xanaSi dasturdeba.  `qobuleTis  
samosaxlo adreneoliTSi gaformebula 
da sakmaod xangrZlivadac uarsebnia... 
kintriSis xeoba adamianis cxovrebisTvis 
uaRresad xelsayreli, rbili klimatiT 
gamoirCeva, rac ganapirobebs mcenareu
li safarisa da faunis mravalferovne
basa da stabilurobas ...amave dros mdi
naris saTaveebSi ganlagebulia saucxoo 
sazafxulo sanadiro savargulebi da sa
Zovrebi,  saiTkenac xdeboda baris mosax
leobis sezonuri gadaadgileba. msgavsi
ve viTareba Cven dadasturebuli gvaqvs 
aWariswylis xeobaSi, rogorc Cans, amgva
ri suraTi damaxasiaTebeli iyo mTeli 
kolxeTis barisaTvis, saidanac zafxulis 
TveebSi xdeboda  mosaxleobis sezonu
ri migracia mTis zolisaken... Tavdacvi
Ti aRWurvilobis SezRuduloba, sicive, 
didTovloba da usakvebod darCenil ga
reul cxovelTa umravlesi saxeebis da
bali zonisaken sezonuri migrireba bu
nebrivad karnaxobda neoliTel adamians 
ZiriTad sabinadros (bars) dabruneboda. 
es iyo Taviseburi momTabareoba, romlis 
tradiciam arnaxuli, magram savsebiT ga
sagebi gamZleoba gamoiCina da TiTqmis 
bolo dromde SemorCa~ [xaxutaiSvili d. 
1995:27]. am SemTxvevaSi mxedvelobaSi unda 
iqnes miRebuli malariis faqtoric. same
dicino literaturaSi jer kidev XIX sau
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kunis bolos gamoiTqva azri, rom Tu ara 
momTabareobis wesi malariuli adgile
bis mosaxleoba am sens ver gauZlebda da 
misi didi nawili daiRupeboda [Пантюхов 
И. 1899:6]. es azri gaziarebul iqna  qar
Tveli medicinis istorikosebis mierac 
[Шенгелия М. 1990:83]. momTabareobis am 
wess  malarias ukavSireben ufro adreu
li xanis  ucxoeli avtorebic. lamberti  
aRniSnavs,  rom kolxeTis hava gansakuT
rebiT saxifaToa zafxulis TveebSi: `no
tio haeri, romelic Sepyrobilia tyeebsa 
da mTebs Sua metad Sxamavs zafxulsa da 
hbadebs mraval avadmyofobas, romelic 
ufro ucxoelebs vnebs. zafxulSi Camosu
li ucxoelebi xSirad kvdebian aq. es ube
dureba rom Tavidan aiSoron, ucxoelebma 
zafxulSi es saSualeba unda ixmaron; va
keze ar unda icxovron, aramed maRlobze 
da srulebiT ar sWamon xili, romelic ase 
uxvad modis aq da metad vnebs, vinc bevrs 
sWams. kolxidis hava vnebs aramc Tu ucx
oelebs, TviT adgilobriv mcxovreblebs 
imdens sxvadasxva avadmyofobebs uCens, 
rom Zlier iSviaTia, rom iqaurma Rrma mo
xucebulobamdi  miaRwios. TiTqmis sayo
velTao senia kolxidelebis tyirpi, ro
melic,  Tu droze Sesaferi wamlebiT ar 
mospes, wyalmankad iqceva. cieba, romelic 
yovel sam-oTx dReSi, meordeba, ise Cveu
lebrivia, rom paroqsizmebis dros aqce
ven mas yuradRebas, Torem sxva dros mu
Saobasac ar anebeben Tavs.  Semodgomas ki 
yoveldRe stanjavs maT cieba~ [lamberti 
arq. 1991:151]. mniSvnelovnad migvaCnia va
xuStis cnobac, romelic marTalia kaxeTs 
exeba da ara kolxeTis dablobs, magram sa
interesoa imdenad, ramdenadac  malariis 
sezonur xasiaTsa da masTan dakavSirebul 
tradiciazea laparaki _ `xolo iors ara
rai viTari mdinare erTvis anu xevi saga
rejomde, da  ars munamde alaznidam  veli. 
da ars adgili ese zamTar Tbili, balaxi
ani, mcire-Tovliani, nadir-frinveliani, 
haviTa mSueni. xolo zafxulis cxeli, xaS
miani, gauZlisi. ioris pirs yofila sasax
le, d a m p a l a s, awindelTa kaxTa mepat

roneTa, sazamTroT nadirobsaTvis~... [ba
toniSvili v. 1973:528]. e.i. xaSmian adgils, 
romlisTvisac `dampala~ SeurqmeviaT, 
qarTveli didebulebi zafxulobiT Tavs 
aridebdnen da mas iyenebdnen mxolod `sa
zamTro nadirobisaTvis~, rodesac ciebis 
saSiSroeba aRar iyo. 

malariam mniSvnelovani gavlena moax
dina kolxeTis dablobis mkvidrTa yofi
Ti kulturis sxva mxareebzec. rac Seum
Cneveli ar darCeniaT dasavleT saqarTve
loSi namyof mogzaurebs, mecnierebsa Tu 
misionerebs. moviyvanT zogierTi maTga
nis  monacemebs. mag. Sardeni samegrelos 
mcxovrebTa zogierT Taviseburebas aq 
gavrcelebuli daavadebebiT xsnis, ro
melTa Soris malariac igulisxmeba. igi 
wers: ` aq haeri Zalian notioa. wvims TiT
qmis gadauReblad. zafxulSi nestiani mi
wa, gaxurebuli mwvave mziT, wamlavs haers 
da iwvevs mraval daavadebas _  xSirad Sav 
Wirsac... haeris am temperaturas vTvli 
megrelebSi gavrcelebuli avadmyofobis 
_ wyalmankis (malariis erT-erTi garTu
leba - n.m.) _ mizezad, romelic epidemi
ur xasiaTs atarebs. am ukanasknels isini 
ebrZvian ara marto mudmivi moZraobiT, 
rodesac cxenze amxedrebulebi dahqri
an gzebsa da mindvrebSi da sam-oTx dRe
ze mets erT adgilze ar Cerdebian, ara
med didi raodenobiT marilis miRebiT da 
mudmivad cecxlTan yofniTac~ [Sardeni J. 
1975:109]. unda aRiniSnos, rom samegrelo
Si ara mxolod `marilis miRebas~, aramed 
wiwakis Warb gamoyenebasac sakvebSi cie
bis profilaqtikas ukavSireben. sainte
resoa gambas cnobebi imerlebis Sesaxeb. 
gamba, iseve rogorc Sardeni, imerelTa 
yofis zogierT Taviseburebas malarias 
ukavSirebs. igi wers: `imerlebi sameurne
od dablobs iyeneben, magram saxl-karad 
maRal platoebs irCeven wyaroebTan ax
los. ciebisagan Tavis dasacavad am winda
xedulebis garda isini kidev bevr sxva zo
mas mimarTven: saxlebSi cecxli dRedaRam 
unTiaT. es haeris gawmendis yvelaze ufro 
saukeTeso saSualebaa da amasTanave, miwis 
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sinestesac STanTqavs. imerlebis sakvebia 
Romis da fetvis fafa da simindis  gale
tebi.  xorcs maincadamainc ar etanebian; 
Zalian uyvarT mJave. Rvinos bevrs svamen. 
maTi tansacmeli, gansakuTrebiT ki Txis 
bewvisagan damzadebuli qeCos mosasxamebi, 
maT temperaturis mkveTr dacemas iolad 
gadaataninebs xolme. amis gamo maT cieba 
ar emarTebaT. swored aman SeunarCuna am 
xalxs silamaze da silaRe, ris gamoc maT 
adamianTa modgmis nimuSad Tvlian~ [gamba 
f. 1987:176). cnobilia, rom arc megrelebi  
da gurulebi CamorCebian imerlebs sila
maziTa da silaRiT, es ki imas niSnavs, rom 
maT marTlac SeimuSaves cxovrebis iseTi 
wesi, romelic win aRudgeboda malarias, 
adaptacias moaxdenda mis xelSemwyob bio
geogaremosTan.  swored amitom,  malarias 
gadaurCa mosaxleobis garkveuli nawili, 
miuxedavad imisa,  rom am mZime daavadebas 
sakmaod did msxverpli mohyveba  da ada
mianis janmrTelobas seriozul daRs as
vams. amas ki Tavisi mizezi hqonda.  pirvel 
rigSi unda aRiniSnos, rom qarTveli xal
xi odiTgan  malarias specifikur garemos 
ukavSirebda, razedac, sxva rom araferi 
vTqvaT, miuTiTebs malariis erT-erTi 
Zveli qarTuli saxelwodeba xaSmi, si
xaSme. xaSmi Waobis orTqlis aRmniSvneli 
sityvaa. garda tradiciuli cxovrebis 
wesisa, romelic, rogorc aRvniSneT, ma
lariis xelSemwyob garemosTan adaptaci
asac gulisxmobda,  mosaxleobas uTuod 
unda SeemuSavebina malariasTan brZolis 
racionaluri saSualebebi. cnobilia, rom 
qinaqinis aRmoCenamde, abzindam sakmaod 
mniSvnelovani roli iTamaSa malariiT da
avadebulTa mkurnalobis saqmeSi. abzinda 
[Artemisia absinthium] mravalmxrivi Tvisebis 
samkurnalo mcenarea. eTnografiuli mo
macemebiT, saqarTveloSi igi sxvadasxva 
daavadebis, maT Soris malariis samkurna
lodac gamoiyeneboda.  sainteresoa, rom 
pontos abzindas moixseniebs plinius uf
rosi da aRniSnavs, rom igi saukeTesoa ab
zindas sxva saxeobebs Soris [Скрежинская 
М. 1977:105].  pliniusis cnobiT, Savi naRve

lis siWarbe aris mizezi bevri daavadebisa 
da pontos raionSi arsebul im cxovelebs,  
romlebic abzindas Wamen aseTi daavadebe
bi Tavidan acilebuli aqvT [Скрежинская М. 
1977:105]. malariis samkurnalo saSuale
baTa Soris lamberti moixseniebs revands 
[Rheum]. igi wers: `vinc iSovnis revands, 
sul rom pawawina iyos da WiiT daxrulic, 
Seinaxavs, viTarca Zvirfas wamals, ciebis 
winaaRmdegs. mere rogor aZleven am wa
mals? arc gamoxarSaven da arc danayaven, 
aramed rogorc aris, ise mTlad Caagdeben 
erTi RamiT wyalSi; meore dilas amoiRe
ben revands, wyals asmeven ciebians da re
vands ki Seinaxaven sxvomisTvis~ [lamberti 
arq. 1991:91). dasavleT saqarTveloSi   ma
lariis samkurnalod iyenebdnen  ucunas, 
romlis laTinuri saxelwodebaa Colchicum 
speciosum. igi  kolxur samyarosTanaa da
kavSirebuli. dRes es mcenare gamoiyene
ba medicinaSi. malariis samkurnalo mce
nareebi medeas baRis mcenareTa Sorisac 
aris moxsenebuli [orfikuli argonavtika 
1977:108-109; Шенгелия М. 1990:108]. unda vi
varaudoT, rom sxva  wamal-sawamlavebTan 
erTad, malariis samkurnalo mcenaresac 
inaxavda Tavis yuTSi medea. aris mosazre
ba, rom  soxumis cnobil stelaze amokve
Tili qalis figura, romelsac xelSi yuTi 
uWiravs kolxi medea unda iyos  da `bala
xebTan, gvelebTan da e.w.  frigiul qud
Tan erTad, wamlebis yuTi mis erT-erT at
ributad unda miviCnioT~ [ix. gamyreliZe 
g. 2002:134]. rodesac Zveli kolxeTis sam
kurnalo mcenareebze vlaparakobT,  un
da mivixsenioT selis zeTi, romlic far
Tod gamoiyeneba xalxur da oficialur 
medicinaSic. SeiZleba Zveli kolxebi am 
saSualebasac iyenebdnen malariis, an misi 
romelime garTulebis samkurnalod. miC
neulia, rom kolxeTidan gahqondaT selis 
zeTi, romelsac sakvebi, sanaTi da samkur
nalo daniSnuleba hqonda [molodini l. 
1963:54] hqonda. `fiqroben, rom selis war
moebiT ganTqmul kolxeTSi  rogorc sam
kurnalo, ise surnelovani zeTis Semzade
ba selis zeTis safuZvelze iyo aRmocene
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buli~ [lorTqifaniZe. oT. 2002:201]. amje
rad farTod ar Sevexebi malariis samkur
nalo saSualebebs, aRvniSnav mxolod, rom 
es saSualebebi mraval xalxur tradici
asTan  erTad, romlebic specifikur bio
geogaremosTan adaptacias gulisxmoben, 
xels uwyobda malariasTan brZolas da
savleT saqarTvelos barSi. 

cnobilia, rom  malariა e.w. bunebriv 
`daavadebaTa sferos ganekuTvneba, ami
tom mas zebunebriv samyarosTan naklebad 
aqvs kavSiri da misi samkurnalo saSuale
bebic racionaluria~ [Sigerist H. 1951:202]. 
miuxedavad amisa, iq, sadac malaria iyo 
gavrcelebuli xSirad dasturdeba mas
Tan dakavSirebul RvTaebaTa kulti.  mag., 
romSi, romelic malariis erT-erT cno
bil keras warmoadgenda,  Tayvans scemdnen 
samdRiani da oTxdRiani malariis qal
RvTaeba febriss. Ffebris tercanes da feb
ris kvartanas taZrebi romis borcvebze 
iyo aRmarTuli. malariasTan mimarTebaSi 
ganixileba agreTve qalRvTaeba mefitisi, 
romelic moxseniebulia vergiliusis ene
idaSi [vergiliusi, 1976:VII, 84]. mefitisi 
dedamiwis cud amonabolqvTan, cud or
TqlTan _ xaSmTan  mebrZol qalRvTaebad 
iTvleboda. tacitusis mixedviT mxolod 
mefitisis taZari gadarCenila Zv.w. I sa
ukuneSi samoqalaqo omis dros kremonas 
xanZrisa da  darbevis Semdeg [Тацит К. 1969: 
III, 33).  

ar aris gamoricxuli, rom ciebis qal
RvTaebaTa taZrebi daavadebis epidemi
is Sewyvetis mizniT igeboda. epidemiebis 
dros samlocveloebis agebis tradicia 
uZvelesi droidan momdinareobs _  430 
wels peloponesis omis dros, Savi Wiris 
epidemiis Sewyvetis mizniT, aTenSi kibe
las taZari augiaT [Naumann Fr. 1983:161]. 
aseTive tradicia iyo saqarTveloSi - Savi 
Wiris epidemiebis dros wm. barbares ekle
siebs aSenebdnen. am konteqstSi saintere
soa s. makalaTias cnoba Zamas xeobaSi cie
bis saydris arsebobis Sesaxeb [makalaTia 
s. 1961:29].   

aRsaniSnavia erTi Ffaqti. saqarTvelo
Si, gansakuTrebiT ki dasavleTSi, far
Tod iyo gavrcelebuli  e.w. uJmuri.  ra 
daavadeba iyo  uJmuri  jer-jerobiT gar
kveuli ar aris. Tumca igi ciebis erTerT 
formadac ganixileba.  ar aris gamoricx
uli, rom es iyo leiSmaniozi, romelic ma
lariis Tanmdevi daavadebaa [Маруашвили Г. 
1968:120]  da klinikiT garkveulwilad ma
lariis msgavsia. Tavad mosaxleoba uJmurs 
damoukidebel daavadebad ganixilavda da 
mis gamomwvevad miwis avi suli _ uJmuri 
miaCnda. xalxuri warmodgeniT, uJmuris 
adgilsamyofeli, nestiani, Waobiani adgi
lebia, misi `ayolis~ dro ki saRamo. mzis 
Casvlis Semdgomi periodia `uJamo Jami~, 
`udroo dro“. SesaZlebelia swored ami
tom,  saqarTveloSi saRamos mzis Casvlis 
Semdeg bavSvs, gansakuTrebiT ki Cvils,  ga
reT ar gaiyvandnen, saxlSi Semosul stu
mars ki nakverCxlebze gadaatarebdnen. es 
wesi racionalurobas ar iyo moklebuli, 
Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom ciebis gamom
wvevi koRos aqtiurobis periodi swored 
saRamo, Ramea. aseTive tradicia iyo ru
seTSi, rac cieb-cxelebis  SiSiT aixsnebo
da.  ruseTSi ciebis RvTaebad  `paraskeva~ 
iyo miCneuli, romlis geneziss nestisa  da 
wylis samxreTslavur RvTaebas _ moko
tas ukavSireben. 

uJmurTan mimarTebaSi sainteresod 
ikveTeba hekates kulti, romelic,  ro
gorc cnobilia, Ramis demonur Zalebs 
ganagebda. hekates,  romlis qurumi  medea 
iyo, kavSiri  kolxur samyarosTan dRes 
eWvs ar iwvevs.

amgvarad, jerjerobiT ar aris garkve
uli, warmoadgens Tu ara  uJmuri ciebis 
garkveul formas. uSualod malariasTan 
dakavSirebuli xalxuri rwmena-warmod
genebi da wes-Cveulebebi ki saqarTvelos 
mosaxleobas naklebad SemorCa, rac Se
saZlebelia aixsnas malariis Sesaxeb arse
buli empiriuli  codniT _ Tundac daa
vadebis xelSemwyobi bunebrivi pirobebis 
Sesaxeb. mniSvnelovania is faqtic, rom qi
naqiniT mkurnalobis danergvamde,  natu
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ropaTiuri mkurnalobis xalxuri saSu
alebebiT, garemosTan Seguebis xalxuri 
tradiciebiT xerxdeboda ciebis garkve
ul doneze neitralizeba.  magram empiri
uli  codnis dagrovebas, Waobian relief
Tan adaptaciis racionaluri tradicie
bis SemuSavebasa da malariis mkurnalobis 
efeqturi saSualebebis mignebas sakmaod 
xangrZlivi dro sWirdeboda.  amitom ar 
aris gamoricxuli, rom Zvel kolxeTSi, 
romelic  malariis endemur  keras warmo
adgenda, ciebasTan dakavSirebuli kulti 
arsebuliyo. SesaZlebelia romelime qal
RvTaebas adamianis malariisgan dacvis 
funqcia hqonoda an  Zveli kolxebis Tay
vaniscemis obieqti malariis qalRvTaebac 
yofiliyo, romelic abzindiT an  ucunas 
yvaviliT iqneboda Semkuli. niSandobli
via, rom izidas qurumi qalebi abzindis 
gvirgvinebs atarebdnen. xolo izidas er
T-erTi funqcia mkurnaloba iyo. zemox
senebuls da malariasTan dakavSirebul 
bevr sxva mniSvnelovan  sakiTxs saqar
TveloSi arqeologTa da samedicino an
Tropologiis  specialistTa erToblivma 
kvlevam SeiZleba mohfinos Suqi. 
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gvianantikuri xanis arqeologiuri 
Zeglebis aRmoCena urekSi XX s-is 30-ian 
wlebs ukavSirdeba. 

1936 wels, daba urekSi (ozurgeTis 
r-ni), md. kuCxisabanos marcxena sanapi
roze, sadac sanerge meurneobis sammar
Tvelo da sacxovrebeli saxlebia gamar
Tuli diunaze, arqeologiuri nivTebi 
aRmoCenila, romlebic ozurgeTis muze
umSi Cabarda [Хоштариа Н. 1955:119].

imave wels adgil kaprovanaSi, md. se
fas marcxena sanapiroze, didi diunis aR
mosavleTi kalTis qvemoT, Tixis sarko
fags waawydnen [ix. Хоштариа Н. 1955:61].

1942 wels saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa 
akademiis vice-prezidents akad. simon 
janaSias urekSi ~ganZis~ aRmoCenis Sesa
xeb ecnoba. akad. s. janaSiam masalis gac
noba, aRmoCenis viTarebis Seswavla da 
quTaisidan ganZis TbilisSi gadmotana 
specialur komisias daavala [afaqiZe an. 
1947:90]. komisiis wevrebidan (prof. s. ya
uxCiSvili, g. lomTaTiZe da d. kapanaZe) g. 
lomTaTiZe da d. kapanaZe Casulan urekSi 
da aRmoCenis adgili safuZvlianad Seus
wavliaT.

1942 wels urekSi aRmoCenili ~ganZi~ 
saqarTvelos erovnul muzeumis ~oqros~ 
fondSi inaxeba.

1948 wels urekSi, erT-erTi borcvis 
mosworebisas, WrilSi aRmoCnda Zvirfa
si nivTebiT warmodgenili ~ganZi~. gan
Zis ZiriTadi nawili _ ozurgeTis muze
umSi, nawili ki baTumis muzeumSi moxvda 
[Хоштариа Н. 1955:52-55].

1949 wels urekis arqeologiurma eq
spediciam grigoleTis dasaxlebaSi, md. 
sufsis marcxena sanapiroze erT-erTi 
glexis ezoSi amforas miakvlia. n. xoS
tarias azriT, zemoaRniSnuli amfora, 
`ganZTan~ erTad aRmoCenili amforis 
analogs unda warmoadgendes [Хоштариа 

Н. 1955:59]. amave wels sof. grigoleTSi 
aRmoCnda ovaluri formis, almandinis 
qvebiT Semkuli oqros balTa, romelic 
amJamad saqarTvelos erovnul muzeumSi 
inaxeba.

1948 wels ~ganZebis~ siaxloves ga
movlinda rkinis Subispiri; xolo 1950 
wels dazvervebis dros eqspediciam rki
nis maxvilsa da septimius severusis ver
cxlis monetas (ax.w. 193-211 ww.) miakvlia. 
sayuradReboa, rom amave teritoriaze 
wina wlebSi aRmoCenili monetebi baTumis 
muzeumSia daculi.

XX s. 40-ian wlebSi aseve SemTxveviTaa 
mopovebuli md. kuCxisabanosTan da ad
gil kaprovanSi rkinis culebi, vercxlis 
fibulebi (tab. II, 7-9), samajurebi da sxv. 
[Хоштариа Н. 1955:63-66].

rogorc zemoT aRiniSna, md. kuCxi
sabanos marcxena sanapiroze arsebuli 
diunis dazianebul WrilSi aRmoCnda sa
intereso arqeologiuri nivTebi, rom
lebic n. xoStariasaTvis gadauciaT [ix. 
Хоштариа Н. 1955:67]. esenia: 1. minis sac
remle;  2. minis WurWeli; 3. Tixis qoTa
ni;  4. vercxlis ori rgoli; 5. brinjaos 
samajuri; aseve ramdenime artefaqti, 
romlebsac n. xoStaria diunaze arsebu
li kulturuli fenis kuTvnilebad miiC
nevda [Хоштариа Н. 1955:66].

savaraudod samarxis inventars unda 
ekuTvnodes 1. minis WurWeli – ~sacrem
le~, romelsac axasiaTebs maRali yeli da 
patara muceli; 2. minis ~sacremle~ – da
bali yeliTa da birTvisebri mucliT;  3. 
brinjaos samajuri;  4. kviristavi; 5. wi
Tellakiani Tixis jami; 6. minisebri pas
tis mZivebi. sayuradReboa, rom CamoT
vlili eqsponatebis umetesi nawili 1938 
wels ozurgeTis muzeumis  gamofenaze 
iyo warmodgenili [Хоштариа Н. 1955:67]. 
zemoaRniSnul Zegls mkvlevari iq dadas

vaJa sadraZe

urekis gvianantikuri xanis Zeglebi
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turebuli wiTellakiani jamisa da brin
jaos samajuris safuZvelze ax.w. pirve
li saukuneebiT aTariRebs [Хоштариа Н. 
1955:67]. vfiqrobT, am kompleqsis kuTvni
lebas unda warmoadgendes vercxlis ori 
dazianebuli rgoli - beWedi. amrigad, 
faqtobrivi monacemebiT kidev erTxel 
dasturdeba n. xoStarias mier gamoTqmu
li mosazreba sanerge meurneobis teri
toriaze ax.w. sawyisi saukuneebis xanis 
samarovnis arsebobis Sesaxeb. miT umetes, 
rom swored aq, maRali diunis qveS, 100-
150 m-is daSorebiT 1942 da 1948 wlebSi 
aRmoCnda mdidruli artefaqtebiT war
modgenili ori samarxeuli (?) kompleqsi, 
e.w. ~ganZi~. rogorc zemoT aRiniSna ~gan
Zi~ aRmoCnda adgil kuCxisabanosTan qvi
SazvinulSi, trigonometriuli punqtis 
samxreTiT, daaxloebiT 30 m-is daSore
biT [afaqiZe an. 1947:90-91]). iq Txrilis 
amoRebisas 1,3 m. siRrmeze dadasture
bula rkinis dasakeci sareceli, romel
zedac vertikalurad idga amfora; gver
diT Tixis qoTani da minis WurWeli, xo
lo dasavleTiT ase 0,7 m-ze, daaxloebiT 
0,2 m. siRrmeze, danarCeni arqeologiuri 
nivTebi [afaqiZe an. 1947:90-91]. kompleqsi 
an. afaqiZem Seiswavla [afaqiZe an. 1947:89-
111], Tumca misi kvlevis arealSi ratom
Rac ar moxvda quTaisis muzeumSi daun
jebuli rkinis sareclis naSTi, Tixis am
fora da minis ori WurWeli [Хоштариа Н. 
1955:56-58].

sareceli damzadebulia rkinisagan 
ori gadajvarebuli fexi (inv. №1, tab. I, 
1) Zlier aris dazianebuli; SemorCenili 
sigrZe 0,5-0,52 m-ia. sareceli 2 m. sigrZisa 
da 0,5 m. siganisa unda yofiliyo [Хоштариа 
Н. 1955:56-57]. 

amfora (inv.№2, tab. I, 2), romelic sa
recelze idga, movardisfro-moyavis
frodaa gamomwvari, dazianebulia, axa
siaTebs welSi gamoyvanili reliefuri 
sartylebiT Semkuli muceli da konusi
sebri Ziri; zusti aslebi aRmoCenilia Sa
vi zRvis sanapiro zolSi da zogadad III-IV 
ss. TariRdeba [Хоштариа Н. 1955:39-61]. aris 

mosazreba, rom am tipis amforebi ax.w. IV 
da SedarebiT gviandeli kompleqsebis
Tvisacaa damaxasiaTebeli [Леквинадзе В. 
1975:195; dawvr. ix.BЗеест Н. 1960:39-61].

quTaisis muzeumSi ~ganZidan~  (?) da
culia minis oTxi (inv.№3-6)  WurWeli (ma
Ti dazianebisa da fragmentulobis gamo 
gviWirs zusti analogebis moZieba). oTx
ive mozrdilia, boTlisebri; Ziri Signi
Taa Sezneqili; axasiaTebs pirTan Sesqe
lebuli bako da lentisebri yuri. mina 
momwvano-mocisfroa, naxevrad gamWvir
vale  [Хоштариа Н. 1955:58]. an. afaqiZe dama
tebiT mcire zomis tlanqad damzadebul 
qoTanzec (inv. №7) amaxvilebs yuradRe
bas [afaqiZe an. 1947:90]. amave kompleqss 
ukavSirdeba oqros beWedi (inv. №8; tab. I, 
3), romlis ovalur TvalbudeSi muqi mo
yavisfro aqatis Tvali zis; aRsaniSnavia, 
rom igi (3,8X2,9 sm, wona 63-78 gr) asfarug 
erisTavis beWedze didia da masiuri [afa
qiZe an. 1947:92].

meore oqros beWdis (inv. №9; tab. I, 4) 
Rero ganivkveTSi ovaluria; kolofi
sebr budeSi Casmulia luqisebri iaspis 
Tvali, gamosaxulebebiT (intalio). gamo
saxulebebi tlanqia, amokveTilia herme
si da fortuna; damatebiT fortunas mar
cxena mxarTan xuTqimiani varskvlavi aqvs 
datanili (tab. I, 5). scenis sitlanqe da 
Tematuroba e.w. sasanur gemebTan mis si
axloveze usvams xazs [afaqiZe an. 1947:93]. 
m. lorTqifaniZe siuJetisa da stilis mi
xedviT analogebs ax.w. III s. gemebTan uZeb
nis [lorTqifaniZe m. 1961:139].

iqve aRmoCnda oqros ori samajuri 
(inv. № 10, 11, tab. I, 6, 7). damzadebulia 
kuTxeebmomrgvalebuli, oTxwaxnagovani, 
msxvili mavTulisgan, rkali ovaluria, 
odnav asimetriuli;  erTi sruliad sadaa 
(tab. I, 6); meore, pirvelisgan gansxvave
biT, boloebSi odnavaa dabrtyelebuli 
da sxvadasxva formis, maT Soris nuSiseb
ri moyvanilobis, 6-6 almandinis (Zowis ?) 
Tvali amkobs (tab. I, 7). maTi zusti analo
gebi araa cnobili, Tumca l. maculeviCis 
gamokvlevaze dayrdnobiT, v. leqvina
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Ze urekis samajurebis Crdilo SavizR
vispirul warmomavlobaze migvaniSnebs 
[Леквинадзе В. 1975:202].

saavgaroze (inv. №12; tab. I, 8) damza
debulia oqros Txeli furclisagan; war
moadgens sakmaod mogrZo, rvawaxnagovan 
prizmas; sakidebad gaaCnia sami yunwiani 
zurgdaRaruli salte. armazisa da boris 
analogiur saavgarozeebisagan gansxva
vebiT [afaqiZe an. 1947:96-97; afaqiZe an. 
1955:71] urekiseuli zomiT didia.

saavgarozes, romelSic amuleti an 
warweriani firfita unda yofiliyo da
culi, gaaCnda sarqveli, romelic muze
umSi ar CaubarebiaT. aRsaniSnavia rom 
dasaxelebuli saavgarozeebis funqcio
nirebis xana moicavs Zv.w. III - ax.w. III sauku
neebs, Tumca iSviaTad, SedarebiT gvianac 
gvxvdeba. am tipis saavgaroze farTodaa 
gavrcelebuli gvianantikur xanaSi. sava
raudod es nivTi romelime dazianebuli 
sakidis Semadgenel nawils warmoadgenda 
[Леквинадзе В. 1975:199].

sakidis nawili, 4 cali (inv. №13-16; 
tab. I, 9,11), warmoadgens oqros saltes, 
romelsac yunwi gaaCnia da yavisfrad mo
elvare markezitis natexzea Semogarsu
li. TviT markeziti gamofitulia [afaqi
Ze an. 1947:98]. am tipis samkauli mcxeTaSi, 
armazisxevis me-13 samarxidanaa cnobili 
(erT SemTxvevaSi mTis brolisaa, meo
re SemTxvevaSi ki piritis. msgavsi mZivi
-amuleti zogadad yelsabamSia CarTu
li [Максимова М. 1962:226;  Леквинадзе В. 
1975:199].

oqros yelsabami (inv. №17; tab. I, 12] 
Sedgeba masiuri oTxwaxnaga, araTanabari 
zomis ocdaori mZivisagan. am tipis yel
sabams zusti analogi boris ganZSi eZeb
neba [afaqiZe an. 1947:99]. armazSi dadas
turda msgavsi formis, magram ara oqros, 
aramed sxvadasxva masalisagan Sedgenili 
samkauli, romelic ~yelze utarebiaT~ 
[afaqiZe an. 1947:99]. an. afaqiZe swored am 
artefaqtebis msgavsebaze dayrdnobiT 
aRniSnavda, rom ~amJamad Cven meti saSu
aleba gvaqvs saerTod urekis kultura 

borisa da kldeeTis gziT, zogierT xa
zebSi mainc iberiis samefo centris kul
turas davuaxlovoT~ [afaqiZe an. 1947:99]. 
rogorc v. leqveniZe aRniSnavs ax.w. III s. 
daTariRebuli msgavsi mZivebi aRmoCe
nilia arCarasa da nikolaevoSi (Trakia) 
[Леквинадзе В. 1975:199; dawv. ix. Филов Б. 
1913:25].

oqros sayure (inv. №18,19; tab. I, 13), 
ori cali, samwiladi; Sedgeba lalis 
Tvalbudiani vardulis, oqros Camosaki
di Rerakisa da Tvalbudis qveda kideze 
mimagrebuli sami sakidisagan. erTi Zli
eraa dazianebuli. zusti analogi Cven
Tvis ucnobia. erTi aSkaraa, daxasiaTebu
li sayure qals ekuTvnoda [fuTuriZe r. 
1959:63].

oqros agrafi (inv. №29, tab. I, 14), or
wiladi; ZiriTadi nawili ovaluri for
mis dafanjruli vardulia. igi organu
lad ukavSirdeba did Tvalbudes, ro
melSiac aqatis ovaluri formis qvaa Cas
muli (4X5,6 sm). meore nawili warmoadgens 
oqros Zewkvebs (14 c.), romelSiac CarTu
lia lurji pastis TeTrad inkrustire
buli mZivebi, boloSi mavTulis wnulze 
dakiduli wiTeli TvlebiT Sedgenili 
amforisebri sakidebi da cvariT Semkuli 
oqros firfitis jamebi (tab. I, 14). meda
lions zurgis mxares mirCiluli aqvs Se
sakravi ena. aRsaniSnavia, rom am tipis ag
rafebi arc ise bevria; msgavsi mosasxamis 
Sesakravi cnobilia cixisZiris, urbnisi
sa da aragvispiris kompleqsebidan [inaiS
vili n. 1993:23). Tumca urekis zusti ana
logi CvenTvis ucnobia. igi garkveulwi
lad msgavsia siriuli agrafis, romelic 
ax.w. III s. meore naxevriT, an SedarebiT 
gviani xaniT TariRdeba [Greifenhangen  A. 
1970:74].

zemoaRniSnuli agrafis funqcia-da
niSnulebis dasadgenad sayuradReboa 
cixisZiris medalionze gamosaxuli pi
rovneba (zogierTi mkvlevaris varaudiT 
lucius verusi), romelsac mxarTan, sa
moselis Sesakravad msgavsi agrafi am
kobs [inaiSvili n. 1993:23].
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Tu gaviziarebT mkvlevarTa erTi na
wilis azrs, rom cixisZiris buniki, ase
ve bersuma pitiaxSis satevari [afaqiZe 
an. 1955: tab. III] warCinebuli pirovnebis 
insigniis niSnebs warmoadgendnen [ina
iSvili n. 1993:32], maSin zemoaRniSnuli 
agrafic amave konteqstSi unda gaviaz
roT, miT umetes, rom msgavsi Sesakravi 
oqros monetebze gamosaxul mefeTa wa
mosasxamebs amkobs [afaqiZe an. 1947:108;  
Леквинадзе В. 1975:199].

oqros kolofisebri kilitebiT (50 c.) 
Sedgenili balTa (inv. №21, tab. II, 1-3]. ki
litebi ori tipisaa (dm. 1,8-2 sm), pirveli 
- 17 calia (tab. II, 2), eqvswaxnaga formis, 
datixruli, Sig Casmuli wiTeli minis(?) 
TvlebiT; meore - formiT pirvelis msgav
sia, sul 33 cali (tab. II, 3), gansxvavdeba 
centrSi moTavsebuli ovaluri Tvalbu
diT, romelSic konusisebri wiTeli qvaa 
Casmuli; qvas mSvildiseburad  moxrili 
eqvsi oqros mavTulis tixari eyrdnoba 
[afaqiZe an. 1947:102]. zurgis mxares pa
ralelurad mirCiluli wyvili milaki 
aqvs (saerTo wona 314,22 gramia). am tipis 
samkauli iSviaTia. aris mosazreba, rom 
damzadebis teqnikis mixedviT igi aqeme
niduri iranis  zegavlenis qveS moqceuli 
samyarosaTvisaa (Sua azia da sxv.) damaxa
siaTebeli  [Леквинадзе В. 1975:203].

sayuradReboa klavdius tacitusis 
oqros moneta (268-270 ww.)? (inv. №22).  ro
gorc prof. g. dundua aRniSnavs, romau
li oqros monetebis aRmoCenis SemTxve
vebi dasavleT saqarTveloSi iSviaTia. 
sul sam SemTxvevas CamoTvlis, romelTa
gan mesame, urekSi aRmoCenili tacitusis 
aureusia [dundua g. 1996:103]. mkvlevari 
gansakuTrebulad amaxvilebs yuradRe
bas meore oqros monetaze (inv. №23). igi 
an. afaqiZisa da d. kapanaZis gansazRvriT, 
~barbarosuli warmoSobisa unda iyos» 
[afaqiZe an. 1947:103]; xolo g. dunduas mi
xedviT aureusis minabaZia da Sedgenilo
biT suberatulia; msgavsi minabaZi, sul 
12 cali, iberiaSia dadasturebuli [dun
dua g. 1996:103]. monetis aversze marjve

niv profilSi qalia gamosaxuli, rever
sze ki Subis mtyorcneli meomari.

g. dunduas azriT, urekSi aRmoCenili 
aureusi kolxeTSi romauli oqros mone
tis imitaciis povnis pirveli da jerje
robiT erTaderTi SemTxvevaa [dundua g. 
1996:103].

mniSvnelovania vercxlis beWedi (inv. 
№24; tab. II, 4), romlis ovalur Tvalbu
deSi Savi feris Tvalia Casmuli; masze 
uxeSi kveTiT serapisis gamosaxulebaa 
datanili. Zeglis Seswavlis procesSi 
m. lorTqifaniZe gemis mcireaziul war
momavlobaze migvaniSnebs, xolo beWdis 
formis safuZvelze, III-IV ss. aTariRebs 
[lorTqifaniZe m. 1961:71]). 

am kompleqsebs unda ekuTvnodes ver
cxlis ilari (inv. №25, tab. II, 5), rome
lic waxnagovanReroiania, romlis erTi 
bolo yuris saCiCqnia, meore ki foTli
sebri formis Wviruli saxiTaa Semkuli. 
aseve vercxlis meore ilaris fragmenti 
(inv. №27,28; tab. II, 6), vercxlis sartylis 
nawilebi (inv. №30; tab. II, 11-13), wvrili 
Zewkvi, sardionisa da brolis, aseve qar
vis mZivebi (tab. II, 10), Tixis kviristavi da 
vercxlis 5 moneta.

dasaxelebuli vercxlis monetebidan 
sami - keisar adrianes (117-138 ww.) saxel
Tanaa dakavSirebuli [dundua g. 1996:102], 
meoTxe kesariuli didraqmaa, xolo me
xuTe karakalas (211-217 ww.) draqma unda 
iyos [dundua g. 1996:102].

zemoaRniSnuli CamonaTvali – aRweri
loba migvaniSnebs, rom urekSi 1942 wels 
aRmoCenil kompleqsSi ~vxvdebiT gansxva
vebuli rigis, teqnikis, daniSnulebisa da 
warmoSobis nivTebs~ [afaqiZe an. 1947:108].

Cveni azriT, sruliad dasaSvebia, rom 
~ganZSi~ ori an meti samarxidan momdina
re nivTebi iyos Tavmoyrili. zogierTi 
artefaqtis qronologiuri diapazoni 
klavdius tacitusis oqros moneta (275-
276 ww.), adrianes (117-128 ww.) didraqma; 
vercxlis beWedi (III-IV ss.), minisebri pas
tis mZivebi da sxv. [afaqiZe an. 1947:102-
107; dundua g. 1966:102]; aseve aRmoCenis 
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adgili (ori metri farTobi); sarecel
sa da sxva nivTebs Soris arsebuli daSo
riSoreba da doneebs Soris gansxvaveba 
[afaqiZe an. 1947:91] zemoaRniSnul mosaz
rebas arsebobis uflebas aZlevs. vfiq
robT, nivTebis umravlesoba mainc erTi 
samarxeuli kompleqsis kuTvnilebaa.

aq erTi mniSvnelovani faqtoricaa 
gasaTvaliswinebeli, an. afaqiZis dakvir
vebiT, iseTi STabeWdileba iqmneba ~TiT
qos poliqromuli rigis nivTebi uaxloes 
analogs pouloben armazisa da samTav
ros nivTebs Soris. . . iqneb garkveul ze
gavlenasac ki, “. . . maSin, roca meore jgu
fis sada da masiuri samkaulebisaTvis ase 
axlo analogis moZebna Zneldeba~ [afaqi
Ze an. 1947:108].

sruliad bunebrivia, aRmosavleT sa
qarTvelosTan mWidrod dakavSirebuli 
kolxeTi, an dasaSvebia sakvlevi mikro
regioni erTgvarovani nivTebis arsebo
biT, TiTqos kulturul da politikur 
erTobasac amJRavnebs. sada da masiuri 
oqros samkauli ki kolxuri tradiciuli 
oqromWedlobis nivTier gamoxatulebad 
unda CaiTvalos [afaqiZe an. 1947:108].

ZiriTadi samarxeuli kompleqsis Ta
riRad saavgarozes, minis WurWlisa da 
monetebis safuZvelze III s-is bolo da IV 
s-is dasawyisi unda miviCnioT~ [afaqiZe 
an. 1947:110; Хоштариа Н.В. 1955:26,61; dun
dua g. 1996:102].

daxasiaTebuli Zeglis urekis teri
toriaze aRmoCena srul uflebas gvaZ
levs vivaraudoT sazogadoebis poli
tikurad, ekonomiurad da socialu
rad dawinaurebuli wevrisa an wevrebis 
gansasveneblis (nekropolis) arseboba 
[Иващенко М. 1980:97]. am masalebis safuZ
velze unda vigulisxmoT sufsa-natane
bis ormdinareTSi politikuri (sapiti
axSos ?) centris arseboba, samarovnis Se
sabamisi da Sesatyvisi mZlavri qalaquri 
tipis dasaxlebiT (vaSnaris cixe-qalaqi). 
zemoaRniSnulze migviTiTebs 1948 wlis 
Semdgomi aRmoCenaca da imave teritori

aze gamovlenili SemTxveviTi monapova
ri.

urekSi 1948 welsac gakeTda mniSvne
lovani aRmoCena. calkeuli Zvirfasi niv
Tebi gamovlinda md. sufsisa da md. kuCx
isabanos ormdinareTidan [Хоштариа Н. 
1955.:26]. aRmoCenis adgilidan 1948 wels 
gamovlenili kompleqsi daSorebulia 
150 m-iT; aRsaniSnaavia rom maT Soris ar
sebul teritoriaze dadasturda calke
uli monapovari. n. xoStarias dakvirvebi
Tac savaraudod Zvelad am adgilas mdid
ruli samarxebiT warmodgenili samaro
vani-nekropoli iyo gamarTuli  [Хоштариа  
Н.1955:26].

Zeglis aRmomCenis gadmocemiT diu
nis zedapiridan 2 m-is qvemoT, damxobili 
vercxlis langari, minis WurWeli, ver
cxlis kovzi da jami dafiqsirda, meore 
dRes damatebiT kidev ramdenime nivTi 
aRmoCnda. n. xoStarias ozurgeTis mu
zeumSi daculi nivTebis Seswavlis pro
cesSi unaxavs Cabarebis aqti [Хоштариа Н. 
1955:52,53]. rogorc mkvlevari aRniSnavs 
oqros nivTebi zemoaRniSnul siaSi ar Se
sula.

Cabarebis aqtis safuZvelze ~ganZi~ 
Semdegi nivTebisagan Sedgeboda: 1. mo
oqruli vercxlis langari; 2. vercxlis 
damtvreuli fiala; 3. vercxlis kovzi; 4. 
vercxlis jaWvi; 5. minis WurWeli. zemo
aRniSnuls, mkvlevaris azriT, unda dae
matos muzeumSi 1948 wels Sesuli ~imave 
kompleqsiseuli~ ramdenime artefaqti, 
esenia: 6. oqros naxevarsferuli, alman
dinebiT Semkuli nivTi; 7. oqros Rili 
– 54 cali; 8. oqros patara balTa; 9. wi
Teli qvebiT Semkuli oqros samajuris 
nawili. amave kompleqss ekuTvnis baTu
mis muzeumSi daculi ~oqros samkauli~ 
[Хоштариа Н. 1955:54]. es artefaqti ozur
geTis muzeumSi daunjebuli oqros na
xevarsferuli nivTis zust asls warmo
adgens. rogorc Cans ~ganZis~ nivTebis 
ZiriTadi nawili ozurgeTis muzeumSi 
Cabarda, xolo ramdenime maTgani baTumis 
muzeumss [Хоштариа Н.  1955:54,55].



55

1. vercxlis mooqruli langari (inv. 
№1, tab. III, 1), Ziri brtyelia SuaSi, odnav 
gamoyvanili, axasiaTebs aJuruli kalTa 
da wakveTili figuruli bako. fskerze 
wneviT gamoyvanili wreebi, xolo cen
trSi wreSi Cawerili rvasxiva varskvla
via gamoyvanili [Хоштариа Н.В.  1955:41; fu
TuriZe r. 1963:64; Мачабели К. 1972:11].

fskerze msgavsi Semkulobis medalio
nis mqone langrebi IV s. meore naxevris da 
V s.  dasawyisis mdidruli kompleqsebida
naa cnobili  (Леквинадзе В. 1975:206).

2. vercxlis kovzi (inv. №2), gaaCnia 
muxliani grZeli satare, romelic Txis 
Cliqisebri gamosaxulebiT mTavrdeba; 
kovzi bagineTis, samTavros, urbnisis, 
boris, zRudris, sargveSisa da cixisZi
ris kompleqsebSia dadasturebuli [afa
qiZe an. 1955; afaqiZe an., nikolaiSvili v. 
1966: tab. 1; Tschoubinashwiili G. 1925:83,84; 
inaiSvili n. 1993:40], xolo urekis zus
ti analogi boris, zRudris, cixisZiris, 
riyianis da mcxeTa-samTavros samarov
nebzea gamovlenili [inaiSvili n. 1993:40; 
Иващенко М.1980:325; afaqiZe an., nikola
iSvili v. 1996: tab. 1,2].

3. vercxlis fiala (?) damtvreulia 
(inv.№3), amitom misi daxasiaTeba Znelde
ba. aqvs horizontalurad damagrebuli 
ori yuri. mas xobis monasterTan Seswav
lil ax.w. pirveli saukuneebiT daTari
Rebul samarovanze aRmoCenil fialas am
sgavseben; [Хоштариа Н. 1955:54; maCabeli k. 
1983:37-40].

4. vercxlis jaWvis fragmenti (inv. 
№4), Sedgeba vercxlis rgolebisagan, 
romelsac boloSi ovaluri formis fir
fitebi amkobs; msgavsi aRnagobis oqros 
jaWvi aRmoCenilia ~axalgoris ganZSi~ 
[Хоштариа Н. 1955:54].

5. minis WurWeli, sami cali (tab. III, 
2-4), rogorc zemoT aRiniSna ori mTelia, 
mesame nakluli [Хоштариа Н. 1955:58; tab.
XVII, 1].

pirveli WurWeli (tab. III, 2) mozrdi
lia, oryura, erTi yuri motexili aqvs; 
formiT boTlisebri, bako – sqeli, lil

vakisebri; piri - mkveTrad gadaSlili, 
yeli - dabali, gamoyvanili, muceli - ci
lindruli, Ziri - brtyeli, SigniT Sez
neqili; mucels naRari zolebi amkobs; 
~brtyeli~ lentisebri yuri pirsa da 
mxarzea daZerwili. simaRle 33,5 sm.

danarCeni minis ori WurWlidan er
Ti naklulia (tab. III, 3), meores aqvs (tab. 
III, 4) sqeli, lilvakisebri bako, farTod 
gadaSlili piri, grZeli, odnav gamoy
vanili yeli, momrgvalebuli muceli da 
farTo, SigniT Sezneqili Ziri. zemoaR
niSnuli minis WurWeli farTodTaa gav
rcelebuli I-III saukuneebis arqeologi
ur kompleqsebSi: samTavro (Иващенко М. 
1980:147-149,154,155,159], urbnisi [saginaS
vili m. 1970: tab. II, 3-5] da sxv. aRsaniSna
via, rom samarovnis IV-VIII ss. kompleqseb
Si am tipis sanelsacxeble aRar gvxvdeba 
[ugreliZe n. 1967:24-80]. v. leqvinaZe ey
rdnoba ra lesingis gamokvlevebs, boT
liseburi minis WurWels IV s. miwuruliT 
aTariRebs [Леквинадзе В. 1975:206; Lesings G. 
1957:157-158].

6. oqros naxevarsferuli formis sam
kaulidan (inv. №8) erTi ozurgeTis, xo
lo meore - baTumis muzeumSia daculi; 
ozurgeTis muzeumis fondSi daunjebu
li eqsponatis. Sublis mxare SuaSi odna
vaa amoburculi da almandinis qvebiTaa 
Semkuli; gverdebze datanilia sami gam
Woli mrgvali naxvreti (dm. 7,7; simaRle 
– 2 sm; wona – 20,75 gr.); baTumis muzeumSi 
daculi nivTi analogiuria; gansxvaveba 
mxolod wonaSia; rogorc aRiniSna pir
veli iwonis 20.75 gr, xolo meore – 18 gr 
[Хоштариа Н. 1955:54].

7. oqros Rili – 54 cali (inv. №19), ko
nusisebri, zurgis mxares oqros Reraki 
aqvs mirCiluli. wona 0,3 gr. am tipis, mag
ram naxevarsferuli formis Rili-kili
ti cnobilia mcxeTa-armazis, boris, vani
sa da Cxorowyus samarxeuli kompleqse
bidan [Хоштариа Н. 1955:55].

8. oqros balTa–abzinda (inv. №10, 
tab. III, 5) warmoadgens ovaluri formis 
rgols, romelsac SedarebiT swori mxri
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dan oqros Reraki – ena aqvs Sebmuli. ti
pologiurad msgavsi abzinda asparug 
erisTavis  samarxidanaa cnobili [afaqi
Ze an. 1955: tab. XXXIX, 2a,2b; tab. XL,9,10]. 
SesaZloa balTa–abzinda tyavis fexsac
mlis Sesakravad gamoiyeneboda [Хоштариа 
Н. 1955:55].

9. oqros samajuri (inv. №11), daziane
bulia, damzadebulia ganivkveTSi oTx
kuTxa, fuye Rerosagan; zedapiri alman
dinis, oTxkuTxedis formis TvlebiT iyo 
Semkuli. rogorc SemorCenili nawilidan 
Cans, igi ornawilad Sedgenil samajurs 
warmoadgenda. SemorCenili sigrZe 4,5 sm, 
sigane - 1,7-1 sm.  

amrigad, rogorc zemoT davinaxeT, 
gvianantikuri xanis Zeglebidan gansa
kuTrebulia md. kuCxisabanos marcxena 
sanapiroze arsebuli samarovani. Cveni 
varaudiT, maRali saxelisuflebo ran
gis moxeleTa ramdenime samarxeuli kom
pleqsi migvaniSnebs, rom mdinareTa suf
sa-natanebis Sorisi, zRvis sanapiro zo
li, ax.w. II-IV ss-Si garkveuli politikuri 
centris – rezidenciis siaxloves arse
bul nekropols warmoadgenda. oqros ag
rafi-insignia da keTilSobili liToni
sagan damzadebuli sxvadasxva samkauli 
zemoaRniSnulze migvaniSneben [afaqiZe 
an. 1947:108; afaqiZe an. 1955; Леквинадзе В. 
1975:204-205; inaiSvili n. 1993:32].

samwuxarod, nekropoli dReisaTvis 
araa srulad Seswavlili; aRmoCenebis sa
fuZvelze cnobilia mdebareoba, magram 
araa garkveuli gavrcelebis areali, uc
nobia stratigrafia, samarxTa aRnagoba, 
dakrZalvis wesi  da rac yvelaze mniSvne
lovania, am rangis sinqronuli dasaxle
bebi.

Tumca amave mikroregionSi gamovle
nili gvianantikur-adreSuasaukuneebis 
xanis moednisa da omfareTis sasimagro 
sistema, vaSnar-sponieTis cixe-qalaqi, 
grigoleTis samarovani, SuxuTis, omfa
reTis, moednisa da ozurgeTis abanoebi, 
gamoTqmuli mosazrebis savaraudo das
turia [sadraZe v. 1996:26]

informaciis simwiris miuxedavad, 
sakvlevi regioni elinisturi xanidan Tu 
ara, gvianantikuridan mainc garkveuli 
politikuri erTeulis guriis saeris
Tavo – sapitiaxSos TandaTanobiT Camo
yalibebaze unda migvaniSnebdes (ariane 
1961;43; vaxuSti 1941:175-176; afaqiZe an. 
1947:108). araa gamosaricxi, zemoaRniSnu
li politikuri erTeulis Camoyalibeba
Si iberiis (qarTlis) Savi zRvis sanapiro
ze gasvlis sasicocxlo aucileblobiT 
yofiliyo ganpirobebuli [ariane 1961:43; 
afaqiZe an. 1947:108].
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qarTlis samefo (iberia) Zveli da axa
li welTaRricxvebis mijnaze warmoad
genda social-ekonomikurad da politi
kurad dawinaurebul, mWidrod dasaxle
bul qveyanas, romelsac ukve kargad gan
viTarebuli fuladi meurneoba hqonda. 
Tumca, sakiTxi adgilobrivi emisiis Sesa
xeb dRemde bundovania.

ax.w. I s-is pirvel naxevarSi aRmosav
leT saqarTvelos fuladi urTierTobe
bis safuZveli iyo parTuli, ZiriTadad 
orod II-is (ax.w. 57-38 ww.) draqmebi, aleq
sandre makedonelisa da lisimaqes state
rebis adgilobrivi barbarosuli minaba
Zebi, romauli monetebi.

ax.w. I s-is meore naxevridan minabaZebi 
nel-nela qreba mimoqcevidan da samone
to cirkulaciaSi privilegirebuli xde
ba erTi mxriv parTuli, e.w. gotarzesis, 
dReisaTvis miRebuli atribuciiT, arta
ban II-is (ax.w. 10-38 ww.) draqma [Sellwood D. 
1971:185; Sherozia M., Doyen J. 2007:104] da me
ores mxriv, oqtaviane avgustusis (Zv.w. 
27- ax.w. 14) romauli denari, romelic 
Semdegnairad gamoiyureba: 

Subli: avgustusis dafnis gvirgvini
ani Tavi marjvniv, irgvliv wriuli war
wera: CAESAR AVGUSTUS DIVI F. PATER PATRIAE. 
(keisari avguste RvTaebrivi mama samSob
losi). 

zurgi: gaius da lucius cezarebi mo
sasxamebiTa da TavsaburavebiT dganan 
erTmaneTis pirispir, xeliT eyrdnobi
an urTierTSoris moTavsebul farebs. 
maT Soris Subebia gadajvaredinebuli, 
Subebs Soris, zemoT gamosaxulia  mar
jvniv - simpulumi (simpulum - Sesawiri 
CamCa pontifikebisa), marcxniv - litusi 
(litus - moRunuli kverTxi avgurisa). ir
gvliv wriuli zedwerili: C.L. CAESARES 
AVGUSTI F. COS, DESIA. PRINC. IVVENT. (C(ajus)(et) 
L (ucius) Caesares Augusti F(iliae) Cos (=Cosulatus) 

(aliciu) Desig (natus) Pric(eps) juvent(utis) = gaiu
si (da) luciusi keisar avgustes Svilebi 
konsulebad dezignirebulni (arCeulni) 
taxtis memkvidreebi [Mattingly H. 1965:89, 
№519 Ptab. 13 №N9; Robertson A.S. 1962:41, tab. 
7 № 218].

cnobilia, rom es tipi farTod gav
rcelebuli safasi iyo mTels imdroin
del civilizebul samyaroSi, maT Soris 
kavkasiaSi. 

dReisaTvis saqarTvelos teritori
aze 360-ze meti pasportizebuli egzem
plaria aRmoCenili. es aris qarTlis sa
mefos teritoriaze aRmoCenili romau
li periodis safaseebis naxevarze meti.    

monetaTa raodenobrivi Sefardeba 
aseTia: dedaqalaq mcxeTasa da mis Semo
garenSi 200-mde egzemplaria aRmoCenili, 
e.i. naxevarze meti. Semdeg modis aragvis 
xeoba (romlis gaswvrivac gadioda Crdi
loeTisaken mimavali satranzito magis
trali), kerZod, daba Jinvalis mimdebare 
teritoria – 55; zRuderi - 31, sofeli 
aRaiani - 18, sofeli bori - 16, erwo-Ti
aneTis qveyana - 15, kldeeTi - 14, urbnisi 
- 9 da Semdeg danarCen punqtebSi TiTo-o
rola cali. xSiria aRmoCenebi svaneTSi. 
ganZad aRmoCenis erTaderTi SemTxveva 
aris dafiqsirebuli. 1944 wels arqeolo
giuri gaTxrebis dros mcxeTaSi, bagineT
ze (Sida cixe), TavdacviTi kedlis ZirSi 
gamovlinda 22 cali avgustusis denari 
[mcxeTa I, 1955:179].

miuxedavad monetebis erTgvarovne
bisa, maT Soris mainc SeiZleba ramdenime 
variantis gamoyofa. h. matingli [Mattingly 
H. 1965:89] gamoyofs a, b, c, d variantebs. 
klasifikacia eyrdnoba religiuri sim
boloebis _ simpulumisa da litusis ur
TierTganlagebas monetis zurgis gamo
saxulebaze (simpulumi da litusi aris 
emblemebi qurumTa ori umaRlesi Qwode

medea SeroziaO

oqtaviane avgustusis denarebisa da misi adgilobrivi  
minabaZebis Sesaxeb
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bisa - pontifikebisa da avgurebisa, rom
lebsac ekuTvnodnen axalgazrda prin
cebi) [Grant M. 1954:78]. monetaTa umeteso
baze marcxniv aris simpulumi, marjvniv 
- litusi, erTmaneTisken mimarTuli. va
rianti a - marcxniv simpulumi marjvniv 
litusi, magram isini zurgSeqceviT ari
an gamosaxuli; varianti b - marcxniv sim
pulumi, marjvniv litusi erTmaneTisken 
mimarTuli, maT qvemoT niSani x; varianti 
c - marcxniv litusi, marjvniv simpulu
mi, qvemoT niSani x; varianti d - marcxniv 
litusi, marjvniv simpulumi. saqarTve
los teritoriaze aRmoCenil denarebs 
Soris ar Segvxvedria varianti a, danar
Ceni variantebi farTod yofila gavrce
lebuli. Tumca, didi umravlesoba aris 
Cveulebrivi tipi, e.i. marjvniv simpulu
mi, marcxniv litusi, mimarTuli erTmane
Tisken. 

dReisaTvis gaurkvevelia, ras unda 
niSnavdes monetis zurgis gamosaxule
baze x-is aRniSvna. adreul romaul mone
tebze igi Rirebulebis aRmniSvneli iyo, 
rac udrida 10 ass. magram Zv.w. II s-dan es 
wesi qreba da igi kvlav Tavs iCens bizan
tiis epoqaSi. m. granti [Grant M. 1954:79] 
gamoTqvams mosazrebas, rom savaraudod 
es varianti gansazRvruli iyo romelime 
erTi olqisaTvis, SesaZlebelia germani
isaTvis.  am variantis wili mimoqcevaSi 
CvenSi pataraa, magram mainc aris (tab. I, № 
6,7). SeiniSneba agreTve am variantis mina
baZebi (tab. I № 9,17).

aRniSnuli safaseebi saqarTvelos 
samoneto urTierTobebSi imperatoris 
gardacvalebidan didi xnis Semdeg er
Tveba, daaxloebiT I saukunis Sua wlebi
dan. am dros misi roli samoneto mimoq
cevaSi jer kidev umniSvneloa. pirveli 
saukuniT daTariRebul samarxebSi igi 
Tavs iCens aqa-iq TiTo egzemplaris sa
xiT. magaliTad, I s-iT TariRdeba 1986 w. 
mcxeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier 
wiwamuris III ubanze gaTxrili samarxi № 
12, romelSic orod II-is 5 draqma da av
gustusis 1 denari aRmoCnda, iqve samar

xi № 24 _ avgustusis denari da fraat 
III draqma [mcxeTa X, 1995:76]. I s-is meore 
naxevriT TariRdeba 1951 wels mcxeTa
Si gaTxrili akldama rkinigzis sadgur
Tan, romelSic 63 moneta aRmoCnda, aqe
dan mxolod erTi iyo avgustusis denari 
[Капанадзе Д. 1955:172]. aseve I s-iT TariR
deba kaspis raionis sofel aRaianSi, ri
yianebis velis samarovanze aRmoCenili 
samarxi № 3 (parTia, fraat IV (38-2 ww.) da 
avgustusis denari); samarxi № 7 (orod II 
(57-38 ww.), avgustusis denari (2 cali) da 
kaligulas kesariuli draqma (Zv.w. 37-
38w.w.)); samarxi № 10 (aleqsandre makedo
nelis stateris minabaZi, parTuli fraat 
IV draqma, orod II draqma (3 cali), fraat 
III (70-57 ww.) draqma, avgustusis denari (2 
cali)) [mirianaSvili n. 1983:24,32-33]. aR
niSnuli safaseebis umetesoba aRmoCeni
lia II da III saukuniT daTariRebul samar
xebSi. 

avgustusis denaris paralelurad 
qarTlis samefos samoneto bazars ipy
robs parTuli, artaban II (10_38 ww.) 
draqma. avgustusis denaris da artaban II 
draqmis mimoqcevis areali da gavrcele
bis qronologiuri CarCoebi erTmaneTs 
emTxveva. artaban II draqma TiTqos av
gustusis denarze odnav gvian Cndeba mi
moqcevaSi. dRemde mopovebulia 235 cali 
pasportizirebuli egzemplari. aqedan 
umetesoba aRmoCenilia mcxeTasa da mis 
SemogarenSi. mravlad aris aRmoCenili 
aragvis xeobaSi, Jinvalis samarovanze. 

rogorc aRiniSna, avgustusis denare
bisa da artaban II draqmebis 90% mopove
bulia II da III saukuneebiT daTariRebul 
kompleqsebSi. orive  warmoadgenda mo
saxleobis farTo masebisaTvis xelmi
sawvdom safass, razec miuTiTebs maTi 
aRmoCena rogorc qarTlis erismTavar
Ta, magaliTad armazisxevis, bagineTis 
mdidrul sarkofagebSi, aseve mosaxleo
bis farTo fenebisaTvis gankuTvnil sa
marovnebze. magaliTad: 

1. 1938 w. mcxeTa-samTavros samarov
nis samxreTi ubani, kramitsamarxi № 30, aq 
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sxvadasxva arqeologiur nivTebTan er
Tad aRmoCnda avgustusis 3 cali denari, 
artaban II 5 draqma, antonine piusis (138-
161 ww.) 1 denari [Иващенко М. 1980:98].

2. 1940 w. mcxeTa-armazisxevi, samarxi 
№ 6 - avgustusis 3 denari, neronis (54-68 
ww.), galbas (68-69 ww.), adrianes (117-138 
ww.), antonine piusis (138-161 ww.), komodis 
(180-192 ww.) TiTo-TiTo aureusi da arta
ban II 11 cali draqma [mcxeTa I, 1955:46];

3. 1985 w. mcxeTa-samTavro, akldama 
№ 905, avgustusis 15 cali denari, nero
nis (54-68 ww.) 2 cali aureusi, traianes 
(98-117 ww.) kvinariusi, adrianes (117-138 
ww.) aureusi da 15 cali artaban II draqma 
[mcxeTa XI, 1996:20].

4. 1940 w. mcxeTa-armazisxevi, samarxi 
№ 3, avgustusis 3 cali denari, artaban 
II denari, gordiane III (238-241 ww.) 2 au
reusi, filipe ufrosis (244-249 ww.) 3 au
reusi (aqedan 2 imitacia), traiane decis 
(249-251 ww.) aureusi, hostilianes (251 w.) 
aureusi [mcxeTa I, 1955:46];

5. 1939 w. mcxeTa-samTavro, samxreTis 
ubani, ormosamarxi № 89 _ avgustusis 
denari 2 cali, Sapur I sasanidis (238-269 
ww.) draqma [Иващенко М. 1980:198].

faqtobrivi masalebi gvaZlevs saSu
alebas davaskvnaT, rom pirveli sami sa
ukunis ganmavlobaSi savaWro-fulad 
urTierTobebSi wamyvani roli eWiraT 
avgustusis denarebsa da artaban II draq
mebs. safasebi mimoiqceoda paralelurad 
da warmoadgenda mosaxleobis farTo ma
sebisaTvis xelmisawvdom safass. aseTi 
viTareba lokaluria iberiisaTvis da ar 
vrceldeba amierkavkasiis sxva qveynebze, 
kerZod mezobel somxeTsa da albaneTze 
[Serozia m. 2003-2004:14].

mezobel somxeTSic mimoiqceoda av
gustusis denari, magram am mimoqcevas 
ar hqonda iseTi farTo xasiaTi, rogorc 
iberiis teritoriaze. rac Seexeba ar
taban II draqmas, misi kvali somxeTis sa
moneto mimoqcevaSi saerTod ar Cans. 
dRemde somxeTSi warmoebul arqeolo
giur gaTxrebs ar gamouvlenia arc erTi 

egzemplari. 1965 wels qalaq erevnis max
loblad SemTxveviT aRmoCnda artaban II 
draqma, romelsac aqvs yunwi, rac mis sam
kaulad gamoyenebas adasturebs. es aris 
erTaderTi SemTxveva. zogadad SeiZle
ba iTqvas, rom ax.w. I s. CaTvliT parTuli 
monetebi mimoiqceoda somxeTSi, xolo 
gvian, II-III saukuneebSi maTi kvali aRar 
Cans [Саркисян Г. 1979:249; Serozia m. 2003-
2004:17].

albaneTis samoneto bazari gvianro
maul xanaSi kardinalurad gansxvavebu
lia iberiisa da somxeTis samoneto bazri
sagan. kavkasiis albaneTi moicavda Crdi
loeT azerbaijanis mniSvnelovan nawils, 
zRvispira daRestansa da alaznis velis 
nawils. aq samoneto urTierTobebis sa
fuZvels warmoadgenda parTuli monete
bi, romelTa Soris ricxobrivi upirate
soba aqvs artaban II draqmas. azerbaijanis 
teritoriaze aRmoCenili ganZebis Sina
arsi migvaniSnebs imaze, rom III saukuneSi 
artaban II moneta jer kidev aris mimoqce
vaSi, Tumca igi aRar TamaSobs fulad ur
TierTobebSi mniSvnelovan rols. azer
baijanis teritoriaze dafiqsirebulia 
avgustusis denaris aRmoCenis xuTi Sem
Txveva. denarebi aRmoCenilia azerbai
janis dasavleT nawilSi, romelic saqar
Tvelos esazRvreba. avgustusis denare
bisa da artaban II draqmebis erTdrouli 
aRmoCena azerbaijanis teritoriaze ar 
gamovlenila [Халилов Д.А. 1985:17; Голенко 
К., Раджабли А. 1975:71].               

iberiis samoneto mimoqcevaSi avgus
tusis denarebi imdenad xangrZlivad da 
farTod iyo CarTuli, rom amis gamo d. 
kapanaZem wamoayena mosazreba aRniSnuli 
denarebis, agreTve artaban II draqmebis 
erTi nawilis adgilobriv moWris SesaZ
leblobis Sesaxeb [kapanaZe d. 1969:44], 
rasac Cvenc veTanxmebiT. misi azriT, ga
re samyarodan xsenebuli tipis Semozid
vis Sewyvetam gamoiwvia adgilobrivi 
minabaZebis moWris dawyeba. minabaZebis 
pirveli safexurebi bevrad ar Sordeba 
originals, magram droTa ganmavloba
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Si minabaZi ganicdis degradacias da misi 
ukanaskneli calebi uxeS sqemad iqcnen. 
d. kapanaZe uxeS minabaZebs IV_V saukunee
biT aTariRebs [Капанадзе Д. 1962:63]. 

mosazrebas imaze, rom xarisxobrivad 
ukeTesi calebi ufro Zvelia, xolo deg
radirebuli calebi ufro axalgazrda, 
eWvis qveS ayenebs is garemoeba, rom xSi
rad gviandel samarxSi daculia idealur 
mdgomareobaSi myofi da devalvirebu
li cali. magaliTad: 1977 wels mcxeTaSi, 
mogvTakaris samarovanis № 4 samarxSi aR
moCenili denari (mcxeTis arqeologiuri 
eqcpedicia, SemdgomSi mae) № 63 degradi
rebulia, № 64 unakloa. samarxi TariRde
ba II saukuniT [mcxeTa VII, 1985:109]. aseTi 
viTareba gvafiqrebinebs, rom gviandel 
samarxebSi aRmoCenili unaklo cale
bi ver iqneba avgustusis epoqaSi moWri
li. mcxeTis arqeologiurma eqspediciam 
1975_1985 wlebSi sxvadasxva ubanze mo
ipova 45 cali avgustusis denari. aqedan 
aSkara degradaciis kvali etyoba mxo
lod 4 cals. daaxloebiT amdenive Sesru
lebulia maRalmxatvrul doneze da eWvs 
ar iwvevs, rom moWrilia imperiis zaraf
xanaSi. Mmonetebis umetesoba Sesrulebu
lia saSualo doneze, xSirad gvxvdeba ca
lebi, romlebic Cveni azriT, ar Seesaba
meba standartebs (tab. I, № 8-18). SesaZle
belia, es calebi adgilobrivi produq
cia iyos, Tumca maT Soris ori erTnairi 
egzemplaris moZebna ver SevZeliT.

minabaZebis daTariRebis sakiTxs met
-naklebad naTels hfens ukanasknel pe
riodSi gamovlenili nimuSebi: 1971 wels 
saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeums moqa
laqe aleko miqaberiZem Semoswira xaSu
ris raionis sofel yeleTSi SemTxveviT 
napovni vercxlis hibriduli minabaZi – 
markus avreliusi (161_180w.w.) + oqtavi
ane avgustusis denaris zurgis motivi. w. 
3,78 gr, z. 20 mm. 

Subli: marjvniv mimarTuli wverosani 
imperatoris gamosaxuleba, garSemo da
maxinjebuli laTinuri zedwerili, ro
melSic moixsenieba markus avreliusi.

zurgi: farebze dayrdnobili gaius 
da lucius cezarebi da damaxinjebuli 
warwera. gamosaxulebis qvemoT ikiTx
eba AVGUSTI [dundua g. 1972:40]. monetas 
ar moeZebneba analogi. savaraudod igi 
adgilobrivi produqciaa da gvamcnobs, 
rom araugvianes markus avreliusis epo
qisa, xmarebaSi iyo CvenTvis saintereso 
vercxlis monetis tipis zurgis motivis 
Semcveli siqa (tab. I №17, ganZebis fondi, 
SemdgomSi g.f. №22623).  

1986 wels kaxeTis arqeologiurma eq
spediciam, profesor kiazo ficxelauris 
xelmZRvanelobiT, sofel WeremSi №2 sa
marxSi aRmoaCina avgustusis denaris su
beratuli cali (g.f. №25755. wona 1,78 gr, 
zoma: 18-19 mm). moneta spilenZisaganaa 
damzadebuli da dafaruli iyo vercxlis 
Txeli feniT. Mmxatvruli TvalsazrisiT 
igi ar CamorCeba originals, magram zur
gis warwera damaxinjebulia (tab. I. №18).

Subli: imperatoris portreti mar
jvniv. Tavze, pirisaxeze da kiserze spi
lenZisferi laqebi. portretis win war
wera ar mosCans DDDIVI F PATER.

zurgi: tipiuri. xazs qvemoT AESAE…; 
AVCVSTIDIDEISPR. C L  CAESARES;  AVGVSTI F. COS. 
DESING. PRINS. IVVENT.

Cvens mier Seswavlil nimuSebs Soris 
es erTaderTi SemTxvevaa legendis dama
xinjebis. cxadia, siqa daamzada xelosan
ma, romelsac ar esmoda warweris Sinaar
si, Tumca asoebi sakmaod mkveTria. sain
teresoa is faqti, rom moneta aRmoCnda 
kaxeTis maRalmTian zolSi.

dRevandeli sofeli Weremi mdebare
obs gurjaanis raionSi. aq III saukuneSi 
Cndeba qalaquri tipis dasaxleba, rome
lic Semdgom gadaiqca  qalaqad. igi aRmo
savleTidan momaval mniSvnelovan savaW
ro magistralze mdebareobda. soflis 
teritoriaze gaTxrilia III-IV saukune
ebis mdidruli qvasamarxebi. sxvadasxva 
arqeologiur masalasTan erTad gamov
lenilia 6 cali moneta, ori parTuli, 
artaban II draqma (g.f. №25752, №25754), 
4 romauli denari, aqedan 3 avgustusis, 
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maT Soris erTi zemoTxsenebuli sube
rati (g.f. №25751, 25753, 25755) da er
Tic karakalasi (211 -217 ww.) (g.f. №25750) 
[Мамаиашвили Н. 1987:93].

zemoT AaRwerili moneta Cveni azriT, 
III saukuniT unda daTariRdes, igi sav
sebiT SesaZlebelia adgilobrivi pro
duqcia iyos. msgavsi arastandartuli 
nimuSebi Tavis droze gamoaqveyna daviT 
kapanaZem [kapanaZe d. 1969: tab. II, №23], a. 
zografma [Зограф А. 1945:44]. 

saqarTvelos teritoriaze agreTve 
mimoqcevaSi iyo avgustusis denaris gai
us da lucius cezarebis gamosaxulebia
ni ukiduresad uxeSi, barbarosuli mina
baZebi, romlebic adgilobriv produqci
ad unda miviCniod, miuxedavad imisa, rom 
aRniSnuli monetis msgavsi kategoriis 
barbarosuli minabaZebi imperiis sxva pe
riferiebSic iWreboda, savaraudod cen
tralur evropaSi da SesaZlebelia indo
eTSic.

saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis nu
mizmatikur fondebSi daculi 15 cali 
barbarosuli minabaZi gansxvavebulia 
britaneTis muzeumis katalogSi [Mat
tingly  H. 1965: t. I, tab. 14, №5,6,7] gamoq
veynebuli nimuSebisagan, agreTve v. kro
potkinis [Кропоткин В. 1961:16] naSromSi 
gamoqveynebuli 33 minabaZisagan, romel
Ta mopovebis garemoeba da dRevandeli 
adgilsamyofeli cnobili ar aris. 

am 15 monetidan mxolod 5 cals aqvs 
cnoba aRmoCenis garemoebis Sesaxeb. ese
nia: qarTuli monetebis ZiriTadi fondi 
(SemdgomSi q.Z.) №1705 w.3,84 gr, z.19|20 mm. 
aRmoCenilia WiaTuraSi; g.f. № 5103 w. 2,93 
gr, z.18|19mm. aRmoCenilia svaneTSi, so
fel cxumurSi; g.f. № 9446 w.1.28gr, z.19mm. 
aRmoCenilia daba cagerSi (leCxumi); g.f. 
№ 25444 w. 2.97 gr, z.18|17 mm. aRmoCenilia 
sofel bagaSi (bagiWala) duSeTis raioni; 
g.f. №26274 w. 3.12 gr. z.19 mm. sofeli doR
laura (dedoflis gora) qarelis raioni; 
DdanarCen calebs dakarguli aqvT cnobebi 
mopovebis garemoebaTa Sesaxeb. Eesenia: q.Z. 
№54 w. 3.33 gr, z.19 mm; q.Z. №1704 w. 3,42gr, 

z.19 mm; q.Z. №3372 w. 3,55 gr, z.18|19 mm; q.Z. 
№3425 w. 2.23 gr, z.11|13 mm (gaurkveveli); 
q.Z. № 4049 w. 2,59 gr, z. 20 mm; q.Z. №4050 w. 
3.25 gr, z.20|19 mm; q.Z. №4051 w. 3,51 gr, z.19 
mm; q.Z. №4052 w. 3,24 gr, z.20 mm; q.Z. №4053 w. 
3,10 gr, z.18 mm; q.Z. №4054 w.3,02 gr, z.18 mm; 
(es eqvsi moneta №4049‑4054 aris profe
sor evgeni paxomovis koleqciidan, rome
lic man uanderZa muzeums). 

savaraudod q.Z. №54 unda iyos aRmo
Cenili axalcixis raionSi, nayidia ad
gilobrivi Semgroveblisagan [Зограф А. 
1945:77, №165.]. zografi am egzemplars 
aTariRebs I saukuniT. aqve naxavT infor
macias imis Sesaxeb, rom analogiuri mina
baZi daaxloebiT 1930 wels aRmoCnda go
ris raionis sofel ufliscixeSi [Зограф 
А. 1945:77, №164; Пахомов А.Н. 1938:13, 
№343]. es cali aRmoCnda samarxSi, micva
lebuls edo pirSi. a. zografi am calsac I 
saukuniT aTariRebs. 1939 wels daba wal
kis maxloblad, aseve samarxSi, aRmoCnda 
barbarosuli minabaZi. es cnoba zogra
fisaTvis miuwodebia b. kuftins [Зограф А. 
1945:77].

Cveni azriT, monetebis am jgufs ekuT
vnis erovnuli muzeumis qarTuli mone
tebis fondSi daculi kidev erTi barba
rosuli minabaZi (q.Z. №53 w.1,85 gr, z.17|18 
mm), romelsac sruliad dakarguli aqvs 
mსgavseba originalTan. monetis Sublze 
gamosaxuleba ufro mcenares gavs, vidre 
adamianis Tavs. marcxniv TiTqos Cans dia
demis bafTebi. monetis zurgze sruliad 
gaurkveveli nakawrebia (tab. II, №36).

zemoT CamoTvlili aRmoCenebidan, in
formaciis TvalsazrisiT yvelaze mniS
vnelovania bolo periodis ori aRmoCe
na: 1982 wels Jinvalis arqeologiurma 
eqspediciam (xelmZRvaneli profesori 
r. ramiSvili) duSeTis raionis sofel ba
giWalaSi, 17-e qvasamarxSi sxvadasxva ar
qeologiur nivTebTan erTad moipova av
gustusis denaris barbarosuli minabaZi 
(g.f. №25444) da fraat IV (Zv.w. 37_2 ww.) 
parTuli draqma. orive moneta micvale
buls pirSi edo. minabaZi ase gamoiyureba: 
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Subli: imperatoris ukiduresad sqema
turi gamosaxuleba marjvniv.

zurgi: ori figuris imitacia, maT So
ris farebi da Subebi; Subebs Soris TiT
qos raRac niSnebia amokawruli. xazs qve
moT warweris magivrad 7 xazia mocemuli. 
gamosaxulebis irgvliv asoebis magivrad 
aseTive xazebia amokawruli.

bagiWalaSi aRmoCenili cali gansxvav
deba danarCeni calebisagan. moneta dam
zadebulia maRali sinjis vercxlisagan. 
Cveni azriT, igi SedarebiT adreuli ni
muSia zemoT moxseniebul safasebs So
ris. moneta II saukunis pirveli naxevris 
produqcia unda iyos. amaze samarxeuli 
inventari da upirveles yovlisa, mas
Si fraat IV parTuli draqmis aRmoCena 
migvaniSnebs. aRniSnuli safasi iberiaSi 
brunavda I saukuneSi. II saukunis samone
to mimoqcevaSi igi, rogorc wesi, aRar 
monawileobs.

2004 wels Sida qarTlis arqeologi
urma eqspediciam (xelmZRvaneli profe
sori iulon gagoSiZe) qarelis raionis 
sofel doRlauraSi, dedoflis goraze, 
№15-e oTaxis Semokrebil nangrevSi ipo
va ukiduresd dazianebuli moneta, rome
lic cecxlSi yofnis kvals atarebda. 	

Zeglis gamTxrelis profesor iulon 
gagoSiZis mosazrebiT [Gagoshidze I. 2004:  
172], sasaxle, sadac aRmoCnda moneta, 
warmoadgens Zv.w. I – ax.w. I ss-is nagebobas. 
ax.w. I saukunis bolos sasaxle xanZarma 
imsxverpla. xanZari imdenad Zlieri yo
fila, rom Senobidan TiTqmis verafris 
gatana ver mouswriaT.

radgan sasaxle daiwva I saukunis bo
los, es minabaZi da misi identuri calebi, 
ver daTariRdeba I saukuneze gviani dro
iT. rac imis Tqmis saSualebas gvaZlevs, 
rom avgustusis am tipis denaris mimoq
cevaSi farTod  CarTvisTanave Cndeba mi
si adgilobrivi minabaZebi.

dedoflis goraze aRmoCenili mone
ta (g.f. №26274), analogiuria qarTuli 
monetebis fondSi daculi №4049, №1704 
(ev. paxomovis koleqciidan) da №3372 mo

netebisa da ase gamoiyureba: Subli: ma
makacis marjvniv mimarTuli  portreti 
didi cxviriT, Tavze dafnis gvirgviniT, 
romlis bafTebi kefaze ikvreba. mosCans 
bafTis bolo. aris warweris gadmocemis 
mcdeloba. Tavs ukan gamosaxulia sami ga
dajvaredinebuli xazi (XXX). profilis 
win asoebis moxazuloba TiTqmis emsgav
seba laTinurs VI ...IX...; gamosaxulebas Se
mouyveba wertilovani rkali. oTxive  mo
netis Sublis siqa identuria.                                                                                                               

zurgi: moCans princebis sqematu
ri gamosaxuleba, maT Soris ori fari da 
ori Subi. Subebs Soris maRla simpulu
mi da litusi (aRsaniSnavia, rom mxolod 
am jgufis minabaZebzea gamosaxuli es 
simboloebi, danarCen SemorCenil  ca
lebze isini aRar Canს). Pprincebis zurgs 
ukan warweris imitaciis mcdeloba (es 
aris reversze warweris gamosaxvis mcde
lobis erTaderTi SemTxveva). gamosa
xulebas Semouyveba wertilovani rka
li.                                          	      

am oTxi minabaZis reversis SemTxveva
Si erTi da igive siqa ar aris gamoyenebu
li, magram msgavsia. aSkaraa, rom erTi sa
xelosnos nawarmia.  

am minabaZebis analogiuria erevnis sa
xelmwifo istoriuli muzeumis numizma
tikis fondSi daculi, upasporto egzem
plari  (№14362. w.3,77 gr, z.19 mm. tab. II, 24) 
da qalaq moskovis a.s. puSkinis saxelobis 
saxviTi xelovnebis muzeumSi daculi 
aseve upasporto egzemplari (w. 4.14 gr), 
romelic gaxvretilia, etyoba medalio
nad iyo gamoyenebuli. amave dros, mas uC
veulod maRali wona aqvs (w.4.14gr. tab. 
II,23). orive moneta eWvgareSe saqarTve
loSia aRmoCenili. 

amgvarad, es eqvsi minabaZi qmnis pir
vel  jgufs (eqvsives aversi erTidaima
ve siqiTaa Sesrulebuli), romelic, ro
gorc Cans, yvelaze adreulia da TariR
deba ax.w. I saukunis miwuruliT. d. kapana
Ze am jgufs III saukuniT aTariRebs [kapa
naZe d. 1969:228].
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aseve eqvsi calis odenobiTaa dRe
isaTvis SemorCenili minabaZebis meore 
jgufi. yvela maTgani upasportoa, q.Z. 
№№ 4050, 4051, 4052, 4053, 4054, 54; Ses
rulebulia ukiduresad uxeSad, Sublis 
gamosaxulebas pirobiTad Tu miviCnevT 
adamianis gamosaxulebad. liTonSi ver
cxlis Semcveloba Zalian dabalia, mone
tebs spilenZis feri dahkravT.                                                              

Subli: adamianis(?) Tavis sqematuri 
gamosaxuleba mimarTuli marjvniv, daf
nis gvirgvinis imitacia. Pprofilis win 
TiTqos raRac asoebia gamosaxuli. gamo
saxulebas Semouyveba wertilovani rka
li. eqvsive safasi erTidaigive siqiT un
da iyos nakravi.  

zurgi: ori sqematuri figura, maT 
Soris farebisa da Subebis imitacia.  ir
gvliv msxvili wertilebi, pirvel sam Sem
TxvevaSi 28 wertili (ix. tab. II, №25-27), 
Semdeg 29 (ix. tab. II, №28) da 25 wertili 
(ix. tab. II, №29). SesaZlebelia warweris 
magivrad. simpulumi da litusi arcerT 
maTganze aRar aris gamosaxuli.                                                        

q.Z. №4050, 4051, 4052 rogorc aversis, 
aseve reversis mxriv identurebia, aq uda
od erTi da igive siqebia gamoyenebuli.

Cveni azriT, msgavsebas iCenen da cal
ke jgufs qmnian Semdegi monetebi: q.Z. 
№1705 aRmoCenili WiaTuraSi, g.f. №9446 
aRmoCenili daba cagerSi (leCxumi). mone
tebi spilenZisferia, vercxlis Semcve
loba liTonSi ukiduresad dabalia. es 
ori moneta Sesrulebis ukiduresi pri
mitiulobiT gamoirCeva, gansakuTrebiT 
reversi. monetis Sublze TiTqos qalia 
gamosaxuli, mimarTuli marcxniv. gamosa
xulebebs Sublze da zurgze uxeSi, msxvi
li wertilebi Semouyveba (tab. II, 31, 32). 

monetebi, romlebic damzadebulia 
dabali sinjis vercxlisagan, am seriis 
yvelaze gviandeli nimuSebi unda iyos da 
SesaZlebelia daTariRdes III saukuniT. 
TiTqos gansxvavebulia da calke jgufs 
qmnis g.f. №5103,  romelic 1947 wels, sva
neTSi, sofel cxumuris maxloblad mdi
nare enguris terasebze oqros Ziebis 

dros aRmoCnda. zemoT aRwerili nimu
Sebisagan imiT gansxvavdeba, rom Sublis 
gamosaxuleba yvelaze metad inarCunebs 
adamianis iers. mimarTulia marjvniv, 
TiTqos mosCans diadema, romelic kefaze 
ikvreba. 

zurgis gamosaxuleba sqematuria, 
princebis figurebs Soris erTi fari 
mosCans, Subebs Soris zemoT, Zalian sqe
maturad simpulumi da litusia gamosa
xuli. marcxena figuris Tavs ukan TiT
qos jvaria gamosaxuli, rac warweris 
Sesrulebis mcdeloba unda iyos. gamosa
xulebas wertilovan-xazovani rkali Se
mouyveba (tab. II, 34). 

barbarosuli minabaZebis gavrcele
bis areali sakmaod farTo yofila, igi 
TiTqmis faravs saqarTvelos mTels te
ritorias: svaneTi (sofeli cxumuri), 
leCxumi (cageri), WiaTura, sofeli bagi
Wala (duSeTis raioni), sofeli doRla
ura (qarelis raioni), axalcixis raioni, 
sofeli ufliscixe (goris raioni), daba 
walka (walkis raioni) da a.S. minabaZebis 
mimoqcevis areali emTxveva zogadad av
gustusis denaris mimoqcevis areals. mas 
iyeneben saqarone monetad, rac imis mima
niSnebelic aris, rom misi wili mimoqce
vaSi mTlad umniSvnelo ar iyo.

rac Seexeba daTariRebis sakiTxs, ro
gorc zemoT aRvniSneT, d. kapanaZe maT 
III - V ss. aTariRebs [Капанадзе Д. 1962:63]. 
a. zografis azriT, es minabaZebi mzad
deboda mTeli I s-is ganmavlobaSi, xolo 
mimoqceva grZeldeboda mniSvnelovnad 
didxans [Зограф А. 1945:45]. avtors miaCnia, 
rom yvela minabaZi damzadebulia I sauku
neSi. profesorebi giorgi da Tedo dun
duebi Tvlian, rom am monetebis mkveTrma 
Semcirebam III saukunis Sua xanebidan ga
moiwvia maTi adgilobrivi imitaciis ge
nezisi [dundua g., dundua T. 2007:126]. 

ukanasknelma aRmoCenam dedoflis 
goraze, daTariRebul fenaSi, daadas
tura zografis mosazreba aRniSnuli 
minabaZebis erTi jgufis I saukuniT da
TariRebis Sesaxeb. rogorc Cans, minaba
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Zebi Cndeba avgustusis denaris farTod 
gavrcelebisTanave da am movlenas adgi
li hqonda mTeli im drois ganmavlobaSi, 
vidre iyo moTxovna Tavad originalze, 
e.i. pirveli saukunis miwurulidan III sa
ukunis CaTvliT.  

msgavsi kategoriis barbarosuli mi
nabaZebis moWra, Cveni azriT, ar iyo ibe
riis samefos centraluri xelisuflebis 
prerogativa. amas Cadiodnen kerZo pi
rebi, ZiriTadad provinciebSi, epizodu
rad.  

ufro rTulad aris Sualeduri ca
lebis warmomavlobis sakiTxi. monetebis 
garkveuli kategoria imdenad dabal do
nezea Sesrulebuli, rom saeWvoa isini im
periis centralur zarafxanaSi iyos dam
zadebuli (tab. I, №8-18). advili SesaZle
belia, es nimuSebi da bevri maTi msgavsi, 
adgilobrivi warmomavlobis iyos da mas 
awarmoebda adgilobrivi xelisufleba. 
rac Seexeba somexi numizmatis x. muSegi
anis [Мушегян Х. 1975:18] mosazrebas imis 
Taobaze, rom amierkavkasiaSi mbrunavi 
avgustusis denarebis nawili SesaZlebe
lia somxeTSi iWreboda da Semdgom Semo
dioda iberiis samefoSi, aramarTebulad 
migvaCnia. viTarebis Seswavla gviCvenebs, 
rom kavkasiaSi aseTi centri SesaZlebe
lia yofiliyo iberia. aseTia varaudi. 
vimedovnebT, Semdgomi arqeologiuri 
kvlevebi gamoavlens axal masalas, rome
lic bolomde naTels mohfens am da rig 
sxva sakiTxebs.   

SeniSvna: 
g.f. – saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis 
numizmatikuri koleqcia, ganZebis fon
di. 
q.Z. – saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis 
numizmatikuri koleqcia, qarTuli mone
tebis ZiriTadi fondi. 
mae – mcxeTis arqeologiuri eqspedicia
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abulmugis xeobaSi, bolnisi–dmani
sis samanqano gzidan 1,2 km-ze, maSaveras 
xeobis arqeologiurma eqspediciam (xel
mZRvaneli k. kaxiani) Zv.w. IV-III ss-is sama
rovani aRmoaCina [ZnelaZe m., xubuluri 
n. 1989; Кахиани К. и др. 1991; Dzneladze M., 
Chubuluri N. 1991; ZnelaZe m. 2001]. abul
mugis xeoba dmanisis r-nis ukidures aR
mosavleT nawilSi, dmanisis naqalaqaris 
maxloblad mdebareobs. vaxuSti bato
niSvilis mixedviT ~dmaniss queiT ars 
CrdiloT kerZ xinwis xevi. mas queviT da
ba abulmugi. aq iTxrebis liToni rkinisa, 
spilenZisa da laJvardisa~ [bagrationi v. 
1973:315]. dReisaTvis, abulmugis klasi
kuri xanis samarovnis Seswavlili nawi
li warmodgenilia 27 samarxiT, romelTa 
Sorisac 25 qvayuTia, ori ki qvis filebiT 
gadaxuruli ormosamarxi (№ 5 da № 22). 
samarxebSi micvalebulebi dakrZaluli 
arian marjvena gverdze (qalic da mamaka
cic), xelfexmokecil pozaSi, NW-SO  sig
rZiv damxrobiT, TaviT  NW mxares. sama
rovanze dadasturda samarxTa rogorc 
erTjeradi, ise meoradi gamoyenebac (№№ 
3,4,6,12,16,18,19). aRsaniSnavia samarxTa 
(№№ 3,6,12,18) saxuravze adamianis (erT 
SemTxvevaSi orisa - № 6) arasruli Con
Cxis aRmoCena. samarovanze dadasture
buli arqeologiuri masala analogiebs 
poulobs Zv.w. IV-III ss-is saqarTvelos, 
kavkasiisa da SavizRvispireTis Tanadro
ul samarovnebze aRmoCenil masalebTan.

kevriani samarxi (№ 22) aRmoCnda XXVI 
nakveTis IV kvadratSi, miwis Tanamedro
ve zedapiridan 80 sm-is siRrmeze, 0 xazi
dan 99,93 doneze. damxrobilia NW-SO sig
rZiv RerZze. samarxi CaWrilia Ria moCa
lisfro Tixnar gruntSi da warmoadgens 
qvisfilebiT gadaxurul ormosamarxs. 
Tavdapirvelad gamoCnda samarxis saxu
ravis samxreT-dasavleTi nawilis qvis

filebi, Crdilo-dasavleTis nawili ki 
dauzianebia gviani Suasaukuneebis dro
indel nagebobis kedels. samarxi amov
sebuli iyo miwiT, gaZarcvis niSnebi ar 
etyoboda. samarxis gare zomebia: sigrZe 
– 200 (zomebi mocemulia santimetrebSi), 
sigane –125; Sida zomebi: 190 X 80, siRrme – 
65; dasakrZalavi nawilis zomebi: 170 X 75. 

samarxis ormoSi, grZiv kedlebTan 
midgmulia qvis oTxkuTxa filebi, Tav
kedlebTan ki Taroebis msgavsi moswore
buli adgilebia Seqmnili. ise, rom iata
kidan 40 sm-is simaRleze oTxive mxridan 
gamarTulia sayrdenebi raTa maTze xis 
kevri dadebuliyo – micvalebulis zemo
dan gadaxurvis mizniT. kevris koxis qvebi 
samarxis TiTqmis mTel farTobze, sxva
dasxva doneze, micvalebulis Zvlebzec 
iyo mimobneuli (tab. I, 2).

samarxSi dakrZalulia 55-60 wlis mama
kaci. igi dausvenebiaT marjvena gverdze, 
xelfexmokecil pozaSi,  NW-SO  sigrZiv 
RerZze damxrobiT, TaviT – NW  mxares, xe
lebi pirissaxis win ewyo. micvalebulis
Tvis Catanebuli xuTi Tixis WurWlidan 
oTxi Tavs ukan – samarxis TavkedelTanaa 
dalagebuli: 

1. dergi, mxae/7-134 (mxae – maSave
ras xeobis arqeologiuri eqspedicia; 7 
– abulmugis ubani; 134 – nivTis sainven
taro nomeri), monacrisfro, piryelnak
luli, sferulmucliani, Zirbrtyeli. 
simaRle – 23, yelis dm. - 10,2; muclis dm. 
- 21; Ziris dm. - 12,4.  

2. xelada, mxae/7-135, lega-monacris
fro, samtuCa. brtyeli yuri miZerwili 
aqvs pirsa da mxarze. yurs sigrZeze dauy
veba ori farTo kaneluri. aqvs sferuli 
muceli da brtyeli Ziri. simaRle – 20,1; 
piris dm. - 9,5; muclis dm. - 17,2; Ziris dm. 
- 11,2.

 merab ZnelaZe, Tamar xoxobaSvili

kevriani samarxi abulmugidan
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3. qoTani, mxae/7-136, lega-monac
risfro, mcired pirgadaSlili, dabal 
yels xorblis zomisa da formis naWde
vebi Semouyveba. aqvs sferuli muceli da 
brtyeli Ziri. Zirgverdi cecxlisaganaa 
gaSavebuli. simaRle – 17,2; yelis dm.- 9; 
muclis dm.- 17; Ziris dm.- 10,5; kecis sis
qe – 0,5-0,7.

4. koWobi, mxae/7-137, lega-monacrif
ro, pirgadaSlili, dabalyeliani, sfe
rulmucliani, Zirbrtyeli. simaRle – 
10,3; piris dm. - 7,3; yelis dm. - 6,4; muclis 
dm. - 11,2; Ziris dm. - 6,5. micvalebuli
saTvis ~sagzlad~ wvrilfexa saqonlis – 
cxvris (batknis) barkal-wvivis nawili Ca
utanebiaT, romelic terfebTan - samar
xis samxreT TavkedelTan dadebul Tixis 
jamze ido.

5. jami, mxae/7-138, Ria monacrisfro, 
pirmoyrili, Zirbrtyeli. simaRle – 5,8; 
piris dm.- 17,5; mxris dm.- 18,4; Ziris dm.- 
11,8.     

6. Subispiri, mxae/7-139, rkinisa, ma
Ralqediani, masragaxsnili. sigrZe – 26,8; 
masris sigrZe – 11,4; piris sigrZe –15,3; 
mxris sigane – 3,5. aRmoCnda micvalebu
lis zurgs ukan – grZivi kedlis gaswvriv 
Cadebuli. - 

7. rgoli, mxae/7-140, vercxlis, Taveb
gaxvretili, ovalurganivkveTiani, dm.-
2,8; aRmoCnda micvalebulis marcxena sa
feTqelTan.

8. rgoli, mxae/7-141, vercxlis, Tave
bi erTmaneTze-gverduladaa midebuli, 
mrgval zurgze sami burcobi aqvs mirCi
luli, gverdebi sworkuTxovania. aRmoC
nda micvalebulis marjvena safeTqel
Tan. orive rgoli Tmis varcxnilobis na
wils unda ekuTvnodes. 

9. dana, mxae/7-142, rkinis, swori for
mis, calpirlesili da sammanWvliani. aR
moCnda  pirissaxis win, xelis mtevnebTan 
ido. 

10-11. samajuri, 2 cali,  mxae/7-143, 
mxae/-144, rkinis, dazianebulebi, wriuli 
formisa da mrgvalganivkveTianebia. aR
moCnda micvalebuls majebze (tab. II, 2).

samarxSi sul aRmoCnda kevrisaTvis 
gankuTvnili 59 cali– 

12. koxis qva, 59 cali, mxae/7-144. isini 
damzadebulni arian bazaltis qvebisagan. 
koxebis SedarebiTi simcire gvafiqrebi
nebs, rom micvalebulis gadasaxuravad 
Zveli da ukve mwyobridan gamosuli kev
ri iqna gamoyenebuli. 

№ 22 samarxs, pirobiTad, ~mekaloves~ 
- kevriani samarxi vuwodeT [xoxobaSvili 
T., ZnelaZe m. 1999; ZnelaZe m. 2001]. kevri
ani samarxi saqarTvelosa da kavkasiaSi, 
saerTodac,  mcire raodenobiTaa aRmo
Cenili (tab. II, 1).

pirveli cnoba kavkasiaSi kevriani sa
marxis aRmoCenisa mocemuli aqvs Jak de 
morgans [Morgan J. 1889:19]. mis mier XIX s-is 
80-iani wlebis bolos axtalaSi md. debed 
Cais marcxena sanapiroze gamovlenili iq
na qvayuTi (92X70), romelSic micvalebu
li kevrze esvena. kevriani samarxis aRmo
Cenam didi interesi gamoiwvia mecnierTa 
wreSi. amasTan dakavSirebiT, mosazrebani 
gamoTqves iv. javaxiSvilma [javaxiSvili 
iv. 1937:52] da b. piotrovskim [Пиотровский 
Б. 1939:49-50]. st. menTeSaSvilma kevrTan 
dakavSirebul Tavis naSromSi xazgasmiT 
aRniSna, rom kevri ~imave azriT aris Cayo
lebuli micvalebuls saflavSi, ra azri
Tac aris sxva iaraR-samkauli~ [menTeSaS
vili s. 1936:10]. mogvianod, artikSi, som
xeTSi aRmoCenili iqna kidev erTi kevri
ani samarxis (№ 508) naSTi, romelic Zv.w. 
XII-XI saukuneebiT daTariRda [Хачатрян Т. 
1979:15, 38].

Semdegi kevriani samarxis aRmoCena 
1940 wels azerbaijanis teritoriaze so
fel xanlarTan axlos moxda. i. gumelma 
Seiswavla № 2 yorRanSi CaSvebuli or
mosamarxi № 4 (210 X 48, siRrme – 65), ro
melic qvis filebiT iyo gadaxuruli, 
damxrobili OSO-WNW  sigrZiv RerZze. 
kvlav, gansakuTrebuli interesi gamoiw
via micvalebulis (mamakaci) kevrze dak
rZalvis faqtma.  igi daukrZaliaT mar
cxena gverdze, xelfexmokecili, TaviT 
dasavleT mxares. samarxis Semswavlel
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ma mkvlevarma scada aRedgina TviT kev
ris aRnagobac, xolo samarxis gamarTva 
Zv.w. II aTaswleulis dasasruls ivarauda 
[Гумель Я. 1949:55-58].

1948 wels saqarTveloSic aRmoCnda 
kevriani samarxi. t. CubiniSvilma aRwe
ra da gamoikvlia samTavros samarovnis 
CrdiloeT ubanze gaTxrili ormosamar
xi № 320 (160 X 110) [CubiniSvili t. 1957]. 
~kevrze dakrZaluli micvalebulis Con
Cxis mkveTrad moxrili qvemo kidurebis 
Zvlebi marcxena gverdze mdebareobda, 
xolo ConCxis zemo nawili, menjis Zvli
dan dawyebuli (xerxemali, mxrebis Zvle
bi, Tavis qala da sxv.); pirqve iyo dam
xobili~. samarxSi iyo cxvris Tav-fexi, 
xelada, koWobi, jami, brinjaos rgol-
sakidebi, sakinZebi, samajuri da pastis 
mZiv-samkauli.~ am masalis mixedviT sa
marxi daTariRa Zv.w. VIII-VI ss-iT. t. Cubi
niSvilma aRniSna, agreTve, saqarTveloSi 
kevriani samarxis aRmoCenis sxva faqtic 
– cxinvalTan axlos. «e.w. qulbaqevis sa
marovanze gamovlenili iqna Zv.w. VIII-VI 
ss. ramdenime samarxi, romelTa Sorisac 
erTSi aRmoCnda didi raodenobiT kevris 
koxis qvebi~ [CubiniSvili t. 1957:106].   

Semdgom, saqarTvelos teritoriaze 
SedarebiT momravlda kevriani samarxe
bis aRmoCenis faqtebi.   

ufliscixesa da mis midamoebSi warmo
ebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebisas (1958-
1962 ww.)  kevri aRmoCnda rogorc namosax
larebze, ise Zv.w. III-II ss. droindel yaT
nalixevis samarovanzec (ix. ormosamarxi 
№1). samarxSi Cadebul ~xmarebaSi namyof 
wvrilkoxian kevrze dausveniaT ori mic
valebuli, orive marcxena gverdze, Ta
viT SW da saxiT NW mxarisaken.  . . .  kevri 
samarxSi moxvedramde didxans yofila 
xmarebaSi, razedac koxebis samuSao pi
ris gacveTiloba miuTiTebs. . . . samarxSi 
kevris dadasturebis faqtis safuZvel
ze SeiZleboda gvefiqra, rom aq guTnis
dedis samarxTan gvaqvs saqme. savsebiT 
bunebrivia, rom mevenaxeTa samarxebis 
gverdiT, yofiliyo guTnisdedaTa samar

xebic. aseT daSvebas mxars uWers rogorc 
meurneobis xasiaTi, ise ganviTarebis do
ne~ [xaxutaiSvili d. 1966:84-85].

kevriani ori samarxi (Zv.w.VII-VI ss.) aR
moCnda 1973 w. madneul-kazreTSi (bol
nisis r-ni), romelic Seiswavla kazreTis 
arqeologiurma eqspediciam (xelmZRva
neli m. sinauriZe) [ix. sinauriZe m., giu
naSvili g. 1976:96-105].

ormosamarxi №1 damxrobilia W-O sig
rZiv RerZze, TaviT aRmosavleTiT. micva
lebuli daukrZalavT marjvena gverdze, 
xelfexmokecil pozaSi. TavTan edga Ti
xis doqi da WinWila. Tavis areSi aRmoC
nda sardionis, feradi da TeTri pastis 
mZivebi. ormos samxreT kedelTan dacu
li iyo xis naSTi, romelic kevris koxebs 
Seicavda. ormosamarxi №4 damxrobilia 
SO-NW  sigrZiv RerZze, TaviT  SO mxares. 
micvalebuli dausvenebiaT xelfexmoke
cil pozaSi, marjvena gverdze. ormos aR
mosavleT kuTxeSi msxvilfexa cxovelis 
Tavi ido. mis gverdze ki, micvalebulis 
xelis mtevnebTan – moRunuli rkinis da
na. marcxena xelze ekeTa sada, Tavebgax
snili brinjaos samajuri, marjvena xel
ze ki sardionis cisferi da TeTri pastis 
mZivebiani samajuri. yelis areSi aRmoC
nda e.w. SedgenilReriani fibula. ormo
samarxis SW kedlis gayolebiT, 20-25 sm-s 
siRrmeze SerCenili iyo xis naSTi kevris 
koxebiT. micvalebulsa da kevrs Sua ido 
rkinis satevari, marjvena fexis wvivze ki 
patara salesi qva – Tasmis gasayreli nax
vretiT. orive samarxSi kevri an kevris na
wili dakrZalulTa zurgs ukan gverdu
lad iyo Cadgmuli. koxebis simcire da ma
Ti gacveTiloba samarxebis SemswavlelT 
afiqrebinebs, rom micvalebulis kevrze 
dakrZalvasTan ki ar gvaqvs saqme, aramed 
Zveli, gamosayeneblad uvargisi kevriT 
samarxis gamarTvasTan. maTi azriT: «am 
ormosamarxebis Tanadrouli sazogado
ebisaTvis ukve imdenad tipiuri gamxdara 
sameurneo saqmianobaSi kevris gamoyene
ba, rom misi masiuri damzadeba dauwyiaT, 
xolo koxebmocveTil kevrebs sxvadasxva 
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daniSnulebisamebr iyenebdnen, maT Soris 
samarxebis asagebadac. . . gamoricxulic 
ar aris, rom saiqioSi kevris gataneba Zve
li rwmena-warmodgenebis anarekli iyos» 
[sinauriZe m., giunaSvili g. 1976:96-105]. ‘’

kevriT gadaxuruli ormosamarxe
bi gaiTxara 1978-1980 ww. mcxeTis rai
onSi nastakisis velze [narimaniSvili g. 
1990:87-91]. xis anabeWdebisa da koxis qve
bis ganlagebis mixedviT samarxebi №№ 
44, 124, 140, kevriT yofila gadaxuruli. 
gadaxurvis konstruqcia uSualod mic
valebulis zemoT iyo mowyobili. kevri, 
rogorc Cans, miwaSi gamoWril safexu
rebze (Taroebze unda yofiliyo day
rdnobili. samarxebi . . . a.w. I s-iT TariR
deba~ [ix. narimaniSvili g. 1990:90].

1983 wels Zvel qandasTan (Zv.w. XIV-XIII 
ss. samarovnebze) aRmoCenili iqna gviani 
brinjaos xanis kevriani samarxi. samarxis 
ormo gadaxuruli iyoEkevriT [boxoCaZe 
al., zanguri am. 1987:87-91].

Zveli qandis kevrian samarxze adre
uli samarxi sof. waRvlis midamoebSi xa
Suris arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier 
1984 wels iqna aRmoCenili. eqspediciis 
xelmZRvaneli al. ramiSvili samarovnis 
№ 94 samarxs (kevriani ormosamarxi) aTa
riRebs Sua brinjaos xanis miwuruliT. 
micvalebuli dakrZaluli iyo kevrs 
qveS. CauyolebiaT samkaulebi: brinjaos 
or-ori, rombisebrganivkveTiani bolo
ebgaxsnili samajuri; Tavze anTimonis 
burTulebwamocmuli sakinZi; napirebze 
crugavarsiT Semkuli sayure; boloebga
farToebuli elifsis formis 1,5 xviiseb
ri Svidi sakinZdi; anTimonis, sardionis, 
giSrisa da pastis sxvadasxva formis ram
denime aTeuli mZivi. garda amisa samarxSi 
aRmoCnda Tixis xuTi WurWeli (oryura 
da uyuro qoTnebi, koWobi, badia da cal
yura sasmisi) [ramiSvili al. 2004:64].

Zv.w. XIV s-iT aTariRebs mesxeT-java
xeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis xel
mZRvaneli oT. RambaSiZe borjomis xeoba
Si borniReles samarovanze aRmoCenil № 
52 kevrian ormosamarxs. kevris mdebare

oba aSkarad mianiSnebs imaze, rom micva
lebuli kevriT iyo gadaxuruli. Zeglis 
mkvlevari aRniSnavs, agreTve, rom samar
xis aRmosavleT nawilSi msxvilfexa sa
qonlis Tavis arseboba Taviseburi urTi
erTobis amsaxveli unda iyos Sua brinja
os xanis qarTlSi cnobil, micvalebulTa 
dakrZalvis erT-erTi wesisa, romelSic 
TvalSi sacemia samarxTaAaRmosavleT na
wilSi msxvilfexa rqiani saqonlis wyvili 
Tavisqalis aRmoCena (Treli-gorebi, na
taxtari) [RambaSiZe o., RambaSiZe ir. 1987].

dmanisis raionis sof. ganTiadTan ma
Saveras xeobis arqeologiuri eqspedici
is mier 1982 wels aRmoCenili iqna kevri
ani ori samarxi (№№ 120, 140). samarxebs 
aTariReben Zv.w. XIII-XII ss-iT kevri mic
valebulis sareclad iyo gamoyenebuli, 
romelic Tavis mxriv, samarxis Tavked
lebis kuTxeebSi dadebul qvis filebze 
ido, xolo mis qveS – Tixis WurWeli Cau
lagebiaT [Кахиани К. и др. 1985].

1985 wels Zv.w. IV-III ss-is droindeli 
kevriani ormosamarxi dmanisis raionis 
adgil abulmugSi iqna aRmoCenili [Zne
laZe m., xubuluri n. 1989; Кахиани К. и др. 
1991; Dzneladze M., Chubuluri N. 1991; xoxobaS
vili, ZnelaZe 1999].

1987 wels kevriani samarxi javaxeTSi 
sof. digaSenSi aRmoCnda. aq Seswavlili 
iqna Zv.w. XIV-XIII ss-is yorRani da namo
saxlari. orive adgilas dadasturda kev
ris naSTebi – koxis qvebi [Орджоникидзе 
А.1995:81-82].

ukanasknelad kevriani ormosamarxi 
(2 cali) axalcixis raionis sof. kldes
Tan 2006 wels Catarebuli arqeologiuri 
kvleva-Ziebisas aRmoCnda (xelmZRvaneli 
ir. RambaSiZe) [RambaSiZe ir. 2006]. 

amrigad, saqarTvelos 12 punqtSi aR
moCnda 17 kevriani samarxi, romelTa  
qronologiuri diapazonia - Zv.w. XVII-XVI 
saukunidan – ax.w. V saukunemde moicavs. 
kavkasiaSi: somxeTSi – 2 kevriani samarxia 
aRmoCenili, azerbaijanSi ki – 1 (tab. I, 1). 

1. waRvli (xaSuris r-ni) – Sua brin
jaos xanis miwuruli (Zv.w. XVII-XVI ss.). 2. 
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borniRele (borjomis r-ni  )– Zv.w. XIV s. 
3. Zveli qanda (mcxeTis r-ni) – Zv.w. XIV-XIII 
ss. 4. digaSeni (ninowmindis r-ni) – Zv.w. 
XIV-XIII ss. 5-6. ganTiadi (dmanisis r-ni) – 
Zv.w. XIII-XII ss. 7. samTavro (mcxeTis r-ni) 
– Zv.w. VIII-VII ss. 8-9. madneuli-kazreTi 
(bolnisis r-ni) – Zv.w. VII-VI ss.  10. qul
baqevi (cxinvalis r-ni) – Zv.w. VII-VI ss.  11. 
abulmugi (dmanisis r-ni) – Zv.w. IV-III ss.  
12. yaTnalixevi (ufliscixe–goris r-ni) 
_ Zv.w. III-II ss. 13-15. nastakisi (mcxeTis 
r-ni) – ax. w. I s. 16-17. klde (axalcixis 
r-ni) – ax.w. IV-V ss. 18. xanlari (azerbai
jani) – Zv.w. II aTaswleulis dasasruli.  
19. artiki (somxeTi) – XII-XI ss.  20. axtala 
(somxeTi) _ Zv.w. I aTaswleulis dasawyi
si.

I. arsebuli monacemebis mixedviT, kev
rian samarxebSi gamoiyo kevris ornairi 
gamoyenebis faqti: 1. kevrze micvalebu
lis dakrZalva da 2. kevriT micvalebu
lis gadaxurva.

micvalebulis kevrze dakrZalva sa
qarTveloSi, CvenTvis cnobil samTavros, 
ganTiadisa da yaTnalixevis samarovneb
zea dadasturebuli. 

CvenTvis cnobili kevriani samarxe
bidan mxolod erTia qvasamarxi (qvayuTi 
axtalidan), romelSic micvalebuli kev
rze iyo dakrZaluli. yvela sxva SemTxve
vaSi isini  ormosamarxTa tipisaa.

mkvlevarTa mosazrebiT kevrian sa
marxebSi SeiZleba daekrZalaT: 1. guTnis
deda; 2. mekalove-mlewavi; 3. pirebi, rom
lebic kaloze lewvis procesSi iRebdnen 
monawileobas (moxucebi, qalebi, bavSve
bi) da, SesaZloa, muSaobisas SemTxveviT 
daRupulnic;  4. mekevre – kevris damam
zadebeli;  5. piri, romelsac araviTari 
urTierToba ar gaaCnda kevrTan da mi
waTmoqmedebasTan (kevri mxolod ficris 
movaleobas asrulebda samarxSi).

micvalebulis dakrZalva, umetesad, 
garkveul ritualTan, tradiciasTan iyo 
dakavSirebuli. garkveul wesebsa da so
cialur-ekonomikur pirobebs eqvemde
bareboda samarxis saxec (tipi). samarxSi 

kevris Catanebac, imdroindeli yofa-
cxovrebis anarekls unda warmoadgendes. 

yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdi
nare, albaT, saeWvo xdeba kevri gamoeye
nebinaT im pirovnebaTa dasakrZalavad, 
romelnic ar iyvnen dakavSirebulni kev
rTan, xorblis moyvana-damuSavebasTan. 
amasTanave, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom 
kevri mekevris Sromis iaraRi araa da mxo
lod misi Sromis Sedegia _ gasacemi-ga
sayidi nivTia, SeiZleba naklebi safuZ
veli darCes kevrian samarxSi am xelobis 
adamianis dakrZalvisac. mekevre-xelos
nis kevrian samarxSi dakrZalvis ~sawina
aRmdegod~ unda metyvelebdes is faqtic, 
rom samarxebSi naxmari – Zveli kevrebia 
gamoyenebuli (koxis qvebi gacveTilia da 
raodenobiTac nakluli).    

radganac kevrs samarxebSi gamoiye
nebdnen rogorc sareclad, ise gadasa
xuravad, am saxis samarxTa aRsaniSnavad, 
albaT ajobebda terminis ~kevriani sa
marxi~ xmareba. amasTanave, gasaTvaliswi
nebulia, Tu rogori tipis samarxSi iqne
ba is dafiqsirebuli, magaliTad, ~kevria
ni qvasamarxi~, ~kevriani ormosamarxi~ da 
a.S.

i. kikviZe marTebulad aRniSnavda, 
rom ~micvalebulis kevrze dasaflaveba  
mravlismetyveli faqtia~. amasTanave, mi
si azriT, «Cans, miwaTmoqmedi guTnisde
da iseve SeiZleba gvarsa da TemSi avto
ritetuli Tu aRzevebuli piri iyos, ro
gorc vTqvaT, kultis msaxuri an meoma
ri. miwaTmoqmed tomebSi piri, romelsac 
xvna-Tesvisa da mosavlis mowevaSi didi 
praqtikuli gamocdileba da unari aqvs, 
iseve SeiZleba ~nawiliani~, e.i. RvTis rCe
uli iyos, rogorc mesaqonle, meomar to
mebSi – kargi mebrZoli gmiri~ [kikviZe i. 
1976:96]. guTnisdedis  ~didi avtoriteti~ 
did ojaxebSi dadasturebuli faqtia. 
saqarTvelos teritoriaze dadasture
bul kevrian samarxebSi arsebuli masa
lis simwire da – sxva dabali da saSualo 
socialuri fenis kuTvnilTa samarxebi
sagan mniSvnelovanma ganusxvaveblobam, 
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garda kevris Catanebisa, gvafiqrebina, 
rom guTnisdeda–mekalove-mlewavi Sua 
brinjaos dasasrulidan moyolebuliNa
raa gansakuTrebulad ~rCeuli~ da, rom 
am profesiis – saqmianobis mimdevari pi
ri mniSvnelovani, magram mainc `Cveuleb
rivi~ profesiis warmomadgenelia, Tanac 
`droebiTi-erTjeradi~ saqmianobisa. am
denad, guTnisdeda-mekalove-mlewavis 
aRzevebuloba – `RvTis rCeulobis~ ar
seboba, albaT, SedarebiT ufro adreul 
xanaSi unda veZioT. Tumca, isic udavoa, 
rom guTnisdedisa da mekalove-mlewavis 
avtoriteti yovelTvis didi iqneboda.
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vanSi, axvledianebis goraze, naqala
qaris zeda terasaze aRmoCnda mdidruli 
samarxi (samarxi №24), sadac mTavar micva
lebulTan erTad dakrZaluli iyo oTxi 
msaxuri da erTi cxeni. mas amkobda 1000-
ze meti oqros (Tavsamkauli, samajurebi, 
sasafeTqleebi, mZivebi, sakidebi, mcire 
milakebi), asobiT vercxlis samkauli, mi
nisa da qvis 17000-ze meti mZivi. dakrZa
luls Catanebuli hqonda  vercxlis  sar
tyeli,  brinjaos sarke, vercxlis, brin
jaos da Tixis  WurWeli. Tixis WurWelSi 
warmodgenili iyo rogorc adgilobrivi 
nawarmi, aseve importic:  herakleaSi dam
zadebuli amforebi, atikuri Savlakiani 
jami, wiTelfiguruli skifosi da badi
seburornamentiani lekiTosebi [Kacharava 
D., Kvirkvelia G. 2008:196, kat. №49a].

aRmoCenili nivTebis qronologiu
ri diapazoni farToa.  adreul nivTebs 
Sorisaa: oqros samkuTxa sakidi, romlis 
msgavsi simagreSia aRmoCenili Zv.w. VI s-is 
meore naxevriT daTariRebul kultu
rul fenaSi [miqelaZe T. 1978: 61, sur. 3-4]. 
magram samarxi, ra Tqma unda, TariRdeba 
gviandeli nivTebis safuZvelze, romel
Ta Sorisac aris pantikapeionis moneta 
da makedonuri niskartiseburcxviriani 
brinjaos oinoxoia. monetas aTariReben 
Zv.w. 340-330 ww-iT1. rac Seexeba oinoxoi
as, is Zv.w. IV s-is meore naxevris kompleq
sebisTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli [Kacharava 
D. 2005:291-309]. 

statiaSi ganvixilav samarxSi aRmoCe
nil wiTelfigurul skifoss (tab. I, 1, 2),  
Rvinis sasmel WurWels, romelic ukve 
geometriuli xanidan gvxvdeba berZnul 
samyaroSi, xolo Zv.w. VI_IV ss-Si verc 
erTi sxva am daniSnulebis WurWeli ver 
uwevs mas metoqeobas aTenSi, rac, albaT, 
misi formis moxerxebulobamac ganapi
roba [Sparkes B.A., Talcott L. 1970:81-87, tab 14-

17, sur 4, 20]. gamoyofen skifosis ramde
nime saxeobas: korinTuls,2 dacerebul
yurebians,3 atikurs _ A tips daB B tips,4  
da kidev ramdenimes [Sparkes B.A., Talcott L. 
1970:81-87].

moyvanilobis mixedviT Cveni skifo
si (tab. I, 2) atikur saxeobas miekuTvneba, 
xolo rac Seexeba moxatulobas (tab. I, 1), 
mis orive mxares erTi da igive scenaa ga
mosaxuli: or-ori figura, erTmaneTis 
pirispir mdgomi, rogorc Cans, saubrobs. 
orive figura profilSia gamosaxuli. 
marcxena figura SiSvelia, TiTqmis ar ga
irCeva saxis nakvTebi: warbi odnavi Stri
xiT aris gamosaxuli, aseve bundovnad 
aris gamoyofili yuri _ Tmis erTi zo
lis qvemoT CamoweviT. Tavs arabunebrivi 
forma aqvs, TvalSi sacemia oTxkuTxedi 
formis Subli. weli viwroa. arabuneb
rivad daxatuli marjvena xeli win aqvs 
gaweuli. TiTqmis ar gairCeva TiTebi xe
lis mtevanze, garda cerisa, romelic ka
uWiviT aris moxrili. marcxena xeli Zirs 
aris daSvebuli da odnav winaa gamoweu
li, TiTqos muSti aqvs Sekruli. dundu
li maRlaa aweuli, araproporciuli da 
arabunebrivia fexebi: marcxena fexi win 
aris gaweuli da muxlSia moRunuli.

meore, marjvena figura Semosilia da, 
rogorc iTqva, aseve profilSia daxatu
li. masac StrixiT aqvs gamoyvanili Tva
li da warbi. mouwesrigeblad aqvs gadmo
cemuli Tma. samosi grZelia da mTlianad 
faravs sxeuls, mxolod fexis terfia 
SiSvlad datovebuli. samosis moyvani
lobiT Cans, rom erT-erTi muxli moRu
nulia. samosis naoWebi Strixebis saSua
lebiT gakvriT da zedapirulad aris ga
moyvanili.   

orive figuris zurgs ukan spiraluri 
ornamentia daxatuli, xolo yurebsqveda 
sivrce palmetebiT aris Sevsebuli. erT 

nuca yifiani

wiTelfiguruli skifosebi vanis naqalaqaridan
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mxares  TerTmetfurcliani palmetia, me
ore mxares ki - cametfurcliani. 

aRsaniSnavia kidev erTi detali: ori
ve figuras loyis areSi datanili aqvs 
muqi feris laqa, rac, erTi SexedviT, ga
mowvis defeqts mogvagonebs. 

es cnobili scenaa, romelic pales
tris samyaros ukavSirdeba da xSirad 
gvxvdeba sxvadasxva daniSnulebis Wur
Welze, kraterebze da oinoxoiebze, sa
dac kompozicia ar aris SezRuduli ori 
figuriT, skifosebze ki is kanonikur 
saxes Rebulobs: aq kompozicia orfigu
riania, misi marjvena Semosili figura 
pedotripia, xolo marcxena tanSiSveli – 
aTleti [Sabattini B. 2000:47, 50-57, sur 3-12, 
14]. arsebobs vazebi, sadac orive figu
ra Semosilia. ZiriTadad WurWlis ori
ve mxares erTi da igive scena meordeba. 
figurebs xSirad xelSi atributebi uWi
ravT da sqematurad aris gamosaxuli fi
gurebs Soris raRac sagani. Cveulebriv 
pedotrips joxi uWiravs, xolo aTlets 
- strigili, disko an araferi. kanoniku
ria figurebs ukan spiraluri ornamen
ti da aseve yursqveda palmeti [Sabattini 
B. 2000:60-64, sur. 20-27]. xolo rac See
xeba laqas loyaze, aseTi laqebi loyeb
ze gvxvdeba Zv.w. V s-is miwurulisa da IV 
s-is vazaTmxatvrobaSi, anu im periodSi, 
rodesac wiTelfiguruli teqnika ukan
svlas ganicdis. am periods axasiaTebs 
aseve detalebis uxeSi gamoyvana, lakiT 
arazusti dafarva. ZiriTadi Tematika am 
periodis vazebze aris dionisuri scene
bi; popularulia agreTve qalRmerTi af
rodite. es scenebi Cveulebriv WurWlis 
cal mxares gvxvdeba, xolo meore mxares 
ki - rogorc wesi, sami, Zalian daudevrad 
gamoyvanili, mantiaSi gamowyobili figu
ra [Cook R. M. 1977:185]. 

vanis am skifosis ganxilvisas maxsen
deba spinas gaTxrebisas moZiebuli masa
la, kerZod, skifosebis mTeli koleqcia, 
romelzec, Cveni skifosis msgavsad,  pa
lestris orfiguriani scenaa gamosaxuli 
[Sabattini B. 2000:47-65]. yvelaze axlo msgav

sebas vxedav spinas № 277 samarxSi aRmoCe
nil or skifosTan [Sabattini B. 2000:50, sur. 
3-4]. es skifosebi daTariRebulia Wur
Wlis formis, da ara mxatvruli stilis 
mixedviT Zv.w. 400 wliT [Sabattini B. 2000:50]. 
Tumca, unda iTqvas, rom moxatvis stili 
Zv.w. IV s-is Suaxanebis mxatvrobas mogva
gonebs. am or skifosze gamosaxuli aT
letebi, TavianTi marjvena xelis cera 
TiTis mokauWebuli formiT, Tmis gamoy
vanis maneriT da aseve pedotripebis sa
mosis zeda nawilis gadmocemiT SeiZle
ba davukavSiroT Cvens skifoss. samosis 
zeda nawiliT Cvens skifoss emsgavseba 
aseve spinas № 185A samarxSi aRmoCenili 
nimuSi [Sabattini B. 2000:54, sur. 9]: samosis 
zeda nawili funjis sqeli monasmiT aris 
gamoyvanili, xolo muxlTan samosis daS
vebis gadmocemis manera Zalian emsgavse
ba vanis skifoss. vxedav msgavsebas aTle
tis marcxena xelis Sekrul muStTanac. 
es nimuSi Zv.w. IV s_is pirveli meoTxe
diT TariRdeba [Sabattini B. 2000:54]. yvela 
am skifoss spinadan, romelic moviyvane 
paralelad, akuTvneben jon bizlis mier 
gamoyofil `F.B.” jgufs. bizli aseve ga
moyofs `F.B.” jgufis ramdenime mxatvars 
[Sabattini B. 2000:47]. vanis skifosis figu
rebis sxeulis anatomia ar maZlevs imis 
saSualebas, rom ganvsazRvro mxatvari. 
samwuxarod, mxolod WurWlis TariRiT 
unda davkmayofildeT da savaraudod 
Zv.w. IV s-is pirvel naxevars mivakuTvnoT. 

rac Seexeba meore skifoss (tab. I, 3, 4, 
5), romelic am naSromSi minda ganvixilo, 
is 1985 wels moxvda vanis muzeumSi (muz. 
№ 2:985-672) adgilobrivi mosaxlis, meri 
ZigvaSvilisgan. man is sakuTar ezoSi aR
moaCina miwis damuSavebisas. aRsaniSnavia, 
rom WurWeli aRmoCenilia ara sakuTriv 
naqalaqaris teritoriaze, aramed mis 
farglebs gareT. 

formiT is gansxvavdeba wina skifo
sisagan (tab. I, 3). aq swored im SemTxve
vasTan gvaqvs saqme, roca skifosis tanis 
qveda nawili Seviwroebas iwyebs. yurebi, 
samwuxarod, ar aris SemorCenili, magram 



82

yuris mierTebis adgilebi imdenad axlos 
aris erTmaneTTan dasmuli, rom gviqmnis 
STabeWdilebas mis moyvanilobaze - ro
gorc Cans, isini samkuTxa formisa iyo. 
piris kide odnav aris gareTken gadaxri
li. WurWeli dgas wriul quslze, romlis 
sadgaric da quslSida zedapiric rezer
virebulia. centrSi ori koncentruli 
wrea da aseve lakiT aris dafaruli qus
lis Sida mxare. formis mixedviT aseTi 
skifosebi Zv.w. 375-350 ww.-iT TariRdeba. 
[Sparkes B.A., Talcott L. 1970:84-85, 260, kat. 349-
350, tab. 16, sur. 4].

rac Seexeba moxatulobas, erTfigu
rian kompoziciasTan gvaqvs saqme. orive 
gverdze gamosaxulia himationSi gaxveu
li figura. A da B mxareebze gansxvavebu
li scenebia gamosaxuli. A mxareze (tab. I, 
4) figuras xelSi gaurkveveli sagani uWi
ravs, TiTqos disko, romelzec gamosaxu
lia jvari, mklavebs Soris wertilebiT. 
B mxaris figura atributis gareSea. ori
ve mxares figura gamosaxulia marjvena 
profilSi. BBB mxareze figuris (tab. I, 5) 
Tavs ukan Savi burTiviT laqaa. mTlianad 
vazas axasiaTebs lakiT arazusti dafar
va, kanonikuri spiraluri ornamenti fi
guris orive mxares da yuris qveS palme
ti. A mxares figuras SenarCunebuli aqvs 
mxolod saxe da Cans, rom Tvalebi ori pa
tara iribi zoliT aris gamoyvanili (tab. 
I, 4); aseve Cans CvenTvis kargad cnobili 
damaxasiaTebeli wertili loyaze. figu
ra, rogorc ukve vTqviT, samosSia gaxveu
li.  ori vertikaluri da ori horizonta
luri funjis sqeli monasmiT gamoyvani
li formebiT vvaraudobT, rom terfebi 
SiSvlad aris datovebuli. ar gairCeva, 
Tu romel xelSi uWiravs ucnobi sagani 
`jvris” gamosaxulebiT. B mxaris figuris 
Tavi srulad aris SemorCenili  (tab. I, 
5). Tmis masa erTiani laqis saxiT aris ga
moyvanili, Subli oTxkuTxedia, profili 
- bundovani. mTlianad Semosili figuri
dan aseve or-ori sqeli zoliT gamoiyo
fa SiSveli terfebi. am mxares ver vxedav 
sagans xelSi da gvaklia loyaze laqac.

Tu imis mixedviT vimsjelebT, rom 
aseTi saxis WurWlebze, anu skifosebze 
marjvena figura yovelTvis pedotripia 
da marcxena - aTleti, Tanac orive figu
ras axlavs xSirad misTvis damaxasiaTe
beli atributi, maSin SegviZlia Tamamad 
ganvsazRvroT, vin aris warmodgenili 
erTfigurian kompoziciaSi, imisda mi
xedviT Tu saiT aris mibrunebuli misi 
profili. Cvens nimuSze es figura uda
vod aTletia, miuxedavad imisa, rom igi 
Semosilia, radgan amaze, garda profi
lisa, romelic marjvniv aris mibrunebu
li, migvaniSnebs WurWlis A gverdze ga
mosaxuli atributic (tab. I, 4), romelic, 
rogorc wesi, aTletebs upyriaT xelSi. 
esaa disko zed jvriT da wertiliT. ra 
SeiZleba iyos es sagani, da an ki, ra aris 
zed gamosaxuli? mkvlevarTa nawili am 
jvrian sagans diskod miiCnevs, sxvani ki - 
Rrublad, romliTac ofls iwmenden [Do
minguez  A.J., Sànchez C. 2001:440-442, 448-449, 
456]. vazebze gvxvdeba scenebi, sadac aT
lets am jvrian saganTan erTad uWiravs 
disko, anu ujvro ovaluri an momrgvalo 
sada sagani, sadac funjis sqeli monas
miT TiTqos gamoyvanilia Crdili [Sabat
tini B. 2000:57, sur 14]. Tuki jvriani sagani 
diskoa, ratom unda eWiros aTlets ori 
disko xelSi? xolo Tuki jvriani saga
ni Rrubelia, maSin Zneli warmosadgenia, 
diskoTi xelSi rogor unda iwmenddes aT
leti ofls. amitom orive SesaZleblobas 
gamovricxav. saganze gamosaxuli sagani 
ki SeiZleba iyos svastika, ubralod am 
periodisTvis damaxasiaTebeli miniSne
bebiT (rogoric aris magaliTad loyaze 
xali, piris aRsaniSnad) Sesrulebuli, 
jvris mklavebs Soris wertilebi aris 
svastikis mklavebi. aris erTi gamonakli
si, aseve spinas samarxidan, kerZod № 714A 
samarxidan, sadac marjvena figuras, anu 
pedotrips xelT upyria disko zed svas
tikiT [Sabattini B. 2000:56, sur. 13]. sxva Sem
Txveva, rom pedotrips xelSi raime eWi
ros, garda joxisa, ar gvaqvs. am STabeW
dilebas miZlierebs aseve samarx № 893-is 
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skifosis diskoc [Sabattini B. 2000:53, sur 8]. 
msgavsi sagani, disko jvriTa da wertile
biT gvxvdeba aseve sxva scenebzec. maga
liTad pistirosis naqalaqarze (berZnu
li emporioni TrakiaSi) aRmoCenil ski
fosze, romelsac aTariReben Zv.w. IV s-iT 
tipiuri formis mixedviT (tanis Tu kor
pusis profilis) [Archibald Z. H. 1996:81-83, 
sur. 5.2.-11]. gvxvdeba orfiguriani scena, 
sadac marcxena figuras (rogorc xSir 
SemTxvevaSia) xelSi (marcxenaSi) uWiravs 
es sagani, xolo mis win meore figura ar 
aris pedotripi; Tumc WurWeli ar aris 
srulad SemorCenili, mainc vxedavT, rom 
figura qalisaa da sulac SeiZleba (rac 
misi samosis kalTebis moyvanilobiT 
Cans) is gaqceul pozaSic iyos. aqedan ga
momdinare, Zalian Znelia am sagnis daniS
nulebis zusti gansazRvra, samwuxarod, 
mxolod uaryofa SemiZlia imisa, rom es 
sagani diskoa an ki Rrubeli. 

sul Ees aris,  risi Tqmac am etapze Se
miZlia am or vazaze. samwuxarod, mxolod 
TariRisa da warmoebis adgilis gansazR
vriT unda davkmayofildeT, mxatvrebis 
identificireba ki ver xerxdeba. 

SeniSvnebi: 
1. moneta gansazRvra giorgi dunduam.
2. korinTuli tipis skifosi Txelked

liania, Rrmaa da sada wriuli qusli aqvs. 
mas axasiaTebs quslTan axlos, tanis qve
da nawilze rezervirebuli zoli. is ar
sebobs Zv.w. VI s-dan Zv.w. IV s-mde da Sem
degac.

3. dacerebulyurebiani saxeoba ski
fosisa gavrcelebulia Zv.w. VI s-is Suaxa
nebSi. mas aqvs tanis qveda nawilSi miZer
wili yurebi, romlebic piriskenaa zeawe
uli. 

4. atikuri tipis skifosebi Zv.w. VI 
s-is Suaxanebidan Cndeba, magram mxolod 
V s-is dasawyisisTvis yalibdeba maTi ka
nonikuri forma. es aris sqelkedliani, 
masiuryurebiani da torusisebrquslia
ni saxeoba. Zv.w. 480 wlidan iwyeba formis 
cvlileba, nel-nela viwrovdeba tanis 

qveda nawili, xolo piris kide gareTken 
iwyebs gadaxras, ris gamoc yurebi odnav 
qvemoT Cadis. 
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ilustraciebis aRweriloba:

tab. I – 1. vanis @№ 24 samarxis wiTelfiguruli ski
fosis grafikuli Canaxati; 2. vanis @№ 24 samar
xis wiTelfiguruli skifosis grafikuli Ca
naxati; 3 _ vanis naqalaqaris farglebs gareT 
aRmoCenili wiTelfiguruli skifosis grafi
kuli Canaxati; 4. vanis naqalaqaris farglebs 
gareT aRmoCenili wiTelfiguruli skifosi,  
A mxare; 5. vanis naqalaqaris farglebs gareT 
aRmoCenili wiTelfiguruli skifosi, B mxare.
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sxvadasxva erovnebisa da sxvadasxva 
kulturis matarebeli xalxebiT dasax
lebuli uzarmazari aqemeniduri imperi
is gliptika, iseve rogorc saerTod aqe
meniduri xelovneba, ar iyo erTgvaro
vani. imperiis aRmosavleT da dasavleT 
nawilebis gliptikuri Zeglebi, rogorc 
formiT, ise gamosaxulebaTa Tematiki
Ta da stiliT gansxvavdeba erTmaneTisa
gan. imperiis aRmosavleT nawilSi ufro 
mesopotamiur-asuruli da babilonuri 
gliptikis gavlena SeimCneva, dasavleT
Si – mcire aziasa da egeosis zRvis auzSi 
ki berZnulisa. Tumca, rogorc cnobili 
ingliseli mkvlevari j. bordmani aRniS
navs, saerTod berZnul mxatvrul skolas 
didi wvlili miuZRvis mTlianad aqemeni
duri gliptikis Camoyalibebasa da ganvi
TarebaSi. epigrafikuli da arqeologi
uri monacemebis safuZvelze exla ukve 
sayovelTaod cnobilia, rom sparseTis 
karze berZeni ostatebi moRvaweobdnen 
da Tavis SemoqmedebaSi sparseli momxma
reblis gemovnebasa da moTxovnebs iTva
liswinebdnen [Boardman J. 1970:303].

TiTqos ekleqturi aqemeniduri xe
lovneba, romelsac nasesxebi aqvs sxva
dasxva qveynebis (asureTis, babilonis, 
elamis, urartus, saberZneTis da sxv.) xe
lovnebis detalebi, mTlianad mainc spe
cifikurad iranulia [Луконин В. 1977:72]. 
igive SeiZleba iTqvas aqemeniduri glip
tikis Sesaxebac.

berZnuli gemebisaTvis miZRvnil Ta
vis fundamentalur naSromSi j. bordman
ma axleburad ganixila aqemenidur glip
tikaSi berZnuli da sparsuli mxatvruli 
skolebis urTierTmoqmedebisa da urTi
erTgavlenis bevri sakiTxi. mkvlevaris 
azriT, aqemeniduri gliptikis ZeglebSi 
berZnuli da sparsuli stilis mkveTrad 
gamijvna rTuli sakiTxia da zogjer did 

siZneleebTan aris dakavSirebuli [Boar
dman J. 1970:303].

aqemeniduri gliptikis Zeglebi sxva
dasxva formisaa: cilindruli, konusu
ri, piramiduli, skarabeoidisa da mra
valwaxnaga formisa. sabeWdavebis masa
lad umetesad sxvadasxva feris qalce
doni ixmareboda. didi siyvaruliT sar
geblobda rZisferi, gansakuTrebiT ki 
cisferi qalcedoni – safirini. iSviaTad 
iyenebdnen agreTve, aqatsa da sardion
sac.

j. bordmanma aqemenidur gliptikaSi 
sami ZiriTadi stili gamoyo: sasaxlis ka
ris stili, romelSic ori mimarTulebaa 
– aRmosavluri da dasavluri [Boardman J. 
1970:305-309]; berZnuli stili [Boardman J. 
1970:309-312]; Sereuli stili [Boardman J. 
1970:312-322].

dReisaTvis saqarTveloSi 6 aqemeni
duri sabeWdavia aRmoCenili. miuxedavad 
mcirericxovnebisa es sabeWdavebi sak
maod naTlad warmoadgenen aqemeniduri 
gliptikis mravalferovnebas.

1962 wels raWaSi, sof. joisubanSi g. 
gobejiSvilis mier gaTxril erT-erT sa
marxSi aRmoCnda zoliani aqatis cilin
druli sabeWdavi, g.k. № 1241 (aqac da Sem
degSic igulisxmeba saqarTvelos erov
nuli muzeumis arqeologiis ganyofi
lebis gliptikis kabineti), zomebi: 26x11 
mm. sabeWdavis zedapirze, SuaSi maRali, 
moxdenili, ormag bazaze dayrdnobili 
kolonis saxiT sicocxlis xea warmodge
nili, romelic palmis msgavsi totiT bo
lovdeba. xis orive mxares, simetriulad, 
sarkiseburad, zurgisaken TavSeqceu
li, ukana fexebze Semdgari xaxadaRebu
li frTosani lomia gamosaxuli. lomebs 
cali wina tori aweuli aqvT, kudi zeviT 
agrexili. gamosaxuleba ar aris Rrma, 
magram mkafioa, plastikuri da daxvewi

qeTevan javaxiSvili

saqarTveloSi aRmoCenili aqemeniduri sabeWdavebi
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li. realisturad gamosaxuli lomebis 
mZlavri, moqnili figurebi monumentu
ri qandakebebis asociacias iwvevs (tab. I, 
1-2).

sabeWdavebis cilindruli forma 
mWidrod aris dakavSirebuli mesopo
tamiur gliptikasTan. es forma Seiqmna 
Crdilo mesopotamiaSi Zv.w. IV aTaswle
ulSi. is moiTxovda sabeWdavis zedapir
ze figurebis Tavisebur ganlagebas. Zv.w. 
III aTaswleulis Sua xanebSi mesopotamiis 
qvismWrelma ostatebma moZebnes Tavisa
buri xerxi sabeWdavebis grZel da viwro 
zedapirze figurebis ganlagebisa. yve
la cxovels gamoxatavdnen vertikalur 
mdgomareobaSi mdgomare adamianis msgav
sad [ПМИ 1968:51] aqemenidur xanaSi, ro
desac sabeWdavebis cilindruli forma 
iranSic gavrcelda, qvismWrelma osta
tebma, romlebic ZiriTadad asurul da 
babilonur siuJetebs iyenebdnen, cilin
druli sabeWdavebis pirze figurebis 
ganlagebis es uZvelesi xerxic gadaiRes. 
magram maT uari Tqves mesopotamiuri ci
lindrebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mra
valfiguriani siuJetebis gamosaxvaze, 
ramac gamosaxulebas erTgvari monumen
taluroba SesZina [ПМИ 1968:90].

aqemenidur xanaSi cilindruli sa
beWdavebi mzaddeboda mcireazieli os
tatebis mier, yofili asureTisa da babi
lonis teritoriaze adgilobriv stilSi 
[Луконин В. 1977:72]. es sabeWdavebi imperiis 
aRmosavleT nawilSi ixmareboda, dasav
leTSi ki ufro popularuli iyo pira
miduli, konusuri, skabeioidisa da mra
valwaxnaga formis sabeWdavebi, romle
bic praqtikulad ufro advili gamosaye
nebeli iyo [Boardman J. 1970:323]. imperiis 
oficialur sabeWdavad, j. bordmani ci
lindrul sabeWdavebs miiCnevs da Tvlis, 
rom berZen xelovanTa jgufi imperiis 
arsebobis bolo xanamde Wrida cilin
druli formis sabeWdavebs, miuxedavad 
imisa, rom sabeWdavebis es forma didi 
mowonebiT aRar sargeblobda [Boardman J. 
1970:309, 324].

joisubnis cilindrze gamosaxuli si
uJeti – sicocxlis xe da mis orive mxares 
gamosaxuli cxovelebi ZvelaRmosavlu
ri, mesopotamiuri siuJetia. is mravlad 
gvxvdeba aqemeniduri xelovnebis Zegleb
ze, maT Soris cilindrebzec [Луконин В. 
1977:72]. sicocxlis xis mravali varianti 
arsebobs. kolonis saxiT warmodgenili 
sicocxlis xe daboloebuli sxvadasxva 
mcenareebis, maT Soris palmis totebi
Tac jer kidev asuruli cilindrebis ga
mosaxulebebSi gvxvdeba [Parpola S. 1993:162, 
sur. 1, 2; 201, gamosax. №№ 163-164]. rac 
Seexeba joisubnis gamosaxulebis stils, 
rogorc zeviT aRvniSneT, j. bordmanis 
mier gamoyofili aqemeniduri gliptikis 
stilis erT-erTi mimarTuleba – aRmo
savluri sasaxlis karis stilia, romelic 
warmodgenilia cilindruli da konusu
ri formis sabeWdavebiT. am sabeWdavTa 
gamosaxulebebSi asuruli da babilonu
ri  elementebi sWarbobs. maTi gamosaxu
lebebis stili mxatvruli TvalsazrisiT 
aqemeniduri sasaxleebis qandakebebis 
stils utoldeba [Boardman J. 1970:305]. 
vfiqrobT, joisubnis cilindruli sa
beWdavi formis mixedviT da masze gamo
saxuli plastikurad, maRalmxatvrulad 
Sesrulebuli monumenturi figurebiT 
aqemeniduri gliptikis aRmosavluri sa
saxlis karis stilis jgufs unda miekuT
vnos.

aqemeniduri cilindrebis daTariRe
bis saSualebas iZleva Zv.w. VI saukunis 
bolo da Zv.w. V saukunis pirveli naxev
riT daTariRebuli peloponesis bule
bi, romelTa gamosaxulebebi exmianebi
an aRmosavluri sasaxlis karis stilis 
sabeWdavTa gamosaxulebebs [Boardman J. 
1970:305]. amdenad, vfiqrobT, rom joisub
nis cilindri Zv.w. V saukunisa an SesaZ
loa ramdenadme ufro adre xanisa iyos.

2. 1996 wels qarelis r-nis sof. tax
tiZirSi arqeologiuri eqspediciis mier 
(xelmZRvaneli i. gagoSiZe) erT-erT sa
marxSi (№ 8) aRmoCenilia muqi cisferi, 
odnav iasamnisferi elferis SesaniSnavi 
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qalcedonis-safirinis konusuri sabeW
davi (g.k. № 1450), zomebi: piris 23x20 mm, 
simaRle – 32 mm. sabeWdavis odnav amobur
cul pirze gamosaxulia Zlier stilize
buli sicocxlis xe da mis orive mxares 
simetriulad, sarkiseburad gamosaxuli 
ukana fexebze Semdgari gareuli Txebi. 
sicocxlis xe warmodgenilia sam iaru
sad ganlagebuli moxrili totebiT, ro
melTa Reroebi jer qveviT eSveba, Semdeg 
ki zeviT aris agrexili da mogrZo girCiT 
Tu raRac nayofiT daboloebuli. TiTo
euli totis ZirSi oTxfurcela yvavilia 
gamosaxuli. xis Reros zeda nawili pal
mis tots warmoadgens, romelic naxevar
mTvariseburad aris dagvirgvinebuli 
(tab I, 3-4).

gamosaxuleba ar aris Rrma, magram 
Sesrulebulia mkafiod, plastikurad, 
wmindad da daxvewilad. Txebis lamazi, 
wagrZelebuli sxeulis formebi anato
miuri sizustiT aris gadmocemuli – kun
Tebi aRniSnulia sustad da msubuqad. fa
qizad aris gadmocemuli Txebis grZeli, 
lamazad moxrili rqebi, agreTve saxsre
bi da Cliqebi. wmindad aris damuSavebuli 
sicocxlis xis elementebi – totebi, yva
vilebi da girCebi. sabeWdavi, saerTod, 
maRalmxatvruli xelovnebis nimuSia.

rogorc zeviT aRvniSneT siuJeti 
– sicocxlis xe da mis orive mxares ga
mosaxuli cxovelebi, maT Soris Txebic, 
farTod aris gavrcelebuli ZvelaRmo
savlur xelovnebaSi [Луконин В. 1977:72; 
Porada E. 1952:182, tab. XXIX,4]. taxtiZi
ris sabeWdavze gamosaxuli stilizebu
li xis msgavsi xeebic mravlad gvxvdeba 
jerkidev asurul sabeWdavebze [Parpola S. 
1993:201, sur. 452, 490, 498, 502].

sabeWdavis konusuri forma Seiqmna 
Zv.w. VII-VI saukuneebSi, mesopotamiaSi, ne
o-babilonur samefoSi [ПМИ 1968:84]. Sem
degSi sabeWdavebis es forma aqemenidur
ma gliptikamac SeiTvisa. iseve rogorc 
aqemenidur cilindrul, aseve konusis 
moyvanilobis sabeWdavebSic, mesopota
miuri gliptikis motivebi da stili aris 

gamoyenebuli [Boardman J. 1970:304] da ro
gorc aqemeniduri cilindrebi, konusis 
formis sabeWdavebic stilis mixedviT j. 
bordmanma mis mier gamoyofil, aRmosav
luri sasaxlis karis stilis jgufSi mo
aTavsa. am jgufis stilisturi niSnebis 
Sesaxeb ukve visaubreT joisubnis cilin
druli sabeWdavis ganxilvisas. taxtiZi
ris konusuri sabeWdavis gamosaxulebis 
stili im monumentalurobisa da skul
pturulobis niSnebs atarebs, rac aRmo
savluri sasaxlis karis stilis sabeWda
vebisaTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli.

miunxenis saxelmwifo numizmatikur 
muzeumSi dacul qalcedonis erT-erT 
konusuri sabeWdavis pirze gareuli Txe
bis gamosaxuleba stilisturad ramde
nadme axlos aris taxtiZiris sabeWdave
bis Txebis gamosaxulebebTan. miunxenis 
sabeWdavi Zv.w. V s-is pirveli naxevriT 
aris daTariRebuli. vfiqrobT taxtiZi
ris sabeWdavic am xanisa unda iyos.

3. 1985 wels mcxeTaSi, samTavros vel
ze, mdidrul akldamaSi (№ 905) aRmoCnda 
piramiduli sabeWdavi rZisferi qalce
donisa (g.f. № 1579), zomebi: piris 20x15 
mm, simaRle – 26 mm.   [afaqiZe an., nikola
iSvili v. 1996:36-37, tab. XL, 4; LVI, 2]. odnav 
amoburcul pirze gamosaxulia dakbilu
li gvirgviniT Semkuli frTosani RvTa
eba, romelsac gaSlil xelebSi kudebiT 
uWiravs ori frTosani, xaxadaRebuli, 
zurgisaken TavSebrunebuli lomi. gamo
saxuleba mkacrad simetriulia, sarkise
buri, kveTa ar aris Rrma, magram mkafioa. 
RvTaebisa da lomebis frTebi, agreTve 
lomebis fafari erTnairad, wvrili para
leluri xazebiT aris gadmocemuli. lo
mebis Tvalebi, TaTebi da piri mrgvali 
saWrisiT – buteroliT aris Sesrulebu
li. gamosaxuleba ramdenadme brtyelia, 
figurebi sustad aris modelirebuli 
(tab. I, 5-6).

piramiduli formis sabeWdavebi Zv.w. 
VII-VI saukuneebSi Seiqmna neobabilonur 
samefoSi. aqemenidur xanaSi am sabeWdave
bis umetesi nawili mcireaziaSi mzadde
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boda [Луконин В. 1977:72]. isini ZiriTadad 
q. sardidan, anatoliis sxva qalaqebidan 
da berZnuli kunZulebidan momdinareobs 
[Boardman J. 1970:23].

j. bordmanma zogierTi piramiduli 
sabeWdavi, gamosaxulebis stilis mixed
viT, mis mier gamoyofil dasavlur sasax
lis karis stilis sabeWdavebis jgufSi 
moaTavsa [Boardman J. 1970:305]. mkvlevaris 
azriT, dasavluri sasaxlis karis sti
li aRmosavluri sasaxlis karis stilis 
gasadavebul, manierizirebul variants 
warmoadgens. am jgufis sabeWdavebis ga
mosaxulebebi erTgvarad xistia da mode
lirebas moklebuli. maTi gamosaxulebe
bis Tema wminda iranulia (gansxvavebiT 
cilindruli da konusuri sabeWdavebis 
gamosaxulebebis mesopotamiuri Temati
kisagan). es aris umetesad sparseli me
fe an gmiri, xSirad Semkuli dakbiluli 
gvirgviniT an tiariT, romelic ebrZvis 
lomebs, sxva cxovelebs an urCxulebs [Bo
ardman J. 1970:305].

mcxeTis piramidul sabeWdavs masa
lis, formis, gamosaxulebis Tematikisa 
da stilis mixedviT sakmaod bevri, zus
ti analogia eZebneba. es aris ZiriTadad 
piramiduli sabeWdavebi. mag. miunxenis 
saxelmwifo numizmatikur muzeumSi da
culi qalcedonis ori piramiduli sa
beWdavi [AGDS 1968:tab. 26, gamosax. 236, 
237], romelTa gamosaxulebebis siuJete
bi mcxeTis sabeWdavis analogiuria. maT 
Soris erT-erTi (№ 236) stilisturadac 
savsebiT msgavsia mcxeTuri sabeWdavis 
gamosaxulebisa. orive sabeWdavi Zv.w. V 
saukunis pirveli naxevriT aris daTari
Rebuli [AGDS 1968:52-53]. Jenevis xelovne
bisa da istoriis muzeumSi daculi sar
dionis piramiduli sabeWdavi msgavsive 
gamosaxulebiT, romelic m.l. folenve
ideris azriT, siriidan an mcire aziidan 
warmosdgeba Zv.w. VI saukunis bolo da V 
saukunis dasawyisiT aris daTariRebuli 
[Vollenweider M. 1967:79, tab. 40, № 89]. igive 
siuJetia gamosaxuli berlinis winaazi
ur muzeumSi dacul qalcedonis pirami

dul sabeWdavebzec [Jacob-Rost, Garlach J. 
1997:tab. 102, gamosax. 475].

aRsaniSnavia, rom am sabeWdavebze war
modgenili lomebis gamosaxulebebi sti
listurad da detalebis damuSavebis 
mxriv (mrgvali saWrisis _ buterolis 
gamoyenebiT) Zalian axlos aris berZnul 
arqaul skarabeebze gamosaxul lomeb
Tan. j. bordmani, ganixilavs ra kunZul 
kviprosze aRmoCenil arqaul berZnul 
skarabeebs, aRniSnavs, rom am sabeWdave
bisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli stilizacia 
kidev ufro ganviTarda Zv.w. V saukuneSi 
da gansakuTrebiT SeimCneva aqemeniduri 
gliptikis nimuSebSi [Boardman J. 1968:133, 
tab. XXXI, 442, 443; XXXII, 461,462].

vfiqrobT, mcxeTis piramiduli sabeW
davi Zv.w. VI s-is bolo xanebiTa da Zv.w. V 
s-is pirveli naxevriT unda daTariRdes.

4. 1982 wels mcxeTaSi, samTavros velis 
CrdiloeTiT mdebare baiaTxevis napirze 
mcxeTis mudmivmoqmedi eqspediciis mier 
(razmis xelmZRvaneli v. nikolaiSvili) 
gaTxril erT-erT samarxSi (№ 21) aRmoC
nda qalcedonis mravalwaxnaga sabeWdavi 
(inaxeba mcxeTis muzeumSi №101-35-108), 
zomebi: piris 23x18 mm, simaRle – 12 mm.   
[nikolaiSvili v., giunaSvili g. 1995:120, 
sur. 977-1218]. sabeWdavis oTx waxnagze 
sxvadasxva gamosaxulebaa amoWrili. qve
da farTo waxnagis pirze gamosaxulia 
sparseli mxedrebi, romelmac Subi aZge
ra mis win ukana fexebze Semdgar loms. 
mxedars Tavze yabalaxiseburi sparsuli 
yaidis Tavsaburavi axuravs, acvia welSi 
gamoyvanili qurTuki, fexebi Semosili 
aqvs anaqsiridebiT da Wvintiani fexsac
mliT; cxeni yalyzea Semdgari, grZeli 
kudi (Zua) Tavisuflad aqvs CaSvebuli (a
ra aqvs Sekruli sparsul yaidaze); zeda 
mcire waxnagze gamosaxulia ZaRli – mal
tis dogi; or gverdiT waxnagze – gaSlili 
fexebiT, navardis mdgomareobaSi, erTze 
rqebdatotvili iremi, meoreze – qurci
ki (tab. I, 7-9).

sabeWdavis centraluri gamosaxule
ba – mxedris SebrZoleba lomTan – Rrmad 
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aris nakveTi da mkafioa, Sesrulebu
li sakmaod plastikurad. realisturad 
aris gadmocemuli mxedrisa da lomis fi
gurebi, magram maT moZraobaSi erTgvari 
statika igrZnoba. igive SeiZleba iTqvas 
sabeWdavis sxva waxnagebze gamosaxuli 
cxovelebis Sesaxebac. cxovelebi gamosa
xulia realisturad, mkafiod, detalebi 
wmindad aris damuSavebuli, magram navar
dis mdgomareobaSi erTgvari SeboWiloba 
igrZnoba.

mravalwaxnaga forma sabeWdavebisa 
anatoliidan momdinareobs [Boardman J. 
1970:324]. am formis sabeWdavebi e.w. ~ber
Znul-sparsuli~ an ~berZnul aRmosav
luri~ [Boardman J. 1990:401] sabeWdavebis 
jgufs ekuTvnis. sabeWdavebis es jgufi 
ZiriTadad skarabeoidebisagan Sesdgeba, 
mravalwaxnaga sabeWdavebis raodenoba 
SedarebiT mcirea. ~berZnul-sparsuli~ 
sabeWdavebi didi xania mkvlevarTa gansa
kuTrebul interess iqvevs. mravalricx
ovan literaturaSi gamoTqmulia sxva
dasxva mosazrebebi am sabeWdavTa war
moebis centrebis, Semqmneli ostatebis 
erovnebisa da kulturuli kuTvnilebis 
Sesaxeb. pirveli, vinc am saxelwodebiT 
gamohyo sabeWdavTa es jgufi, aRwera da 
Zv.w. V s-is meore naxevriTa da Zv.w. IV s-is 
pirveli naxevriT daaTariRa, germaneli 
mecnieri a. furtvengleri iyo [Furtwängler 
A. 1900:116]. a. furtvenglers miaCnia, rom 
e.w. `berZnul-sparsuli~ sabeWdavebis 
Semqmneli ostatebi sparseTis karze 
moRvawe ionieli berZnebi iyvnen, rom
lebic qmnidnen Tavis naxelavs sparseli 
momxmareblisaTvis, misi moTxovnilebisa 
da gemovnebis gaTvaliswinebiT. mkvle
varTa nawili – h. vuoltersi [Walters H. 
1926:XXXII], J. rixteri [Richter G. 1946:15-80] 
da sxvebi am azrs iziarebs, meore nawils 
– t. knipoviCs [Книпович Т. 1926:57-58], m. 
maqsimovas [Maximova M. 1928:663, 676-677], h. 
seirigs [Seyrig N. 1952:199-201], m. lorTqi
faniZes [lorTqifaniZe m. 1963:135-137] 
– miaCniaT, rom ~berZnul-sparsuli~ sa
beWdavebi Seqmnilia sparseli ostatebis 

mier berZnuli xelovnebis didi gavle
niT. n. nikulina varaudobs, rom e.w. ~ber
Znul-sparsuli~ sabeWdavebis xelovneba 
warmoiSva adgilobrivi mcire aziis xal
xebis xelovnebis safuZvelze, romelmac 
erTdroulad ganicada rogorc berZnu
li, ise sparsuli xelovnebis gavlena 
[Никулина М. 1966:20]. j. bordmanma ~ber
Znul-sparsuli~ an rogorc man Semdeg
Si uwoda maT ~berZnul-aRmosavluri~ 
[Boardman J. 1990:401]. sabeWdavebi mis mier 
gamoyofil e.w. Sereuli stilis jgufSi 
ganixila. mkvlevars miaCnia, rom am sa
beWdavebis SeqmnaSi monawileobdnen ro
gorc berZeni, ise sparseli ostatebi da 
saerTod, maTi didi nawili berZnebis na
xelavs ar unda warmoadgendes [Boardman 
J. 1970:324]. marTalia, ~berZnul-sparsu
li~ sabeWdavebis gamosaxulebebSi ig
rZnoba berZnuli xelovnebis didi gav
lena, magram sparsel ostatTa Soris iyo 
mravali, maRali rangis mimbaZveli, ro
melsac SeeZlo gadaeRo berZnuli Tema 
an berZnul stilSi Seesrulebina kveTa. 
Tavis mxriv berZeni ostatebi iZulebul
ni iyvnen angariSi gaewiaT sparseli mom
xmareblisaTvis da kerZod, provinciu
li dasavleTis sasaxleTa satrapiebis 
gemovnebisaTvis [Boardman J. 1970:312-313, 
304, 323]. mTavari, rac berZenma ostateb
ma “berZnul-sparsuli” sabeWdavebis xe
lovnebaSi Seitanes, sabeWdavis pirze Ta
visufal sivrceSi gamosaxulebis laRad 
ganlageba da figurebis realisturad, 
anatomiuri sizustiT gadmocemaa [Boar
dman J. 1970:334]. mkvlevaris azriT, mcire 
aziis dasavleTi da kviprosi is arealia, 
sadac yvelaze metad xvdeboda erTma
neTs berZnebisa da sparselebis intere
sebi da Zv.w. V s. meore naxevarsa da Zv.w. 
IV saukuneSi “berZnul-sparsuli” sabeW
davebi vrceldeboda egeosis samyarodan 
indoedTamde da Savi zRvis sanapirodan 
nilosamde [Boardman J. 1970:303].

sabeWdavis formis da gansakuTrebiT 
gamosaxulebis Tematikisa da stilis mi
xedviT mcxeTis mravalwaxnagas bevri ana
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logiebi eZebneba (ufro meti skarabeoi
debze, radgan mravalwaxnagebi SedarebiT 
iSviaTia). am sabeWdavTa gamosaxulebebis 
Tematika ar gamoirCeva mravalferovne
biT. Zalian xSiria gamosaxulebebi spar
seli mxedrisa an qveiTi meomrisa (da ara 
mefisa, rogorc es dasavleT sakaro sti
lis piramidul sabeWdavebzea), romelic 
Semosilia zustad baiaTxevis sabeWdavze 
gamosaxuli meomris msgavsad da SubiT an 
mSvildisriT ebrZvis romelime cxovels 
[Maximova M. 1928:sur. 9, 15, 16; Richter G. 
1968:gamosax. № 496; Boardman J. 1970: gamo
sax. №№ 886, 888, 889, 925, 927, 929 da sxv.], 
an berZenTa meomars. bevria agreTve sxva
dasxva cxovelTa gamosaxulebebi, xSirad 
iremi navardis mdgomareobaSi [Boardman 
J. 1970:№№ 896, 940], maltis dogi [Boardman 
J. 1970: №№ 874, 906; AGDS, 1968:tab. 28,449k; 
tab. 32, 271A] da sxva. iseve rogorc bai
aTxevis sabeWdavis gamosaxulebebi, ese
nic Sesrulebulia realisturad, magram 
moZraobaSi myofi figurebic erTgvarad 
gaSeSebulia, rac saerTod damaxasiaTe
belia “berZnul-sparsuli” sabeWdave
bis gamosaxulebebisaTvis [Maximova M. 
1928:655, 658].

“berZnul-sparsuli” sabeWdavebis sa
yovelTaod aRiarebuli TariRia Zv.w. V s. 
meore naxevari da Zv.w. IV s. pirveli naxe
vari.

5. 2000 wels saqarTvelos saxelmwi
fo muzeumma SeiZina sagarejos r-is s. 
jimiTSi SemTxveviT aRmoCenili samar
xis nivTebi, romelTa Soris aris odnav 
moyviTalo-TeTri, naxevradgamWvirvale 
qalcedonis mcire zomis skarabeoidis 
formis sabeWdavi (g.k. № 1438; zomebi – pi
ris 22x18 mm; simaRle – 7 mm.). sabeWdavis 
pirze gamosaxulia mxedari maRali wo
piani qudiT, romelsac xelSi momarjve
buli aqvs Subi da ebrZvis mis win mdgom 
grZelrqebian xars. gamosaxuleba Zali
an zedapirulia, sqematuri, detalebi ar 
aris damuSavebuli; figurebi brtyelia, 
moculobiToba aklia. gamosaxulebas aR
mosavluri ieri aqvs (tab. I, 10-11).

jimiTis sabeWdavis forma da gamosa
xulebis Tema ar aris ucxo e.w. “berZnul-
sparsuli” sabeWdavebisaTvis. magram misi 
mcire zoma da rac mTavaria, aRmosavlu
ri ieris mqone sqematuri gamosaxulebis 
stili, savsebiT gansxvavdeba, Tu SeiZ
leba ase iTqvas, “klasikuri” “berZnul
-sparsuli” didi zomis skarabeoidebis 
gamosaxulebebis stilisagan, romelSic 
berZnuli xelovnebis didi gavlena ig
rZnoba. jimiTis sabeWdavi yvela niSnis 
mixedviT ekuTvnis e.w. bernis jgufis sa
beWdavebs [Boardman J. 1970: gamosax. №№ 
973, 974], romlebic bordmanma “berZnul-
sparsuli” sabeWdavebidan calke jgufad 
gamohyo (sabeWdavi № 973 daTariRebulia 
Zv.w. IV s-iT an ufro gviani xaniT [Boar
dman J., Vollenweider M. 1978:45-46]). am jgu
fis sabeWdavebis – mcire zomis skarabeo
idebisa da mravalwaxnagebis gamosaxule
bebis kompoziciebi, mkvlevaris TqmiT, 
naklebi detalizaciiT xasiaTdeba, xolo 
stils ufro aRmosavluri, kerZod, spar
suli xelovnebis gavlena emCneva, vidre 
berZnulisa. isini ekuTvnis aqemeniduri 
xanis Semdgom periods da Tavisi xelov
nebiT “berZnul-sparsuli” seriis sabeW
davebis uSualo gagrZelebas warmoad
genen. maT gamosaxulebebs bevri Sexebis 
wertili aqvs selevkiduri xanis Tixis 
bulebis gamosaxulebebTan da amdenad, 
isini Zv.w. IV s-is bolosa da Semdgom xa
nas unda ekuTvnodes [Boardman J. 1970:320-
322]. is faqti, rom j. bordmans “berZnul
-sparsuli” sabeWdavebis – erTi jgufis 
(bernis jgufis) TariRi Zv.w. IV saukune
ze ufro gviandel xanaSi gadaaqvs sayu
radReboa, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom ma
namde “berZnul-sparsuli” sabeWdavebis 
TariRad sayovelTaod aRiarebuli iyo 
Zv.w. V s-is meore naxevari – Zv.w. IV s-is 
pirveli naxevari. j. bordmans miaCnia, 
rom aqemeniduri imperiis provinciebSi 
am tipis sabeWdavebi gvian xanamde Semoi
naxa. aseTia e.w. “bernis” jgufis sabeWda
vebi, romlebsac mkvlevari saqarTvelo
Si aRmoCenil lurji minis mravalwaxna
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gebsac ukavSirebs [Boardman J. 1970:322]. j. 
bordmanis mier SemoTavazebuli TariRis 
(Zv.w. IV s. bolo an III saukuneze ufro gvi
ani xana [Boardman J. 1970:220-221]) Sesaxeb 
Cven aRvniSnavdiT, rom es TariRi Sem
dgomSi SesaZloa kidev ufro dazustdes 
[javaxiSvili q. 2002:74]. vgulisxmobT ra 
mis gaaxalgazrdavebas da iberiuli lur
ji minis mravalwaxnagebisaTvis Cvens mi
er SemoTavazebul TariRTan (drois mo
nakveTSi Zv.w. II saukunidan – ax.w. I sauku
nis dasawyisamde [Джавахишвили К. 1975:24-
25; javaxiSvili q. 2002:74]) daaxloebas.

amJamad “bernis” jgufis sabeWdavebis 
TariRi ramdenadme ufro dazustebulia. 
rogorc f. knausi aRniSnavs “berZnul-
sparsuli” gliptika aqemeniduri same
fos dacemis Semdeg maSinve ar wydeba. xe
lovnebisaTvis saWiroa dro raTa tradi
ciebisagan ganTavisufldes da Secvlil 
politikur da sazogadoebriv mdgomare
obaze axali reagireba moaxdinos. amis ma
galiTia, a globolo stilisa da e.w. “bernis” 
jgufis sabeWdavebi, romlebsac sul co
ta Zv.w. II s-mde SeiZleba gavadevnoT Tva
li [Knauß F. 1999:179, sq. № 84]. mkvlevaris 
mier SemoTavazebuli es TariRi niSan
doblivia, radgan ~bernis~ jgufis sabeW
davebi Zalian axlos aris iberiul lur
ji minis mravalwaxnagebTan, romlebic 
aqemeniduri gliptikis mogviano jgufs 
Seadgenen [Boardman J. 1970:322; javaxiSvi
li q. 2002:76] da Cven Zv.w. II saukunesa da 
ax.w. I s-is dasawyiss Soris drois monakve
TiT davaTariReT.

amdenad, vfiqrobT, rom jimiTis ska
rabeoidi savaraudod Zv.w. III saukuniT 
SeiZleba daTariRdes.

6. skarabeoidis formis, mcire zomis 
sabeWdavi, rZisferi qalcedonisa, gam
Wvirvale zolebiT (g.k. № 1588, zomebi: 
15x13 mm, simaRle – 6 mm). savaraudod aR
moCenilia bolnisis raionSi.

sabeWdavis brtyel pirze gamosaxu
lia xaxadaRebuli lomi, romelic Tavs 
esxmis raRac cxovels (Svels?). gamosa
xuleba zedapirulia da brtyeli, figu

rebi sqematuria, detalebi ar aris da
muSavebuli, mxolod lomis fafari ori 
mcire zomis samkuTxediT aris gadmoce
muli, wagrZelebuli sami samkuTxediT ki 
brWyalebi (tab. I, 12-13). Tavisi TematikiT 
da stiliT es sabeWdavic zemoT ganxi
lul “bernis” jgufis sabeWdavebs ekuT
vnis (lomis figura Sead. “bernis” jgufis 
iaspis skarabeoidze gamosaxul loms [Bo
ardman J. 1970:gamosax. 975]). es sabeWdavic 
savaraudod Zv.w. III saukuniT unda daTa
riRdes.

saqarTveloSi aRmoCenili aqemeni
duri sabeWdavebis ganxilvas garkveuli 
mniSvneloba aqvs ara mxolod sakuTriv 
aqemeniduri gliptikis SeswavlisaTvis, 
aramed saqarTvelosa da aqemenidur sam
yaros urTierTobis TvalsazrisiTac. 
aRsaniSnavia, rom saqarTveloSi aRmoCe
nili aqemeniduri sabeWdavebidan 3 (mcxe
Tis piramiduli sabeWdavi, baiaTxevis 
mravalwaxnaga da jimiTis skarabeoidi) 
– romauli xanis samarxebSia aRmoCenili. 
joisubnis cilindri – Zv.w. IV s. samarxSi, 
xolo taxtiZiris konusuri sabeWdavi, 
zogadad Zv.w. IV-III ss. daTariRebul sama
rovnis erT-erT samarxSi. ise rom yvela 
sabeWdavi metad Tu naklebad gviandel 
kompleqsSia aRmoCenili. es unda gaiT
valiswinon saqarTvelosa da aqemenidur 
samyaros Soris urTierTobis Semswav
lelma mkvlevarebma.

winamdebare naSromSi ganxilulia sa
qarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenili 
aqemeniduri gliptikis mxolod impor
tuli nimuSebi. calke mniSvnelovan Te
mas warmoadgens saqarTveloSi, ZiriTa
dad mis aRmosavleT nawilSi – Zveli qar
Tlis - iberiis teritoriaze aRmoCenili, 
sakmaod mravalricxovani, mkvlevarTa (m. 
maqsimova, m. lorTqifaniZe, i. gagoSiZe, q. 
javaxiSvili) mier adgilobriv naxelavad 
miCneuli gliptikuri Zeglebi: liTonis 
farakiani beWdebi (Zv.w. IV-III ss. axalgo
ri, yanCaeTi, taxtiZiri da sxv.) da lurji 
minis mravalwaxnagebi (Zv.w. II s. – ax.w. I s. 
dasawyisi xanisa. mcxeTa-samTavro, neron
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-deresi, loWini, urbnisi, arkaneTi da 
sxv.), romlebic aqemeniduri wris provin
ciul iberiul naxelavad unda iqnes miC
neuli.L
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10-11 – qalcedonis, mcire zomis skarabeoidis 
formis sabeWdavi s. jimiTidan; 12-13 - qalce
donis, mcire zomis skarabeoidis formis sa

beWdavi savaraudod bolnisis r-nidan.
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sof. daraqoi mdebareobs qvemo qar
TlSi, TrialeTis qedis samxreT kalTa
ze, walkis municipalitetis teritoria
ze, q. walkidan 15 km-ze Crdilo-dasavle
Tis mimarTulebiT (tab. I,1). 

soflis mimdebare teritoriaze ram
denime arqeologiuri obieqtia dafiq
sirebuli: Sua saukuneebis nasoflari 
Ffarexa mdebareobs soflis Crdilo-aR
mosavleT nawilSi, wm. giorgis  eklesi
is garSemo. aqve Zveli sasaflaos naSTe
bi SeiniSneba, sadac yofila adamianebisa 
da saojaxo inventaris gamosaxulebiT 
Semkuli saflavis qvebi, oTx filaze ki 
qarTuli warwerebi iyo SemorCenili. am 
adgilidan b. kuftins  asomTavruli war
weriT Semkuli qvis fila wauRia (Куфтин 
Б. Дневник 1936 года:31; Куфтин Б. Дневник 
1936:13). soflis Crdilo-aRmosavleT na
wilSi nasoflaris naSTebi kargad Cans 
gzis WrilSi. adgilobrivi mosaxleoba 
miuTiTebs, rom gzis gayvanisas ramdenime 
adgilze gvirabi gamoCnda. rogorc Cans 
mSeneblobisas darnebi dazianda. erTi 
darani 2007 welsac aRmoCnda. igi  mdeba
reobs arsen da Tamaz soRoianebis sakar
midamo nakveTSi. eklesiis Crdilo-dasav
leTiT gviani brinjaos xanis samarovani 
yofila gamarTuli (Куфтин Б. Дневник 1937 
года:137-138). sof. darakovidan Crdilo-
aRmosavleTiT 1.5 km-is dacilebiT sof. 
winwyarosaken mimavali gzis piras kidev 
erTi nasoflaria. Cveni azriT es nasof
lari Sua saukuneebis sof. gvelfarexa 
unda iyos.  1721 wlis aRweriT sof. gvel
farexaSi iTvleboda 1 mebatone (Sah
navazxani), 8 gamomRebi da 2 bogano yma: 
mamasaxlisi oTara, paataSvili Tamaza, 
beriaSvili siymia, mazitaSvili vardia, 
evanezaSvili zuraba, terteraSvili aru
Tina, giunaSvili, ibaSeraSvili oqrua, 
bogano nasyida molaSqre, bogano beJua 

molaSqre [masalani, 1907:15]. sof. dara
qoidan sof. winwyarosaken mimaval gzaze, 
gvelfarexas nasoflaridan dasavleTiT 
50 m-is dacilebiT paleontologiuri 
Zegli mdebareobs.  aq 2003 wels cxenis 
lulovani Zvali aRmoCnda, romlis asaki 
specialistebis azriT 1,5 mln. wliT un
da ganisazRvros. daraqois namosaxla
ris aRmosavleTiT 2,5 km-is dacilebiT, 
sof. winwyarosTan gaiTxara samarovani 
[Куфтин Б. 1941; menabde m., davlianiZe c. 
1968]. sof. daraqoidan samxreT-aRmosav
leTiT 2.0 km-is dacilebiT, sof. Taq-qi
lisas kuTvnil mindorSi b. kuftinma ad
reantikuri (aqemeniduri) xanis 70-mde 
samarxi gaTxara (Куфтин Б. Дневник 1937 
года; Куфтин Б. Дневник 1938 года). ar aris 
gamoricxuli, rom es samarovani daraqo
is namosaxlaris kuTvnili iyos. farexas 
samarovani mdebareobs aqemeniduri xanis 
namosaxlaris CrdiloeTiT 100 m-is da
cilebiT, mSrali xevis marcxena napirze, 
sadac aTiode wlis win sanasar simonianma 
Zv.w. XV-XIV ss-is ormosamarxi gaTxra. 

daraqois namosaxlari soflis aRmo
savleTiT 400 m-is dacilebiT, sof. win
wyarosaken mimavali gzis piras, mSrali 
xevis marcxena napirze mdebareobs. da
saxleba gaSenebuli yofila zRvis doni
dan 1594-1600 m-is simaRleze mcire qedis 
samxreT ferdobze, romelic md. qciis 
marjvena napirs ebjineba. namosaxlaris 
arqeologiuri gaTxrebi 2008 wels, BP‑sa
qarTvelos dafinansebiT saqarTvelos 
erovnulma muzeumma Caatara. dasaxleba 
2,5 heqtarze yofila gaSenebuli. gaiTxa
ra mxolod 300 kv.m. farTobi, sadac 9 sax
li, 20 sameurneo ormo da 2 xaro gamov
linda.

saxli № 1 mdebareobs XXVII nakveTis 
me-4-9 kvadratebSi, damxrobilia Crdi
lo-aRmosavleTidan samxreT-dasavle

goderZi narimaniSvili

daraqois namosaxlari da samxreT kavkasiis aqemeniduri  
xanis istoriis zogierTi sakiTxi 
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Tisaken. nageboba dazianebulia xevis mi
er (tab. I,2; II). saxli xanZris Sedegadaa 
ganadgurebuli. damwvari fenis sisqe  0.4 
– 0.5 m-ia da damwvari alizis, miwisa da Ze
lebis naSTebis sam dones Seicavs. zeda 
done saxlis iatakidan 0.4 m-is simaRle
zea da 0.15-0.20 m diametris Zelebisagan 
Sedgeba. saSualo done iatakidan 0.20 m-is 
simaRleze gaiwminda, romelic zeda do
nis msgavs Zelebs Seicavs. aqve dafiqsir
da wvrili totebisa Tu wnelebis anabeW
debi, romelTa diametri 0.03 m-s ar aRe
mateboda. qveda done uSualod iatakze 
dafiqsirda. aq gamovlenili Zelebis di
ametri 0.2-0.3 m-s udris. msxvili Zelebi 
dafaruli iyo totebisa Tu Zelebis 0.05-
0.08 m-is sisqis feniT (tab. IV, 3). rogorc 
Cans, saxls banuri gadaxurva hqonda, ro
melic savaraudod eyrdnoboda kedlis
pira xis svetebs. saxlis kedlebi nagebia 
didi da saSualo zomis qviT. nagebobis 
Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis sigrZe 7.0 
m-ia, sigane – 0.60 m. kedlis SemorCenili 
simaRle  1.20 m-ia, sadac SemorCenilia 
qvis wyobis 5 rigi; Crdilo-dasavleTi 
kedlis sigrZec 7.0 m-ia, sigane 0.5 m-s ud
ris. misi dasavleTi nawili dazianebulia. 
am kedelzea midgmuli Rumeli da ~mer
xi~. samxreT-dasavleTi kedeli yvelaze 
Zlieraa dazianebuli. misi Tavdapirve
li sigrZe 7.75 m unda yofiliyo. qvis wyo
bis SemorCenili sigrZe 4.30 m-ia, sigane 
ki 0.45 m. Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis 
sigrZe, gadakeTebamde 7,75 m yofila. sam
xreT-aRmosavleTi kedlis sigrZe 6.8 m-i
a, sigane 0.4 m. SemorCenili simaRle 0.95 
m-s udris, sadac qvis wyobis poligona
luri oTxi rigia darCenili. samxreTi da 
aRmosavleTi kedlebis kuTxeSi gaWrilia 
karis Riobi (sigane – 0.58 m). Sesasvlelis 
srulad gaTxra ver moxerxda, Tumca Se
iZleba iTqvas, rom igi grZel koridors  
warmoadgens (tab. II,1,2). saxlis Crdilo 
nawili, CrdiloeTi kuTxe da mimdebare 
CrdiloeTi da aRmosavleTi kedlis nawi
li adreve, saxlis funqcionirebisas Cans 
dazianebuli. ganaxlebis dros Zveli ked

lis dazianebuli nawili adgilze dauto
vebiaT da interieris Semcirebis xarjze 
axali kedlebi amouyvaniaT (tab. IV, 1,2). am 
dros saxlis CrdiloeTi nawili dabali 
kedliT aris SemozRuduli. kedeli Sed
genilia cerze dayenebuli qvis filebiT, 
romelTa simaRle 0.30-0.70 m-s udris. Se
mozRuduli adgilis farTobi 10 m2  Se
adgens. amave dros Cans ganaxlebuli sax
lis iatakic. adre, SemozRudul adgilSi 
moqceuli nawilic, qvis filebiT yofila 
mogebuli, romelic iatakis ganaxlebis 
Semdeg, Tixatkepnili iatakis qveS moeq
ca. axladagebuli kedeli uSualod eb
jineba saxlis aRmosavleT kedels, Crdi
loeTis kedelTan ki isea gamarTuli, rom 
mis gaswvriv arsebul `merxs~ orad yofs 
(tab. II,1). № 1 saxlis farTobi daaxloe
biT 52.6 m2  Seadgens. interieri martivia, 
dasavleT kuTxeSi Rumelia gamarTuli, 
samxreT-dasavleT kedelze sakurTxeve
lia midgmuli; CrdiloeT kedels, Rume
lis gayolebiT, qviT aSenebuli da TixiT 
gadalesili merxi miuyveba. iatakis erTi 
naxevari Tixatkepnilia, meore naxeva
ri qvafeniliania. qvafenili ZiriTadad 
saxlis samxreT-aRmosavleT nawilSi ga
iwminda, danarCeni farTobi Tixafenil 
iataks ekava. Rumelis naSTi aRmoCnda 
saxlis dasavleT kuTxesTan. is zurgiT 
Crdilo-dasavleT kedelze yofila mid
gmuli. Rumelis zurgimxare riyis ramde
nime qviT iyo amoyvanili. Rumeli Zlie
raa dazianebuli. mas Taro (~merxi~) ebji
neba, romelic saxlis Crdilo-dasavle
Ti kedlis gaswvriv gaumarTavT.  ~merxis~ 
SemorCenili sigrZe 4.40 m, sigane – 0.36-
0.60 m, simaRle 0.30-0.45 m-s udris. Ta
ro qviTaa nagebi, SemakavSireblad Tixis 
xsnaria gamoyenebuli; zedapiri mobaT
qaSebulia da saxlis kedelTan ceradaa 
alesili. saxlis samxreT-dasavleT ke
delTan, TiTqmis Sua nawilSi, gaiwminda 
kargad daculi, wagrZelebuli formis 
sakurTxeveli (sigrZe - 2.72 m, sigane - 1.12 
m, simaRle - 0. 48 m.). is qviTa da TixiTaa 
nagebi. konstruqciaSi, napirebTan, xis 
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Zelebia CarTuli. sakurTxeveli alizis 
xsnariTaa Seleseli (tab. IV,3; VI,1,2,4). sa
kurTxevlis aRmosavleTi nawili Tanab
radaa Cazneqili da kargad molesili. aq, 
centralur nawilSi, dadasturda mcire 
zomis Zabriseburi CaRrmaveba (dm – 0. 22 
m), romelsac qvebi aqvs Semowyobili. sa
kurTxevlis samxreT-dasavleT nawilSi, 
Crdilo-dasavleTi mxridan aqvs TaxCa 
(1.16x0.40x0.30 m). sakurTxevels Crdilo
eTidan Taro (~merxi~) ebjineba (1.36x0.34-
0.46x0.30 m), romelic TavisTavad dasav
leT kedelzea midgmuli, Taroze riyis 
qvis sanayebi iyo dawyobili. sakurTxev
lis aRmosavleTiT, 1.3 m-is daSorebiT, 
iatakSi CaSenebuli xaro dafiqsirda (pi
ris dm – 0.84 m, Ziris dm – 0.70 m, siRrme – 
0.84 m.). misi kedlebi bazaltis filebiTaa 
mopirkeTebuli. iatakis filebi xaros 
ise faravda, rom ucxo TvalisaTvis Se
niRbuli iyo. sakurTxevlis ukan 0.80 m-is 
daSorebiT, samxreTiT gaiwminda samala
vi. is gamarTulia filaqviT mogebuli sa
reclis qveS. xaroSi aRmoCnda xis Zelis 
anabeWdi (sigrZe – 0.50-0.60 m-ia, diamet
ri – 0.30-0.40 m). Zeli sigrZiv, diametrze 
iyo gaWrili, Sua nawili ki ise iyo amo
Rebuli, rom varclis forma hqonda mi
Rebuli. samalavSi dafiqsirebuli Zelis 
naSTi kargad iyo daculi. samalavi qvis 
filiT orad iyo gayofili. saxlis Ti
xatkepnil iatakze mravlad dafiqsirda 
sxvadasxva zomisa da formis Tixis Wur
Wlis fragmentebi. № 1 saxlSi aRmoCeni
li masalebidan gansakuTrebiT aRsaniS
navia sakurTxevelze, mis win da ~merxze~ 
aRmoCenili artefaqtebi, romelTa sari
tualo daniSnuleba eWvs ar iwvevs: Roris 
falangisgan damzadebuli 12 amuleti. 
Zvlis nivTebi: qarqaSis nawili; lulova
ni Zvlis nivTi, kargad gaprialebuli ze
dapiriT; Txis rqa, odnav gaprialebuli 
zedapiriT. interieris gaTxrisas ufro 
adreuli fenebic dadasturda. kerZod, 
sakurTxevlis win gaiwminda ormos naS
Ti, romlis dm – 0.92 m, siRrme – 0.20-0.30 
m-ia. masSi iseTive saxis keramika aRmoC

nda, rogoric saxlis iatakze. Tumca, or
mo saxlis Tixatkepnili iatakiT iyo da
konservebuli. ufro Zveli ormoebi (№№ 
15, 16) saxlis samxreT-dasavleTi kedlis 
qveS dafiqsirda (tab. II,2; III).

№ 2 da № 3 saxlebi Zlieraa daziane
buli. Tumca aq kargad Cans namosaxlaris 
stratigrafia. № 2 saxli (XX nakveTis 6,9 
da  XXVII nakveTis 4,7 kvadratebi) miSene
buli yofila № 1 saxlze. saxlis Crdi
lo-dasavleTi, zurgis kedlis sigrZe 8.0 
metria, Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kedlis Se
morCenili nawilis sigrZe 1.2 m-s, dasav
leTi kedlisa ki 0.8 m-s udris. kedlebi 
nagebi yofila fleTili qviT. SemorCe
nilia wyobis erTi rigi (tab. II). interi
eridan SemorCenila Tixatkepnili da 
qvafeniliani iatakis mcire fragmentebi 
da Rumelis naSTi, romelic gamarTuli 
yofila Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxeSi. 
es saxli ufro Zvelia, vidre № 3 saxli, 
romelic № 2 saxlis dangrevis Semdegaa 
agebuli. № 3 saxlis iataki № 2 saxlis ia
takis donidan 0.48 – 0.64 m simaRlezea ga
marTuli (tab. II,III).

№ 3 saxlidan (XX nakveTis 6,9 kvadra
tebi) SemorCenila misi CrdiloeTi, zur
gis kedeli, aRmosavleTi da dasavleTi 
kedlebis fragmenti. CrdiloeTi kedlis 
sigrZe 4.0 m-ia, dasavleTi kedlis Semor
Cenili sigrZe 3.0 m-s udris, aRmosavle
Tisa ki 0.8 m-s. kedlebi nagebi yofila 
fleTili qviT. SemorCenilia wyobis 1-4 
rigi (tab. II,III). interieridan SemorCe
nilia Tixatkepnili iataki da Rumelis 
naSTi. preparaciis Sedegad iatakis ori 
fena dafiqsirda. iatakis orive done № 
14 ormos faravs. Rumeli gamarTulia 
Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxeSi. is Zlieraa 
dazianebuli, SemorCenila Termoizila
ciis qveda done, romelsac Zlieri cecx
lis kvali etyoba. № 2 saxlis CrdiloeTi 
kedeli da № 3 saxlis CrdiloeTi kedeli 
erTmaneTisagan sul raRac 1.90 metriTaa 
dacilebuli, rac imaze miuTiTebs, rom 
№ 3 saxli TiTqmis mTlianad faravda № 2 
saxls. maTi Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kuTx
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eebi TiTqmis erTmaneTs emTxveva. maSin 
rodesac № 2 saxlis Crdilo-dasavleT  
da № 3 saxlis Sesabamis kuTxes Soris da
cileba 2.5 m-ia. № 2 saxlis qvafeniliani 
iatakis qveS gaiTxara № 1 da № 8 ormoe
bi. № 2 saxlis gamarTvis dros dazianebu
la № 1 xaro. namosaxlaris am monakveTSi 
dafiqsirebuli stratigrafia gviCvnebs, 
rom am adgilze jer №1 da № 8 ormoebi 
gaumarTavT, Semdeg № 1 da № 2 xaroebi, 
sul zeda dones ki № 3 saxli Seesabameba. 
№ 3 saxli № 2 saxlis dangrevis Semdegaa 
gamarTuli. aqve unda iTqvas, rom № 3 sax
lis zurgis kedeli gadadis @№ 2 xaroze, 
Tanac ise, rom xaros qvis kedeli CarTu
lia saxlis kedlis konstruqciaSi. sax
lis Crdilo-aRmosavleTi kuTxe ki № 1 
xaros kedels faravs. amdenad, gansxvave
biT № 2 saxlisagan, romlis mSeneblobis 
drosac № 1 xaro Zlier dazianda, № 3 sax
lis mSeneblebma xaroebis konstruqcia 
Tavis sasargeblod gamoiyenes (tab. II,III).

№ 4 saxli (XX nakveTis me-4,5,7,8 kvad
ratebi) damxrobilia CrdiloeTidan sam
xreTisaken (tab. II). saxls CrdiloeTidan 
№ 5 saxli esazRvreba. saxlis gaTxri
sas 3 done gamoiyo. A dones miekuTvneba 
Crdilo-dasavleT kuTxis nawili (sigrZe 
– 2.49 m, sigane – 0.40-0.70 m). kedeli nage
bia bazaltis qviTa da TixiT. SemorCeni
lia saTavsos Tixatkepnili iataki da qva
fenilis fragmentebi. amave dones unda 
ekuTvnodes nagebobis dasavleTi nawil
Si gamovlenili qvis filebiT Sedgenili 
oTxkuTxa sakurTxeveli (sigrZe – 0.80 m, 
sigane – 0.50 m), romelzedac ido bazal
tis xelsafqvavi. A donis (zeda) kedlis 
moxsnis Semdeg nagebobis Crdilo-dasav
leT kuTxeSi gaiwminda dasavleTi ked
lis SemorCenili nawili (B done). es ke
delic bazaltis qviTa da TixiTaa nagebi 
(sigrZe – 2.10 m; sigane – 0.25-0.40 m; simaR
le – 0.60 m) SemorCenilia qvis wyobis 3 
rigi. B donis iataki Tixatkepnilia, alag
-alag Cans damwvari xis laqebi. B dones 
aseve miekuTvneba Tixa-aliziTa da qviT 
nagebi merxi, romelic CrdiloeTis ke

delzea miSenebuli. merxis (sigrZe – 4.60 
m; sigane – 0.30 m; simaRle – 0.20 m; zeda da 
Sidapiri TixiTaa Selesili. amave doni
sa unda iyos saxlis samxreT-aRmosavleT 
nawilSi aRmoCenili qvis filebiT Sedge
nili ~sakurTxeveli~ (0.60X0.60 m, simaR
le – 0.50 m). nagebobis yvelaze adreuli (C 
done) CrdiloeTis kedeli (sigrZe – 7.40 
m; sigane – 0.40 m) damxrobilia aRmosav
leT-dasavleTis mimarTulebiT, nagebia 
bazaltis qviTa da TixiT. SemorCenilia 
wyobis 3 rigi. № 4 saxlis farTobi daax
loebiT 50 m2 Seadgens. saxlis interieri 
martivia. C donis iatakic Tixatkepnilia. 
nagebobis samxreT-aRmosavleT nawilSi 
gaiwminda bazaltis didi da saSualo zo
mis qvis filebiT mogebuli zRve (sigrZe 
– 4.20 m; sigane – daaxl. 2.60 m). Crdilo-
dasavleTi nawilis gawmendisas gamoCnda 
Tixis abazanisebri (?) sakurTxeveli (misi 
zomebia: sigrZe – 1.60m; sigane – 0.60-0.70m; 
bortis sisqe – 0.20 m). mas wagrZelebuli 
ovalis forma aqvs. garSemo dabali bor
ti Semouyveba (tab. IV,1). sakurTxevlis 
CrdiloeTi nawili Sedioda (B donis) ga
naxlebuli kedlis qveS da ebjineboda (C 
done) adreul kedels. amdenad, C donis 
CrdiloeTi kedeli da Tixis sakurTxeve
li Tanadroulia. sayuradReboa is faqti, 
rom mogviano fenis (B done) gamarTvisas 
dauzianebiaT adreuli (C done) sakur
Txeveli, rogorc Cans, mogviano peri
odSi moxda nagebobis Secvla-ganaxleba. 
saxlis Crdilo-aRmosavleT kuTxeSi aR
moCnda organyofilebiani puris sacxobi 
Rumeli, is dazianebulia (SemorCenili 
Rumelis zomebia: sigrZe – 0.80m; sigane – 
0.65m; simaRle – 0.24 m. Rumeli Crdilo
eTi kedlidan dacilebulia – 0.20m; aR
mosavleTi kedlidan 0.10 m). nagebia qviT 
Tixaze. dazianebulia orive ganyofile
ba. sacxobis iatakze gaiwminda Tixis Wur
Wlis natexebi, romlebic Termoizola
ciisaTvis iyo gankuTvnili. Rumels pi
rimxare dasavleTiT hqonda mimarTuli. 
qvis filafenilis CrdiloeTi nawilis 
alagebisas gamoCnda qvis filebiT Sedge



98

nili qvayuTi - ~sakurTxeveli~, romelic 
oradaa gayofili (0.60X0.40 m; 0.70X0.30 m). 
is C dones Seesabameba da B donis ~sakur
Txevlis~ analogiuria. saxlis iatakis 
aRebis Semdeg ramdenime sameurneo ormo 
dafiqsirda (№№ 9, 12, 13, 18, 19 ormoebis 
aRweriloba). saxlis samxreT-aRmosav
leT nawilSi zRves qvafenili gadadioda 
№№ 13, 19 sameurneo ormoze. zRves siax
loves dadasturda aseve №№ 18 da № 9 sa
meurneo ormo. saxls aRmosavleT kedel
ze, gareTa mxridan midgmuli hqonda ase
ve qvis filebisagan Sedgenili mozrdili 
qvayuTi (sigrZe – 1.30 m; sigane – 0.80 m; si
maRle – 0.6 m; tab. II).

saxli № 5 mdebareobs XX nakveTis 
1,2,4,5 kvadratebSi. damxrobilia Crdi
lo-dasavleT - samxreT-aRmosavle
Tis mimarTulebiT. saxli marTkuTxe
dis formisaa. kedlebi nagebia bazaltis 
qviT. SemakavSirebel masalas Tixa warmo
adgens. saxlis kedlebi kargadaa Semor
Cenili, misi dasavleTi kedlis sigrZe 6 
metria, sigane – 0.40 m. kedlis centra
lur nawilSi gaWrilia 0.80 m siganis karis 
Riobi. CrdiloeTi kedeli odnav defor
mirebulia. misi sigrZe  4.40 m-ia, sigane 
– 0.30-0.50 m-s Soris meryeobs. kedlis 
SemorCenili simaRle 0.70 m-ia. SemorCe
nilia qvis wyobis sami rigi. aRmosavle
Ti kedlis sigrZe 6.30 m-ia, sigane – 0.40 
m. SemorCenili maqsimaluri simaRle 0,70 
m-s udris. SemorCenilia qvis wyobis sa
mi rigi. samxreTi kedlis sigrZe 4.90 m-ia; 
sigane – 0.45 m; SemorCenilia qvis wyobis 
erTi rigi. kedlis aRmosavleTi nawili 
dazianebulia. № 5 saxlis samxreTi ke
deli uSualod № 4 saxlis CrdiloeT ke
delzea gamarTuli. № 5 saxli № 4 saxlis 
dangrevis Semdegaa gamarTuli (tab. II; 
IV,4). saxlis interieri kargadaa SemorCe
nili. Sesasvlelis marcxena mxares iataki 
Tixatkepnilia, marjvena mxares ki bazal
tis filebiT aris mogebuli. filaqnis 
erTi nawili 1.3 m sigrZeze Tixatkepnili 
iatakis donezea, Semdeg ki 0.2-0.3 m simaR
lis safexuria. SemaRlebis sigrZe 2.5 m-i

a, sigane 1.2 m-s udris. es adgili, rogorc 
Cans, sarecels warmoadgens. is ufro ma
siuri qvebiTaa Sedgenili, vidre iatakis 
filebia. saxlis centralur nawilSi, od
nav dasavleTiT, karis Riobis mopirdapi
red qvis filebiT Sedgenili sakurTxeve
lia gamarTuli. is qviT mogebuli iatakis 
kideze dgas. misi fuZis zomebia 0.7X0.9 m. 
simaRle 0.35 m-ia. sakurTxeveli zurgi
ania. wina mxare da baqani, sadac cecxli 
enTo, iatakidan 0.2 m simaRlezea, zurgis 
mxaris simaRle ki 0.15 m-ia. sakurTxeve
li samxreTi mxridan 0.4X0.4X0. 12 m zomis 
qvis filiTaa SemozRuduli (tab. IV,4). 
saxlis marcxena, Crdilo-aRmosavleT 
kuTxeSi organyofilebiani puris sacx
obi Rumelia gamarTuli. fasadis sigrZe 
1.3 m-ia, simaRle 0.75 m, Rumelis sigane 0.9 
m-ia. Rumeli qvis filebiTa da aliziTaa 
nagebi, gadaxuruli iyo qvis erTiani fi
liT, roelic eyrdnoboda vertikalu
rad Cadgmul qvis sam filas. safasado 
mxaris qveda nawili amoSenebulia qvis 
patara filebiT. sacecxle da sacxobi 
ganyofilebebis iataki TixiTaa molesi
li. sacecxlis centrSi qvis didi filaa 
Cadgmuli. Rumelis sacxob nawilSi gake
Tebuli Wrili gviCvenebs, rom qveda done 
TixiT da riyis wvrili qviTaa Sevsebuli. 
es done gadalesilia aliziT, romelzec 
sxvadasxva zomisa da formis keramikis 
fragmentebia dawyobili. RumelSi am teq
nikiT gakeTebuli Termoizolaciis sami 
done dafiqsirda (tab. IV,4; V). saxlis sam
xreT nawilSi, sareclis qveS 1.2X0.8X0.35 
m zomis qvis filebisagan Sedgenili ~sa
malavi~ gamovlinda. № 5 saxlis gaTxram 
gviCvena, rom is gamarTulia № 4 saxlis 
dangrevis Semdeg. aseve gairkva, rom am 
farTobze ufro adre ori sameurneo 
ormo yofila gamarTuli. uSualod sax
lis SesasvlelSi dafiqsirda № 17 ormo, 
romelsac nawilobriv faravs saxlis da
savleTi kedeli. ormoSi artefaqtebi ar 
dafiqsirebula, amitom misi daTariReba 
Wirs. rac Seexeba № 10 ormos, is moqce
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ulia saxlis CrdiloeTi kuTxis qveS. mis 
Tavzea gamarTuli № 5 saxlis Rumelic. 

saxli № 6 mdebareobs XX nakveTis me-
2, 3, 6 kvadratebSi. gaiTxara nawilobriv. 
gamovlenilia saxlis dasavleTi nawili. 
kedlebi nagebia fleTili qviT. Semakav
Sireblad Tixis xsnaria gamoyenebuli. 
dasavleTi kedeli mTlianad gamovlinda. 
misi sigrZe 6.2 m-ia, sigane 0.4 m, SemorCe
nili simaRle 1.4 m-s udris, romelic qvis 
wyobis 10-11 rigs Seicavs. CrdiloeTi ke
deli nawilobriv, 2.0 m sigrZeze gamov
linda. misi SemorCenili sigane 0.4 m-s, 
simaRle 1.8 m-s udris, sadac qvis wyobis 
9-10 rigia SemorCenili. samxreT kedel
Si karis Riobia gaWrili. kedlis sigrZe 
dasavleTis kedlidan Riobamde 2.4 m-ia. 
kedlis sigane 0.5 m-ia, SemorCenili si
maRle 1.4 m-s udris, romelic qvis wyo
bis 7 rigs Seicavs (tab. II, III). interieris 
mxolod nawili gaiTxara. arsebuli mona
cemebis mixedviT saxls Tixatkepnili ia
taki hqonia, romelic miwis Tanamedrove 
zedapiridan 3.0 m siRrmeze dafiqsirda. 
dasavleTi kedlis gaswvriv 2.8 m sigrZi
sa da 1.0 m siganis ~merxia~ gamarTuli. 
mis win, iatakis nawilic qvis filebiTaa 
mogebuli (sigane 0,6 m). ~merxze~,  saxlis 
samxreT-dasavleT kuTxeSi Tixis oryura 
dergi idga (tab. IX, 44). ~merxis~ win, Rume
lidan 2.0 m-is dacilebiT, iatakSi verti
kalurad Cadgmulia didi zomis xelsaf
qvavi. misi xiluli nawilis simaRle 0.38 
m-ia. saxlis dasavleT kuTxeSi Rumelia 
gamarTuli. is bazaltis didi zomis fi
lebiTaa Sedgenili. gadaxuruli yofi
la erTi, didi qvis filiT. fasadis mar
cxena mxares bazaltis didi fila dgas. 
is dasavleTis kedelzea mibjenili. misi 
simaRle 0.6 m-ia, sigane 0.4 m-ia. masze iyo 
dayrdnobili gadaxurvis fila, romlis 
sisqe 0.16 m-ia. safasado mxares, sacxobi 
ganyofilebis win 0.6 sigrZis da 0.3 simaR
lis qvis filaa CaSenebuli. saxlis iata
kidan am donezea sacxobis Ziri. sacxobi 
ganyofilebis Ziri alizis sqeli feni
Taa molesili, romelsac garSemo 0.07 m 

simaRlis da 0.05 m siganis borti Semouy
veba. sacxob da sacecxle ganyofilebebs 
Soris bazaltis qvis svetia aRmarTuli. 
misi simaRle 0.5 m-ia, diametri 0.23 m. sa
cecxle ganyofilebis Ziri saxlis iata
kis donezea. fasadis mxares, zemoT aR
werili svetis sapirispirod qvis meore 
sveti dgas, romlis simaRle 0.35 m-ia, di
ametri 0.18 m-ia. Rumelis mTliani sigrZe 
2.0 m-ia, sigane 1.3 m, saerTo simaRle 0.9 m.

saxli № 7 mdebareobs XX nakveTis me-
3,6 kvadratSi. warmoadgens me-6 saxlis 
nawils, romelTanac zemoT naxsenebi Ri
obiTaa dakavSirebuli. gaiTxara saxlis 
dasavleTi nawili (tab. II, III). saxlis ked
lebi nagebia qviT. SemakavSireblad Tixaa 
gamoyenebuli. dasavleTi kedlis sigrZe 
4.3 m-ia, sigane 0.4 m, simaRle 1.25 m, rome
lic qvis wyobis 9 rigs Seicavs. samxreTi 
kedlis gamovlenili sigrZe 3.4 m-ia. ked
lis sigane 0.5 m-s, SemorCenili simaRle ki 
1.0 m-s udris, romelic qvis wyobis 7 rigs 
Seicavs. № 7 saxli ramdenjerme Cans gada
keTebuli. samxreTi kedeli orjeraa ga
naxlebuli. dasavleTi kedelic orjeraa 
ganaxlebuli. mogvianebiT is imdenad da
zianebula, rom mis nacvlad axali kede
li amouyvaniaT, romelic Zvelisagan 1.2 
m dacilebiT gaumarTavT. axali kedlis 
sigrZe 3.6 m-ia, sigane 0.4 m-ia. SemorCeni
li simaRle 0.7-0.8 m-s udris. Zvel da axal 
kedlebs Soris moqceul farTobSi ali
ziT nagebi sakurTxeveli dafiqsirda. sa
kurTxeveli uSualod kedelzea midgmu
li. kedlis es nawilic aliziTaa Selesi
li. sakurTxevlis saerTo sigrZe 1.8 m-ia, 
sigane 1.0 m-s udris. misi samxreTi, mar
cxena nawili dazianebulia. SemorCenilia 
aliziT Selesili qvis erTi fila, rome
lic sakurTxevels samxreTidan sazR
vravs, da TixiT molesili sakurTxevlis 
iatakis nawili. Crdilo-dasavleT kuTx
eSi bazaltis qvisagan damzadebuli jami 
idga. sakurTxevlis marjvena nawili uke
Tesadaa Semonaxuli. is qvis mcire zomis 
filebiTaa nagebi, romlebic aliziTaa 
gadalesili. centralur nawilSi cecx



100

lisaTvis CaRrmavebaa mowyobili, romlis 
sigrZe 0.43 m-ia, sigane 0.25 m, siRrme 0.12 
m. sacecxle ganyofilebis orive mxares 
bazaltis xelsafqvavebi isea CaSenebuli 
alizSi, rom orive maTganis samuSao pi
ri kargad Cans. mesame xelsafqvavi saxlis 
kedlis mxares, sacecxles kideze, cera
daa dayenebuli. misi samuSao piri sax
lis interierisaken aris mimarTuli. №№ 
6,7 saxlebis gaTxrisas, garda zemoT aR
niSnuli rekonstruqciisa Tu SekeTebis 
kvalisa, ufro adreuli fenis naSTebic 
dafiqsirda. № 6 da № 7 saxlebis gamyo
fi kedlisa da damakavSirebeli karis Ri
obis qveS qvis kedlis wyoba gamovlinda. 
aseve Zveli kedlis naSTi dafiqsirda № 
7 saxlis qvafeniliani iatakis qveSac. es 
struqturebi Cven Seuswavleli davto
veT, radgan maT gamosavlenad miwis didi 
masis aReba iyo saWiro, risi saSualebac 
eqspedicias ar hqonda.

saxli № 8 mdebareobs XXVII nakveTis 1 
kvadratSi. № 1 saxlis CrdiloeTi kuTxis 
preparaciis dros gamovlinda qvafeni
lis naSTi.  qvafenili warmoadgens mcire 
moedans, romelic Sedgenilia qvis file
biT. moedani № 1 saxlis Crdilo-dasav
leTi kedlidan 1.5 m-iTaa dacilebuli da 
gasaTxrel farTobSi Sedis. is, Cvens mier 
gaTxril arcerT nagebobasTan ar aris 
dakavSirebuli, amitom pirobiTad № 8 
saxli ewoda. Tumca, unda aRiniSnos, rom 
is SeiZleba № 7 saxlTan iyos dakavSire
buli (tab. II, III).

saxli № 9 mdebareobs XXVII nakveTis 
me-7 kvadratis samxreT-aRmosavleT na
wilSi, Zlieraa dazianebuli. SemorCeni
lia kedlis mcire fragmenti da qvis fi
lebiT Sedgenili sakurTxeveli. № 9 sax
li midgmuli yofila № 1 saxlze. gegmis 
mixedviT № 9 saxli № 2 saxlis perimet
rSic eqceva. Tu davuSvebT, rom gansaxil
veli monakveTi № 2 saxls ekuTvnis, maSin 
№ 2 saxlis sigrZe, CrdiloeT-samxreTis 
xazze 7.5 m iqneboda. namosaxlarze sax
lebis garda gaiTxara qviT amoSenebuli 
ori xaro da oci sameurneo ormo. yvela 

ormo gruntSia CaWrili. isini sxvadasxva 
zomisaa, Tumca formiT erTnairia (pir
Tan viwroa, Zirisaken ki TandaTan far
Tovdeba). xaroebic gruntSia CaWrili, im 
gansxavebiT, rom maTi kedlebi qviT nage
bi kedlebiTaa amoyvanili (tab. II).

artefaqtebi. namosaxlarze aRmoCe
nili artefaqtebis umravlesobas Tixis 
WurWeli warmoadgens. keramika mraval
ricxovnebiTa da mravalferovnebiT ga
moirCeva. WurWlebis erTi jgufi ganle
qili Tixisaa, Txelkedliania da Carxzea 
damzadebuli. gamomwvaria Savad. meore 
jgufis keramikac kargad ganleqili Ti
xisagan aris damzadebuli, Txelkeci
ania da wiTladaa gamowvari. am jgufis 
keramikis zedapiri kargadaa damuSave
buli – gaprialebulia an Semkulia re
liefuri ornamentiT. aseTi keramikis 
nawili wiTeli saRebaviTaa SeRebili, an 
moxatulia (tab. VII; VIII,7,13,18,35,42). Ti
xis WurWeli, daniSnulebis mixedviT, 
sam ZiriTad jgufad iyofa: 1. sameur
neo; 2. samzareulo; 3. sufris. sameurneo 
WurWlebs warmoadgens qoco da dergi 
(tab. IX,1-27,4243,46,47). samzareulo Wur
Wels miekuTvneba – qoTani, qila, koWo
bi (tab. IX,38-40,44,45,49,50),  badia (tab. 
VIII,36,41,46,48-53). am jgufis yvela Wur
Wels aucileblad etyoba cecxlis kva
li. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aseTi WurWlebi 
mxolod samzareulo daniSnulebis iyo. 
sufris WurWels miekuTvneba – doqi da 
xelada (tab. IX,28-36,41,48), jami, fiala 
(tab. VIII,1-32,37-40). liTonis iaraRi namo
saxlarze mcire raodenobiT aRmoCnda: 
№ 4 saxlSi rkinis ori dana dafiqsirda. 
orive Zlieraa daJanguli. № 5 saxlSi 
rkinis satexi, № 6 saxlSi rkinis Reraki 
(tab. XI,1), № 7 saxlSi rkinis danis tari. 
qvis iaraRebi namosaxlarze gaTxril yve
la saxlSi dafiqsirda. isini ZiriTadad 
tufis, bazaltis da riyis qvisaganaa dam
zadebuli. iSviaTad gvxvdeba pemzisagan 
damzadebuli calebi. sameurneo daniS
nulebis iaraRebidan gvxvdeba sanayebi, 
xelsafqvavebi da sasresebi. samkaulebi 
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namosaxlarze mcire raodenobiT  aRmoC
nda. № 1 saxlSi brinjaos samajuri, mini
seburi pastis mZivi da Tixis sakidebi da
fiqsirda. № 4 saxlSi ki sardionis mZivi 
gamovlinda. № 5 saxlSi aRmoCnda brinja
os sakinZi, xolo № 6 saxlSi – qvis saki
di. Zvlis nakeTobebidan gansakuTrebul 
yuradRebas iqcevs qarqaSis nawili. aRsa
niSnavia cxovelis lulovani Zvalisagan 
da Txis rqisagan damzadebuli sameurneo 
daniSnulebis (saprialebeli ?) iaraRebi. 
aseve sayuradReboa Roris falangebisa
gan damzadebuli amuletebi.

Zeglis stratigrafia. darakovis na
mosaxlari or kulturul fenas da ram
denime samSeneblo horizonts Seicavs. 
zeda fena sakulto, sacxovrebel, same
urneo nagebobebsa (xaroebi) da sameur
neo ormoebis nawiliTaa warmodgenili. 
qveda fenas sameurneo ormoebis didi 
nawili miekuTvneba (tab. II, III). namosax
laris stratigrafia gviCvenebs, rom sa
meurneo ormoebis absoluturi umrav
lesoba saxlebis gamarTvamdea gaWrili. 
mag. № 1 saxlis dasavleTi kedeli № 15 da 
№ 16 ormoebis Tavze gadadis. № 2 saxlis 
iatakis qveS № 1 da № 8 sameurneo ormo
ebi gaiTxara. isini dakonservebuli iyo 
saxlebis qvafeniliani da Tixatkepnili 
iatakebiT; № 3 saxlis qveS - № 20 ormo, № 
4 saxlis iatakis qveS № 9, 12, 13, 18, 19 or
moebi gaiTxara; № 5 saxlis qveS - № 10, 17 
ormoebi. № 5 saxlis Crdilo-aRmosavle
Ti kuTxe gadadis № 10 ormos Tavze, ise 
rom ormos did nawils № 5 saxlis kuTx
eSi gamarTuli Rumeli faravs. xaroe
bic saxlebze ufro adreuli Cans. aseTi 
daskvnis safuZvels iZleva namosaxlar
ze dafiqsirebuli stratigrafia. mag. № 
1 xaro CaWrili aqvs № 2 saxls. № 1 da № 
2 xaros kedlebze ki № 3 saxlis Crdilo
eTi, zurgis kedeli gadadis. Tumca aR
saniSnavia, rom xaroebidan mopovebuli 
masalebi (tab. XI,2,3,20,30,32,35,41) № 10 
sameurneo ormoSi aRmoCenili keramikis  
identuria (tab. X,20,24,45). es keramika ki 
saxlebSi dafiqsirebuli keramikis msgav

sia. amdenad, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom CamoT
vlili obieqtebi Tanadroulia da erT 
kulturul fenas miekuTvneba, romelic 
ramdenime samSeneblo dones Seicavs. ze
da fenis ramdenime samSeneblo doneze 
saxlebis stratigrafiac miuTiTebs. mag. 
№№ 2,3 saxlebisa da №№ 1,2 xaroebis, Ses
wavlam gviCvena, rom № 3 saxli № 2 saxlis 
dangrevis Semdeg aris gamarTuli; № 3 
saxli ki № 1 da № 2 xaroebzea gamarTuli; 
№ 5 saxli № 4 saxlis dangrevis Semdegaa 
gamarTuli. № 5 saxlis samxreTi kedeli 
№ 4 saxlis CrdiloeT, zurgis kedelzea 
agebuli; № 4 saxli ramdenjerme gadauke
TebiaT. Crdilo-dasavleTi kuTxe samjer 
Cans kapitalurad SekeTebuli (gamovle
nilia sami done, ix. saxlis aRweriloba). 

Zeglis TariRi. darakovis namosax
larze mopovebuli masalebis analizi, 
romelic Cvens mier adre Seswavlili 
Tanadrouli masalebis formalur-ti
pologiur da stilistur analizebs ey
rdnoba [narimaniSvili g., SatberaSvili 
v. 2002;  Нариманишвили Г. 1991; Narimanišvili 
G. 2000; Narimanishvili G., Shatberashvili V. 2004]. 
darakovis namosaxlaris qveda fenis sa
meurneo ormoebSi aRmoCenili Tixis 
WurWlis ZiriTadi nawili Savadaa gamom
wvari, romelTa zedapiri gaprialebuli 
an nakawri ornamentiTaa Semkuli (tab. 
X,1-17,49,50; tab. XI,4,6,8-18,23). mravlad 
gvxvdeba uxeSkeciani, xeliT naZewi ta
fiseburi WurWlebi (tab. X,21,25,28,31,38; 
XI,42). ormoebis keramika saxlebSi aRmoCe
nili masalebisagan gansxvavdeba rogorc 
kecis struqturiT, ise gamowvis teqni
kiT, formiTa da ornamentiT. ormoebSi 
aRmoCenili keramikis forma da ornamen
ti rkinis farTo aTvisebis xanaSi gavrce
lebul Tixis WurWelTan did msgavsebas 
amJRavnebs. aRsaniSnavia isic, rom or
moebi praqtikulad ar Seicaven wiTlad 
gamomwvar keramikas (garda № 10 ormosi, 
tab. X,20). saxlebSi aRmoCenili keramika 
mkveTrad gansxvavdeba ormoebSi aRmoCe
nili keramikisagan. saxlebis artefaqte
bis absoluturi umravlesoba wiTladaa 
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gamomwvari. maTi nawili SeRebili an moxa
tulia wiTeli saRebaviT. gvxvdeba TeTri 
angobiT moxatuli WurWlebic. darako
vis namosaxlarze mopovebuli masalebi
dan gansakuTrebul yuradRebas iqcevs 
wiTeli saRebaviT SeRebili da moxatuli 
keramika. aseTi stilis keramikis gavrce
leba aqemeniduri kulturis gavleniT 
aris axsnili [dawvrilebiT ix. narimaniS
vili g. 1993; narimaniSvili g. 1994; nari
maniSvili g., ximSiaSvili k. 1993; maxaraZe 
z., narimaniSvili g. 2001; narimaniSvili 
g., SatberaSvili v. 2002;  Нариманишвили 
Г. 1991; Narimanišvili G. 2000]. moxatuli ke
ramikis uZvelesi nimuSebi saqarTvelos 
teritoriaze qvemo qarTlSi, aruxlos 
namosaxlaris Zv.w. IV aTaswleulis feneb
Sia aRmoCenili [javaxiSvili al., Rlonti 
l. 1962; Гогелия Д., Челидзе Л. 1991:11]. moxa
tuli keramikis calkeuli nimuSebi Zv.w. 
III aTaswleulSic gvxvdeba [Шаншашвили 
Н. 2007]. Zv.w. II aTaswleulis pirvel naxe
varSi aseTi keramika farTodaa gavrce
lebuli [jafariZe o. 1969:122-129]. Sem
dgomSi, daaxloebiT aTasi wlis manZilze 
ki aRar gvxvdeba. am didi pauzis Semdeg, 
qarTlis teritoriaze moxatuli kerami
ka aqemenidur xanaSi gamoCnda da Zv.w. IV-III 
ss-Si imdenad gavrcelda, rom am periods 
moxatuli keramikis xanasac uwodeben 
[Гагошидзе Ю. 1979:90]. Zv.w. II s-dan moxa
tuli keramikis wili TandaTan mcirdeba 
ise, rom ax.w. II saukunisaTvis is praqti
kulad qreba. aRsaniSnavia, rom Zv.w. V-I 
ss-is moxatuli keramikis udidesi nawili 
monoqromulia. naxati wiTeli saRebavi
Taa Sesrulebuli. paralelurad gvxvde
ba TeTri saRebaviT moxatuli WurWlebi 
[Нариманишвили Г. 1991]. poliqromuli ke
ramikis ramdenime nimuSi cixiagorasa da 
nastakisSia napovni.

saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCeni
li Zv.w V-I ss-iT daTariRebuli wiTlad 
moxatuli keramikis stilisturi anali
zis mixedviT am masalaSi oTxi ZiriTadi 
stili SeiZleba gamoiyos: 1) samkuTxede
bis stili; 2) samadlos stili; 3) kazre

Tis stili; 4) samTavros stili [Narimanis
hvili G., Shatberashvili V. 2004]. samkuTxedebis 
stilis moxatuli keramika saqarTvelos 
teritoriaze pirvelad qvemo qarTlSi 
b. kuftinis mier sof. kuSCiSi iqna aRmo
Cenili [Куфтин Б. 1948:7-10], romelic da
rakovis namosaxlaridan xuTiode kilo
metriTaa dacilebuli. XX s-is 50-iani 
wlebidan moxatuli keramikis mravali 
nimuSi aRmoCnda. gaiTxara samarovnebi da 
mravalfeniani namosaxlarebi (CxikvTa, 
TeTriwyaro, Savsaydara, eco, beSTaSeni, 
ufliscixe, samadlo, nastakisi, cixiago
ra, varsimaanTkari da sxv.), sadac wiTlad 
moxatuli keramika dominirebda [ramiSvi
li r. 1998; margiSvili s., narimaniSvili g. 
2004]. darakovis namosaxlarze mopovebu
li wiTeli saRebaviT moxatuli WurWle
bi (tab. VII) samkuTxedebis stilis kerami
kas Seesabameba. qarTlSi samkuTxedebiT 
moxatuli keramikis gamoCenas mkvleva
rebi Zv.w. V an IV s-dan varaudoben.  azrTa 
sxvadasxvaobaa moxatuli keramikis war
momavlobisa da gavrcelebis gzebis Se
saxebac [dawvrilebiT ix. Нариманишвили Г. 
1991]. Cveni azriT, am ornamentis qarTlis 
teritoriaze damkvidrebas ori piro
ba gansazRvravda. wiTelkeciani kerami
kis wiTeli saRebaviT moxatva da SeRebva 
uTuod aqemenidur iranTan urTierTo
bis Sedegia, Tumca samkuTxedebis sti
lis farTod gavrcelebas da adgilob
riv warmoebas xeli Seuwyo gvianbrinjao-
rkinis xanaSi qarTlSi damkvidrebulma 
nacrisfrad an Savad gamomwvari kerami
kis Semkobis adgilobrivma samkuTxede
bis stilma, romlisTvisac nakawri an nap
rialebi badiseburi ornamentiT an iribi 
xazebiT Sevsebuli samkuTxedebia damaxa
siaTebeli. es ukanaskneli Zalze axlos 
dgas wiTeli saRebaviT moxatuli kera
mikis samkuTxedebis stilTan. mimaCnia, 
rom moxatuli da saerTod wiTelkeciani 
keramika  qarTlSi aqemeniduri epoqis im 
monakveTSi unda gavrcelebuliyo, rode
sac aqemenidebma axladCamoyalibebuli 
imperiis CrdiloeTi sazRvrebis gamagre
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bas gansakuTrebuli yuradReba dauTmes. 
Cveni azriT, samxreT kavkasiaSi aqemeni
duri kulturis gavrceleba Zv.w. 522-521 
wlebis Semdeg unda dawyebuliyo, rode
sac am mimarTulebiT aqemenianTa samxed
ro aqtivobam piks miaRwia. rogorc Cans, 
Zv.w. 515 wlisaTvis, rodesac darios I-ma 
Trakia daipyro da skviTiaSi laSqroba 
wamoiwyo, aqemeniduri iranis politiku
ri gavlena samxreT kavkasiaze ukve dam
yarebulia. am periods unda emTxveodes 
daraqoiSi dasaxlebis gaCena, romelmac 
Zv.w. IV s-is Sua xanebamde iarseba. darako
vis namosaxlaris stratigrafia da mopo
vebuli artefaqtebi aSkarad miuTiTebs, 
rom moxatuli keramika qarTlSi Zv.w. VI 
s-is miwuruls Tu ara Zv.w. V s-is dasawy
isSi ukve unda Semosuliyo yofaSi. 

amdenad, darakovis namosaxlaris ze
da fena, saxlebSi, sameurneo ormoebsa da 
xaroebSi aRmoCenili masalebis mixedviT 
Zv.w. V-IV ss Sua xanebiT TariRdeba. qveda 
fena ki Zv.w. VI s-s miekuTvneba.

daskvna. Zv.w. V s-is dasawyisidan qar
Tlis Tixis WurWlis formebsa da teq
nologiaze iranuli keramikis gavlena 
SeiniSneba. qarTlis teritoriaze, maT 
Soris darakovis namosaxlarze, gvxvdeba 
iranuli samyarosaTvis damaxasiaTebeli 
specifikuri, Caidniseburi WurWeli - ib
riyic. vrceldeba wiTlad SeRebili da 
moxatuli Tixis WurWeli. es ukanaskneli 
aqemeniduri iranis teritoriaze gavrce
lebuli ~samkuTxedebiT moxatuli~ kera
mikis gavleniTaa damzadebuli. mkvle
varTa erTi nawilisagan gansxvavebiT, 
Zv.w. VI-VG ss-Si qarTlis teritoriaze am 
stilis keramikis gaCenas Cven aqemenidu
ri iranidan vvaraudobT [Нариманишвили 
Г. 1991].

qarTlisa da saerTod samxreT kavka
siis mniSvnelovan savaWro-satranzito 
gzebze mdebareoba da samxedro-strate
giuli mdebareoba regionis politikur 
mdgomareobasa da statuss ganapirobeb
da. savaWro-ekonomikuri urTierToba 
kavkasias, aRmosavleT anatoliasa da aR

mosavleT xmelTaSuazRispireTs Soris, 
SesaZloa, zeda paleoliTSic arsebobda. 
es urTierToba, qronologiuri wyveti
lebiT, grZeldeboda ukeramiko da ke
ramikuli neoliTis, agreTve eneoliTis 
epoqaSi. Tumca regularul saaReb-mice
mo urTierTobas adrebrinjaos xanaSi ey
reba safuZveli. Zv.w. 4000-3250 ww-Si iwye
ba saerTaSoriso urTierToba maxlobel 
aRmosavleTSi. uZveles savaWro obieqts 
obsidiani warmoadgenda. obsidianiT vaW
roba Secvala spilenZiT vaWrobam. liTo
ni gadioda igive tradiciuli sakomuni
kacio gzebiT, Tumca Seicvala satran
sporto saSualebebi. gaCnda borbliani 
transporti, ramac savaWro kavSirurTi
erTobebSi Zireuli cvlileba moaxdi
na. winaaziur samyarosTan urTierTobis 
gazrdasTan aris dakavSirebuli samxreT 
kavkasiaSi TrialeTis kulturis (Zv.w. 
III aTaswleulis meore naxevari - Zv.w. II 
aTaswleulis dasawyisi) dawinaureba. 
Sua brinjaos xanaSi isev arsebobda is sa
vaWro gza, romelic Zv.w. IV-III aTaswleu
lebSi samxreT kavkasias (mtkvar-araqsis 
kultura) siria-palestinasTan (kerbeT-
keraqis kultura) akavSirebda [SanSaSvi
li n., narimaniSvili g. 2007]. 

gvianbrinjao-rkinis xanaSi kavkasi
is mimarT interesi kidev ufro izrdeba. 
am epoqis werilobiT wyaroebsa da arqe
ologiur masalebSi asaxulia miTanis, 
asureTis, urartus da midiis samxedro-
politikuri Tu ekonomikuri  aqtivoba. 
aseve naTlad Cans, kavkasiis CrdiloeTiT 
mcxovrebi nomaduri tomebis daintere
seba samxreT kavkasiisa da axlo aRmo
savleTis simdidreebiT. maTi intensi
uri svla samxreTisaken Zv.w. VIII s-is mi
wuruls iwyeba, ramac am regionSi didi 
politikuri da ekonomikuri cvlilebebi 
gamoiwvia. Zv.w. VIII s-is miwuruls urar
tus mefe rusa I saxelmwifos Crdilo-da
savleT nawilSi SemoWril kimerielebs 
SeebrZola da damarcxda. Zv.w. VII s-is meo
re naxevrisaTvis kimerielebi axlo aRmo
savleTSi mniSvnelovan rols TamaSoben. 
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amave dros gamoCndnen skviTebic. wina 
aziaSi skviTebis Semosvlis sam etaps ga
moyofen: pirveli – es aris kimerielebis 
gamoCena Zv.w. VIII s-is bolos; meore eta
pi daiwyo Zv.w. VII s-is Sua xanebSi, rode
sac skviTebi CrdiloeTidan Semovidnen; 
mesame ki aqemeniduri sparseTis Camoya
libebis sawyis etaps emTxveva, rodesac 
Zv.w. VI s-is Sua xanebSi sakebis tomi cen
traluri aziidan SemoWra [Пиотровский Б. 
1949:130].

kavkasiis qedis CrdiloeTiT, stepeb
Si binadari nomaduri tomebis swrafva 
samxreTisaken da wina aziis civilizacie
bis daintereseba kavkasiis bunebrivi sim
didreebiT, kargad aris asaxuli arqeo
logiur masalaSi. samxreTis civilizaci
ebis brZolas Crdiloel nomadebTan xan
grZlivi istoria aqvs. es dapirispireba 
gansakuTrebiT reliefurad aqemeniduri 
iranis Seqnis sawyis etapze warmoCnda. 
momTabareebis ganeitraleba da Crdilo
eTi sazRvrebis dacvis organizeba aqeme
nidebis erT-erT ZiriTad strategiul 
amocanas warmoadgenda, rasac xangrZli
vi da sisxlismRvreli brZolebis Sede
gad miaRwies. momTabareebTan brZola im
denad mniSvnelovani iyo, rom aqemenidi 
mefeebi am laSqrobebs uSualod edgnen 
saTaveSi. Zv.w. 550 wels sparselebisa da 
midielebis Soris warmoebuli omi das
rulda da warmoiqmna aqemeniduri iranis 
saxelmwifo. 549-548 wlebSi sparselebma 
daipyres is qveynebi, romlebic midiis Se
madgenlobaSi Sediodnen. kerZod, parTia, 
hirkania da armenia. 545-539 ww kiros II-m 
aRmosavleT iranis da centraluri azi
is nawilis (drangiana, margiana, xorezmi, 
sogdiana, baqtria da centralur azia
Si mcxovrebi sakebi) damorCileba SeZlo 
[Дандамаев М. 1985]. momTabareTa mudmivi 
Tavdasxmebi aqemeniduri iranis Semadgen
lobaSi Semaval miwaTmoqmed xalxs mniS
vnelovan zarals ayenebda, amitom kiros 
II-m centralur aziaSi, md. amudariis ga
yolebiT, sazRvrispira gamagrebuli da
saxlebebis mTeli rigi Seqmna, ramac mas 

saSualeba misca 539 wels babilonis wi
naaRmdeg gaelaSqra [Дандамаев М., Луконон 
В. 1980]. centalur aziaSi kirosis mier 
gatarebuli RonisZiebebi sakmarisi ar 
aRmoCnda. CrdiloeTidan momdinare saf
rTxe imdenad didi iyo, rom kiros II wina 
aziis qveynebis damorCilebis Semdeg isev 
Crdilo-aRmosavleTiT ibrZvis. Zv.w. 530 
wels kirosma egvipteSi laSqroba gadado 
da masagetebis winaaRmdeg gailaSqra. es 
brZola misTvis sabediswero aRmoCnda. 
kirosis sikvdilis Semdeg aqemenidur 
irans kambizi (Zv.w. 530-522 ww.) ganagebs. 
igi masagetebis winaaRmdeg kirosTan er
Tad ibrZoda. kambizis mier Crdilo-aR
mosavleTi sazRvrebis gamagrebis Sesa
xeb werilobiTi wyaroebi arafers ar gva
uwyeben. Tumca, savaraudoa, rom kambizma 
mxolod centraluri aziis sazRvrebis 
gamagrebis Semdeg  ilaSqra egvipteSi. 
cnobilia, rom man egvipturi kampania ga
mefebidan mxolod xuTi wlis Semdeg wa
moiwyo [Дандамаев М. 1985]. darios I (Zv.w. 
522-486 ww.) gamefebisTanave babiloni 
aujanyda. Zv.w. 522 wlis miwurulisaTvis 
mTeli imperia ajanyebebma moicva, ramac 
gansakuTrebiT masiuri xasiaTi centra
luri aziis provinciebSi miiRo. darioss 
ganudgnen margiana, parTia, satagidia 
da sakebi. baqtriis satrapma dadarSiSma 
sisxlSi CaaxSo ajanyeba margianaSi da is 
baqtriis satrapias SeuerTa. am brZoleb
ma aqemeniduri iranis centralur aziaSi 
gamavali sazRvris usafrTxoeba uzun
velyo.

aqemenidTa imperiis usafrTxoebis 
erT-erT mniSvnelovani xazi kavkasiis 
qedze gadioda. amitom, aqemenidTa Ziri
Tad mizans am mimarTulebidan nomadebis 
SemoWris safrTxis acileba warmoadgen
da. samxreT kavkasiisa da iranuli sam
yaros mravalsaukunovani urTierToba 
kargadaa asaxuli rogorc werilobiT 
wyaroebSi, ise arqeologiur masalaSi. 
iranSi mimdinare procesebi garkveul ga
moxmaurebas kavkasiaSic hpovebda. am ur
TierTobas intensiuri, amasTan sporadu
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li xasiaTi hqonda. erT-erTi mniSvnelo
vani etapi aqemeniduri iranis warmoqnis
Tanave iwyeba. am dros samxreT kavkasiis 
teritoriaze Cndeba axali tipis kerami
ka – miliani da niskartiani xeladebi, ma
Ralyeliani doqebi, profilirebuli da 
Sveriliani jamebi. amave dros vrcelde
ba wiTelkeciani keramika, romelTa didi 
nawili SeRebili an moxatulia wiTeli 
saRebaviT. am tipis keramikis gavrceleba 
iranidan ivaraudeba da darios I-is Crdi
loeT regionebSi moRvaweobas ukavSir
deba [narimaniSvili g. 1994:20]. 

samxreTisa da CrdiloeTis dapiris
pirebisas gansakuTrebuli strategiuli 
mniSvneloba kavkasiis gadmosasvlelebis 
kontrols eniWeboda. samxreT kavkasiaSi 
aqemenidebis gaaqtiureba maSin unda dawy
ebuliyo, rodesac Zv.w. 522-521 wlebSi da
riosis sardlebma xuTi brZolis Semdeg 
daimorCiles armenia. armeniaSi ajanyebis 
xasiaTze sxvadasxva mosazreba arsebobs. v. 
struves azriT ajanyeba moawyves ara som
xebma, aramed am teritoriaze mcxovrebma 
skviTebma. i. diakonovi fiqrobs, rom isini 
eTnikuri somxebi iyvnen [Дьяконов И. 1956]. 
g. Rafanciani Tvlis, rom bunti xaiasas 
tomebis moZraobasTan iyo dakavSirebuli 
[Кафанцян Г. 1956]. behistunis warwera ajan
yebulebs da maT belads saxeliT ar mo
ixseniebs, iq mxolod isaa aRniSnuli, rom 
armina ajanyebam moicva. amis safuZvel
ze m. dandamaevi fiqrobs, rom tomobrivi 
kuTvnileba imdenad cxadi iyo, rom warwe
ris Semdgenelma saWirod ar CaTvala amis 
aRniSvna [Дандамаев М. 1985]. 

Zv.w. 519 wels dariosi kvlav momTa
bareTa, wvetianqudiani sakebis winaaR
mdeg ibrZvis da amarcxebs maT. mxolod 
CrdiloeTi sazRvrebis safuZvliani ga
magrebis Semdeg, 518 wels midis egviptis 
ajanyebuli satrapis dasasjelad. Zv.w. 
515 wels ki dariosma daipyro Trakia. md. 
dunaize xidi aago da organizeba gaukeTa 
mis dacvas, riTac, man skviTiaSi SeWri
saTvis yvela piroba moamzada. 

safiqrebelia, rom kavkasiis qedeze 
arsebuli gadmosasvlelebze kontro
lis dawesebis gareSe dariosi skviTiaSi 
laSqrobas ar daiwyebda. miT umetes, rom 
herodotes cnobiT ~dariosma gansazR
vra daesaja skviTebi, radgan isini uwin 
SemoiWrnen midiaSi ...~ [Hdt, IV,1]. aseve sa
interesoa erTi istoria, romelsac he
rodote maraTonis brZolis aRwerisas 
mogviTxrobs: mas Semdeg, rac dariosi Se
iWra skviTebis qveyanaSi, skviTebs undo
daT misTvis samagieros gadaxda, amitom 
gagzavnes spartaSi kacebi, rom isini mo
kavSireebad gaexadaT da SeTanxmebuliy
vnen imaze, rom skviTebi Seecdebodnen 
midiaSi SeWras mdinare fazisis gaswvriv, 
xolo spartelebs SeuTvales daZruliy
vnen efesodan, gahyolodnen gzas qveynis 
SigniT da Semdeg aq sadme Sexvedrodnen 
skviTebs [Hdt, VI,84].  herodotes am mo
naTxrobidan kargad Cans, rom skviTebma 
da sparselebma kargad ician kavkasionze 
arsebuli gadmosasvlelebi da maTi mniS
vneloba. amitom, warmoudgenelia dari
oss ar gaeTvaliswinebina kavkasiis qedze 
arsebuli gadmosasvlelebi da ise wamo
ewyo didi samxedro operacia. 

skviTiaSi laSqrobis mizans momTaba
re tomebis neitralizeba warmoadgenda, 
radganac CrdiloeTSi mcxovrebi noma
duri tomebi aqemenidebs ara mxolod sxva 
mimarTulebiT (babiloni, egvipte da sxv.) 
moqmedebaSi uSlidnen xels, aramed TviT 
imperiis arsebobas uqmnidnen  safrTxes. 
dariosis laSqrobis ZiriTadi amocana 
stepebSi mcxovreb nomadebis imdenad da
susteba iyo, rom maT ver SeeferxebinaT 
civilizebuli aRmosavleTis ganviTa
reba. am miznis miRweva didi samxedro-
strategiuli gegmis gareSe SeuZlebeli 
iqneboda. am gegmaSi ki aqemeniduri ira
nis CrdiloeTi sazRvrebis saTanado ga
magrebas erT-erTi mniSvnelovani adgili 
unda sWeroda. werilobiTi wyaroebisa da 
arqeologiuri masalis mixedviT, naTlad 
Cans, rom skviTiaSi SeWris momentisaTvis 
arsebobda Zlieri TavdacviTi zRude, 
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romelic centraluri aziidan iwyebo
da, moicavda kavkasias da TrakiaSi mTa
vadeboda. CrdiloeTidan momdinare saf
rTxis Sesakaveblad Seqmnili TavdacviTi 
xazi md. amudariaze, kavkasiis qedze da 
md. dunaize gadioda. TrakiaSic swored 
am dros mdidruli samarxebi Cndeba [Kull 
B. 2000:469]. 

werilobiTi wyaroebis mixedviT Cans, 
rom aqemenidur iransa da samxreT kavka
siis xalxebs sxvadasxva xasiaTis urTier
Toba hqonda. samxreT kavkasiis dasavle
Ti da centraluri nawili aqemeniduri 
imperiis Zlier politikur gavlenas ga
nicdida; aRmosavleTi da samxreTi nawi
li  satrapiebi iyo, romlebic uSualod 
Sedioda imperiis sazRvrebSi. herodo
tes cnobebze dayrdnobiT, samxreT kav
kasiis xalxebi aqemenidebma sam satrapi
aSi (XI, XVIII, XIX) gaaerTianes. ~kaspiebi, 
pavsikebi, pantimaTebi da dareitebi er
Tad iyvnen daxarkulebi da ixdidnen 200 
talants, esaa meTerTmete satrapia~ [Hdt. 
III,92]. ~matienebs, saspeirebsa da alaro
dielebs Sewerili hqondaT 200 talanti. 
esaa XVIII satrapia~. ~mosxebs, tibarenebs, 
makronebs, mosinikebsa da marebs Seweri
li hqondaT 300 talanti. esaa mecxramete 
satrapia~ [Hdt, III,94]. qarTveluri tome
bis mcire nawili SeiZleba XIII satrapiaSi, 
romelSic Sedioda paqtiike, armenielebi 
da maTi mezoblebi [Hdt, III,93], moxvda. ga
moTqmuli iyo mosazreba, rom X satra
piis CrdiloeTi sazRvari md. xramisa da 
md. mtkvris SesarTavidan md. mtkvrisa 
da araqsis SesarTavamde gadioda. uka
nasknel wlebSi f. ter-martirosovma XV 
satrapia (sakebi da kaspiebi), romelsac 
manamde centralur aziaSi aTavsebdnen, 
samxreT kavkasiis ukidures Crdilo-aR
mosavleT nawilSi, kaspiis zRvis sanapi
roze moaTavsa [Ter-Martirosov F. 2000:248]. 

werilobiT wyaroebze  dayrdnobiT, 
samecniero literaturaSi gavrcelebu
lia mosazreba, rom kolxebma aiciles aqe
menianTa batonoba. sainteresoa herodo
tes cnoba, romlis mixedviTac kolxebi 

dariosis dros, xuT weliwadSi erTxel, 
as ymawvilsa da qaliSvils ugzavnidnen 
aqemenidebs [Hdt, III,97], qserqses dros ki 
monawileobdnen laSqrobebSi [Hdt, VII,79]. 
g. meliqiSvilis azriT, kolxebi am val
debulebas herodotes (Zv.w. 484-425 ww.) 
drosac asrulebdnen [Меликишвили Г. 
1959:238]. aqemenidur iranTan qarTlis 
urTierTobis Sesaxeb werilobiT wya
roebi praqtikulad ar moipoveba. gvaqvs 
plutarqes cnoba, romlis mixedviT ~ibe
rebi ar emorCilebodnen arc sparselebs, 
arc midielebs da makedonelTa uRelic 
aiciles~ [Plut., Pomp. XXXIV]. Tumca samec
niero literaturaSi gamoTqmulia mo
sazreba, rom aqemeniduri iranis sazR
vrebi kavkasiis qeds aRwevda [Гагошидзе Ю. 
1979:79; Jacobs B. 2000:93-102; Ter-Martirosov F. 
2000:243-252]. mecnierTa nawili am mosaz
rebas kategoriulad ar iziarebs [lor
TqifaniZe oT. 1985:146-151; Lordkipanidze O. 
2000]. 

aqemeniduri satrapiebis sazRvrebis 
Sesaxeb mravali, xSirad urTierTgamom
ricxavi mosazreba arsebobs. TiTqmis yve
la mkvlevari Tanxmdeba, rom XI satrapias 
aRmosavleTidan kaspiis zRva, Crdiloe
Tidan ki kavkasioni sazRvravda. samxre
Ti sazRvari ki md. araqsze gadadioda da 
midiis sazRvars aRwevda. yvelaze rTuli 
gansasazRvria dasavleTi sazRvari, ro
melic g. tiracianis azriT md. mtkvri
sa da md. xramis SesarTavamde aRwevda 
[Тирацян Г. 1981]. ufro rTulia XIII da XVIII 
satrapiebis sazRvrebis dadgena da ma
Ti mosaxleobis eTnikuri kuTvnilebis 
sakiTxebis kvleva. g.tiraciani miiCnevs, 
rom aqemenidTa XVIII satrapia armeniis 
zegnis Crdilo-aRmosavleT da aRmosav
leT olqebs faravda da misi erT-erTi 
centri yofili urartuli qalaqi erebu
ni iyo [Тирацян Г. 1988:53].

armeniis satrapiis samxreTi sazRva
ri qsenofontes mixedviT md. kentrikTan 
gadis [Xenophontis, IV,III,4; IV,IV,2]. berZnebi 
md. tirosis gadalaxvis Semdeg dasavleT 
armeniaSi Sevidnen [Xenophontis, IV,IV,4]. am 
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fragmentis mixedviT fiqroben, rom qse
nofonti or armenias asaxelebs – erTia 
~armenia~, romelsac oronti marTavs, me
orea ~dasavleTi armenia~, romlis mmar
Tveli tiribazia. g. tiracianis azriT 
qsenofontis monacemebi armeniis admi
nistraciuli dayofis Zv.w. V s-is miwuru
lis mdgomareobas asaxavs. Tumca, misi az
riT, arsebobda ufro adreuli dayofac. 
herodotes monacemebze dayrdnobiT g. 
tiraciani Tvlis, rom dariosis dros 
Catarebuli administraciuli dayofis 
dros armeniis zeganze ori satrapia – XIII 
da XVIII Camoyalibda. g. tiraciani wers: 
`Tu XIII satrapia, centriT vanSi moicav
da, rogorc unda vifiqroT armeniis same
fos yofil miwebs, romelic VI s-is 20-ian 
wlebSi ganadgurda; XVIII satrapiis loka
lizeba miRebulia armeniis zegnis Crdi
loeT Crdilo-aRmosavleT da aRmosav
leT regionebSi, romlebic herodotes 
cnobebis mixedviT am satrapiaSi Semava
li sasperebis, alarodiebisa da matiene
bis sacxovrebeli iyo [Тирацян Г. 1988:68, 
69]. Tumca, kidev erTxel unda aRiniSnos, 
rom herodote or armenias an armeniis 
orad gayofas arsad ar axsenebs da ori
ve satapiaSi Semavali xalxebsac konkre
tulad asaxelebs - XIII satrapiaSi Sedis 
paqtiike, armenielebi da maTi mezoble
bi [Hdt, III,93],  XVIIIO satrapiaSi ki ~matie
nebi, saspeirebi da alarodielebi [Hdt, 
III, 94] Sedian. orontis samflobeloebis 
ganxilvisas g. tiraciani aRniSnavs, rom 
orontis armeniaSi satrapis adgilsam
yofeli sofelSia, mas warmoudgenlad 
miaCnia satraps mxolod erTi reziden
cia hqonoda, isic mis ukidures samxreT 
nawilSi. misi azriT, pirveli da mTavari 
centri q. vanSi unda yofiliyo [Тирацян Г. 
1988:66]. magram q. vani, rogorc Cans, XVIII 
satrapiaSi Semavali alarodielebis ad
ministraciuli centri ufro iyo, vidre 
armenielebisa, radgan am epoqaSi alaro
dielebi Canan urartuelebis memkvidre
ebad, xolo armenebi, romlebic am teri
toriaze jer damkvidrebulebi ar arian, 

Sesabamisad sxva (XIII) satrapiaSi Sedian. 
herodotes cnobebis mixedviT armeniis 
mmarTveli oronti satrapiis mmarTveli 
ki ar Cans, aramed misi erT-erTi olqis 
gamgebelia. armeniis satrapiis umaRle
si xelisufali ki, mefisnacvali tiriba
zia. amaze miuTiTebs ~anabasis~ is nawili, 
sadac CamoTvlilia mefis moadgileebi 
da olqebi, romelTa teritoriazec gai
ares berZnebma [Xen., Anab. VII, 8, 25]. am Ca
monaTvalSi satrapia armenia saerTod ar 
aris naxsenebi, tiribazi ki fasianebisa 
da hesperitebis (sasperebi) mmarTvela
daa dasaxelebuli. tiribazis provinci
is CrdiloeTi sazRvari ki sadRac Zveli 
qarTuli taos teritoriaze (imer ta
o) gadioda. aq mTavrdeboda ~sparseTis 
qarTli~ da ~sparseTis kolxeTi~. maTze 
CrdiloeTiT mcxovrebi qarTuli mosax
leoba Tavisufalia aqemeniduri imperi
isadmi uSualo damokidebulebisagan [me
liqiSvili g. 1970:435]. 

am periodSi mimdinare istoriuli 
procesebi Semdegnairad warmogvidgeba. 
daaxl. 590 wels midielebma bolo mou
Res urartus saxelmwifos. am brZolebis 
Sedegad, romelSic aqtiur monawileo
bas iRebda samxreT kavkasiis xalxebic, 
urartus CrdiloeTi regionebi saspere
bis Zlieri gaerTianebis Semadgenloba
Si Sevida. amdenad, sasperebi kontrols 
uweven teritorias kolxeTsa da midias 
Soris.  g. meliqiSvilis azriT herodotes 
monacemebSi asaxulia midiis Zlierebis 
xana, Zv.w. VI s-is pirveli naxevris mdgoma
reoba. sasperebis aRmosavlurqarTuli 
gaerTianebis centri speris olqSi mde
bareobda. es is regionia, romelic ufro 
adre diauxi-daiaenis samefos Semadgen
lobaSi Sedioda. amdenad, sasperebis ga
erTianeba swored am samefos memkvidrea 
[Меликишвили Г. 1959:233]. midiis Zlierebis 
xanaSi ki TviTonac mniSvnelovan poli
tikur erTeulad yalibdeba. Zv.w. VI s-is 
meore naxevarsa da Zv.w. V s-is dasawyis
Si herodotes mixedviT am teritorias 
isev sasperebi ganageben, romlebic ukve 
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aqemeniduri imperiis XVIII satrapiaSi Se
dian. aseTi mdgomareoba Cans Zv.w. IV s-is 
dasawyisamde. qarTlis es nawili unda 
iyos ~arian qarTli~, romelic SemdgomSi 
qarTlis (iberiis) samefos CamoyaliebaSi 
aqtiurad monawileobs.

somxur istoriografiaSi damkvidrda 
mosazreba, rom XVIII satrapiis teritora 
armeniis satrapias ekuTvnoda. mecnier
Ta nawili miiCnevs, rom urartus saxel
mwifos dacemis Semdeg Seiqmna armeniis 
didi samefo, romelic Zv.w. 530 wlamde 
damoukidebeli iyo da misi CrdiloeTi 
sazRvari md. mtkvris marjvena sanapirom
de midioda. es teritoriebi, mogviane
biT, armeniis satrapiaSi Sevida [Тирацян Г. 
1981; Ter-Martirosov F. 2000:244]. g. tiraciani 
Tvlida, rom armeniis satrapiis sazRvre
bi Zv.w. VI s-is Sua xanebidan Zv.w. IV s-is bo
lomde ucvleli rCeboda [Тирацян Г. 1981]. 
aseTi mosazreba garkveul winaaRmdego
bas qmnida, radgan herodotes cnobebis 
mixedviT satrapia armenia md. mtkvris 
marjvena sanapirosTan ki ara, md. araq
sis napirebTanac ver gadioda. amitom, f. 
ter-martirosovma gamoTqva mosazreba, 
rom armeniis satrapia Zv.w. 484-480 ww-Si 
or - XIII da XVIII satrapiad daiyo [Ter-Mar
tirosov F. 2000:247]. misi azriT XVIII satrapi
asac armenia ewoda, rac arcerTi wyaros 
mixedviT ar dasturdeba.

m. maqsimovas azriT, armenebs md. ev
fratis or zemo tots Soris moqceuli 
teritoria ekavaT. mogvianebiT armenebi 
gavrceldnen ufro aRmosavleTiT, sa
dac vanisa da urmiispireTi daikaves [Xen., 
Anab. 1951:270, SeniSvna 7]. g. meliqiSvilis 
azriT, urartus dacemis Semdeg, misi da
savleTi regionebis intensiur aTvisebas 
iwyeben armenebi (somxebi). qveyana haiasa 
da zuxma – xeTuri wyaroebiT, suxmi (sox
mi) – asiriuli wyaroebiT, romelic md. 
aRmosavleT evfratsa (murad su) da da
savleT evfratis zeda dinebas Sua mde
bareobda. somxebi aRmosavleT olqebSic 
iwyeben SeRwevas. samxreTiT isini sax
ldebian Suprias (olqi vanis tbis dasav

leTiT) xuritul olqSi, romelsac urar
tuli wyaroebi qveyana arme(ni)T icnoben 
[Меликишвили Г.  1959:234]. Zv.w. 600 wlisaT
vis urartus teritoriaze armenebis ga
dasaxlebis Teorias mcdars uwodebs f. 
ter-martirosovi. misi azriT urartus 
dacemis Semdeg yalibdeba armeniis same
fo da xdeba armenebisa da somxurenova
ni tomebis gaerTianeba [Тер-Мартиросов Ф. 
1995:73].

XVIIIO satrapiis sazRvrebis dadgena 
herodotes monacemebis mixedviT met-
naklebi sizustiT SeiZleba. herodotes 
cnobiT ~midiis sagamgeblosa da lidias 
Soris sazRvari iyo md. halisi ... mis mar
jvniv saxloben matienebi, meore mxares ki 
frigielebi~ [Hdt, I,72].  isini arian armeni
elebis mezoblad da maT mezoblad aris 
kisiis qveyana [Hdt, V,52]. herodote aqeme
nidTa samefo gzis aRwerisas aRniSnavs - 
~armeniaSi aris 15 dasasvenebeli sadguri 
56,5 farsangis manZilze da iqve aris sa
yarauloebic. ... am armeniidan SevdivarT 
matienes qveyanaSi, aq 34 sadguria, 137 
farsangi~ [Hdt, V,52]. amdenad, matienebi 
md. haliszec arian, md. araqsis saTaveSic 
da md. Zabatezec. es ukanaskneli albaT 
md. zabia. rogorc Cans, matienebi cxov
roben vanisa da urmiis tbebs Soris moq
ceul teritoriaze da q. arbelamde Cadi
an. matienTa qveynis sazRvridan q. susam
de 11 sadguri da 42,5 farsangia [Hdt, V,52]. 
matienebs mecnierebi Zveli xuritul mi
Tanis samefos mosaxleobasTan aigiveben. 
gamonaklisia f. ter-martirosovi rome
lic fiqrobs, rom SesaZloa herodote 
matienebs kambisenas macxovrebleblad 
gulisxmobda [Ter-Martirosov F. 2000:247].

alarodielebi urartus SemorCenili 
mosaxleobaa, romlebic md. araqsis mar
jvena napirze da vanis tbis midamoebSi 
cxovroben [Меликишвили Г. 1959:266]. XVIII 
satrapiaSi sasperebi yvelaze Crdilo
eTiT cxovroben. sasperebis ukiduresi 
dasavleTi sazRvari md. Woroxis zeda 
dinebas, istoriuli speris sazRvars em
Txveva [Меликишвили Г. 1959:232]. sasperebi 
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herodotes cnobiT kolxebsa da midie
lebs Soris cxovroben. ~kolxeTidan mi
diaSi gadasasvleli didi araa, mxolod 
erTi tomia am qveynebs Soris, esaa saspei
rebis tomi~ [Hdt, I, 104]. ~midielebs zemoT 
saspeirebi, saspeirebs zemoT kolxebi~ 
cxovroben [Hdt, I, 37]. sasperebisa da mi
dielebis sazRvari, ~...agbatanidan Crdi
loeTisaken da evqsinis pontosken. aq xom 
midielTa qveyana, saspeirebis mezoblad, 
Zalian mTiani aris~ [Hdt, I, 110]. harpagma 
swored aq damala midiis mefe astiagesa
gan ganwiruli axalSobili kirosi  [Hdt, I, 
110]. 

herodotes cnobebis mixedviT, arme
nebi mxolod XIII satrapiaSi cxovroben, 
romelSic maTi mezobeli xalxebic Sedi
odnen. am satrapiis sazRvrebi, geogra
fia da xalxi kargad aqvs daxasiaTebuli 
herodotes. ~paqtiikedan, armenielTa
gan da mis mezoblad mcxovrebTagan vid
re evqsinis pontomde, darioss 400 ta
lanti misdioda. esaa mecamete satrapia~ 
[Hdt, III-93]. ~kilikiisa da armeniis sazR
vari modis sanaosno mdinareze, romlis 
saxelic aris evfratesi. armeniaSi aris 
15 dasasvenebeli sadguri 56,5 farsangis 
manZilze. da iqve aris sayarauloebic. am 
qveyanaze miedineba oTxi sanaosno mdi
nare, romelTa gadacurva aucilebelia. 
pirvelia tigresi, Semdeg meoresa da me
sames ewodeba Zabatosi, magram es erTi da 
igive mdinare araa da isini arc erTi da 
imave adgilidan gamomdinareoben, rad
ganac pirveli maTgan -  armenieleTagan 
moedineba, xolo meore matienTagan. am 
mdinareTagan meoTxes hqvia gindesi, ro
melic odesRac kirosma 360 arxad dahyo. 
am armeniidan SevdivarT matienes qveya
naSi [Hdt, V,52]. ~kilikielebis mezoblad 
arian armenielebi. maT bevri saqoneli 
hyavT, xolo armenielebis mezoblad ari
an matienebi~ [Hdt, V,49]. am monacemebis mi
xedviT Cans, rom XIII satrapiis dasavleTi 
sazRvari md. evfratzea. CrdiloeTidan 
mas XIX satrapia, Crdilo-aRmosavleTi
dan da aRmosavleTidan ki XVIII satrapia 

sazRvravs. armeniis samxreTi sazRvari 
tigrosis marcxena Senakad md. kentrit
ze gadis [Xen., Anab. IV, III, 3]. m. maqsimovas 
azriT, es teritoria aqemeniduri saat
rapia _ aRmosavleT armenia iyo, romel
sac artaqserqses siZe oronti ganagebda. 
dasavleTi armenia albaT, ikavebda olqs 
erzerumis samxreTiT, evfratis zemo 
dinebis orive tots Soris. armenia ewo
deboda tomTa gaerTianebas, romelic 
aRmosavleT da dasavleT armeniaSi sax
lobda. SemdgomSi armenebi gavrceldnen 
aRmosavleTiT, sadac SeuerTdnen vanisa 
da urmiis tbebis midamoebSi mcxovreb 
tomebs da Camoayalibes armeniis samefo 
[Кафанцян Г. 1947; Ксенофонт 1951:270].

g. Rafanciani Tvlis, rom haiasas to
mebi md. evfratis zemo dinebis dasavle
TiT, mdinaris saTaveebamde cxovrobdnen 
[Кафанцян Г. 1948:147], Zv.w. VII s-Si haiasas 
xalxi Camovidnen samxreTiT, sadac Seer
wynen arameelebs. Zv.w. VI s-Si istoriul 
arenaze gamodian armenebi (arminebi – be
histunis warweridan). ucxo tomelebi am 
saxeliT icnoben im xalxs, romlebic am
Jamadac sakuTar Tavs haiebs (haiasa) uwo
debs [Кафанцян Г. 1948:155]. Zv.w. VI s-Si iwye
ba urartus dasavleTi raionebis armeni
zacia, ise rom Zv.w. V s-is miwuruls qse
nofonte hai-armenebs ukve karduxebis 
CrdiloeTiT md. kentritTan (tigrosze) 
asaxelebs. armenizacias mSvidobiani xa
saTi hqonda da vrceldeboda md. araqsisa 
da md. Woroxis saTaveebisaken. aseve vanis 
tbis mimarTulebiT. Zv.w. IV s-Si armenebi 
araratis dablobze Canan, q. armaviris mi
damoebSi. Zv.w. II s-is dasawyisisaTvis ar
meniis samefo ukve sakmaod vrcel teri
torias moicavs. Zv.w.  189 wels somxeTis 
mefe artaSesma xalibebsa da mosinikebs 
waarTva karenita (erzerumis raioni) da 
dergsena (Tanamedrove mamaxaTunis ra
ioni), kataonebs waarTva akilesena (er
zinjanis r-oni) [Кафанцян Г. 1948:159]. arme
niis samefo Tavis Zlierebas artaSesisa 
da tigran II-is dros aRwevs. am periodSi, 
garda zemoT aRniSnuli teritoriebisa, 
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armenielebma daipyres zogierTi qarTu
li olqi - pariadris mTiswineTi, tao-
klarjeTi da gugarqi [Кафанцян Г. 1948:83].     

qsenofontes ~kiropediaSi~ saubaria 
mosul armenebsa da adgilobriv urar
tel-xaldebs Soris arsebul winaaRmde
gobaze, romelic miwis sakuTrebasTan 
iyo dakavSirebuli. armenebs dablobi ad
gilebi ekavaT, xaldebs ki gamagrebuli 
mTiani raionebi. mosuli da adgilobri
vi xalxebis Serwymis Sedegad warmoiqmna 
Tanamedrove somexi xalxi. armeno-qal
debis urTierTobis mSvidobiani gziT ga
dawyveta, qsenofontes cnobiT, aqemenidi 
kirosis dros moxda. am da urartus sxva 
adgilebis met-naklebi sruli armeniza
cia Zv.w. III s-is bolos da II s-is dasawyisSi, 
ufro zustad artaSesisa da zariadres 
dros dasrulda [Кафанцян Г. 1948:160, 161]. 

XVIII satapiis CrdiloeTi sazRvari, 
g. tiracianis azriT armeniis satrapi
is, XI satrapiis – kaspianas sazRvars em
Txveva, romelic mtkvris gaswvriv xra
mis SesarTavamde grZeldeboda, saidanac 
dasavleTiT TrialeTis qedis gaswvriv 
mosxebis mTebamde grZeldeboda [Тирацян 
Г. 1981]. f. ter-martirosovis azriT sat
rapiis Crdilo-aRmosavleTi sazRvari 
mtkvar-araqsis SesarTavTan gadioda, 
Semdeg mtkvars miuyveboda. igi ar gamo
ricxavs, rom am satrapiis CrdiloeTi 
sazRvari darialis uReltexilamde aR
wevda [Ter-Martirosov F. 2000:247-249]. g. tira
cianis azriT, aqemenidur xanaSi Semdegi 
suraTi ixateba: XVIII satrapiaSi Semava
li armeniis aRmosavleT nawilsa da mis 
mezobel qveynebSi ramdenime centri iyo 
– arin-berdi (erebuni), sari-Tefe (yaza
xi), md. mtkvris gaswvriv - cixiagora da 
samadlo, alaznis velze ki gumbaTi. arme
niis dasavleT nawilSi, romelic XIII sat
rapiaSi Sedioda, ori centri iyo: erTi 
vanSi, meore armeniis samxreT nawilSi, md. 
kentritTan. araratis dablobi ki XVIII 
satrapiis mTavari ekonomikuri raioni 
iyo, amitom satrapiis erT-erT centrs 
urartuli qalaqi erebuni warmoadgenda 

[Тирацян Г. 1988:69, 71]. Cemi azriT, XVIII sat
rapiis CrdiloeTi sazRvari vrceldebo
da beniaminis sasaxlis mflobelis qvey
nis samxreT sazRvrebamde, romelic, ro
gorc Cans, sevanis tbisa da aragawis mTis 
gaswvriv unda vivaraudoT. sasperebma 
daikaves mxolod is teritoria, rome
lic urartelebma samxreT kavkasiaSi, md. 
araqsis marcxena napirze daipyres. urar
tus CrdiloeTi sazRvari sevan-aragawis 
xazis CrdiloeTiT arasodes vrcelde
boda. swored aq gvgonia Cven XVIII satra
piis CrdiloeTi sazRvaric, romelic da
savleTis mimarTulebiT Crdilis tbis 
samxreTiT gadioda da md. Woroxis mar
jvena napiris saTaveebs aRwevda. Sesaba
misad, qarTlis samamasaxlisos samxreTi 
sazRvari am xazs emTxveoda. es terito
riebi (gogarene-gugarqi) qarTlma pir
velad artaSes I-is gamefebis Semdeg (Zv.w. 
II s-is dasawyisi) dakarga [Strab. XIV,5]. sam
xreTi sazRvari md. zabze q. arbelasTan 
unda vivaraudoT, sadac aRmosavleTiT, 
rogorc Cans, elams, dasavleTiT ki XIII 
satrapias esazRvreboda. aRmosavleTi 
sazRvari albaT urmiis tbis aRmosav
leT napirze gadioda, sadac midiis sazR
vars emTxveoda. dasavleTi sazRvari md. 
haliss miuRveboda, sadac III satrapiaSi 
(kapadokia) Semavali frigielebi esazR
vrebodnen. XVIII satrapiis sazRvrebi arc 
Zv.w. V-IV ss-is mijnaze unda iyos Secvli
li. amaze arapirdapir qsenofontec miu
TiTebs.

XIX satrapiis mosaxleobas mosxebi, ti
barenebi, makronebi, mosinikebisa da marebi 
[Hdt, III,94] warmoadgenen. qsenofontes mo
naTxrobidan Cans, rom armeniidan berZnebi 
xalibebisaken gaemarTnen. magram somxuri 
soflis komarxma berZnebs gza aubnia da 
isini xalibebisaken ki ara, aramed md. araq
sisaken waiyvana [Xen., Anab. gv. 272, SeniSvna]. 
berZnebs gza aebnaT, garkvevamde didi dro 
dakarges, zogierTi xalxis sacxovrisi 
ramdenjerme gaiares. Semdeg isini md. fa
siss (Woroxs) miadgnen, sadac maT xalibebi, 
taoxebi da fasianebi daxvdnen [Xen., Anab. 



111

IV, VI, 5]. aqedan 30 farsangis gavlis Semdeg 
taoxebTan mividnen [Xen., Anab. IV, VII, 1], ta
oxebidan 50 farsangi gaiares xalibebis 
qveyanaze [Xen., Anab. IV, VII, 15], xalibebidan 
berZnebi mividnen md. arpasusTan, saidanac 
skviTinebis qveyanaSi Sevidnen [Xen., Anab. 
IV, VII, 18], Semdeg Sedian did da xalxmra
val qalaq gimniadaSi (nawili mkvlevarebi
sa mas dRevandeli baiburTis maxloblad 
aTavsebs, manandiani ki q. giumrisTan aigi
vebs [Xen., Anab. 1951:275, SeniSvna]). aqedan 5 
dRis savalze, fexes mTaze asulma berZneb
ma zRva dainaxes [Xen., Anab. IV, VIII, 21, 24]. XIX 
satrapiis dasavleTi sazRvari Sav zRvaze 
gadis (trapezunt-ordusTan), samxreTiT 
XIII, aRmosavleTiT XVIII satrapia, Crdilo
eTiT kolxeTi da qarTlis samamasaxliso 
esazRvreba.

amdenad, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom satra
piebi did olqebad iyo dayofili, rom
lebSic TavisTavad mcire erTeulebi 
gamoiyofoda. mag. XVIII satrapia sam did 
olqad – sasperebis, alarodielebis da 
matienebis olqebad iyofoda. XIII satra
pia oTxi olqisagan - armenia, dasavleT 
armenia, paqtiike  da maTi mezoblebis 
(rogorc Cans, am satrapiaSi moqceuli Sa
vizRvispireTSi mcxovrebi qarTveli to
mebis erTi nawili), XIX satrapia ki xuTi 
olqisagan Sedgeboda. aqemeniduri sat
rapiebi zog SemTxvevaSi adre arsebuli 
saxelmwifoebis sazRvrebs emTxveoda, an 
aRemateboda maT.  herodotes mixedviT 
imperia 20 satrapiad iyo dayofili, be
histunis warweraSi ki 23 qveyanaa CamoT
vlili [Дандамаев М., Лукокин В. 1980:110]. 
satrapiebi mcire administriciul erTe
ulebad iyofoda. sofelsac Tavisi admi
nistracia hyavda. did satrapiebSi Sedi
oda iseTi qveynebic, romlebic saSinao 
saqmeebSi avtonomiiT sargeblobdnen. es 
gansakuTrebiT exeboda centridan Sors 
mdebare provinciebs, romelTa saSinao 
saqmeebSi iranuli administracia iSvia
Tad ereoda. am provinciebis mmarTvelo
bas aqemenidebi adgilobrivi mTavrebisa 
da tomis beladebis meSveobiT axorci

elebdnen da mxolod maT mier nakisri 
valdebulebebis Sesrulebisa da gadasa
xadebis gadaxdiT Semoifarglebodnen. 
zog SemTxvevsaSi satrapis kontrolqveS 
imyofeboda memkvidreobiTi mmarTveli 
an mefe. aseve arsebobda naxevradavto
nomiuri sataZro Temebi. kilikias, paf
lagonias, likias, karias da finikiis qa
laqebs Tavisi mefeebi hyavdaT, romelTa 
xelisuflebac memkvidreobiTi iyo. ara
bebi, kolxebi, eTiopebi, sakebi da sxva 
adgilobrivi tomis beladebis saSuale
biT imarTebodnen [Дандамаев М., Лукокин 
В. 1980:115-118]. mefis oqros monetasTan 
erTad, satrapiebSi, mefis saxeliT, ver
cxlis monetac iWreboda, vercxlisa da 
spilenZis monetebs avtonomiuri qala
qebi da damokidebeli mefeebic Wridnen 
[Дандамаев М., Лукокин В. 1980:204-205].

amdenad, naTlad Cans, rom kavkasionze 
arsebuli gadmosasvlelebis kontroli 
iranelTa sasicocxlo interesebSi Sedi
oda da darios I aucileblad Seecdeboda 
am strategiulad mniSvnelovani komuni
kaciebis dakavebas [narimaniSvili g. 1995]. 
ucxo saxelmwifoTa (mogvianebiT – romi, 
sasanuri irani, bizantia da sxv.) survili 
xelSi CaegdoT an gaekontrolebinaT kav
kasiis karibWeebi mxolod ori gziT Se
iZleboda ganxorcielebuliyo: pirveli 
– adgilobrivi xelisuflebis gaZliere
biT da meore – dapyrobiTi omiT. amaTgan, 
umetes SemTxvevaSi, pirvels eniWeboda 
upiratesoba. werilobiTi wyaroebze da 
arqeologiur monacemebze dayrdnobiT 
SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aqemenidebi kavka
sionze arsebuli gadmosasvlelebis kon
trols qarTlis (mcxeTis) mamasaxlisebi
sa da kolxeTis mmarTvelebis saSualebiT 
axorcielebdnen. amaze, garda gumbaTis, 
sari-Tefes, yarajamirlis sasaxleebisa 
da ormogprotomiani kapitelebisa (vani, 
sairxe) unda miuTiTebdes mdidruli sa
marxebi winwyarodan, yazbegidan, axal
gor-saZeguridan, Savsaydaradan, iTxvi
sidan, sairxidan, vanidan, romlebic ad
gilobriv masalasTan erTad aqemeniduri 
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stilis artefaqtebsac Seicaven. kolxe
Tisa da qarTlis teritoriaze gaTxrili 
Zv.w. V-IV ss-is samarxebSi aseve mravld 
gvxvdeba mdidruli samkaulebis kom
pleqsebi, romlebic aqemeniduri xelov
nebis Rrma kvals atareben [meliqiSvili 
g. 1970:433]. am TvalsazrisiT aseve sain
teresoa muxaTgverdis, wiwamuris, na
taxtrisa da varsimaanTkaris Zv.w. V-IV ss. 
samarovnebi, romlebic darial-mcxeTis 
gzaze mdebareoben da didi raodenobiT 
Seicaven sabrZolo iaraRs [narimaniSvi
li g. 1994:20-21]. samxreT kavkasiis teri
toriaze dafiqsirebuli iseTi mZlavri 
namosaxlarebisa da sasimagro sistemebis 
dafiqsireba rogoricaa erebuni, benia
mini, yarajamirli, sari-Tefe, gumbaTi, 
cixia-gora da sxva, sadac aqemeniduri 
sasaxleebi, arqiteqturuli detalebi 
(bazisebi, kapitelebi), derbendSi gamov
lenili aqemeniduri xanis simagre da kav
kasionis mTiswina zolSi dadasturebuli 
arqeologiuri Zeglebi, romlebic mrav
lad Seicaven aqemenidur, an aqemeniduri 
stilis artefaqtebs [nadiraZe j. 1975; 
yifiani g. 1987; nadiraZe j. 1990; narima
niSvili g., ximSiaSvili k. 1993; maxaraZe 
z., narimaniSvili g. 2001; Нариманишвили Г. 
1991; Furtwängler A. 1995; Furtwängler A., Knauß 
F. 1996; Gamkrelidze G. 1998; Gagošidze J. 2000; 
Gagošidze J., Kipiani G. 2000; Khimshiashvili K., 
Narimanishvili G. 1995-1996; Licheli V. 2000; Nari
manišvili G.  2000; Macharadze S. 2000; Gagošidze 
J., Saginašvili M. 2000; Narimanishvili G., Shatbe
rashvili V. 2004; Babaev I., Gagoshidze I., Knauß 
F. 2006; Babaev I., Gagoshidze I., Knauß F. 2007] 
aqemeniduri iranis kulturuli, ekono
mikuri da politikuri gavlenis maCvene
belia. gumbaTis, sari-Tefes, beniaminisa 
da yarajamirlis ~sasaxleebis~ gaTxram 
mraval sakiTxs gasca pasuxi da bevri 
kiTxvac gaaCinaa. cxadi gaxda, rom es kom
pleqsebi aqemeniduri imperiis ZiriTadi 
centrebisaTvis (persepolisi, suza, ba
biloni) damaxasiaTebeli arqiteqturis 
msgavsia [Furtwängler A., Knauß F. 1996:377; Ba
baev I., Gagoshidze I., Knauß F. 2007:32]. kiTxva

ze Tu ra damokidebulebaSi iyo kavkasi
is regioni sparseTis imperiasTan [Jacobs 
B. 2000:93] an rogori iyo am ~sasaxleebis~ 
mflobelTa statusi [Furtwängler A., Knauß 
F. 1996:377], dReisaTvis erTiani Sexedu
leba ar arsebobs. gamoTqmulia mosazre
ba, rom es nagebobebi aqemenidTa ofici
aluri pirebis an adgilobrivi mmarTve
lebis rezidenciebia, romlebic irans 
eqvemdebarebodnen [Babaev I., Gagoshidze  I., 
KnauΒ F. 2007:32-33], rom sari-Tefe SeiZ
leba satraps, an mis qveSevrdoms ekuT
vnoda [Furtwängler A., Knauß F. 1996:376-378], 
rogorc sari-Tefe, ise gumbaTi aqemeni
di mefeebis regionaluri moadgilis sab
rZanebeli iyo [Babaev I., Gagoshidze I., Knauß 
F. 2006:325]. g. tiraciani [Тирацян Г.  1981; 
Тирацян Г. 1988:71] da f. ter-martirosovi 
[Ter-Martirosov F.  2000:247-248] Tvlian, rom 
es arqiteqturuli kompleqsebi XVIII sat
rapias ekuTvnoda. 

Cveni azriT, centraluri samxreT 
kavkasia Zv.w. VI s-is miwurulidan aqeme
niduri imperiis damxobamde qarTlis ma
masaxlisis  gamgeblobaSi iyo, kavkasiis 
dasavleT nawils egrisis mmarTvelebi  
ganagebdnen da Sesabamisad, isini akon
trolebdnen kavkasionze arsebul gad
mosasvlelebs. gumbaTis, beniaminis, sa
ri-Tefesa da yarajamirlis ~sasaxleebi~, 
samxreT kavkasiis teritoriaze gamovle
nili mdidruli samarxebi imis maCvenebe
lia, rom aqemeniduri irani, maT mier gaZ
lierebuli, qarTlisa da kolxeTis adgi
lobrivi aristokratiis meSveobiT axor
cielebda Tavis strategiul miznebs.
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The reader is offered the paper by the well-
known archaeologist, Academician Otar Lordki-
panidze (1930-2002) which came out as a pre-
print in 1993 and soon turned into a rare pub-
lication. 

* * *
There can be drastically differing answers to 

this question, yet each can be relevant and well-
grounded. Thus, some may hold that the history of 
Georgian civilization should start from the time of 
creation of a single Georgian state with a common 
Georgian culture and national self-consciousness, 
i.e. from the 10th century. Others may consider 
the 4th century to be the beginning of the history 
of Georgian civilization, for at that time Christian-
ity was declared the state religion which laid a firm 
foundation for the development of Georgian na-
tional culture and consciousness.

I personally believe it admissible to commence 
the history of Georgian civilization from the time 
suggested by the medieval Georgian conception as 
found in Kartlis Tskhovreba  (henceforward abbre-
viated to KTs) -  “History of Georgia”, namely, with 
King Parnavaz. I do feel and understand the com-
plexity of such a conceptualization of the question. 
Therefore my views are highly hypothetical and I 
shall try to set down only some of them. However, 
first a few words on how civilization should be un-
derstood.

Many views have been expressed in the spe-
cialist literature on the criteria and characteris-
tic features defining “civilization”. Of these most 
comprehensive is that of the eminent English ar-
chaeologist Gordon Childe, according to which, 
“civilization” should be characterized by state or-
ganization, the existence of a privileged class or 
classes, a system of taxes and centralized wealth 
accumulated through regular levying of tribute; 
a definite level of economic development and 
commercial relations, the emergence of profes-
sional artisans, writing, developed art, begin-
nings of science.

So-called primary seats - or as they are some-
times called, “primary civilizations” - are deter-
mined in scholarly literature upon the establish-
ment in this or that society of the features just 
listed. These are followed by the so-called “sec-
ondary civilizations”. In this case, we have to deal 
with concrete regional and national seats, i.e. with 
civilizations developing on a definite territory and 
connected with a definite ethnos, which enjoys a 
leading political status. The cultural values (lan-
guage, literature, religious outlook, architecture 
and art, etc.) determine the national makeup and 
essence of this civilization.

Any national civilization - in the present case, 
Georgian - should in the first place be regarded as 
a complex socio-economic, political and cultural-
ideological system, which is already familiar with 
the initial forms of exploitation and administrative 
and political organization. Naturally enough, such 
a complex system does not come into being all 
of a sudden. It is preceded by development over 
thousands of years, creating a solid foundation 
for civilization. If the development of human so-
ciety in present-day Georgia and in the lands ly-
ing southward and settled by tribes of Kartvelian 
stock is viewed from this angle, we shall clearly 
discern in the archaeological material the gradual 
emergence of individual elements of civilization 
at separate stages of the country’s multi-millenni-
al history.

Suffice it to note that farming and cattle breed-
ing begin to develop among Kartvelian tribes and 
on Georgian territory as far back as the 6th-5th mil-
lennia B.C., bronze metallurgy from the 4th millen-
nium B.C., and iron metallurgy at the end of the 
2nd- and the beginning of the 1st  millennium B.C. 
The latter played an outstanding role in the socio-
economic and political development of Kartve-
lian tribes, essentially laying a firm foundation 
for the gradual creation of the main, determining 
structures of civilization among Kartvelian tribes 
[1]. These tribes (Mushki//Meskhians), which had 
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formed a state confederation [2], are already men-
tioned in l2th-7th cent. B.C., ancient eastern sources. 
The powerful political union of the Diauhi (Diaohi, 
Daiaeni), existing in the southern Transcaucasus 
in the 12th-7th cent. B.C. is recognized as a state of 
Kartvelian tribes [3].  Unfortunately, today we have 
little knowledge about these ancient Kartvelian 
state entities which no doubt reflected the earli-
est stage of the history of Georgian civilization 
and which can be tentatively called Kartvelian. We 
have comparatively better knowledge of one of the 
principal Georgian ethnoses, viz. the state confed-
eration of the Colchians, which was already char-
acterized by the basic features of civilization. As far 
back as the second half of the 2nd millennium B. C. 
Colchian tribes created a highly developed Bronze 
Culture on the territory of present-day Western 
Georgia, widely known in the specialist literature as 
Colchian [4].  The study of archaeological material 
points clearly to the rapid pace of technical prog-
ress and an high developmental level. Already from 
the middle of the 2nd millennium B.C. the develop-
ment of bronze metallurgy is marked throughout 
Western Georgia by a number of technical novel-
ties, the main being the manufacture and working 
of diverse alloys of differing characteristics. This in 
turn formed the basis for the wide production of 
more or less perfect farming equipment. A firm 
foundation was being laid for an intensive devel-
opment of farming, particularly accented on grow-
ing grain crops and livestock-breeding - one of the 
essential elements of civilization. This process was 
accelerated further by the adoption of iron, the rate 
of its implementation being especially high in the 
8th-7th cent. B. C. [5]. The archaeological finds of this 
period are noteworthy for the exceptionally large 
number of farming tools and their diversity.

The rapid growth of agriculture resulted in an 
intensive economic development of the Colchian 
lowland from the second half of the 2nd millennium 
B.C., this gradually paving the way for the creation 
of a single political organism. From the 8th-7th cent 
B.C. the state of Urartu [6] takes shape and then, 
that of Colchis – the latter widely known in Greek 
sources [7]. According to fresh archaeological dis-
coveries, Colchis in the 6th-5th centuries B.C. emerg-
es as a state advanced both economically and cul-

turally, with almost all key elements of civilization 
in evidence: civic structure (territorial-administra-
tive division) and central state authority (the royal 
dynasty of the Aeetids), intensive urban life (nu-
merous urbanistic centres with multi-profile artisan 
manufacture and developed trade both within the 
country and with the outer world), a doubtlessly 
complex taxation system (patently  illustrated by 
the great wealth - items of gold and other precious 
metals found in the burials of the élite), civic and 
cultic jargvali (“log cabin”) type architecture, based 
on centuries-old fully developed traditions, wide 
use of metal - mainly iron, as well as bronze - in the 
economy, and so on.

The existence of writing in Colchis is a moot 
problem.  However, it should be noted that the 
absence of writing cannot always serve as a proof 
of the nonexistence of a state. A complex histori-
co-sociological, ethnological, and archaeological 
study, conducted recently in the African continent, 
has revealed a number of state confederations that 
do not use writing (the Yoruba city-states, Benin, 
the Monomotap  “Empire”, and others).  It should 
nevertheless be noted that ancient Greek sources 
have preserved evidence on the existence among 
the Colchians of “writings of their fathers, graven on 
pillars (kurbeis)” [8], which some researchers take 
for a direct evidence of the existence of writing in 
ancient Colchis [9]. Some Greek and Byzantine au-
thors (Palephatus, John of Antioch, Suida) tell of 
books written on skins [10] (in the context of the 
legend of the Golden Fleece). However, so far we 
have no material proof of the existence of monu-
ments of Colchian writing in the available archae-
ological finds. Perhaps the use of Greek writing is 
not to be ruled out, as is attested in a number of 
highly-cultured countries of the world of the pe-
riod under discussion.  Names, scratched in Greek 
characters on pottery, found in some 5th cent. B.C. 
burials (Sairkhe, Itkhvisi) [11], believed to be local 
personal names, may serve as indirect proof of this. 
Thus, Colchis of the 7th-5th cent. B.C. represents an 
ancient society characterized by a number of es-
sential features of civilization. The national makeup 
of this civilization was determined by its highly-
specific material culture (pottery, goldsmithery, 
jargvali architecture, bronze plastic art, etc.).
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Now we are faced with the exceptionally dif-
ficult question of the role of Colchian civilization 
in the shaping of common Georgian civilization 
(statehood), and whether it vanished without a 
trace or became its integral part.

The ethnic affinity of the Colchians causes no 
doubt: they are unanimously acknowledged to 
be western Kartvelian tribes speaking the Megrel-
Chan language which developed as the result of 
the differentiation of the common Georgian par-
ent language [12]. There are fairly numerous argu-
ments to support this conclusion [13].  I shall name 
only a few. The area of bronze culture referred to 
as Colchian, on the territory of Western Georgia 
essentially coincides with the diffusion of ancient 
Megrel-Chan place names (including in the areas 
no longer populated by Megrel-Chans, e.g. Imereti, 
Guria, Samtskhe-Javakheti and partly in the west-
ern and north-western parts of historical Inner Kar-
tli) [14]. The evidence preserved in Byzantine litera-
ture is also highly significant. Thus, according to a 
5th-cent. anonymous writer (called Pseudo-Arrian), 
“From Dioscurias, which is also called Sebastopolis, 
up to the Apsarus river (mod. Chorokhi) lived the 
people called Colchians, and were later named the 
Laz” [15]. The 6th-cent. Byzantine historian Agathias 
Scholasticus says: “The Laz are a mighty and brave 
tribe, and they lord over other powerful tribes as 
well; they take pride in the ancient name of Col-
chians, and are haughty beyond measure, and per-
haps not without ground... I know of no other tribe 
so renowned and powerful - both in the abundance 
of wealth and the number of subjects, as well as in 
the richness of land, bumper crops, and the har-
moniousness and refinement of their customs and 
mores” [16].

This evidence is significant in many ways. To an 
historian reared in traditions of Classical Greek his-
toriography it primarily meant the existence among 
these people of a state system inherited from the 
ancient Colchian Kingdom. At the same time, the 
evidence just cited is a rare and clear illustration of 
national consciousness handed down from gen-
eration to generation, which was preserved even 
in the 6th century among the Laz  - the creators on 
the territory of Western Georgia (Colchis), first of 
the Pontic Kingdom of Mithradates VI, and then of 

the new state called the Kingdom of Lazica [17], 
annexed later by the Romans. The Byzantines, too, 
were well aware of the existence of this conscious-
ness among the Laz. The fact is also worth noting 
that the traditional name of the first Colchian King 
Aeetes was preserved among the Laz nobles. Thus, 
during the Byzantine-Iranian wars in the 6th century 
a local noble, called Aeetes, appears to have been 
an active political figure [18]. This is also an incon-
testable corroboration of Strabo’s noteworthy evi-
dence: “That Aeetes is believed to have ruled over 
Colchis and the name Aeetes is still locally current 
among the people of that region” [19]. Thus, the 
sources are unanimous in pointing to the genetic 
relationship of the Laz and the Colchians. The Laz 
have preserved their language to the present day, 
which - along with Megrel-Chan - is Western Geor-
gian.

Thus, the Colchlans - the direct ancestors of 
present-day Megrel-Chans and the Laz - were the 
creators of the first state and civilization on the ter-
ritory of Western Georgia [20]. The creation of a 
state was an act of major political importance in the 
developmental history of the local society. It was 
the highest form of political consolidation and or-
dering of social life according to the territorial-ad-
ministrative principle in place of the local-tribal, i.e. 
primitive structures viewed from the angle of social 
and political development. This highly important 
fact, viz. the division of the country according to 
the territorial-administrative principle is confirmed 
beyond doubt by the sources and archaeological 
evidence. Thus, e.g. Strabo speaks of the division of 
Colchis into sceptuchies, i.e. administrative-territori-
al units, which corresponded to the later Georgian 
saeristavos [21]. The political centres of such admin-
istrative units have been discovered:  Vani [22], as 
well as Sairkhe [23].  The concentration of masters 
of construction, jewellery artisanship, workshops 
for the manufacture of items of precious met-
als and clay, fabrics, and in general luxury goods, 
as well as weapons. The archaeological material 
shows also that already in the 6th, and especially in 
the 5th-4th cent. B.C. Colchian administrative centres 
(Vani, Sairkhe) had turned into major commercial 
and artisan centres [24]. The concentration of ar-
tisan manufacture at definite centres and accord-
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ingly, the emergence of a market, is a vivid proof 
of urbanization - an essential constituent structure 
of civilization according to the modern sociological 
conception.

Thus, the emergence of Colchian statehood, 
and respectively of civilization, essentially meant 
the creation in Western Georgia of territorial units 
based on the principle of administrative govern-
ment, later forming part of a united Georgian state.

The shaping of a single ethnocultural system 
was one of the essential consequences of the cre-
ation of the Colchian state, which is graphically re-
flected in the archaeological material of 7th-4th cent. 
B.C. Colchis: a homogeneous, yet specific, culture 
(architecture, pottery, metal tools and weapons, or-
naments, burial customs and religious beliefs and 
notions) spread throughout the territory of mod-
ern Western Georgia - within the bounds of the Col-
chian state [25].  Many-tribalness is obliterated, as 
it were, the same happening to groups of differing 
ethnic affinity which found themselves within the 
Colchian Kingdom.

Thus, the emergence of the Colchian state, and 
the development of Colchian civilization resulted 
in the creation of a number of state structures:  
administrative-territorial division, the rise of cities, 
borders and the guarding of the territory by the 
state authority [26]. Thus, at that time state, and in 
general, civilization, structures took shape, which 
subsequently became an organic part of a unitary 
Georgian civilization, suffering transformation con-
formably to the period.

Another point is worth noting, viz. the foreign 
economic and cultural orientation of the Colchian 
state.  Already from the 6th-5th cent. B.C. the entire 
population of Colchis was engaged in intensive 
trade and economic relations with the Greek world, 
in which a major role was played by the Black Sea 
and the Rioni-Qvirila (ancient Phasis) trade route. 
The Black Sea was the medium of lively commer-
cial contacts between ancient Greece, viz. Athens 
and a number of other trade-and-artisan centres 
(Chios, Samos, Thasos and Miletus, Sinope, and 
others) and Colchis, attended by cultural relations. 
Advanced Greek, and subsequently Hellenistic, 
achievements in science, engineering, and culture 
generally, spread and transformed on local ground, 

were implemented, as reflected vividly in Colchian 
archaeological finds, which I shall not discuss here 
at length [27]. I shall hypothesize only that the 
lively contacts of Colchis with the Greek world, 
commencing regularly from the 6th-5th cent. B.C., 
may have determined in some measure the later 
orientation (in the first centuries of the new era) of 
the Georgian states to the Western Christian world, 
thereby paving the way for the tendency of Euro-
pean development of Georgian civilization.

The great political cataclysms following Alex-
ander the Great’s campaigns in the Near East and 
the emergence of Hellenistic states, the conquests 
of Mithradates VI, and then of the Romans, Byzan-
tine-Iranian wars, etc. impeded the upward march 
of Colchian civilization. However, from the early 3rd 
cent. B.C. the eastern Georgian statehood emerged 
as a powerful force on the political scene, becom-
ing the creator of a single Georgian civilization. This 
historic fact is described with astonishing clarity 
and precision in medieval Georgian historiography, 
viz. in KTs. One of the oldest parts of this corpus – 
“The History of the Kings”, together with its conjec-
turally independent part, “The Life of Parnavaz”, was 
compiled in the 5th cent. A.D. [28].  However, some 
researchers assign it even to an earlier date [29].

Old Georgian historical tradition, preserved in 
KTs and in The Conversion of Georgia (henceforward 
abbreviated to CG), graphically reflects the peripe-
teias of the creation of the Kingdom of Kartli, taking 
place against the background of a bitter struggle for 
supreme power in Kartli between individual aristo-
cratic families [30]. The rulers of separate political 
entities of Eastern Georgia resorted to outside force 
in this struggle. Thus first the ruler of that southern 
province of Eastern Georgia which was once within 
the Iranian state and was hence called “Arian” i.e. 
Iranian Kartli [31], succeeded - with the support of 
the Pontic Kingdom - in extending his influence to 
the territory lying to the north of the Mtkvari (Kura). 
The CG refers to Azo, who came from Arian-Kartli, 
as “the first King” of Kartli [32]. However, the official 
version (KTs) does not acknowledge him as such, 
as he came to Kartli with the aid of a foreign (Greek) 
force as a conqueror. Azon’s rule in  Kartli, based on 
foreign power, was short-lived. An uprising took 
place in the country, led by Parnavaz, a representa-
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tive of a noble family of Mtskheta: “A Kartlian on his 
father’s side, an intelligent man, and a brave horse-
man”… “And all the Georgians broke away from 
Azon and came before Parnavaz” [33]. The struggle 
was doubtless bitter and relentless, as attested by 
traces of great destruction and fires at the ancient 
city or settlement sites of Samadlo, Tsikhiagora, etc. 
[34]. The uprising ended with the victory of the 
Georgians and the enthronement of Parnavaz. His 
accession is generally dated to 284 B.C. - the be-
ginning of Georgian national chronology and the 
point of departure of the Koronikon [35].

According to the official historical tradition - as 
presented in KTs -  “Parnavaz was the first king of 
Kartli”, giving rise to the dynasty of the Parnava-
zids. That Parnavaz was an historical personage is 
proved by numerous facts [36]. From this point of 
view, considerable interest attaches to the novel in-
terpretation of the 7th and 8th lines of the so-called 
Armazic text of the “Armazian bilingual inscription”, 
according to which reference in them is to the 
name of King Parnavaz or the Parnavazid dynasty 
[37].

The evidence of KTs, viz. its oldest part bearing 
the full title “The Lives of the Georgian Kings and of 
Their Forefathers and Their Descendants”, on the re-
forms carried out by Parnavaz, presents with amaz-
ing clarity all the features considered by modern 
scholarship as the determining elements of civiliza-
tion as a system. In the first place, the setting up of 
a state (“Parnavaz was the first king of Kartli”) with 
all its attributes:  territorial division (“he appointed 
eight eristavis”) and public administration (“ap-
pointed a spaspeti... and this spaspeti ruled all the 
eristavis in the name of the king. And under these 
eristavis he appointed spasalaris and atasistavis of 
provinces...”).

Thus, the source under discussion fully repre-
sents the most essential feature of civilization - the 
state organization, which is confirmed by epigraph-
ic monuments (reference to pitiakhshes or eristavis 
in the inscriptions of the “Armazi bilingual” and the 
Armazic script) [38] and self-evident archaeological 
material (the royal residence Armaztsikhe, and ne-
cropoleis of representatives of the administrative 
élite in various provinces of the country) [39].

One of the determinants of civilization (and of 
state) is “the system of taxes and centralized wealth 
accumulated through regular payment of tribute” 
(G. Childe). “The Life of the Kings” points out directly 
that Parnavaz divided the country into military and 
fiscal and administrative units or “thousands” (ex-
actly like the chiliarchies of the Hellenistic states) 
[40], from which came tribute for the king and the 
eristavis.  The magnitude of “the centralized wealth 
accumulated through this tribute” is graphically 
demonstrated by the exceptionally rich burial in-
ventory discovered as a result of archaeological 
excavations in the vaults of members of the royal 
family (Armaztsikhe-Bagineti and the necropo-
leis of the nobles (Armaziskhevi, Bori, Zghuderi, 
Aragvispiri) [41].

Regarding cities - another essential and de-
termining feature of civilization - the same Geor-
gian source states that Parnavaz  “Strongly forti-
fied the city of Mtskheta, and rebuilt all the cities 
and strongholds of Kartli, laid waste by Alexander” 
[42]. That the indication of the Georgian histori-
cal source is not an invention but has real ground 
is proved both by evidence of the CG and by 
Strabo’s description, who attended Pompey in his 
campaign in the Transcaucasus in 66-65 B.C.: “Fur-
thermore, the greater part of Iberia (Kartli) is so 
well built up in respect of cities and farmsteads 
that their roofs are tiled, and their houses as well 
as their market-places and other public build-
ings are constructed with architectural skill” [43].                                                                                                                                            
       This evidence merits note not only for its state-
ment regarding the large number of cities (which 
is attested by other Greco-Roman sources as well) 
but also by its emphasis on the existence of urban 
architecture here, which is also an essential feature 
in Gordon Childe’s definition of civilization, and 
graphically demonstrated by the numerous civic 
and cultic tiled buildings, including palaces, tem-
ples, baths, water conduits, etc., brought to light in 
the urban centres of the Kingdom of Iberia or Kar-
tli (Tsitsamuri-Seusamora, Sarkine, Dzalisa, Urbnisi, 
Uplistsikhe, Samadlo-Nastakisi, Tsikhiagora, and 
others) [44].

I shall not go into the details of other features of 
civilization whose existence in the Kingdom of Kar-
tli - created by Parnavaz and known to the Greek 
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world as Iberia - have been confirmed archaeo-
logically:  privileged classes and stratified society 
(patent in the burial customs and inventory and in 
residential buildings of the rich), commercial rela-
tions (as illustrated by numerous imported items 
and coins), the emergence of professional artisans 
and developed art (represented by fine specimens 
of architecture, pottery, toreutics, goldsmithing, 
and glyptic), farming and livestock-breeding based 
on grain crops (diverse metal tools used in farming 
and household economy, and clayware, finds of 
different varieties of cereals and bones of domestic 
animals) [45]. Thus, Georgian national, as well as for-
eign historical sources and archaeological material, 
present with sufficient clarity the so-called systems 
unit of features determining civilization (statehood, 
cities and urban architecture, artisanship and trade, 
classes, and so forth), which would seem to give 
full ground for acknowledging - from the stand-
point of modern scholarship - the state created by 
Parnavaz and its society as a true civilization. Even 
more significant is the fact that the evidence con-
tained in KTs points to structures characteristic of 
a national civilization, e.g. religion: “Parnavaz made 
a great idol in his name: it is Armazi... He raised 
this idol on the top of the mountain of Kartli, and 
since then the place was called Armazi on account 
of the idol” [46]. The CG contains a description of 
this idol: “There stood a man made of copper, and 
he was clad in a coat of mail of gold, and he had a 
gold helmet, and he wore breast-pieces of emerald 
and beryl, and he held a sharp sword in his hand, 
which shone and turned in his hand, so that who-
ever touched it was doomed to death”.... “And to his 
right there stood an idol of gold, and its name was 
Gatsi, and to his left, an idol of silver, and its name 
was Ga” [47]. Thus, here we have a triad of supreme 
deities (Armazi, Gatsi and Ga), with Armazi as the 
chief one [48]. This meant not only the establish-
ment of a new cult, but a single state national cult, 
opposed henceforward to the local tribal or com-
munal cults. The supreme deity, Armazi, personi-
fied the supreme ruler of the state. Like the mon-
archs-despots of the Hellenistic East, the first king 
of Kartli proclaimed himself a god but, unlike the 
Hellenistic kings, he did not personify any Greek 
god but the oldest and supreme deity of the Geor-

gians themselves! This was at the same time a po-
litical act of great significance: the establishment of 
the cult of the king was designed to strengthen the 
belief among the subjects of the supremacy of the 
authority of the king of Kartli.

Along with state organization, writing is con-
sidered to be one of the crucial features of civiliza-
tion (naturally including national civilization). It is 
highly significant that old Georgian tradition cred-
its Parnavaz with the invention of Georgian writing: 
“He created the Georgian writing” [49]. Here I shall 
not discuss the highly controversial question con-
nected with the origin of Georgian capital script 
[50]. Although no Georgian monuments of the pre-
Christian period have so far been found, the direct 
reference of the Georgian source to Parnavaz as the 
inventor of Georgian writing is highly noteworthy. 
There is no ground to question the realness of this 
evidence - the more so that all the other evidence 
of the same source regarding Parnavaz and his ac-
tivity is confirmed beyond doubt by epigraphic and 
archaeological materials. Whether the author of the 
“Life of Parnavaz” meant specifically capital or some 
other letters is another matter. Perhaps he had in 
mind the so-called Armazi writing whose examples 
have been found at many places on the territory 
of the ancient Kingdom of Kartli [51], or maybe a 
special system at present referred to as Georgian 
alloglottography? [52]. These questions are difficult 
to solve on the basis of the available material. The 
main point here is that the historian of Parnavaz 
considered “Georgian writing” as an organic part 
of the state (civilization) created by Parnavaz. The 
following evidence is also noteworthy in many re-
spects: “Parnavaz spread the Georgian language 
and no other language but Georgian was spoken 
in Kartli.” This clearly reflects the creation of a single 
ethnocultural system (like in Colchis) in place of 
multitribal structures. It is obvious from this evi-
dence that Parnavaz proclaimed Georgian the state 
language. It is not crucial here to know when the 
history of the reign of Parnavaz was written - in the 
2nd- or, which is more probable, in the 5th cent. A.D. 
[53]. Important is the fact that it formed an organic 
part of KTs - an official monument of Old Georgian 
historiography the purpose of which, as aptly noted 
by the Georgian historian N. Berdzenishvili, was “to 
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say that in the time of Parnavaz and through him a 
state of the Georgians was created, with Georgian 
territory, Georgian language, Georgian administra-
tion system (though borrowed), Georgian religion, 
Georgian writing, and a Georgian king” [54]. In oth-
er words, posterity perceived the reign of Parnavaz 
as the birth of Georgian civilization. That is why I, 
too, believe that the history of Georgian civilization 
should start with Parnavaz and the state created by 
him - the more so that this is how old (perhaps the 
first?) Georgian historians viewed it, as I have tried 
to show. From this point of view interest attaches 
also to the evidence of KTs on the address of Kuji, 
the ruler of Egrisi or Western Georgia to Parnavaz: 
“You are the son of the chieftains of Kartli, and it 
is proper that you be lord over me... You shall be 
our lord and I your servant" [55]. It is interesting 
that in the Old Armenian 13th-century translation of 
KTs this passage reads thus: “You are the first ma-
masakhlisi of the House of Kartli, and it befits you 
to be the prince. And now you be lord, and I your 
servant” [56]. It is highly significant that the ruler of 
Egrisi (3rd cent. B.C.), successor to the ancient King-
dom of Colchis (6th-4th cent. B.C.), already considers 
himself the son of Kartli (“the House of Kartli”), and 
henceforward his country becomes part of Kar-
tli. The long process of unification of the territories 
populated by Kartvelian tribes began with Par-
navaz. In his time the entire Eastern Georgia (Kartli, 
Kakheti, Samtskhe, Javakheti, Kola, Artaani, Klarjeti) 
and the eastern and south-western provinces (Egri-
si, Apkhazeti, Achara) of Western Georgia (historical 
Colchis) came within the Kingdom of Kartli [57].

Thus did a single Georgian ethnocultural sys-
tem take shape, based on a single socio-political 
and economic organism, both giving rise to Geor-
gian civilization. A new stage in the development 
of this civilization began with the proclamation of 
Christianity the state religion. As to what Christian 
Kartli inherited from its preceding society is a rather 
complex problem, which calls for special research. 
However, at present it can be said positively that 
the principal types of the state system were re-
tained, primarily that of territorial-administrative 
division, urban structures (Kaspi, Dzalisa, Nastakisi, 
Urbnisi, Uplistsikhe, etc.), to say nothing of some 
elements of civic and cultic architecture. How-

ever, most important was the fact that Christian 
Kartli inherited the language of the first Georgian 
state - that of Georgian civilization, which Parnavaz 
“spread.... And no other language but Georgian was 
spoken in Kartli.” This is the language in which di-
vine service became the symbol of national unity: 
“Georgia is reckoned to consist of those spacious 
lands in which church services are celebrated and 
all prayers said in the Georgian tongue” (D. Lang’s 
translation, The Georgians, Thames and Hudson, 
London, 1966, p. 109), said Giorgi Merchule back in 
the 10th century.

Thus, Georgian civilization is the product of 
long development, its individual elements taking 
shape at the common Kartvelian level. Following its 
differentiation, structures began to emerge within 
the political, socio-economic and cultural develop-
ment of the principal Georgian tribes (the Svans, 
the Megrel-Chans, the Karts//Meskhians) whose 
unification into a single organism created Georgian 
civilization, i.e. a Georgian state with a Georgian 
language. Its author, according to Old Georgian 
historical tradition was Parnavaz, “the first king of 
Kartli.” A study of the written sources and archaeo-
logical evidence from the modern sociological-
culturological angle leads us to the same view. The 
study of the origins of Georgian civilization shows 
clearly also that statehood and its attendant civili-
zation were created only by Georgian tribes. If non-
Georgian tribes came within the Georgian state, 
they formed its integral part and enjoyed the fruits 
of its civilization. 

References:

1. For details see O. Lordkipanidze, Archäologie in Georgien 
(von der Altsteinzeit zum Mittelalter), Weinheim, 1991, S. 
43ff. (with a bibliography).

2.  N. Khazaradze. The ethnopolitical problems of the ancient 
history of Georgia, Tbilisi, 1989 (in Georgian).

3.  G. Melikishvili. The ancient confederations of the south-
western Georgian population, in Essays on Georgian His-
tory. I, Tbilisi, 1972, p. 364ff. (in Georgian).

4.   T. Mikeladze. Researches in the history of the ancient popu-
lation of Colchis and the south-eastern Black Sea littoral, 
Tbilisi, 1974 (in Georgian); O. Japaridze, The archaeology 
of Georgia (Stone and Bronze Ages), Tbilisi, 1991, pp. 200-
227(in Georgian); O. Lordkipanidze. Archäologie ..., S. 93f.

5.  D. Khakhutaishvili, The manufacture of iron in ancient 
Colchis, Tbilisi, 1987 (in Russian); O. Lordkipanidze, T. 



133

Mikeladze, La Colchide aux VIIe-Ve siécles. Sources écrites 
antiques et archéologie, in La Pont-Euxin vu par les Grecs 
(ed. O. Lordkipanidzé; P. Lévêque), Paris,1991, pp. 182-
185.

6.  G. Melikishvili, The ancient confederations ..., p. 366ff.
7. For details see T. Mikeladze, Researches..., O. Lordkipanid-

ze Das alte Kolchis und seine Beziehungen zur griechi-
schen Welt vom 6. zum 4. Jh. v. Chr., Xenia (Konstanzer 
althistorische Vorträge und Forschungen), Heft 14, Kon-
stanz, 1985.

8. Apoll. Rhod., Argon., IV, 279-282, LCL, London, 1955, p. 313.
9. A. Urushadze, Ancient Colchis in the legend of the Argo-

nauts, Tbilisi, 1964, p. l51 ff. (in Georgian).
10. For details see A. Urushadze, Ancient Colchis ..., pp. 151-

152, with references.
11. Cf. I Gagoshidze, The Itkhvisi burial, Bulletin of the Geor-

gian State Museum, XXV-B, Tbilisi, p. 40 (in Georgian).
12. J. Deeters, Das kartwelische Verbum, vergleichende Dar-

stellung des Verbalbaus der südkaukasischen Sprachen, 
Leipzig, 1930, S. 3.

13. Th.V. Gamkrelidze; V. Ivanov, The Indo-European Lan-
guage and the Indo-Europeans, II Tbilisi, 1984, pp. 888-
891, n. 2 (in Russian).

14. T. Mikeladze,Researches ...., p. 26ff.
15. Anonymi Periplus Ponti Euxini, XLII, 7.
16. Agath., III, 8-11.
19.  Strabo, I, 2, 39.
20.  A. Chikobava, Grammatical analysis of Chan, Tbilisi, 1936 

(in Georgian); A. Kiziria, The Zan language, in:Yyazyki 
narodov SSSR,  IV, Moscow, 1967 (in Russian).

21.  Strabo, XI. 2. 18; O. Lordkipanidze, Archäologie.... S.112.
22. O. Lordkipanidze, Vani dans la structure du royaume 

colchidien, in „La Pont-Euxin...“, pp. 289-294; O. Lordkipa-
nidze, Vani: ancient city of Colchis, in “Greek, Roman and 
Byzantine Studies“, 32, 1991, p. 161ff.

23.  J. Nadiradzé, La site archéologique de Sairkhe, in „Le 
Pont-Euxin ...”, pp. 213-222.

24.  For a detailed discussion of the spread of Greek import 
in Vani and its environs see: Vani (archaeological excava-
tions), VII, Tbilisi, 1983 (in Georgian).

25.  For details see O. Lordkipanidze, Archäologie..., S. 115ff.
26.  Archaeological materials attest to the organization of the 

defense of the territory. Thus, at the approaches to Vani, 
in the village of Mtisdziri, a 4th cent. B.C. tower has been 
discovered, built to defend the frontiers of the adminis-
trative unit: For details see G. A. Gamkrelidze, Sites of an-
cient settlements of central Colchis, Tbilisi, 1982, p.17ff. 
(in Georgian). G. A. Gamkrelidze, Toward the study of 
ancient Colchian wooden defensive structures, Bulletin 
of the Academy of sciences of the Georgian, Tb., 88, #2, 
1977. pp. 501-505 (in Russian). G. A. Gamkrelidze, On the 
archaeology of Phasis valley, Tbilisi, 1992, pp. 67-99, 60-
81ff (in Russian).

27. O. Lordkipanidze, Das alte Kolchis..., S.34ff.
28. Z. Alexidze, The life of Parnavaz, Mnatobi,1985, N 12, 

pp.152-157 (in Georgian); N. Shoshiashvili, Some ques-
tions of the history of the compilation of Kartlis Tsk-
hovreba, in Aktualnye problemy izucheniya i izdaniya pis-

mennykh istoricheskikh istochnikov, Tbilisi, 1985, p.107 (in 
Russian).

29.  R. Baramidze, Towards the study of Georgian writing, 
Tbilisi, p. 33 (in Georgian).

30.  Cf. O. Lordkipanidze, The Classical World and the King-
dom of Kartli, Tbilisi, 1968, p. l8ff.

31.  The Conversion of Georgia; in Monuments of Old Georgian 
Hagiographic Literature, I (ed.  I. Abuladze), Tbilisi, 1968. 
pp. 81-82 (in Georgian).

32.  G. Melikishvili, Kartli (Iberia) in the 6th-4th cent. B.C. The 
Eemergence of the Kingdom of Kartli. in Essays on Geor-
gian History,  I, Tbilisi, 1970, pp. 443ff. (in Georgian).

33.  KTs -  Kartlis Tskhovreba,  I (ed. S. Qaukhchishvili), Tbilisi, 
1955, p. 20ff.

34.  Cf. O. Lordklpanidze. Archäologie.... S 148f, (with refer-
ences).

35.  P. Ingoroqva, The Old Georgian chronicle “The Conver-
sion of Kartli” and the list of Iberian kings of the Classical 
period, Bulletin of the Museum of Georgia, XI, Tbilisi, 1941, 
p. 313 (in Georgian.).

36.  Cf. O. Lordkipanidze. The Classical World and the King-
dom of Kartli, p. 20, notes 16-28 (in Georgian).

37. G. Giorgadze, I. Sh. Shifman, Towards the interpretation 
of the Armazian bilingual inscription, Vestnik drevnei isto-
rii, N4, Moscow, 1988, p. 168 ff.       

38.  G. Tsereteli, The bilingual inscription from Armazi, Tbilisi, 
1941, p. 51-64.

39.  A. Apakidze, Cities and urban life in old Georgia, Tbilisi, 
1969, p. 85ff. (in Georgian).

40.  O. Lordkipanidzé,  La Géorgie á l’époque héllénistique,  
Dialogues d’histoire ancienne, N 9, 1983, pp. 167-216. 

41. See O. Lordkipanidze, Archäologie ...., S. 168-169.
42. Kartlis Tskhovreba,  I, p. 25.
43. Strabo, XI, 3,1, LCL, vol. V, p. 217.
44. For details see O. Lordkipanidze, Archäologie,  S. 158f.
45.  Ibid.
46.  Kartils tskhovreba, I,  p. 25.
47.  The Conversion of Georgia, p. 119.
48.  G. Giorgadze, The Hittite-Armazian triads, Mnatobi, N 7, 

I985, pp. 157.
50.  Th.V. Gamkrelidze, Alphabetic writing and the Old Geor-

gian script, Tbilisi, 1989 (in Georgian).
51.  K. Tsereteli, A new inscription in Aramaic script from 

Mtskheta-Samtavro, Matsne (series of history), N 3, Tbili-
si, 1987, pp. 155-178 (in Georgian); the same in English, 
Tbilisi, 1980.

52.  Th. V. Gamkrelidze, op, cit., p. 198ff.
53.  See refs. Nos. 28 and 29.
54. N. Berdzenishvili, The manifestation of class and intra-

class struggle in Georgia’s foreign-political relations, in 
Proceedings of the Institute of History, I, Tbilisi, 1955, 
p.157.

55.  Kartlis Tskhovreba,  I, p. 22.
56.  The Old Armenian Translation of Kartlis Tskhovreba (ed. I. 

Abuladze), Tbilisi, 1953, p.  31.
57.  D. Muskhelishvili, The main problems of the historical ge-

ography of Georgia, Tbilisi, 1977, pp. 54ff. (in Georgian).



134

Perhaps the best-known of the many inter-
esting objects discovered at Zghuderi (Kareli re-
gion) is a cameo depicting a female on the back 
of a dolphin (fig. I- 1). The cameo, in a gold setting, 
forms the pendant of a substantial gold necklace, 
made in the early centuries of the Roman empire 
(fig. I - 2; inv.no. 1191). It was found at Zghuderi in 
the 1960s by the expedition of Guram Nemsadze: 
the expedition’s discoveries, held in the Janashia 
Museum in Tbilisi, are now being re-examined 
and prepared for fuller publication by Guram 
Nemsadze, Ketino Javakhishvili and myself.1 The 
purpose of the present short discussion is to draw 
attention to the wider significance of the cameo 
for the burial-practice and belief-system of Iberia 
in the Roman period.

A full account of the excavations is under 
preparation, but a brief outline of the context of 
the cameo’s discovery may be helpful here [Nem-
sadze 1969: 45-56 and pls. 1-8].2 The excavations at 
Zghuderi followed from reports by a local inhabit-
ant (T. Medoshvili) that fine objects had turned up 
at Zghuderi, particularly as a result of spring rains. 
Nemsadze’s expedition was despatched from the 
larger excavations at Urbnisi to investigate. Three 
rich burial assemblages of the Roman imperial pe-
riod were subsequently discovered, together with 
two poor pit burials (fourth century AD ?), some lat-
er buildings (showing wine-production) and an ar-
ray of tumuli from the Late Bronze - Early Iron Age.

The cameo-necklace was found in the richest 
and earliest of the burials, which was a double in-
humation in a pine sarcophagus (no. 3), fragments 
of which survive. The deceased were deposited 
side-by-side (very possibly at the same time). A 
terminus post quem for the burial as a whole is 
given by an aureus of Commodus (ruled AD 180-
192: coin issued in AD 190): this is one of four in 
the burial, the others produced by Domitian, 
Antoninus Pius and the elder Faustina [Golenko 
K.V.1968: 160-6].3 The presence of the aureus of 
Domitian (ruled AD 81-96: coin issued in AD 77-

78) is sufficient warning that, in principle, the buri-
al might have been deposited well into the third 
century AD. The other objects from the burial do 
not allow us to be very specific about the chronol-
ogy, but they do tend to suggest that the burial 
took place around AD 200 or a little later. As for the 
cameo, while it is evidently a product of the Ro-
man period, we cannot date its production closely 
or indeed speculate with profit about the place of 
its production [see Javakhishvili A., Abramishvili G. 
1986: 65].4 What we do know is that the cameo-
necklace was found on the left of the two deposit-
ed bodies, with the chain around its neck and the 
cameo resting on its chest. It is worth adding that 
the same body had a bracelet-chain on each wrist 
which closely resembles the chain of the necklace 
itself (fig. II -3). The three objects evidently form a 
set.

The sex of the bodies remains unclear. How-
ever, while both bodies had bracelets, only the 
right one seems to have had earrings. Moreover, 
the left one, which wore the cameo-necklace, had 
an intaglio ring showing a Hellenistic king. Once 
misidentified as Alexander the Great, the king is 
more likely to be Ptolemy V: the intaglio seems to 
be of Hellenistic workmanship, but set in a ring of 
Roman imperial date [Javakhishvili 2003: 81-83, 
no.3].5 We do not know the sex of these two bod-
ies, but we may provisionally and with all due cau-
tion imagine that the left body (with the cameo-
necklace) is male while the right is female.

But what of the cameo itself ? It shows a female 
lying along the back of a dolphin. Her position is 
precarious and yet secure. She has no equipment 
apart from a substantial garment which covers 
much of her lower body. In her left hand she holds 
an edge of the garment on high, looking up to-
wards it as it arches above her. The female and her 
garment are white, while the dolphin is grey, all on 
a reddish-orange background.

Who is this female ? She has sometimes been 
termed a Nereid [Javakhishvili 1982: 134-9, at p. 
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134],6 one of the numerous daughters of the sea-
god Nereus, and so at home in her marine context 
on the back of a dolphin (cf. Pliny, NH 36. 26).7 She 
is certainly a Nereid in some sense, for the term 
is often used (especially by moderns) to embrace 
not only true Nereids (i.e. the daughters of Nereus, 
the sea god), but also other female divinities of 
the sea. In fact a degree of flexibility is desirable, 
for we cannot always be confident in distinguish-
ing a particular individual as a Nereid and not 
another female deity of the sea. Moreover, such 
distinctions are not only problematic for modern 
scholars: they will often have been difficult also 
for those who viewed such images in the ancient 
world too. A single Nereid is especially awkward. 
Nereids most commonly appear in ancient art in 
numbers and often as part of a larger scene, often 
centred upon specific deities and heroes.8 How-
ever, single Nereids are also known: singletons are 
especially suitable for smaller contexts, such as 
our cameo. But where single Nereids are depict-
ed, they tend to have interesting accoutrements, 
such as shields, weapons and harnesses for their 
dolphin-steeds. Therefore, especially in view of 
the fact that our female has nothing of that kind, 
apart from her flowing garment, we may reason-
ably wonder whether she is indeed a true Nereid. 
For there are other possibilities. For example, Aph-
rodite often occurs in marine contexts, though 
there is nothing specific to encourage the idea 
that our female is Aphrodite. 

However, a much more likely candidatre 
is available: the goddess Leukothea who had 
once been a mortal named Ino. She is significant 
enough to feature alone on our cameo. Moreover, 
it may be significant that on our cameo she is 
depicted in white: the name Leukothea in Greek 
means “White Goddess”. After all, the colour of the 
dolphin is appropriately grey: the whiteness of 
the goddess may have a special significance.9 The 
colour would be singularly appropriate. Mean-
while, Leukothea has a particular attribute which 
suits our image well enough. For Homer relates 
how the goddess appeared to save Odysseus as 
he made his way from the island of Calypso to the 
land of the Phaeacians (Odyssey, 5. 333-353). As 
Odysseus’ raft breaks up in the sea and he is about 

to be drowned, Leukothea gives him her so-called 
“veil” (kredemnon) which keeps him afloat until he 
reaches his destination. Odysseus clothes himself 
in this remarkable garment, so that we may well 
imagine it as substantial. On his arrival on dry land 
(as the goddess had instructed), Odysseus sends 
the garment back into the sea. We have no real 
idea how this “veil” may have been envisaged in 
antiquity, but Leukothea appears elsewhere with 
a substantial garment held up after the fashion 
of our cameo, on which the prominence of the 
garment is striking and demands explanation. A 
recent thorough study of the many types of veil 
in use in the ancient world has shown that a veil 
could indeed be a very substantial piece of cloth, 
described by a range of vocabulary in Greek (and 
indeed in English) which permits wide interpreta-
tion. For our cameo, the key point must be that 
such a veil could indeed be very substantial, cov-
ering much of the body as well as the face. With 
regard to the veil of Ino-Leukothea in the Odyssey 
it has recently and convincingly been argued that: 

“It is probably best to regard the kredemnon 
as a head-veil that hung from the back part of the 
head and covered the back and the shoulders of 
the wearer, but whether it reached to the ground 
or even trailed on the floor is impossible to ascer-
tain. It could be drawn forward to cover the lower 
face when necessary, but it should clearly not be 
regarded exclusively as a face veil…It could be 
argued that the kredemnon was regarded as a 
particularly fine or luxurious garment, for in the 
epic tradition it is constantly referred to for its bril-
liance, especially for its shining quality…some-
times referred to as vividly coloured white or red 
or purple.” [Llewellyn-Jones 2004: 30]10 

Of course, the “veil” of our cameo is white, 
like the female herself, reminiscent of the waves 
through which she appears and disappears. Her 
hand reveals her face, when the sea provides its 
own concealment, so that on our cameo the dol-
phin carries her with her face uncovered. 

And these issues remained alive for the Ro-
man period. It has been well observed that, partly 
because of the Homeric tradition, the scholars of 
the Roman imperial period (especially the lexi-
cographers) were very concerned with the close 
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definition of the kind of garment meant by “veil” 
(kredemnon) and worn by important females in 
Homer (not only Ino-Leukothea, but also Pene-
lope, Hera and others). In short, the figure of 
Ino-Leukothea in the Roman period required 
some kind of veil and a substantial garment was 
deemed appropriate. That is why images of Ino-
Leukothea continue to feature a prominent large 
veil in the Roman period, no doubt on statues as 
well as mosaics, coins and elsewhere.11 Taken to-
gether, these different details (the prominent veil, 
the absence of other accoutrements, the white 
colour, as well as the general marine context and 
the fact that she is alone) combine to suggest that 
the dolphin-rider on our cameo is Leukothea. She 
may be considered a Nereid insofar as she is their 
associate, though she is not the daughter of Nere-
us.12 Of course, that does not mean that everyone 
who looked at the image in antiquity saw her 
as Leukothea. In principle, even the owner may 
have preferred to imagine her as a true Nereid, or 
as Aphrodite or as some other female of the sea, 
such as Thetis. However, if we are to put a single 
name to her, then Leukothea suits her best. How-
ever, we shall see that there is reason to imagine 
that she was indeed understood to be Leukothea 
in Roman Iberia and that those who deposited the 
cameo in this burial saw her at least as a Nereid 
and probably as Leukothea herself.

In ancient Zghuderi Leukothea had a par-
ticular significance. The geographer Strabo, who 
knew the region quite well and who finished writ-
ing his great Geography around AD 25, mentions 
an important temple of Leukothea in the com-
mon marchlands of Colchis, Iberia and Armenia, 
in what are now known as the Meskhian Moun-
tains (Meskheti):…in Meskheti lies the temple of 
Leukothea, founded by Phrixus, and the oracle 
of Phrixus where a ram is never sacrificed. It was 
once rich, but it was robbed in our time by Phar-
nakes (II)  and, a little later, by Mithridates of Per-
gamum…Meskheti, where the temple lies, is tri-
partite. The Colchians have one part, the Iberians 
another and the Armenians another. And there is 
a town (polikhnion) in Iberia, Phrixoupolis, now 
called Ideëssa, a well-fortified place in the march-
lands of Colchis [Strabo, 11.2.17-18, pp. 498-9].13  

The location is not given more precisely, but 
Strabo says enough to make it clear that the 
temple lies in Meskheti, which does indeed con-
stitute a shared frontier of the Colchians, Iberians 
and Armenians. It was well to the south of Iberian 
Zghuderi. Less clear is the relationship between 
the temple and the oracle of its founder, Phrixus, 
but Strabo does nothing to suggest that they 
were located in different places. The temple may 
well have embraced its founder’s oracle too. Much 
less clear (but no less interesting) is the location of 
Phrixoupolis. Strabo places it firmly in Iberia but 
towards Colchis, so that we may wonder about 
its relationship with Zghuderi, though we can-
not know whether it was near or far from there. 
But we can at least be sure that the myth and pre-
sumably also the cult of Phrixus were important 
there, though we must also account for the ap-
parent change of name to Ideëssa. We cannot rule 
out the possibility that the town had never been 
called Phrixoupolis, and that this was a notion nur-
tured in Strabo’s day (and no doubt rather earlier) 
as part of a celebration of Phrixus’ importance to 
the place. Further speculation seems pointless.14 

However, the presence of the temple indicates 
the significance of the goddess in the region, even 
though it may not have been flourishing at the 
time of our burials. Strabo says that it was founded 
by Phrixus, who was a very appropriate man to do 
it, as we shall see. We may wonder how the god-
dess may have been depicted at her temple here: 
it is entirely likely, for example, that there was a 
cult-statue of the goddess, perhaps in white and 
surely featuring a prominent veil of the kind seen 
on our cameo.

Meanwhile, it is worth observing that Leu-
kothea (as Ino) seems to feature in the Roman-pe-
riod mosaic from Garni in Armenia, although we 
have only the final omega of her name in the por-
tion of the mosaic that survives [Nercessian 1990, 
659 no.24].15 There is every reason to suppose that 
Leukothea was well known in the region, which 
is all the more interesting because here in the 
marchlands of Iberia, Colchis and Armenia, we are 
far from the sea itself, whether we prefer to imag-
ine her temple at Vani (surely too far from Iberia 
and Armenia and not in Meskheti) or closer to 
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Borjomi - both of which have been suggested - or 
somewhere else at this interface of three regions. 
Indeed, we may wonder how far it was the meet-
ing of these three regions that encouraged the 
setting of her temple there. Nor do we know the 
fate of her temple after Strabo, in the period with 
which we are primarily concerned: for while we 
are told of its sufferings in the middle of the first 
century BC, there is no reason to suppose that the 
goddess ceased to be worshipped there or else-
where in the region.16 

The relevance of Leukothea to the region is 
obvious enough, for her myth is connected with 
the most important of the myths of Colchis, in 
particular. As mortal Ino, she was a daughter of 
Kadmos and second wife of King Athamas. As 
Athamas’ wife, she was stepmother to his children 
Phrixus and Helle. When she plotted to have them 
killed, they were saved by a supernatural Golden 
Ram, which flew them towards Colchis. Helle fell 
to her death, creating the Hellespont (or “Sea of 
Helle” in Greek), but Phrixus reached Colchis. The 
Ram was sacrificed and its fleece became the fa-
mous Golden Fleece, the object of Jason’s mission 
with the Argonauts. Ino herself did not prosper. 
For Hera, the queen of the gods, punished her be-
cause she had looked after the young Dionysos, 
the son of her sister Semele and Zeus, Hera’s hus-
band. To punish Ino, Hera sent Athamas mad, so 
that he killed one of their sons (Learkhos). To es-
cape, Ino threw herself into the sea, holding her 
surviving son, Melikertes. She and her son were 
transformed into sea-deities (Leukothea and Pa-
laemon), whose cults were especially important 
at Corinth and its environs, including the Isthmian 
Games. We should observe that Corinth had once 
been the land of Aeetes (from which he left to rule 
Colchis) and it was there that Jason and Medea 
later came and had their bitter separation. It was 
at Corinth that Medea killed her children. Further, 
the origin of the Isthmian Games was linked not 
only with the story of Leukothea and Palaemon, 
but also with the arrival of the Argo. Accordingly, 
it is no surprise to find Ino-Leukothea among the 
images of Roman Corinth, including her appear-
ance on Antonine coinage [Nercessian 1990: 659, 
nos.20-21].17 

Evidently, Phrixus’ temple of Leukothea (with 
or without his oracle) emerged from a matrix of 
disastrous parenting and child-killing (actual and 
intended). In a sense, both Leukothea and Phrixus 
had escaped from their fates in a similar fashion. 
Both had left the land. While Phrixus took flight by 
air, Ino-Leukothea had taken to the sea. The fall of 
Helle into the sea illustrates the relationship be-
tween travel in these two media. At the same time, 
both had been on a voyage to another life. While 
Ino had become an immortal deity, Phrixus too 
had achieved a new status ad significance in the 
distant Caucasus, beyond the familiar Greek world 
and therefore, as often imagined for the region, 
into a kind of after-life. Even Helle had achieved 
immortality of a sort, memorialized in the name of 
her own stretch of sea.18 While we can only specu-
late about the historical foundation of the temple 
and its cult (Strabo thought it very old, it seems), 
the mythical rationale is explicable in terms of the 
resolution of the two interwoven and similar tales 
of Phrixus and Leukothea.  

Further, while we know nothing about the 
particular nature of the cult of Leukothea in the 
Caucasus (beyond its apparent importance and 
wealth through the Hellenistic period in particu-
lar), we should observe her relationship with Dio-
nysos, whose aunt she was and whom she tended 
after the death of her sister, Semele. After all, as 
we have seen, it was because of Dionysos that Ino 
had been driven to leap into the sea to become 
a deity. And we know that Dionysos had a great 
and sustained importance through the ancient 
history of the region. After all, Dionysos suited this 
land of viticulture and wine-consumption. In par-
ticular, we should observe that the fine mosaic of 
Dionysos, Ariadne and their thiasos was created at 
Iberian Dzalisi at roughly the time when our cam-
eo was deposited at Zghuderi [Braund 1994:.256-
8; Odis(h)eli 1995].19 We should note also the Dio-
nysiac flavour of other objects found at Zghuderi, 
specifically the incense-burners which were dis-
covered elsewhere in the Roman-period burials 
there. In sarcophagus no.2 was found a bronze 
incense-burner consisting of a building (usually 
imagined as a temple) with a large pine-cone 
on its roof. Less obviously Dionysiac is the other 
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bronze incense-burner from the site (disturbed 
and so found out of context), in the form of a bull’s 
head: the bull had many associations, though we 
should observe that Dionysiac cult was one of 
them, not least because Dionysos often appears in 
the region with horns [Braund 1994, 256].20 

Dionysiac cult regularly appears in contexts of 
death, burial and passage to an after-life beyond 
death. More important for the present discus-
sion, however, is the similar role of Nereids in gen-
eral and Ino-Leukothea in particular in this same 
sphere. It is no mere chance that both Dionysiac 
scenes and scenes of Nereids commonly recur 
on sarcophagi more ornate than the simple pine 
boxes which we have at Zghuderi. We should re-
call that Leukothea had not only survived death 
into immortality, but had also appeared most fa-
mously to Odysseus at the moment when he was 
about to die. She chose to save Odysseus, but she 
and her Nereid companions more commonly ap-
peared to escort the dead from life into the next 
world. As a recent study observes, “The Nere-
ids’ role in the funeral rites for Achilles may have 
given rise to, or at least been an aspect of, their 
more general role in Greek religion as goddesses 
of mourning and transition. Elsewhere Nereids…
mourn and/or bury the dead, and sometimes they 
help the deceased to achieve immortal status”21 

[Barringer 1995: 54]. As their appearance on Ro-
man sarcophagi indicates, their association with 
death, burial and the after-life persists strongly 
into the Roman imperial period [Barringer 1995: 
141, 148, 168].22 

The cameo seems to have a significance much 
greater than might have been thought. At issue is 
the decision of those who deposited the grave-
goods in burial no.3 not only to place the cameo-
necklace there, but to place it prominently on the 
chest of one of the two deceased, provisionally the 
male of a male-female couple, as we have seen. Of 
course, it is an object of value and evident beauty, 
perhaps especially so in concert with the match-
ing bracelets worn by this body. And the deposit 
of valuable and striking grave-goods may be seen 
both as part of the display-ritual of the funeral and 
as the provision of fine objects for transmission to 
the next life. In addition, we may always wonder 

about the relationship between grave-goods and 
the dead during life: was the necklace a particu-
lar favourite of the deceased, for example ? Quite 
possibly. However, the foregoing discussion has 
shown that there may well be a rather different 
and special significance to the cameo. While we 
cannot be wholly clear and precise about the na-
ture of the evocations of Leukothea in the region 
in the Roman period, we do know that she and her 
Nereid fellows in general had a strong and sus-
tained role in mourning, burial and the transition 
from life into death and beyond to a next life. They 
not only presided over these processes, but par-
ticipated in them, especially as escorts. We may 
conclude therefore that those who deposited the 
cameo-necklace in sarcophagus no. 3 and chose 
to place it prominently on the chest of the male (?) 
deceased had in mind (in addition to more com-
monplace considerations about grave-goods) 
that its Leukothea would share in the mourning 
and perhaps accompany the deceased into a new 
life. 

If that is right a further item in the burial gains 
a new interest. For among the grave goods is a 
shallow bronze patera (fig.II -1). It features some 
silver incrustation, but remains a commonplace 
item for the Roman imperial period. Such paterae 
were made through the first and second centuries 
AD.23 [Nuber 1972: 1-232] This one was repaired at 
the junction of handle and bowl: this weak point 
accounts for the regular discovery of handles 
without bowls and vice versa. And the handles of 
such paterae – as also the patera from this burial 
at Zghuderi – commonly feature animal heads. 
The ram is a particular favourite, as on our patera 
(fig. II -2). The detail is rather mundane until we 
recall Strabo’s evidence on the cult of Leukothea 
in Meskheti. For he specifies that the ram enjoyed 
a special status there: it was not to be sacrificed 
(in view, no doubt, of Phrixus’ debt to the Gold-
en Ram which saved him from Ino-Leukothea). 
How are we to interpret the deposit of this patera 
with its rather ordinary (and mended) ram’s-head 
handle? We must at least consider the possibility 
that the object was chosen to evoke the cult of 
the goddess of the cameo, if indeed she is Leu-
kothea. It hardly matters that the accompanying 
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bronze pitcher features not a ram but a dog (fig. II 
-3). Much more significant is the earring from the 
same burial which also bears the image of a ram.24 

Notes:
1. I am grateful to the excavator, Guram Nem-

sadze for discussion of the excavations at Zghu-
deri and for his help and cooperation in working 
on this material. I am also grateful to the staff of 
Janashia Museum, especially Ketino Javakhish-
vili and Mindia Jalabadze for their practical and 
scholarly assistance. For the illustrations here I am 
indebted to the skill and patience of Guram Bum-
biashvili. 

2.  The best published account is in Georgian: 
Nemsadze 1969. 

3. Golenko 1968 offers an invaluable discus-
sion of the coins from Zghuderi. However, his nu-
meration of the burials is confused: his “burial no. 
7” is in fact his discussion of the double-burial in 
which the cameo-necklace was deposited (other-
wise, burial no.3, given its number in sequence of 
excavation after the other two rich burial assem-
blages).

4. Javakhishvili and Abramishvili 1986, 65 as-
sert a third-century date.

5. Javakhishvili 2003, 81-83, no.3 discusses the 
ring in the context of other Ptolemaic images on 
gems from ancient Georgia.

6. As in the fullest published study: Javakhish-
vili 1982, 134-9, at p. 134.

7. There has been significant work on Nereids 
in recent years: see especially Lattimore 1976; 
Icard-Gianolio and Szabados 1992; Barringer 1995.

8. Icard-Gianolio and Szabados 1992 is a very 
valuable catalogue.

9. Of course, white was in any case used as an 
appropriate colour for female flesh: see, for ex-
ample, the Pompeian cameo showing the (nude) 
Graces in white that is now in Naples Museum 
(Maulucci n.d., 122, no. 2 for good illustration).

10. Llewellyn-Jones 2004, 30, with further lit-
erature.

11. Llewellyn-Jones 2004, 28-29; Nercessian 
1990. Kardulias 2001 does not reflect on these 
matters. Note, further, the statue from the Bay of 

Naples which is usually identified as “Nereid”, but 
could well be Leukothea: Maulucci n.d. , 37. 

12. Barringer 1995, 55 calls Leukothea an “im-
mortal Nereid”. 

13. Strabo, 11.2.17-18, pp. 498-9. On his knowl-
edge of the Black Sea and Caucasus, see Lordki-
panuidze 1996; Braund 2005.

14. On Strabo’s Iberia, see Lordkipanidze 1996.
15. Nercessian 1990, 659 no.24.  
16. Lordkipanidze 1972 makes the case for 

Vani; Braund 1994, 148-9 argues for a location 
around Borjomi or Abastumani, perhaps making 
too much of the possible significance of water.

17. Nercessian 1990, esp. 659, nos.20-21; cf. 
660. no. 28 with Packard 1980.  

18. The Black Sea region often features in this 
way in Greek myth: it will suffice to consider Achil-
les on Leuke (with or without Helen) and Iphigenia 
whisked from Aulis to priesthood among the Tau-
rians: see further e.g. Barringer 1995, 51-58, who 
also notes the notion of death as a voyage. Here 
lies also much of the significance of the Argonau-
tic voyage.

19. On the mosaic (usually dated to the later 
third century AD) and the cult of Dionysos in the 
region, see Braund 1994, esp.256-8; Odis(h)eli 
1995.

20. On horned Dionysos, Braund 1994, 256. 
The incense-burners are shown in Nemsadze 
1977.

21. Barringer 1995, 54.
22. Barringer 1995, esp. 141, 148, 168. See fur-

ther on Roman sarcophagi, Piekarski 2006 and the 
literature there cited.

23. On these paterae and bronze pitchers, see 
Nuber 1972.

24. Inv.no. 190-65-52. I rely here on the careful 
description in the museum’s accessions catalogue.
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The study of the cult of Armazi has been the 
subject of studies in Georgia for more than a cen-
tury. According to the Georgian writtten sources, 
Armazi was worshiped as the principal divinity of 
pre-Christian Georgia, thereby arousing a lot of in-
terest of scholars, who have been devoting to him 
numerous studies since the end of the nineteenth 
century. Georgian literary tradition is far from of-
fering exhaustive answers to religious beliefs as 
well as specific characteristics of deities; it only 
gives a few hints at them. Because of scarcity of 
textual resources on Armazi, his origin was long 
a subject of debate among specialists. Conse-
quently, there existed and till now exists diverse 
and contradictory interpretations of this divinity. 
Some scholars connect Armazi with the Iranian 
supreme divinity Ahura Mazda  [Marr N. 1902:4-7, 
Kovalewski  M. 1890:85-118, M. Andronikashvili M. 
1966:499, Chilashvili L. 1997:103-126] while others 
consider him to be derived from Asia Minor moon 
god Arma [Boltunova A. 1949:238, Amiranash-
vili Sh. 1944:120-122, Apakidze A. 1970:668-669, 
Melikishvili G. 1959:112; 129], Hurritian war and 
weather god Teshub  [Tsereteli M. 1924:79-84, 
Giorgadze G. 1985:155], also identified with 
Mithra [Kekelidze C. 1945:351], the sun god  [Me-
likset-Bekov L. 1938:42-43], solar and agricultural 
divinity [Surguladze Ir. 2001:40-42].

Amongst these conceptions the theory about 
origin of Armazi from the moon god Arma was fi-
nally assumed and established,1 notwithstanding 
the fact that except for phonetic closeness of the 
names of these two divinities there is no evidence 
supporting this view. Nonetheless, this concep-
tion has been shared by specialists, despite the 
fact that the noticed identification hardly corre-
sponds to evidences of political and religious life 
of the pre-Christian Georgia. 

Without entering into the details of the many 
issues raised by this problem, a few of the phases 
that concern our subject most directly need to be 
summarized.

According to the story “Life of Parnavaz,” com-
posed no later than in the fifth-sixth centuries and 
included in the Georgian  Chronicle  “Kartlis Tsk-
hovreba”  [“Life of Kartli” (i.e. what the Greeks and 
Romans referred to as Iberia)] by the eleventh cen-
tury Georgian historian Leonti Mroveli, the cult  of 
Аrmazi was founded in Kartli by the first Georgian 
king Parnavaz (the third century B.C.), who was 
the descendant of Samaros, the Head of Mtskhe-
ta, and the son of an Iranian mother from Aspan. 
He had a dream in which he saw himself in a very 
narrow house, unsuccessfully thinking about get-
ting out. Suddenly a ray of sunlight came through 
the window, encircled his waist and took him out. 
Upon emerging, he saw the sun near him. He 
wiped off his sweat and anointed his face. Waking 
up, he was astonished. Then he thought: “I shall go 
to Aspan and it will be good for me.” 

Adorned with all the virtues of a statesman, 
Parnavaz liberates his motherland from the con-
querors (the “Macedonians”), and as a king-re-
former, rebuilds what has been destroyed by the 
enemy, organizes administrative structure of the 
kingdom “like the Persian empire”…and estab-
lishes the dynastic reign and religion… “Parnavaz 
had fashioned a large idol named after him, that 
is, Armazi. For in Persian they called Parnavaz 
Armazi.” [Kartlis Tskhovreba 1955:22-25]. 

Apart from phonetic affinity of the names of 
the two divinities, the theory of origin of Armazi 
from moon god Arma is based on the concep-
tion of migration from the east of Asia Minor to 
Mtskheta of the pre-Georgian Mushk-Moschs 
tribes, which long before the establishment of the 
cult of Armazi should have introduced cultural - 
religious traditions of Asia Minor into Kartli. How-
ever, it becomes more and more evident that the 
mentioned identification is quite unjustified and 
needs to be reexamined, since the iconography 
of Arma, usually depicted with a crescent on his 
horned cap and a pair of wings on his back, has 
nothing to do with the image of Armazi (“war-
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rior in copper armor, wearing a gold helmet and 
holding a sword like lightening”), as described in 
the Chronicle. In addition to it, arguable seems 
an attempt on the part of scholars to seek paral-
lels in chronologically such remote epigraphic 
monuments, as are the thirteenth century B.C. cu-
neiform letterings from Boghasköy containing the 
divinity’s name “Arma.” Moreover, the mentioned 
theory completely overlooks the information of 
the Chronicler about “Armazi,” as the “Persian” cor-
respondence of “Parnavaz” [cf. Armazi, Ormuzd, 
Hormizd, Hormuzd, Ohrmazd and Ormazd in Mid-
dle and New Persian, Ahura Mazda], the evidence 
which obviously can be explained through the 
Iranian religious thought: the name Parnavaz, root 
of which is Farnah, comes from the Iranian notion 
of Hvarenah (“royal glory,” “splendor”), conceived 
and imagined by Persians as “sunlight,” which was 
given by Ahura Mazda to all Iranian heroes and 
rulers. 

The act of Parnavaz’s divinization is well ex-
pressed in the episode of his dream, where Hva-
renah appears as the sun, by anointing dew of 
which Parnavaz made himself simultaneously the 
King and the God as to initiating the Sun (Ahura 
Mazda). 

To such understanding of this passage has 
enormously contributed the dream of the Persian 
King Cyrus the Great (the sixth century B. C.), pre-
served by Cicero from Dinon’s (the fourth century 
B. C. Greek writer) Persian annals of dreams:

“Once upon a time Cyrus dreamed that the 
sun was at his feet. Three times, so Dinon writes, 
he vainly tried to grasp it and each time it turned 
away, escaped him and finally disappeared. He 
was told by the magi, who are classed as wise and 
learned men among the Persians, that his grasp-
ing for the sun three times portended that he 
would reign for thirty years” [Dvornk F. 1966:87].

As it may bee seen, Parnavaz’s dream both in 
content and manner of allegorization appears to 
be quite close to that of the Persian King Cyrus II, 
which became the omen of the latter’s reign and 
which, similarly to the conception of kingship in 
the ancient civilizations, was proclaimed in the 
language of solar symbolism, the evidence inter-

preted by F. Dvornik in connection of Hvarenah 
[Dvornk F. 1966:87].

As early as for Babylonians and Egyptians 
the sun was a royal luminary. It became also the 
symbol of emperor’s messianism in Rome, where 
titles of monarchs (aeternus, invictus) are seman-
tics of sun like eternity and invincibility. From the 
Georgian reality, in this respect is to be noted here 
the report left by Apollonius Rhodius in his Argo-
nautica about Ayet, the king of Colchis (Western 
Georgia), who called himself  “the Son of Helios.” 
The connection of monarchs with the sun was 
seemingly usual to the Achaemenid Iran too, the 
evidence suggested by the images of the Iranian 
kings depicted under the symbol of winged Ahura 
Mazda in a solar disc on the monuments of ma-
terial culture. Like the Egyptian teaching which 
makes the king the image and son of the sun, the 
Persian belief in the royal glory created by Ahura 
Mazda comes from the conception of kingship 
that had been developed into a firm political and 
religious system.

If consider parallelism between these two 
dreams, Hvarenah might also be seen in  Par-
navaz’s dream, through which the Chronicler’s 
words about identity of Parnavaz-Armazi (“in Per-
sian they called Parnavaz Armaz”) becomes com-
prehensible to us and which obviously is to be 
considered as a reflection of the Avestan concep-
tion of Hvarenah’s (Farnah-vaz’s) connection with 
Ahura Mazda. Consequently, Parnavaz’s dream 
not only predicts his kingship, but serves as rea-
sonable evidence in favor of relation of the King’s 
theophoric name “Armazi” with the Iranian Ahura 
Mazda.

It is not without interest to note that the simi-
lar idea of Hvarenah was not unfamiliar to the 
primitive Romans. The Roman historian Titus Livy 
(the first century B.C.) recounts a very curious 
story, how Servius Tullius, son of a slain enemy liv-
ing in the house of  King Tarquinius Priscus, was 
predestined to become a king by the apparition 
of flames round his head when he was asleep 
[Dvornk F. 1966:87]. Besides Hvarenah, revealed to 
Tullius in a dream, the mentioned episode seems 
to be related to “Life of Parnavaz” by another trait 
as well: Tullius’ father was killed by the invader; 
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likewise the case with Parnavaz, whose father and 
uncle, the ruler of the City of Mtskheta, became 
the victims of the invasion of the conquerors (the 
“Macedonians”).

A careful examination of “Life of Parnavaz” 
proves the existence of ruler cult in Georgia in the 
Hellenistic epoch, finding its parallels in the concep-
tions of kingship both of the Eastern and Western 
civilizations. The cycles of the kings’ lives, founders 
of a new dynasty seem to have been common to 
various nations in many respects. Among the narra-
tives of “Life of Parnavaz” should be singled out the 
so-called “circulated,” widespread scenes having the 
elements characteristic of the “theme of kingship.” 
According to this widespread saga or tradition, a 
king’s rise to greatness takes place in other lands 
(e.g. stories of childhood of Cyrus the Great and the 
Akkadian King Sargon, the myth of Romulus and 
Remus, also the Biblical story of a newborn Moses, 
who was placed among the reeds etc.), revealing 
correspondence with the account of Parnavaz who 
was raised away from his motherland, to which he 
returned as a “perfect youth,” the future king.

Since the dream of Cyrus, like other episodes 
from his life apparently belongs to the mentioned 
circulated themes, It shouldn’t be unexpected the 
stories of the legendary and the most powerful 
king of the whole East to be known in the neigh-
boring country of Georgia as well, due to the in-
stitute of poet-menestrels [the Iranian “gusan,” 
Georgian “mgosani” (“poet”)], through which they 
might be introduced into Georgian realm and 
used thereupon by the early centuries local writer. 

Generally, among cross-cultural phenomena 
manifested in Georgian realities, the Iranian trend 
is a subject of a special consideration. Herodotus 
left an account on the Achaemenid hegemony 
over Kartli or its part (Herod. Hist., III, 94). The Geor-
gian scholars have devoted numerous studies to 
the problems of influence of the Iranian epic on 
the ancient part of the Chronicle, as well as surviv-
als of the old Persian religious beliefs2 evidenced 
by the monuments of material culture, also eth-
nographic3  and linguistic4  data, not to mention 
number of passages from “Life of Parnavaz” char-
acterized by clearly demonstrated pro-Iranian ori-
entation.5 

Nevertheless, while referring to the identity of 
Armaz and Ahura Mazda, scholars imply merely 
their onomastic connection without having en-
tered deeper layers of interrelation of these two 
deities.

In this respect, the religious realm of the pre-
Christian Armenia appears to be the most con-
tributive to the definition of the cult of Armazi, as 
long as equal to Armazi the Armenian Aramazd, 
like Georgia, was the principal divinity of the Ar-
menian pagan pantheon as well.

Apart from the Armenian writings containing 
significant data prove correlation between these 
divinities, an account reported by the Armenian 
historian Movses Khorenatsi on Armazi, to which 
he refers to as the god of “thunder and lightning”6  
[Khorenatsi M. 1985:86], as we’ll see below, is not 
of less value for his definition. As supplementary 
data to the Georgian writings, the Armenian, Ira-
nian, Syrian, Greek equivalents of Aramazd abun-
dantly provided by the Armenian and foreign 
writers reasonably strengthen the conception of 
derivation of Armazi from the Iranian Ahura Maz-
da. However, in spite of genetic relation of Armazi 
with Aramazd, they differ from each other in pre-
conditions of their cultic establishment as well as 
by their idolized images.7 Unified by their com-
mon derivation, they both apparently constituted 
a religious climate of Georgia and Armenia. On the 
whole, it shouldn’t be unexpected that the two 
countries, being historically, geographically and 
politically within a common orbit, were of similar 
religious orientation, which at a certain stage of 
historical development should have been influ-
enced by their neighboring country of the Great 
Iran. This phenomenon besides the monuments 
of material culture has been manifested through 
multiplicity of the Iranian above-cited loan-words 
denoting religious notions both in Georgia and 
Armenia. 

In the Armenian historiography is firmly root-
ed the conception of derivation of Aramazd from 
Ahura  Mazda  while definition of  the supreme di-
vinity of Georgia, as mentioned above, till now is  a 
subject of controversy among scholars. 

The fundamental study by Prof. James Russell 
“Zoroastrianism in Armenia,” Harvard, 1987, along 
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with other divinities containing thorough exami-
nation of Aramazd too [Russell J. 1987:153-189] 
made it possible to carry out a comparative anal-
ysis of Armazi and Aramazd and come to conse-
quent conclusion [Gvelesiani M. 2003:47-54].8 

The fourth century Armenian historian Agath-
angelos writes that at Tc’il, St. Gregory obliterated 
the “Temple of Nanē, the daughter of Aramazd” 
(Agath.786). In the “Life of St. Nino,” also included 
in the Chronicle “Life of Kartli,” the first Christian 
king of Georgia Mirian (the fourth century) ap-
peals to St. Nino to heal the Persian magi Khuara: 
“You’re the daughter of Armazi and the child of 
Zaden.” The first Christian king of Armenia Tiri-
dates III invokes “the great and manly Aramazd, 
Creator of Heaven and Earth” (Agath.68) that, as 
J. Russell comments, is in full accord with Zoro-
astrian conception on the Iranian supreme deity 
[Russell J. 1987:158]. The Armenian King requests 
“fullness of abundance from manly Aramazd” (Ag-
ath.127). Mirian recounts the divinities of Kartli 
Armazi and Zaden (the latter supposedly identical 
with Mithra) to St. Nino as: «the great Gods, who 
command the world, who make the sun rise, who 
provide rain, who make the bounty of the world 
increase” [by “Moktsevai Kartlisai” (“Conversion of 
Kartli”) “the great Gods, who give fruits”). The cited 
definitions also emphasize the creational aspects 
of the two divinities. 

If we take into account these characteristics,  
the theory of relation of Armazi with another di-
vinity, that is the Asia Minor weather god Teshub 
appears likewise doubtful, since the cited  refer-
ences to the mentioned divinities though contain 
but are not confined to the function of a weather 
god; “commander of world” followed logically by 
concretization of the natural phenomena seem-
ingly has the connotation of the “Cosmocrator” 
(Lord of world, of Cosmos), whose area of activity 
is much more capacious, than that of a weather 
god’s [cf. Christ-Cosmocrator’s words: “Into my 
hands is put all power in heaven and on earth” 
(Matthew, 28:18)]. The identical to the Avestan 
Ahura Vedic Assura (“Lord”) symbolizes Wisdom, 
which commands deeds of gods and men. One 
of the Rig-Veda hymns addresses to Mithra and 

Varuna thus: “you both provide rain by divine will 
of Assura” (Rig-Veda, 5, 63, 7).

At Ani, the Armenian Arshacid necropolis, St. 
Gregory and his cohorts “destroyed the shrine 
of the god Aramazd, named the father of all the 
gods” (Agath. 785). Anahit is called “Child...of great, 
manly Aramazd” (Agath.786). In the inscription of 
Darius at Persepolis Ahura Mazda is mentioned as 
“the Greatest of all the Gods.” In the episode of the  
Festival of Armazi, in reply of St. Nino inquiring  
whom the people  were worshipping, a Jewish 
woman says: “We worship God of Gods Armazi (cf. 
“the father of all the gods” - M. G.), without  which 
no idol exists” - these words also are indicative of  
supremacy of Armazi in the hierarchy of the divini-
ties.

In the Greek inscription of Fratadara temple, 
built in Persepolis after conquest of the Eastern 
countries by Alexander, three divinities are men-
tioned: Zeus Megistos (Ormuzd), Apollo-Helios 
(Mithra) and Artemis Athena (Anahita); the reliefs 
at Comagena represent different divinities, with 
engraved inscription proclaiming their Hellenis-
tic-Iranian names: Zeus-Oromazd-Apollo-Mithra-
Helios-Hermes [Herzfeld E. 1941:275].The substi
tution of the names is a logical consequence of 
the process of syncretization preceded by meet-
ing of Western and Eastern cultures: each divinity 
was called simultaneously both the Iranian and 
the Greek names.

As studied by J. Russell, in the fifth century 
translations of Classical literature into Arme-
nian, Aramazd regularly renders Greek Zeus. In 
the Armenian translation of Pseudo-Callistenes, 
Alexander invokes Aramazd before his death. 
The Armenian comment of John the Chrizostom 
explains: “Zeus, whom Greeks call Dion, is the 
same Aramazd.” The eighteen century Georgian 
writer Teimuraz Bagrationi refers to the same 
identification:”Ormuz that is Armaz-Jupiter (Zaden 
that is Zaden-Apollo, Gaim - Mercuri, Gatsi - Silvin, 
wood god”) [Bagrationi (Batonishvili) T. 1848:663]. 
Saba Orbeliani, the seventeenth century Georgian 
writer, in his Leksikoni Kartuli (“Georgian Diction-
ary”) among seven heavenly bodies mentions 
“Dios i.e. Jupiter denoting Friday.” Prof. Iv. Javakh-
ishvili refers to “Zeus-Dios” as a “commander of 
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sky-clouds and weather in the Greek mythology” 
[Javakhishvili I. 1979: 159-160]. 

According to Khorenatsi, Tigran II (the first cen-
tury B.C.) erected the sculpture of Olympian Dios 
(Zeus) in the fortress at Ani, presumably the shrine 
of the “god Aramazd, father of all gods” thereafter 
destroyed by St. Gregory.

Issuing from the above-mentioned data, it can 
be clearly explained why Khorenatsi calls the Geor-
gians’ Armazi (referred to by him as “Aramazd”) the 
god of “thunder and lightning,” which is the com-
monly known epithet of Zeus.9 Such a definition 
of Armazi by the Armenian historian is a conse-
quence of syncretization of Aramazd - Zeus (Ahura 
Mazda), which appears to be interchangeable di-
vinities in the Armenian writings. By applying this 
epithet to Armazi, Khorenatsi identifies the latter 
with Aramazd, as to relating both of them with 
Ahura Mazda. Judging from analogous charac-
teristics of the principal divinities of Georgia and 
Armenia, this phenomenon seems quite logical. 
Thus, while naming Armazi “Aramazd,” Khorenatsi 
implies their identity or a genetic connection, not 
meaning altogether Armazi to be of the Armenian 
origin, as ascribed to Khorenatsi by some scholars, 
for in this case of denomination we’re dealing with 
the Armenian supreme divinity’s name correlate 
with “Ahura Mazda,” like as St. Nino is referred to by 
him as Nunē, which for its part is an altered form 
of the Assyrian Nana, Nanaya and Hebrew Nanea 
(Maccab. II; I, 13, 15) [Fry R. 1972:210].

According to Khorenatsi, Tigran II’s ancestor, 
Artashes “appointed Mazan high priest of the god 
Aramazd at Ani” [Khorenatsi M. 1985:53]. Mazan 
was entombed at Bagawan, and at that place, as 
it’s reported by Khorenatsi, “Valarsh instituted 
a celebration for the entire country at the start 
of the new year, at the beginning of Nawasard’ 
[Khorenatsi M. 1985:66]. Gregory the Illuminator 
fixed the commemoration of the martyrs St. John 
the Baptist and St. Athenogenes at Bagawan on 
“the festival of the first fruits, of the god of the 
New Year, the bringer of all good things, of the 
hospitable and sheltering god, which in earlier 
times they celebrated joyfully in the same place 
on the day of Nawasard” (Agath. 836). These vari-
ous epithets refer to Aramazd. The seventh centu-

ry Armenian writer Grigor Arsharuni stated that 1 
Nawasard was the feast of Aramazd in Armenia. As 
it has been determined, Nawasard was celebrated 
in Armenia on 11th of August. It’s noteworthy that 
the cult of Aramazd was observed particularly at 
Ani and Bagavan, the two royal shrines. There, the 
royal family celebrated their sovereignty and af-
firmed the unity of the country at the New Year, in 
a festival dedicated to Aramazd.

In the ancient civilizations (Mesopotamia, Iran, 
Syria) at the New Year Festival was celebrated re-
newal of nature and country. The main figure of a 
religious ritual everywhere was a king identified 
with heavenly Lord. S. Eddy [Eddy S. 1961:42]  and 
others  have said that the reliefs on the Persepolis 
stairways, showing tribute delegations from the 
provinces, depict an important part of this annual 
celebration, basing on explicit literary source giv-
en by Xenophon in his “Cyropaedia” (first comes a 
body of men with lances, then bulls to be sacri-
ficed, and horses. Then a chariot sacred to Ahura 
Mazda, followed by two others, one for Mithra and 
one probably for Anahita. Next a portable fire-al-
tar and the king in full regalia in his chariot. The 
rest of the procession is made up of cavalry, mace-
bearers, and a vast throng of nobility) [Xenophon, 
1914:354].

In the ancient Near Eastern tradition, the New 
Year Festival (Akitu) was closely related to ruler 
cult, the evidence also seen in the episode of the 
Festival of Armazi, where the king and the royal 
family play a key role.

Relating about the erection of the idol of 
Armazi, Leonti Mroveli mentions that Parnavaz 
founded annual sacrifice (“zorva”) in honor of the 
idol set up in his  name.

“Life of St. Nino:” “Once many people trooped 
to the big city of Mtskheta, which was a residence 
of great kings, to trade and pray (by another ver-
sion of account of St. Nino, “to offer sacrifices”) 
to their god Armazi….St. Nino, observing “ma-
gian misdeed” of the people worshipping fire, 
wept and besought God for mercy on those gone 
astray…the next day there was a sound of a big 
noise and trumpet; innumerable people arose like 
field-flowers, but there was no view of  a king yet. 
When came a time, each human being began to 
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seek for refuge with horror, in order to be hidden 
from view. And here, at once came out the Queen 
Nana, and people emerged from shelters slowly, 
adorning each street by a single piece of cloth….
they began to praise the King…then came out the 
King Mirian so great and goodly to look upon.…
.and mountains were filled up by banners and 
people, like fields strewn by flowers” [Kartlis tsk-
hovreba (Life of Kartli), 1955:88-89]. 

This passage is followed by description of the 
idols of Armazi, Gats and Gayim, and St. Nino’s 
prayers, after which a strong wind and hailstones 
destroy the images. St. Nino makes a sign of cross 
under the tree of rice, to which “she prayed for six 
days...the idols had been smashed on the sixth 
day of the Transfiguration of Christ.” 

As C. Kekelidze a long time ago had ascer-
tained, one of the ancient Georgian names of the 
months “Akhaltslisai” (“New Year”) corresponds 
with the Iranian Nawroz (“New day”) and the Ar-
menian “Nawasard” (“New Year”) [Kekelidze C. 
1956:116]. Basing on the mentioned chronologi-
cal data, he came to the conclusion that the Fes-
tival of Armazi is similar to the Armenian 1 Na-
wasard and the Iranian Nawruz, i.e. the beginning 
of the New Year.

Thus, there is now a further evidence in favor 
of the theory about connection of Armazi with Ar-
amazd, involving a new aspect besides phonetic 
and semantic closeness of their names. As it has 
been studied out, the New Year Festival was cel-
ebrated in Georgia on 6th, in Armenia - on 11th 
of August. 

As it has been already noted, the ancient 
eastern tradition associates this festival with a 
ruler cult. In the scene of the Festival of Armazi, 
a special role of the king and his house is empha-
sized, which is appreciable even at the beginning 
of the episode through definition of Mtskheta (“a 
residence of great kings’). The excitement of the 
people finding their refuges in order to be hidden 
from view is caused by appearance of the king, 
the same royal epiphany, accompanied by glori-
fication of the king. It seems not accidental that 
the King Mirian and his consort, the Queen Nana 
are distinguished from others on the Festival of 
Armazi, since Ahura Mazda, the Lord of the whole 

universe, was regarded as a protector and guard-
ian primarily of rulers - the evidence attested by 
epigraphic monuments containing the names 
of the Iranian kings; Ardashir, “King of Kings” in 
Ka’aba of Zar’dusht is invoked as a “servant of 
Ahura Mazda.” Darius I is stating in the monumen-
tal inscription of Behistum (Bisitun) “through the 
will of Ahura Mazda I am a King; Ahura Mazda 
gave me kingship” [Dvornk F. 1966:102]. Therefore, 
these letterings have not remote connection with 
a symbol of Ahura Mazda floating above the im-
ages of the kings as to protecting them, and ac-
cordingly represented usually next to the inscrip-
tions. Marian is awaited by people, full of fear and 
trepidation - the same scene views St. Nino, mov-
ing towards the image of Armaz: “the kings, rulers 
and people were standing in great fear in front of 
the idols.” This parallelism should be explained by 
correlation between god and king, since a king 
graphically represented the rule of God on earth, 
which is a core idea of the ancient conception of 
kingship. 

The traditional herald of the Nawruz season 
in Iran is called Haji Firooz. He symbolizes the re-
birth of the Sumerian god of sacrifice, Domuzi, 
who was killed at the end of each year and reborn 
at the beginning of the New Year. Wearing a red 
costume, Haji Firooz sings and dances through the 
streets with tambourines and trumpets spreading 
good cheer and the news of the coming New Year 
[http://www. Nauruz] [“Life of St. Nino:” “the next 
day (the day of Festival of Armazi, - M.G.) there was 
a sound of a big noise and trumpet”].

“...There comes time of Mirian’s exit. The peo-
ple adorn each street “with a single piece of cloth.” 
This rather ambiguous moment of the Festival  
might be disclosed again through the Iranian 
world: basing upon written data  provided by the 
ancient Greek authors Dinon and Heracleides of 
Kumai, S. Eddy notes that “just as Ahura Mazda in 
the reliefs never touches the ground but always 
floats in the air, the Persian king never touched 
the ground....he never went on foot outside the 
palace, and even in it wherever he walked, he 
walked on Sardeis carpets, which anyone else was 
forbidden to tread upon”[ Eddy S. 1961:44].



149

The same connotation should have adorn-
ment of streets by a fabric before emergence of 
Mirian publicly, as an expression of his royal honor.

The Roman writer Quintus Curtius Rufus (the 
first century A.D.) reports about the Persian cus-
toms of the last years of the Achaemenid period, us-
ing older works, probably that of Cetarchus (about 
300 B.C., son of Dinon). Describing the march of 
the Persian army led by the last king, Darius IV, he 
says that “in front of the King were carried silver 
altars with the sacred fire. Then came the magi, 
chanting their traditional hymns, and 365 young 
men - clad in purple robes, equal in number to the 
days of the whole year, for the Persians also divid-
ed the year into that number of days. After that, 
white horses drew the chariot consecrated to Ju-
piter (i.e. Ahura Mazda); these were followed by a 
horse of extraordinary size, which they called the 
Steed of the Sun. Golden wands and white robes 
adorned the drivers of the horses. Not far off were 
ten chariots embossed with much gold and silver. 
These were followed by the horsemen of twelve 
nations of varying arms and customs.

These preceded the King’s chariot, in which 
he rode outstanding among the rest. Both sides 
of chariot were adorned with images of gods, em-
bossed in gold and silver; the yoke was ornament-
ed with sparkling gems, and on it rose two golden 
images of the King’s ancestors, one of Ninus, the 
other of Belus”....[Dvornk F. 1966:115-116]. 

These descriptions of royal procession reflect 
a calendar system of the solar year, where Darius 
is represented as an absolute monarch associated 
with the Sun (Ahura Mazda)10 [Dvornk F. 1966:116] 
which seems to be echoed in the episode of Par-
navaz’s dream, where initiation of Parnavaz with 
the sun has the same connotation of king’s rela-
tion with Ahura Mazda.

In the description of the Persian royal ceremo-
nial reported by Q. Curtius Rufus, two golden im-
ages of Darius’ ancestors Ninus and Belus, placed 
on the king’s chariot seem to be indicative of an-
cestors worship cult in the ancient Iran; Azon, a 
patrician (a senior) set up in the country of Iberia 
by Alexander the Great, had brought to Mtskheta 
“the ancient Gods of forefathers” Gats and Gayim, 
between of which  the image of Armaz was erect-

ed  afterward [“to the right  (of Armazi – M.G.) was 
a golden image named Gats, to his left a silver 
image named Gayim”]. But in earlier time, “the 
Georgians swore chiefly by the grave of Kartlos,” 
the eponymous ancestor, progenitor of the Geor-
gians - an event apparently echoing the Biblical 
cognition of homeland, localized by the grave of 
Abraham in Canaan, the very place where the Is-
raelites’ forefather had been first entombed.  Nor 
should be considered as accidental that the “an-
cient” gods of ancestors Gats and Gayim, from the 
cultural-historical standpoint as ancient as the na-
tion’s progenitor Kartlos, have been established 
themselves exactly on Mount Kartlos. Localization 
of a sacred mountain by idols of forefathers seems 
not to be alien to other countries either: “Arta
shes…liked a hill there and built on it a city, which 
he called Artashat...Quickly, constructed the town, 
in which he erected a bomos too. From Bagaran 
he moved there the sculpture of Artemis, also all 
idols of ancestors” [Khorenatsi M. 1985:49).

According to Leonti Mroveli, “prior to set-
ting up the idol of Armazi over there, the moun-
tain was called Kartli, therefore entire Kartli was 
named Kartli.” After that the image of Armazi was 
erected on Mount Kartli, it was renamed Armazi,11 

i.e. the progenitor’s name became substituted for 
that of the king’s, which  is  to be explained by  the 
evidence that  in Kartli the epoch of founders of 
nation was finished and the epoch of kings began, 
akin to the Lord’s announcement to Abraham, the 
founder of the Israelites: “I will make you exceed-
ingly fruitful; and I will make nations of you, and 
kings shall come forth from you” (Genesis 17.6.).

Established on Mount Kartli, the idol of Armaz 
didn’t reject the idols of ancestors, but on the con-
trary - it became adjusted to them that probably 
is suggestive of a homogeneous nature of these 
divinities (from the angle of cultural history - of 
a continuity and integrity of spiritual tradition of 
the nation). This evidence of spiritual and struc-
tural integrity of the progenitor, the first king and 
the ancestors, localized adequately on Mount 
Kartli (Kartlos), in spite of his connection with Ira-
nian Ahura Mazda, represents the supreme god of 
Georgia as the national divinity. “Namely the cult 
of ancestors, whom the Parthians worshipped, 
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made the founder of dynastic reign, Arsaces a 
god,” as stated in one of the studies devoted to 
the Iranian civilization [Huartet C., Delaporte L. 
1952:321]. Superiority of Parnavaz is defined by 
Kudji, the ruler of Western Georgia in the same 
sense: “You are from the line of the fathers of Kartli 
and you must be my Lord.”

It is thus evident that the establishment of 
the cult of  “God of Gods” Armazi in Georgia had 
nothing to do with the introduction of the cult of 
moon god Arma, as well as Hurrian divinity Tes-
hub or other deities, as has often been thought. 
The erection of the idol Armaz (Ahura Mazda) by 
the deified Georgian king Parnavaz “in his name” 
in the Early Hellenistic time-period, obviously 
is indicative of the establishment of the old Per-
sian religious belief (Zoroastrianism or its modi-
fied form) in Georgia that has been attested by 
a number of evidences: as it may bee seen, apart 
from the literary documents,  as well as linguistic, 
ethnographic, folkloristic data and monuments 
of material culture, the  supreme divinity of pre-
Christian Armenian pantheon greatly contributes 
to the definition of Armazi in favor of his Iranian 
origin. A comparative study of Georgian and Ar-
menian writings brought to light the fact that the 
relationship between the supreme divinities of 
the two neighboring countries - Georgia and Ar-
menia go further than phonetic closeness of their 
names as to involving their functional aspects 
as well. Sharing a number of characteristics [like 
those of Ahura Mazda, their creational aspect; 
their supreme position in the hierarchy of divini-
ties; a similarity of sacrifice rites; the connections 
of Persian Nawruz, Armenian Nawasard, related to 
the god of the New Year Aramazd and Georgian 
Festival of Armaz (“Akhaltslisai”-“New Year”) with 
the cult of  a king in these three countries, etc.], 
Armazi is to be regarded as equal to Aramazd: 
both of them are derived from the Iranian Ahura 
Mazda, which became equivalent of Zeus in the 
Hellenistic epoch marked by the process of syn-
cretization of the Iranian-Greek divinities. 

Notes:
1. See “Armazi” [Kartuli sabchota entsiklope-

dia, 1975:575; Tokarev S. 1991:104]. The same vol-

ume revised in 1991 lacks the mentioned identifi-
cation, interpreting Armazi as a syncretistic divin-
ity combining in himself the functions of the su-
preme divinity and warrior-god although without 
any reference to the Iranian Ahura Mazda.

2. For instance, the Georgian story of “Tritino” 
which is suggested to have originated from the 
Iranian θraētaona, the king in Shah Nameh, must 
have been passed on by oral tradition [Kobidze D. 
1969:102, 106]; one of the most popular person-
ages of the Georgian fairy-tales – Devi, the male 
giant of demonic force similarly is derived from 
the Avestan Daēva, etc.

3. From the account on funeral ceremony of 
Colchs left by Apollonius Rhodius in his Argonau-
tica it can be surmised that in this respect they 
followed Mazdean tradition: never placing dead 
men into grave, Colchs used to wrap a corpse into 
the bull’s skin and hang it on a tree. Adherence to 
Mazdean funeral custom is also attested by cave 
sepulchers of the Post-Achaemenid and Hellenis-
tic epochs recently revealed at Uplistsikhe, Kaspi, 
Khornabuj. The toponym of the latter apparently 
is connected with the same Hvarenah: “Khorn-
abuj”  seemingly is composed of Hvarenah (Sun) 
and Buj, assimilation of  Pahlavian Budh (Idol),  
which  along with some other arguments tends 
specialists to suggest  pre-existence of the sun 
temple over there [Lolashvili Iv. 1984:208-216]. 
The imprints of the Sassanian Zoroastrianism are 
traceable in other ethnographic rites as well: on 
the day of so called Chiakokonoba, still held once 
a year, people compete in jumping over a huge 
bonfire to and fro, in which one may easily guess 
the Iranian ritual of purification with fire – Orda-
lia [Kovalewski M. 1890:115; Gamsakhurdia C. Z. 
1995:21]. 

4. In Georgian language a great number of 
religious notions are the Iranian loan-words, e.g.: 
tsmida (holy), codvili (sinner), zorva (sacrifice), jo-
jokheti  (hell), tadzari (temple), kerpi (idol), bardzi-
mi (bowl), carmarti (heathen), aeshma (devil, the 
Evil One) martali (righteous), tsru (liar, fibster), 
netari (beatific, blissful), peshkhveni (peshkhumi - 
chalice, vessel used in Christian Liturgical service), 
zuaraki (offering), bagini (altar), dzuari (cross) etc. 
[Andronikashvili M. 1966:34].
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5. The Iranian theophoric names of Geor-
gian kings: Pharnavaz, Mi(h)rvan, Pharnajom, 
Artag, Bartom, Artavaz, Artaban, Amazasp, Mi(h)
rdat, Bagrat etc. also suggest the same tenden-
cy. Additionally, the name of  the Georgian King 
Vakhtang  Gorgasali must have been originated  
from the Iranian god Verethragna [Gamsakhurdia 
C.Z. 1995:18-50]: “Sagdukht…gave birth to her 
son, and named him in Persian Varan-Khuasro-
Tang  called in Georgian Vakhtang”  - relates the 
Georgian historian Juansher  [Kartlis tskhovreba, 
1955:143).

6. “St.  Nunē destroyed the Image of Aramazd 
the Thunderer that stood alone outside the city; 
a powerful river  (the Kura – M.G.) flowed in be-
tween. They were accustomed to do obeisance to 
it, each on his own rooftop every morning, for it 
faced them. And if anyone wanted to perform a 
sacrifice, he crossed the river and sacrificed before 
the temple (s)” [Khorenatsi M. 1985:86]. 

7. Aramazd is described in the Armenian 
writings as  “four Aramazd” or four-faced divinity 
suggestive of the tetrad of Ahura Mazda, infinite 
Time, Endless Light and Wisdom, a Zoroastrian 
adaptation of a quaternity originally conceived 
by devotees of Zurvan, consisting of Infinite Time 
and three hypostases of the cult-epithets [Russell 
J. 1987:161]. As to the warrior image of Armazi, 
J. Russell finds close correspondence with  that 
of Ahura Mazda, whom he refers to  as the “com-
mander-in-chief of the forces fighting the cosmic 
battle against evil, and images of him in Zoroas-
trian temples of the post-Alexandrian period pre-
sented him as a manly, warlike figure...At Mtskheta 
in Georgia, St. Nino beheld a great bronze image 
of “Armaz” which was dressed in a cape and hel-
met with ear-flaps, an held a sharpened, rotating 
sword” [Russell J. 1987:154]. 

8. The excerpts from the Armenian writers with 
comments are quoted from the cited monograph.

9. Ahura Mazda was a supreme god, who 
could become the universal god of all peoples V. 
Lukonin, touching a problem of syncretization in 
the Seleucid and Parthian epochs, mentions: ‘Rul-
ers of the Empire - both of  the late Seleucids and  
Parthian  try to receive their “heavenly reflection”  
through single divinities, and almost each of reli-

gious systems of the East in that time applies for a 
role  of “world religion.” A common religious lan-
guage arises already in the early Hellenistic time. 
The cult of a solar deity, called different names 
- the Semitic god Bel (in Elam), Aphlad (in Syria), 
the Iranian Ahura Mazda and Mithra appears to be 
spread all over  the Parthian Empire...It is necessary 
to mention that some Iranian deities at this par-
ticular time receive anthropomorphic image”…
[Lukonin V. 1987:88] J. Russell implies the same 
phenomenon when writing: “It seems that the re-
ligious tolerance and political stability of the Ach-
aemenian Empire, and the influence of the cult of 
a single, supreme god Ahura Mazda, encouraged 
the development in the northern Semitic world of 
a trans-national monotheism. The syncretistic phi-
losophies of the Hellenistic period, in which the 
various gods of different nations were often re-
garded as the same divine personage possessing 
merely different names, can only have strength-
ened such a trend” [Russell J. 1987:171].

10. The narratives of Curtius and Xenophon 
reflect  the ancient world’s idea on cosmogony 
originated  from the Chaldean astrology present-
ing the Sun (Helios, Zeus, Janus) in the center of 
zodiacal circle divided into seasons, months and 
days (four seasons, twelve months, 365 days). This 
philosophical-religious system has adequately 
been proclaimed in the Christian idea of Christ-
Helios, the four Evangelists, and the twelve Apos-
tles [Gvelesiani M. 1997:59-92].

11. The modern name of Mount Armaz is Bagi-
neti. Q. Curtius reports that in Sogdia there was 
a mountain named  “Ariamazes,” the same Ahura 
Mazda. The highest peak of the Bargushat chain, 
in the Zangezur region of Armenia, is Mount Ar-
amazd (3392m) [Russell J. 1987:164].
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The existence of a Jewish Diaspora in the King-
dom of Kartli (Iberia according to Greco-Roman 
sources) is attested both by written sources and 
archaeological evidence. Here I shall discuss epi-
graphic remains discovered during archaeological 
excavations or by chance. They have preserved in-
scriptions in Hebrew or Aramaic script used by the 
Jews. Attention will be focused in the paper on the 
complexes in which one or another monument 
was brought to light. This will allow a more precise 
determination of the stages of the life and activities 
of the Jewish Diaspora - their social status.

In the Iberian Kingdom of the Roman-early 
medieval period Hebrew inscriptions have largely 
been discovered on the territory of Mtskheta, its en-
virons and in the town of Urbnisi. Jewish presence 
in these places is confirmed by written sources and 
by materials found through archaeological excava-
tions [see Kartlis Tskhovreba I, 1955:16, 35-36, 44, 
95, 97-102, 118; Babalikashvili N. 1971:3-5].

The first Hebrew inscription was discovered 
in 1872 at the Samtavro cemetery (Mtskheta). The 
situation of the discovery was recorded and de-
scribed by F. Bayern, collaborator of the Caucasian 
Museum. An epitaph with a Hebrew inscription 
was found in a stone cist (Bayern F. 1872:168-186, 
231-248, 268-288]. The circular-shaped gravestone 
had fallen into the grave. On two sides it had small 
stones place, apparently to keep the state raised on 
the stone cist in place. The slab has a deep niche 
(length: 30 cm), in which the inscription is carved. 
(Fig. I). It reads: ,,This coffin of the dear and respect-
ed Ieguda, nicknamed Gurki. Let his resting-place 
alongside with pious. Let his resurrection be linked 
to immaculate life (with saints)”. According to the 
commentaries of the decipherer of the text, D. Kh-
volson, the language is Rabbinic or Aramaic, used 
in the Talmud [Khvolson D. 1884:130-133]. On the 
basis of paleographic analysis the inscription is 
dated to the 4th-5th cc. AD. In his view, two names 
are a common occurrence with Jews: one Hebrew, 
which was used in religious activity, and the other, 

entering from the language of the local people. In 
the present case Guri (`wolf`) is a local name, while 
Ieguda is religious. 

This inscription confirms the evidence of Geor-
gian written sources on the existence of a Jewish 
Diaspora at Mtskheta, which coincides to some 
extent with the period of the floruit of Saint Nino 
of Cappadocia, the illuminatrix of Kartli. While re-
siding at Mtskheta, St. Nino frequently visited the 
quarter settled by Jews [see Kartlis Tskhovreba I, 
1955:95]. As already noted, facts of the existence of 
a Jewish Diaspora at Mtskheta have been corrobo-
rated by subsequent archaeological explorations 
[Nikolaishvili V. 2006:92-104].

It is hard to judge about the social status of 
Ieguda-Gurki. It is clear, however, that he was es-
tablished at Mtskheta and a local name had been 
given to him. He may have been a religious official.

The second Hebrew inscription was discovered 
in 1938 at the Samtavro cemetery. Two stone slabs 
with inscriptions were used to build the walls one of 
the burials: one Greek, and the other Hebrew (Fig.I2).

The Hebrew inscription is made on a sandstone 
slab, its  length being 82cm, width at the beginning 
of the inscription, 46 cm, at the bottom, 36 cm, and 
thickness, 12 cm. The inscription is of fine lines, 
and its area is 28x21cm. Beneath the inscription 
depicted are: a loaf of bread, cup and pitcher. The 
Hebrew inscription was studied and published by 
G. Tsereteli. The following is its content:

1.	 This grave (is) of Ioseb
2.	 Bar Hazan (?) (be he) mentioned
3.	 As blessed; and Shallum also, 
4.	 His brother, (be) mentioned
5.	 In peace [Tsereteli G. 1940:419-425]
In the opinion of the interpreter of the inscrip-

tion, the second word of the second line is kunya 
(name denoting paternity) of ,,Ioseb”, which he 
reads as ,,Hazan”. At the same time, G. Tsereteli 
shares the view of I. Javakhishvili, according to 
which, the person Kunya, referred to on the grave-
stone, must not be a Hebrew name but of local 
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origin. The validity of this view is confirmed by the 
inscription of the above-named Ieguda (the same 
Gurki), who has two names: one Hebrew and one 
local.

The inscription of Ioseb Bar Hazan is place in a 
quadrangular, depressed frame that has ,,handles” 
of triangular shape, carved out on two sides. This 
led the publishers of the inscription to think that a 
platter must be depicted in the upper part of the 
gravestone. 

In my view, this is a decorative element – a 
worked out form in which the inscription was 
placed. It appears to have been most widespread in 
the Roman world, having a some what canonized 
form. This  is confirmed by a gilt silver pencil-case, 
discovered at the same place in a 3rd-4th cc. AD buri-
al-vault, in the Yard of Svetitskhoveli, south-east of 
the Samtavro field. The pencil-case has 3 decorative 
frames of the some shape, with a Greek inscription 
of the names of the 9 muses [Apakidze A., Kipiani 
G., Nikolaishvili V. 2004:105-123].

The inscriptions are placed under the respec-
tive iconographic images of the muses. As to the 
representations of bread, cup and pitcher, carved 
in the lower part of the grave stone, as the inter-
preter of the inscription notes, they are widespread 
on gravestones found in various corners of Georgia.

On the basis of paleographic analysis, G. 
Tsereteli dated Ioseb Bar Hazan’s inscription to the 
4th-5th cc. This date is supported by the situation of 
discovery and the archaeological context. 

As for the social status of those interred in buri-
als with epitaphs, they seem to belong to advanced 
representatives of society. Thus, for example, we 
may recall the bilingual inscription of Seraphita, 
daughter of the Pitiakhsh of Kartli Zevakhos = Ja-
vakhos, and the wife of Iodmangan [Apakidze A. 
1963:147-151]. Along with the inscription of Ioseb 
Bar Hazan, the epitaph of Aurelius of Acholis came 
to light. As it transpires from the inscription, he was 
chief artist and architect of Mtskheta [Qaukhch-
ishvili S. 1943:577-584]. The Hazan, mentioned on 
the gravestone with a Hebrew inscription, may be 
a term denoting an official – treasurer. (This view 
belongs to K. Tsereteli).

It should be noted that placing a stele over a 
grave seems to have been practiced in Georgia 

from ancient times. At Mtskheta, placing stele over 
barrows is attested from the second half of the 3rd 
millennium B.C. (see Okherakhevi). This custom 
continued by the time of placing epitaphs with the 
above Hebrew inscriptions. Thus, e.g. in the vicin-
ity of Mtskheta, facts are evidenced of putting up 
marking stone slab on gravestones of a 4th-5th cc. 
AD cemetery of Akhali Armazi [Abutidze A., Bibi-
luri T., Maisurashvili N. 1988:653-556]. The situation 
is similar at the well-known Samtavro cemetery. 
However, owing to the multi-layered nature of the 
latter cemetery, recording of stele and epitaphs in 
situ is not feasible. 

The third Hebrew inscription came to light in 
1960, at a Roman-period cemetery, in burial 167 
[Javakhishvili K. 1972:483-84]. It was made at the 
depth of 160cm from the surface of the burial 
ground. It appears to have been built of wooden 
beams. The deceased, buried in a crouched posi-
tion, was oriented N. The burial contained: a bronze 
signet-ring with a Hebrew inscription, a silver fin-
ger-ring with a sard gem, with an image of Eros, 
a silver finger-ring with a gem bearing images of 
a bird and a goat, a bronze bell of the shape of a 
truncated pyramid, remains of a bronze earring, a 
bronze finger-ring, beads of jet and glass – differing 
in form. 

Among the above fairly diverse material a 
bronze finger-ring-intaglio with Hebrew letter-
signs (inv. 1106) merits special attention. The band 
of the ring is deficient, being round-flat in section. 
It is made of fine bronze wire, slightly widened to-
wards the shoulders. Soldered to it is an oval flat 
bezel (Ms Ketevan Javakhishvili familiarized me 
with the situation of discovery of burial 167 and the 
burial complex). 

Two letters are carved in the bezel. The first let-
ter is encrypted, being an abbreviation of the word 
f’/uda/ (Fig. I -3). According to Nisan Babalikashvili, 
the decipherer of the inscription, this word means a 
certificate’, i.e. certifying some thing [Babalikashvili 
N. 1971:3]. We may be here dealing with an official 
who is certifying something, e.g. property, right to 
property. 

As to the date of the burial complex, the exca-
vator of the site D. Koridze dates it to the 3rd cent. 
AD. This date is accepted by the publisher of the 
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finger-ring with the Hebrew inscription (Javakhish-
vili K. 1972:84). However, she notes that finger-rings 
of similar form are dated to the 3rd-4th cc. AD. [Lort-
kipanidze M. 1958:24, fig. 51]. The latter date seems 
more convincing, for similar bronze finger-rings (4 
pieces) have been found at the Roman period cem-
etery at Mtskheta, in pit burial №533 covered with 
sandstone slabs. A male, aged 30-55, was buried 
supine, in extended posture, with head oriented 
E. Along with 9 finger-rings, glass unguentarium 
and bands – all these characteristic of Kartli burial 
grounds of the Roman period –so called tied up 
bronze fibula was found, which renders the burial 
complex comparatively younger, being datable to 
the 3rd-4th cc AD [Manjgaladze G. 1985:107, figs 525-
528]. Which is most important, a dotted hoop and 
two signs are scratched on the bezels of the above 
bronze finger-rings. These are apparently encrypt-
ed Hebrew letters. (The late Acad. Kote Tsereteli 
failed in his life-time to decipher the letter-signs 
depicted on the finger-rings).

The discovery of a finger-ring (signet) with an 
inscription in Hebrew seems fairly logical. The pres-
ence of Jews at Urbnisi by that time is confirmed by 
written sources and toponymic evidence, “… reach-
ing the region of Kartli, St. Nino arrived at the out-
skirts of a town called Urbnisi. … She went into the 
quarter where the Jews lived, and talked to them 
in Hebrew, which she knew well. She stayed there 
for a month” [see Kartlis Tskhovreba I, 1955:87-88; 
translation of this passage borrowed from D. Lang, 
Lives and Legends of the Georgian Saints, London,  
23]. Besides, the place name nauriali (‘’former Jew-
ish settlement”) survives at Urbnisi, pointing to the 
existence of a Jewish quarter there [Javakhishvili K. 
1972:4]. 

The fourth Hebrew inscription came to light in 
1992 in Mtskheta proper – on the territory of the 
town, on a former Roman-Early Medieval period 
settlement site. A three-lipped, straw-colour-fired 
pitcher had been placed at the north-eastern cor-
ner of the first house. Together with ground fallen 
into the vessel a roll, folded into four was found. It is 
made of a thin gold plaque; its length: 5.8 cm, width: 
2.8cm. An inscription of 29 lines is ct / carved on the 
roll (inv №1437). It ends with a carved zigzag line, 
with framing (Fig.II1) [Apakidze A., Nikolaishvili V. et 

al 2004:70-80, Fig.XXII]. The inscription is a Hebrew 
incantation written in Aramaic, being an amulet of 
Abraham of Sarah’s son [Tsereteli K. 1996:95-96]. It 
was designed to be worn round the neck and, as a 
rule, the text was magic. Such plaques were made 
of different materials: gold, silver, copper and lead. 
The amulet protected its owner. It was also placed 
in private houses and synagogues [Tsereteli K. 
1996:95-96].

The translator and interpreter of the inscrip-
tion, K.Tsereteli, believes that it belonged to a Jew, 
Abram Sarah’s son and was designed as a charm 
against evil spirits and demons. The amulet is writ-
ten in Judaic-Aramaic, which was used among Jews 
settled in Georgia [Tsereteli K. 1996, II]. The inscrip-
tion on the amulet reads thus:
1.		 (This is) a kind amulet for Abraham son of Sarah.
2.	 for his household. This is a seal
3.	 with which Solomon the king sealed (evil spir-

its)
4.	 so that no harm is done to Abraham son of 

Sarah
5.	 and no member of his family before us and
6.	 as earlier, powerful God fulfilled (his word) with 

respect to Abraham
7.	 that (he) would be God his protector always
8.	 you are troubled. Exorcise (evil  spirits), do
9.	 good and secretly put your hand on him.
10.	 and again [further] streng then this just [cause]
11.	 in the name of these angels I seal
12.	 and bind [the evil spirit], so that he should not 

dominate over him
13.	 over Abraham son of Sarah [be it]
14.	 magic and evil  spell 
15.	 nor jinxed [bewitched] and neither the cheru-

bim
16.	 nor the devil, nor sleepwalker
17.	 nor any evil demon, and [they] will have no 

power
18.	 over Abraham son of Sarah
19.	 from this day to eternity
20.	 amen, amen, Sela, rise and execute
21.	 a deed of grace. There is no
22.	 the substance in them, aleph, beth, gimel, 

daleth 
23.	 he, waw, sayin, heth, teth, yod
24.	 kaph, lamed, mem, nun, samek [ayin]
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25.	 pe, sadhe, qoph, resh, sin
26.	 taw and said Jacob when
27.	 he saw these: ,This is God’s camp
28.	 and he called 
29.	 the place Makhanayim 

The house of Abraham son of Sarah, where the 
amulet was discovered, consists of two rooms, with 
a door –passage between. A wine cellar is arranged 
in the second room, where a large quantity of clay-
ware was found, which is generally characteristic of 
the 4th-6th centuries AD. [Nikolaishvili V. 2004:41-43]. 
In the second room two clay seal-bulls were found, 
with Sasanian monograms depicted on them. On 
one seal the Christian symbol-representation of a 
cross is carved. These seals are analogous stylisti-
cally and by the subjects depicted  - to specimens 
of Sasanian glyptics of the 5th-6th cc. A.D. [Ramish-
vili K. 2005:186-193]. Seal-bulls were mostly used to 
seal definite property or commodity. Hence it may 
be assumed that the owner belonged to the circle 
of merchants. 

Thus, in Roman-early medieval Georgia we 
come across several types of written Hebrew texts. 
Two of them are epitaphs, being a blessing for the 
journey to the other world – an eulogy. One is a 
gold roll and designed to be an amulet. The text of 
the inscription it bears is of magic content, serving 
to protect its owner from an evil spirit and malice. 
The bronze seal on which an encrypted inscription 
is carved is a signet, probably   belonging to the 
owner of some property or to an official – to seal or 
certify something.

As is seen from the content of the inscriptions 
and in some cases from the archaeological context, 
their owners must have been representations of a 
socially advanced stratum (probably an ecclesias-
tic, official or merchant).
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Fig. I – 1. Ieguda – Gurki incribtion 4th-5th cc. AD; 2. Ioseb Bar 
Hasan incribtion, 4th-5th cc. AD; 3. Inscribtion on a bronze 
seal, 3rd-4th cc. AD;

Fig. II - Inscribtion of Abraham son of Sarah 5th-6th cc. AD.
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I

Ieguda - Gurki Inscription. 4th-5th cc A.D.

Ioseb Bar Hazan Inscription. 4th-5th cc A.D.

Inscription on a bronze seal. 3th-4th cc A.D.
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II

Inscription of Abraham son of Sarah. 4th-6th cc A.D.
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After Christianity had been declared as official 
religion of Georgia new tasks were set before ar-
chitecture to be resolved with the use of architec-
tural potential existing in the country. Under the 
conditions of regulated requirement of building 
Christian church right the local construction po-
tential was stipulating the formation and develop-
ment of ecclesiastical architecture in Georgia. 

In general the identity of architectural po-
tential, as we see it, is mainly stipulated by geo-
graphic features of the country (specificity of the 
landscape, variety of local building materials, and 
intensity of cultural relations stipulated by geopo-
litical location), level of the construction business 
development, peculiarity of psychological type 
and ideology of the native population. 

The Study of architectural potential at the 
stage of formation of Christian architecture in 
Georgia is very important and comprises many as-
pects. This time we aim to identify some matters 
that define its identity. 

It should be mentioned from the first that 
geographical specificity and geopolitical location 
of the country have by all means been prerequi-
sites of development of construction business in 
Georgia from the ancient times. Beneficial and di-
verse landscape and climatic conditions created 
environment for the existence of population and 
carrying out corresponding construction activ-
ity from the times immemorial. At the same time 
closeness of the country to the ancient civilization 
centers   allowed to establish relationship with 
them, which contributed to the simultaneous 
assimilation of architectural and constructional 
achievements and resultant stipulation of devel-
opment of architecture.

Large quantity and chronological parameters 
of architectural monuments discovered in Geor-
gia starting from the ancient settlements of V-IV 
millenniums B.C. (e.g. Shulaveri Hill, Arukhlo, Im-
iri Hill), [Archaeology of Georgia, II, 1992:] to the 
townships of pre-Christian epoch (e.g. Mtskheta, 

Vani, Uplistikhe and etc.) [Apakidze, A. 1963:] testi-
fy about the existence of many thousands of years 
of building art before the adoption of Christian-
ity and represents considerable factual material to 
reveal as the architectural heredity as the innova-
tions.

Archaeological finds related to the epoch of 
pre-Christian architecture of Georgia provide us 
with more or less complete information about 
such important issues as construction materials 
and ways of their use, specificities of composi-
tional solution of the buildings, nature of histori-
cal and cultural relations.    

The available data about the building mate-
rials of the pre-Christian epoch monuments on 
the territory of Georgia are diverse. In the sites of 
ancient habitation (5th – 4th millenniums B.C.) the 
structures are built of raw bricks. This construc-
tion material has been used for millenniums. 
The first structures were made only of raw brick 
(e.g. Shulaveri Hill, Arukhlo, Imiri Hill), afterwards 
there were found walls on a wooden carcass (e.g. 
Kvatskhela) and stone foundation (e.g. Amirani 
Hill). Raw bricks were used in the first millennium 
B.C. as well. E.g. in Tsikhia-Goria of IV-III centu-
ries BC walls of 1,5 meters thickness are contin-
ued with brickwork of  raw bricks [Tskitishvili, G. 
2003:11-25]; and grandiose  complex of temple 
of Dedoplis Tskaro is completely made of raw 
brick (sizes: 50X50X15 centimeters) [Gagoshidze, 
I. 1981:102-116]. The use of raw brick had been 
sharply reduced by the end of the first millennium 
B.C due to the introduction of mortar.

In Georgia, especially in Colchis wood was 
one of the major construction materials. The re-
gion rich in forests created good opportunities 
to obtain necessary materials. Greek and Roman 
authors – Hippocrates, Xenophon, Apollonius 
of Rhodes, Pomponius Mela, Vitruvius, Strabo 
and etc. - point out in their works about the big 
number of forests and wooden structures in Col-
chis. Wooden dwellings had been evidenced here 
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from the Bronze Age. Dwelling houses, towers, 
enclosures, fortified dwellings were constructed 
of wood there [Gamkrelidze, G. 2002: 111-121]. It 
should be pointed out, that Roman architect Vit-
ruvius specially reviews “Colchian houses” made 
of  logs in his celebrated tractate “De Architectura” 
(Vitruvius, II,I,4), which confirms the existence of 
special samples of wooden architecture in Colchis.  

As to the rock materials, there are quite di-
verse natural resources in Georgia. Volcanic rocks 
such as andesite basalt, easier to work sandstone, 
tuff and more solid limestone were also used as 
construction material. Cobble-stones were widely 
utilized as well.    

On the eve of 3rd -2nd millenniums B.C. there 
were built megalithic constructions - menhirs 
(Tsalka, Tetritskaro and other regions of South 
Georgia) and dolmens (mainly in Abkhazia). Start-
ing from the second half of II millennium B.C. there 
may be observed the so-called Cyclopean or dry 
masonry fortified walls (e.g. Avranlo – 2nd millen-
nium B.C., Nordevani –1st millennium B.C.).  

The technique of cutting stone in quadrels 
had been spread since 4th century B.C.  Such qua-
drels are laid in a dry way, without mortar and are 
linked with so-called swallow tail pyrones made of 
wood or metal (e.g. Armazi Fortress, Gori, Tsitsam-
uri).  There is used a rustic stonework (e.g. Vani, 
Uplistikhe, Mtskheta). Horizontal laying of the 
stone rows is observed in the course of building 
walls, however the rows are of different height. 
The structures were built as by stone quadrels as 
by raw bricks on the stone.

By the end of the 1st millennium B.C. lime mor-
tar was introduced providing new opportunities 
in terms of development of the stone architecture. 
As it is pointed out in a significant testimony by 
Strabo Iberia is mostly well inhabited by towns 
and villages. There are tiled roofs, houses with 
architectural design, markets and etc... (Strabo, 
XI,III,1,2) Archaeological findings contain lots of 
flat and sulcate tiles proving reality of this testi-
mony. Size of the tiles (about 52-46x44-47) and 
weight testify about the firmness and stability of 
structures covered by them. 

Therefore it can be observed that archaeologi-
cal findings testify about the use of diverse build-

ing materials and corresponding technical means 
in Georgia, about the existence of centuries-old 
tradition of civil engineering. It should be men-
tioned that basically Christian architecture has 
used stone as construction material. However the 
experience accumulated in the course of building 
raw bricks’ and wooden structures has definitely 
contributed to the resolution of constructive or 
artistic problems. 

In order to display architectural potential ex-
isting in Georgia at the initial stage of Christian 
architecture it is essential to reveal whole reper-
toire of the planning and compositional solution 
of the structures interesting in terms of their archi-
tecture. Unfortunately level of preservation of the 
monuments, discovered as a result of archaeologi-
cal excavations does not generally allow to define  
those issues. Accordingly the attempt of function-
al identification and reconstruction of the build-
ings often is of a hypothetic nature. In this context 
the testimonies provided by such monuments as 
Tsikhiagora – 4th 3rd centuries B.C. [Tskhitishvili, 
G.2003:11-25], temple complex of Dedoplis Min-
dori- 2nd -1st  centuries B.C. [Gagoshidze, I. 1981, 
1981:102-116], temple structure of lower terrace 
of Vani site of ancient settlement - 2nd -1st cen-
turies B.C. [Matiashvili, N. 2005:44-45], columned 
hall of Armazi fortress – I century B.C. – I century 
A.C.  [Apakidze, A. 1963:105-108], Bagineti six ap-
sidal structure – 2nd -3rd centuries [Nikolaishvili, 
V. 1996:23-25], the initial pre-Christian religious 
structure of three-nave basilica in Uplistikhe, the 
town cut in rock [Khakhutaishvili, D. 1989].    

Despite chronological, functional and stylistic 
difference the indicated monuments have com-
mon feature, expressed in the centrist concept 
of the planning and internal space. The so-called 
square in square compositional scheme is used in 
the fire-worship temples in Tsikhiagora (Fig .I,1) 
and Dedoplis Mindori  (pl.III,f.1). In Bagineti quad-
rangular poly apsidal structure (Fig.II,2 ) six semi-
circular apses are placed radially to the centre. 
Four supports and almost square plan is observed 
in the lower terrace temple-type structure in Vani 
ancient settlement(Fig. I,2 )  and also in Uplistsikhe 
basilica initial constructions period structure(Fig.
III, 2). Six-column hall of Armazi fortress is different 



161

(Fig.II,1 ). It has a shape of an elongated rectangle 
but the entrance is cut through the middle part 
of the longitudinal facade. Such solution served to 
emphasize the centre rather than direct axis when 
perceiving the interior. Given that the concept of 
the plans and internal spaces of the dwellings in 
Georgia from the ancient settlements to the peas-
ants’ houses of “Darbazi” were mainly based on 
the centrist solution principle we may come to 
conclusion that those monuments are reflective 
of centuries-old local traditions. Accordingly, such 
compositional concept of the piece of architec-
ture is one of the essential signs of the identity of 
Georgian architectural potential, which has influ-
enced the formation and development peculiari-
ties of the Georgian church architecture later on.

Notwithstanding the scarcity of   the structures 
preserved in different regions of Georgia with dif-
ferent scale of completeness, diverse architectural 
details have been found as a result of the archae-
ological excavations.  Refinement of their forms, 
coordination of proportions, diversity of the orna-
mental patterns and craftsmanship testify about 
high level of architecture and construction busi-
ness. Archaeological materials testify that in pre-
Christian Georgia they knew very well different 
ways of roofing supporting and supported struc-
tures. It should be emphasized, that arched roof-
ing has been completely preserved in the Mtskhe-
ta tomb. The architects had been aware as about 
the principles of mode, as about the forms of sup-
ports typical of oriental art of building. There have 
been evidenced Dorian (e.g. Sairkhe, see the Fig.
IV,1), Ionian (e.g. Sarkine, see the Fig.IV,2 ), Corin-
thian (e.g. Vani , see the Fig.IV,3 ), lotus shape  (e.g. 
Dedoplis Mindori, see the Fig.IV,4 .) two-protomai 
capitals (e.g. Tsikhiagora, see the Fig.IV, 5), the so-
called  bell-shaped foundations (e.g. Shiomgvime, 
see the Fig.IV, 6). Architectural details decorated 
with different animal, plant and geometrical mo-
tives, acroterions (e.g. Vani), shaped cornice (e.g. 
Vani), caisson ceiling (e.g. Uplistsikhe) and etc. 
have been found as well.

This material draws attention because it is in-
dicative of close cultural relationship with the pre-
Christian western (Greek and Roman) and oriental 
(especially Iranian) centers of civilization. At the 

same time the capitals and other architectural de-
tails show some stylistic characteristics different 
from Greek, Roman or Iranian patterns which has 
definitely to be evaluated as a manifestation of lo-
cal artistic features. It is remarkable that familiar-
ization with the Western and Oriental experience 
is proved by the specificity of masonry of walls in 
different structures. Rustic stonework character-
istic of the antique world was spread in Georgia 
along with the rule of reducing size of stone qua-
drels  from the bottom to the top, which was char-
acteristic of the Oriental, especially ancient Iranian 
art of building (e.g. tomb of Cyrus, king of Persia) 
and created impression of illusory enlarging of a 
building.  Such concept of the wall stonework is 
seen in the medieval monuments as well. 

In fine, at the initial stage of Christian archi-
tecture there did exist in Georgia architectural 
potential having the centuries-old tradition. Its 
identity, along with other factors, was formed 
and stipulated by different building materials and 
corresponding building methods; by experience 
of utilizing diverse structural forms and means; 
by sustainable tradition of centrist layout and in-
ternal space of a building; by diverse artistic and 
stylistic patterns of architectural forms. The most 
noteworthy is the fact, that intensive relationship 
with the leading cultural centers of the West and 
East has developed skills of simultaneous assimi-
lation and original comprehension of architectur-
al, structural or stylistic innovations.

The existence of such architectural potential 
stipulated successful solution of the problems 
facing architecture in the period of declaring 
Christianity as an official religion of Georgia. The 
centuries-old skills of simultaneous assimilation 
of innovations made it possible to quickly adapt 
to the requirements of the Christian religion. Re-
sultant of the former was Sioni basilica built in V 
century distinguished for its architectural value 
and Manglisi tetraconchal church – specimen of a 
domical architecture.   

Spreading of the types and forms of Christian 
architecture in Georgia was based on the local 
traditions. One of the examples of such attitude 
is a comprehension of three-nave basilica. Based 
on the centrist orientation of the internal space 
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this type acquired specific features. Consequently 
the characteristic of basilica elongated planning 
and prioritized western entrance was replaced in 
Georgia by  the near square planning and entranc-
es of the longitudinal  facades were prioritized.  
E.g. the northern and southern entrances create 
in the course of perceiving internal space almost 
the same effect as it was reviewed in 6-column 
hall of Armazi Fortress. It is to be pointed out that 
sustainable tradition based on centric solution 
of the building composition and internal space 
is manifested in the major types of the domical 
architecture such as tetraconchal churches (e.g. 
Manglisi, Ninotsminda, Jvari of Mtskheta, Bana), 
the Inscribed Cross type (e.g. Tsromi, Samtavisi) 
Polyapses churches (e.g. Bochorma, Katskhi).

In the course of understanding and assimilat-
ing principles of Christian architecture in Georgia 
it became obvious that the experience of using 
diverse methods of building, designing and dec-
orating had been of huge importance and facili-
tated the creation of many different architectural 
and artistic forms. It encouraged further stylistic 
changes from the so-called classic period of VI-VII 
centuries to the so-called Baroque of X-XI centu-
ries.

Diverse artistic and stylistic repertoire created 
in the pre-Christian epoch on the basis of relation-
ship with the centers of civilization of the West and 
the East stipulated the use of   different decorative 
forms in the first centuries of the Christianity. In 
the churches of that period there can be observed 
as the use of classic capitals, marble incrustation, 
floor mosaic (e.g. Bichvinta, Vashnari),  as the em-
bossed compositions made by the influence of 
Sassanid Iran art (e.g. Bolnisi Sioni, Khashmi). The 
influence of pre-Christian cultural heritage has 
weakened at the next stage and the formation of 
new artistic forms was carried out under the influ-
ence of ongoing artistic and stylistic processes.

The existence of diverse architectural poten-
tial in pre-Christian Georgia defined to consider-
able extent the distinctive nature of assimilating 
requirements of Christian religion, originality of 
architectural and artistic solutions, which placed 
medieval architecture of Georgia on a distin-
guished place in the Christian World aborigine.  
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Fig. I - 1. The  temples complex from Tsikhiagora. 2. The temple 
from Vani.

Fig. II - 1. The six-column hall of Armazi fortress.  2. The temple 
from Bagineti.

Fig. III - 1. The temples complex from Dedoplis Mindori.   2. 
The temple from Uplistsikhe

Fig. IV - 1.  The Dorian capital from Sairkhe. 2  The Ionian capi-
tal from Sarkine. 3. The Corinthian capital from Vani.  4. 
The lotus shape capital from Dedoplis Mindori. 5. The  
two-protomai capital from Tsikhiagora. 6. The  so-called  
bell-shaped foundations from Shiomgvime.
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Cymbals constitute two hemispherical bronze 
plates with edges stamped with herring-bone or-
nament. That section handles are soldered hemi-
spherically on the convex surface. Dimensions: 
diameter - 11-19 cm. heights 8-10 cm, width of 
handle 1, 5 cm.

Musical Instruments are scarce in archaeologi-
cal materials. A bronze statuette of a music player, 
holding a five-stringed instrument - perhaps a 
harp, is known from the Qazbegi Theasure [Tsitla-
nadze Z. 1976:40]. An image of a musician with a 
harp – a clay terracosta - was brought to light in a 
layer dated to the  3rd - 2nd cc BC, of the Bambebi 
former settlement site, at Uplistsikhe [Khakhuta-
ishvili D. 1989:54-55, fig. 25]. In Khaishi, Svaneti a 
gold pendant was found, representing a minia-
ture image of a tower with a lean-to.   

Under the lean-to two figures with the pipe 
and chianuri (“viol”) are depicted [Javakhishvili A. 
1958:147-157]. A bronze statuette of youth pan 
playing a two-reed pipe was found at the station 
vault at Mtskheta [Lomtatidze G. 1951:641-648] Of 
particular interest is the Dzalisi mosaic panel: the 
figure of pan (Ochopintre, Bochi) playing a multi-
reed pipe. Larcheme-soinari-sastvino is specially 
contrasted to a harpist [Bokhochadze A. 1981: 74-
75, Fig. LXLU, fig. 7].

Since time immemorial man successfully tried 
to satisfy his musical need through using the 
sound of various objects. The following types of 
instruments are known from ancient times: per-
cussion (jingles and rattles), wind and string. All 
there were known and widespread in ancient 
Georgia for centuries. 

According to ancient Hebrew sources, the ep-
onyms of Georgian tribes are referred to as fathers 
and inventors of wind instruments [Janashia S. 
1959:73].

In his book: “Basic Questions of the History 
of Georgian Music” I. Javakhishvili writes: Some 
of them (instruments V.Ch.) existed since ancient 
times; the names of some are local, many of them 

appeared in this country later and gradually, be-
ing adopted from neighbors. Most of them dis-
appeared and even the later generations did not 
know the real meaning of their names. A present-
day Georgian knows their names only thanks to 
old and new works, haring no insight into their 
essence. Therefore, the exact meaning of each of 
them, the period of existence and the provenance 
of the instrument should be ascertained accord-
ing to the surviving instruments [Javakhishvili I. 
1990:20].

In all sixteen cymbals have been discovered 
at various archaeological sites of Georgia – both 
Eastern and Western. All of them are similar in 
form and technique of workmanship. They have 
come to light both at burial grounds and former 
settlement sites. 

According to Sulkhan-Saba Orbeliani, the 
cymbal is a sweet instrument, when tuned singers 
sang well to is [Orbeliani S.S. 1966:12].

I. Javakhishvili placed the cymbal in the areas 
of rattles. “Cymbal occurs in the translation of the 
Genesis, being the same as Hebrew kvamblin, 
Greek cumbakon or cumbala, Latin cymbalum 
and symbala, and Armenian stusla. Cymbal was a 
metal plate that was made to produce sound by 
ordinary cymbals, there also were brass capper 
cymbals [Javakhishvili I. 1990:194].

Cymbal is mentioned in the Oshki manuscript 
(150-; 2-5). “Praise him with fanfares on the trum-
pet, praise him with tambourines and dancing, 
praise him with flute and strings, praise him with 
the clash of cymbals, and praise him with trium-
phant cymbals”. 

Cymbal occurs in Georgian literary sources as 
well, thus in Shavteli’s “Abdul-Mesia” we read: The 
sounds poets kettle-drum and cymbal.

The sounds of poets, like sapphires, are heard 
of kettle-drum and cymbal. In Shota Rustaveli’s 
“The Man in the Panter’s Skin” musical instru-
ments of almost all groups are mentioned: per-
cussion and rattling, string and wind [Papiashvili 
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Ts.1966:19-22]. Cymbal is referred to at the coro-
nation of Tinatin: “Loud their voices arose, silenc-
ing trumpet and cymbal”. And at the Nauruz festi-
val at Gulansharo ... “This for 10 days is heard the 
sound of dairas and cymbals”.  

Cymbal was apparently used together with 
other instruments – trumpet and kettle drum: and 
its sound `sweetened the sound of the latter in-
struments. 

Sulkhan Saba Orbeliani’s definition of cym-
bal as sweet instruments accords with Rustaveli’s 
work. 

Cymbals functioned as a musical instrument 
in 17-th century Georgia too. In Peshang’s histori-
cal poem we read that when a bride was brought 
to Shahnavaz, during the celebration, the round 
of the cymbals adorned the house and the streets.

A 13-th century miniature of a manuscript of 
the Psalms is interesting. A Georgian artist has 
depicted Solomon’s coronation   and with string, 
wind, percussion and rattling instruments, with 
the singers clapping and dancing (fig. IV) the 
first on the left is holding a cymbal [Janelidze D. 
1989:16].

A musician, with instruments that do not pro-
nounce words, is capable of evoking appropriate 
feelings. Listening to elevated, highly melodious 
and sensitive music has a positive impact on hu-
man morality, it raises Music was widely used in 
the art of war, as is clear by evidenced by warriors 
depicted in ancient imitative arts, with musicians 
playing an wind and percussion instruments mov-
ing in front of the troops [Khuchua P. 1987:77].

March... etc. military music was widespread in 
Georgia too. According to I. Javakhishvili, among 
other things, the purpose of military musical in-
struments was to give quick notice to numer-
ous troops what had to be done [Javakhishvili I. 
1990:215].

The archaeological excavations carried out 
recently in Georgia have brought to light – along 
with other numerous artifacts – musical instru-
ments, namely cymbals. 

The cymbals discovered in the Aragvi valley, 
in particular at the burial grounds of Zhinvali, 
Nedzikhi and Mdzivanamamulebi, generally come 
from burials dated to the first fourth centuries. 

According to the grave goods (tall, pear-shaped 
body, jug, silver ring with a sard gem intaglio 
(bearing an image of fish) burial complex 246 (fig. 
II) of the Zhinvali cemetery should be dated to the 
and of the third or early fourth century. 

The grave goods found in burial 348(clay.... jug 
and earrings) may be dated to the third century, 
while the artifacts surviving in the damaged burial 
423 may be assigned to the first-second centuries. 

The cited three burials were discovered in the 
section of the cemetery where the burials of war-
riors are laid and there 3 burials containing weap-
ons were uncovered: daggers, spearheads, darts, 
arrowheads, knives and whetstones. 

Two analogous cymbals have been discovered 
at the Mdzivianamamulebi cemetery, in v. Tsipra-
nisdziri, in burials containing weapons (spear-
heads) dated to the third–fourth centuries. There 
bronze cymbals were found at Nedziki cemetery. 
One burial belonged to an adolescent, the cym-
bals being small in size. In the other two burials 
weapons were attested (sword and spearhead). 
According to the grave goods found in this burial, 
it is dated by the archaeologist Ts. Robakidze to 
the early fourth century. 

In Western Georgia, cymbals were found in 
burials 3 and 9 at the Late Roman cemetery of Mo-
donakhi, they are dated to the fourth century [Na-
diradze J. 1975:45-50]. Burial 3 belonged to adoles-
cent. The cymbal, too, was small. One of the plates 
of the cymbal is preserved at the school museum of 
Koreti. Two cymbals were discovered by the collab-
orators of the Sh. Amiranashvili State Museum of 
Art during the 1995-996 archaeological campaign, 
at the Late Roman period cemetery of Sairkhe. 
The burials belonged to an advanced stratum of 
warriors. On the basis of the accompanying grave 
goods, the burials were dated to the third-fourth 
centuries. A bronze cymbal is kept at the Khoni 
museum. It was discovered in v. Didgvabuna – in a 
burial complex, dug by chance, on the territory ad-
joining the Ukemerioni fortress. The complex con-
tained artifacts of the third-fourth centuries. 

A crushed cymbal plate was found in 1996 in 
a layer dated to the second-third centuries at the 
floor level of a Late Roman period temple complex 
at Armazistskhevi-Bagineti, Mtskheta. 
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In 1986, while excavating a palace on Dedop-
lis Gora, a bronze cymbal (diameter - 19 cm) was 
found in Room 1 in a layer, dated to the first centu-
ry AD. A similar cymbals was discovered at v. Skvi-
tori, about which D. Tsereteli wrote in the “Droeba” 
newspaper: Along with gold items, bronze objects 
exactly line the plates used in Roth’s brass band – 
were found at Skhvitori [Tsereteli D. 1875]. 

Burials containing cymbals, judging by the 
grave goods they contained, doubtless belonged 
to warriors, while the small-seized cymbals found 
in children’s burials to boys-future warriors.

Among the burials brought to lights at the Zh-
invali cemetery a stratum of warriors may be iden-
tified, whom Strabo unites under the third genus 
or tillers of the ground (Strabo, 1564). Among the 
warriors a group of musicians may be singled 
out, whose burials, along with other grave goods, 
contain cymbals. The musician – warrior, who 
played the cymbal, probably led the detachment 
or troops. The Georgian designation of the instru-
ment tsin-tsil-a amay be derived from this (tsin in 
Georgian means in front ahead).

The cymbals, attested in the royal residence – 
in the temple complex of Armaziskhevi-Bagineti 
and in the palace-complex at Dedoplis Gora, point 
to the fact that cymbals were not only a musical 
instrument of warriors. As described in the works 
of Georgian writers and poets, it was played at the 
Georgian royal palace as well. 

As we see the cymbal, as a musical instru-
ments was used in Georgian from ancient times 
to the seventeenth century inclusive. It was an an-
cient Georgian percussion instrument. 

References:

Bokhocahdze A. 1981: Archaeological excavations at 
Aghaiani and Dzalisi, Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Khakhutaishvili D. 1989: Uplistsikhe – a rock cut city. Tbilisi.  
(in Georgian);

Khuchua P. 1987: The world of music. Tbilisi. (in Georgian);
Khuchua G.  1996: The Pedagogical Legacy of Marcus Fabius 

Quintilian. Tbilisi(in Georgian);
Lomtatidze G., Tsitsishvili I. 1951: A newly discovered vault 

at Mtskheta. - Bull. Georgian Academy of Sciences, v. 
12.Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Nadiradze J. 1975: Archaeological  sites of the Dzalisi valley, 
Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Orbaliani Sulkhan Saba. 1966: Works, v.  IV-2. (in Georgian);
Papiashvili Ts. 1966: Musical instruments in “The Man in the 

Panter’s Skin”. - Journal   Sakartverlos Khelovneba, N5, 
Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Tsereteli D. 1875: The Hoard from Skhvitori, newpaper Droe-
ba: no 37-38 (in Georgian);

Tsitlanadze L. 1975: Arhaeological sites of Khevi. Tbilisi. (in 
Georgian);

Javakhishvili A. 1958: The Khaishi Treasure, Mnatobi. N3. 
Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Javakshishvili I. 1990: The Basic questions of the History of 
Georgian Music. Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Janashia S. 1958: Tubal-Tabal, Tibareni, Iberi. Works, v III. Tbili-
si. (in Georgian);

Janelidze D. 1989: In medieval Georgian novel. - Journal 
Kino. Tbilisi. (in Georgian);

Figures:

Fig. I - Cymbal  discovered in burial 9, Modinakhe cemetery.
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Fig. IV Burial complex 46, Nedzikhi cemetery .

Fig. V- Burial complex 78, Nedzikhi cemetery.
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The land of Colchis, famous throughout the 
Classical world, from where – according to the 
celebrated ancient Greek myth – the  Argonauts 
stole the Golden Fleece, was on the eastern coast 
of the Black Sea, i. e. on the western territory of 
modern Georgia. The valley of the Rioni, frequent-
ly referred to in ancient Greco-Roman sources as 
the Phasis, lies in central Colchis. According to the 
archaeological and written sources: Herodotus, 
Scylax of Caryanda, Hippocrates, Apollonius Rho-
dius, Strabo, Appian, Flavius Arrian, Marcus Manil-
ius, Procopius, Agathias and others, as well as by 
its physico-geographic environment, the Rioni 
(Phasis) valley must have occupied an economi-
cally developed position.

The Rioni rises from the mountain glacier Pha-
sis on the south slope of the Caucasus Range. Up 
to Kutaisi the Rioni is a turbulent mountain stream. 
Leaving Kutaisi, the Rioni flows slowly in the Kolkhi-
an plain. By its geographic position the Rioni con-
stituted a convenient trade-and-transit waterway. 
Evidence on the use of this river as a commercial 
waterway is mainly extant in the works of Strabo 
and Pliny. Strabo describes the waterways of the 
Rioni and the Qvirila (Phasis):  “It is (Phasis) navi-
gated  as far as Sarapana, a fortress capable of admit-
ting the population even of a city. From here people 
go by land to the river Cyrus in four days by a wagon-
road.”(Strabo, XI, II, 17). The continuation of the wa-
terway is described by Strabo thus:  “And he further 
says that it is navigable and that large quantities of 
Indian wares are brought down on it to the Hyrcanian 
sea, and thence on that sea are transported to Albania 
and brought down on the Cyrus river and through the 
region that comes next after it to the Euxine.” (Strabo, 
XI, II, 3) (The Loeb Classical Library, London, 1957).  
It is thus quite clear that Strabo describes the trade 
route running from India to the Black Sea through 
the rivers Cyrus and Phasis. Pliny also describes the 
same route [Latyshev, V. 1904: 178].

The fact is worthy of attention that it is along 
this route that settlements of the Classical and 

early medieval periods were situated, the archae-
ological study of which yielded items of foreign 
manufacture (pottery, adornments, metal and 
glass ware). Such settlements at the Rioni river are 
attested: in Kutaisi; Patriketi-Vartsikhe [Japaridze, 
V. 1977: 43-50]; Vani [Lordkipanidze, O.  1977: 159-
175]; Tsikhesulori [Mitsishvili, M. 1977: 32-47]; Sh-
uamta [Gamkrelidze, G. 1982: 49-117], Dablagomi 
[Tolordava, V. 1977: 67-78]; Dapnari [Kighuradze, 
N. 1976]; Natekhebi (Lake Paliastomi) [Gamkre-
lidze, G. 1992: 30-48; Gamkrelidze, G. 1987: 98-
117], and others, with adjoining territory (Pl. I).

Hippocrates supplies interesting information 
about the natural data of the Phasis-Rioni basin 
in his treatise “On Air, Waters and Places”, in which 
he speaks of the influence exerted by the climatic 
and physical-geographic conditions of the place 
and its population. It is believed that Hippocrates 
had visited Colchis and that his reports are the 
result of immediate observations [Qaukhchish-
vili, T. 1965: 20]. His evidence appears to deal with 
the lower and partly middle course of the Rioni. 
But some data extend to the entire basin. For 
example, when it concerns marshes and numer-
ous canals the territory in the lower course must 
be implied: warm weather and frequent rainfalls 
could not have been characteristic of a small area, 
for they were the same almost all over Colchis. 
Hence it may be assumed that the region under 
study and especially its adjoining elevations were 
convenient places for farming, and accordingly 
for settlement. As to forests and structures built 
of planed wooden beams and apparently roofed 
with reeds, their traces have been found today too 
on elevations along the Rioni, where they could 
by no means have been erected on water. This cir-
cumstance points to the fact that the author was 
familiar only with the lower, marshy course of the 
Rioni (Phasis), which has remained the same to 
the present day. The question arises as to what in-
duces people to live in houses built on marshland. 
The local residents were probably harassed by 

Gela  Gamkrelidze

THE LAND OF COLCHIS AND THE CITY OF PHASIS
(Towards a historico-archaelogical study of western Georgia in the Classical period)
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their neighbours; hence they moved to the lower 
course of the Rioni-Phasis and began to build their 
dwellings on the marsh, for such structures were 
almost inaccessible. At many places along the 
Rioni remains of plaster and beams are attested, 
which – with the aid of archaeological material 
– are dated to the 4th cent. BC. The evidence of 
Hippocrates also relates to the same period.

A piece of information of our present interest 
is contained in Xenophon’s Anabasis (see Anaba-
sis V, 6, 36). Here the land of the Phasianoi implies 
the Valley of the Rioni (Phasis). The region they 
intended to conquer could not have been poor 
at that time, Apollonius Rhodius, a 3rd-century BC 
author, writes about the land of  Aea (Aia)-Colchis-
Phasis in his poem the Argonautica (III, 215). The 
poem is the last verse version of the myth. Apol-
lonius Rhodius describes the city of Kutaisi in the 
middle course of the Rioni. According to Strabo’s 
Geography (XI, 11; II, 17), Colchis is notable for its 
fruits and all that is needed for shipbuilding. The 
country produces much timber, floating it down 
the rivers. The inhabitants manufacture much lin-
en and resin.

Interesting evidence on the Phasis valley is 
supplied by Pomponius Mela (1st century) in:  
“inde is locus est ubi finem ductus a Bosphoro 
tractus accipit, atque  inde se in sinu adverse lito-
ris flexus adtollens angustissimum  Ponti  facit 
angulum. hic sunt  Colchi,  huc  Phasis  erumpit, 
hic eodem nomine quo amnis est a Themistagora 
Milesio  deductum oppidum, . . .” (Pomponii Melae,  
Chorographia. . .,  I, 108). More diverse evidence 
on the Phasis valley is preserved in the work of 
Pliny the Elder’s “Natural History”. It has been as-
certained that in describing Colchis he had re-
course to various sources. He reports on towns 
lying along the course of the Rioni; the concrete 
evidence on them, adduced by him, is of entirely 
real  historical-geographic character. Pliny’s evi-
dence on the navigability of the Rioni-Phasis at-
tracts special attention. He (Pliny, VI,  II) points out 
that the Phasis is navigable to the mouth of the 
Surium river (the name resembles the Sulori river).

Special interest attaches to Arrian’s work: Peri-
plus Euxini (2nd century). He was the Governor  of 
Cappadocia in 131; he undertook a voyage along 

the Black Sea coast to ensure the security of the 
borders. Arrian personally inspected the strong-
holds existing there, informing the Emperor 
Hadrian in an official report on the voyage. Partic-
ularly interesting in Arrian’s Periplus is his detailed 
description of the city at the mouth of the Phasis 
(Arrian, 9, 10).

A list of the towns of the Rioni valley is given 
by the Alexandrian scholar Ptolemy (2nd cent.) in 
his treatise “Geographical Guide” (Book V, Ch. 9). In 
this work he enumerates towns and villages; the 
towns: Mechles, Media, Saraca, Surium, Zadrida, 
Aea ( Aia); the rivers: Phasis, Hyppus, Cyaneus, Har-
ius. Valuable evidence is supplied by Dion Cassius 
in his work “Roman History” (XXXVII, 3). 

The fortification works along the Phasis are 
mentioned by the Byzantine historian Zosymus 
in his “History” [Qaukhchishvili, S. 1961: 269] but, 
unfortunately, he does not list them, nor point to 
their location. Much trustworthy written evidence 
is found in the work of 6th century Byzantine writer 
Procopius of Caesarea (BG VIII, 14, 17; BP, II, 29; Ag-
athias, II, 19, 22; III, 6, 7, 19, 28; IV, 9, 13). According 
to Agathias Scholasticus, during the war in the 6th 
century the Byzantine navy, using the Rioni, sup-
ported her troops against Iran. To this end, at the 
confluence of the Tekhuri with the Phasis a strate-
gic beachhead was built, where light ships were 
usually anchored (Agathias, II, 23).

Of the Georgian sources special interest with 
respect to the region under study is evoked by 
“The Lives of the Georgian Kings and Their Forefa-
thers and Descendants”, ascribed to Leonti Mrove-
li. The source describes the history of Georgia 
from ancient times. The chronicle mentions King 
Parnavaz of Kartli (Iberia), who confirmed Prince 
Kuji as ruler of lands in Colchis (for details see: 
[Gamkrelidze, G. 1985: 86-97]).

According to historical sources, the Rioni 
(Phasis) was the main navigable river of Colchis 
(Western Georgia). Owing to the mass felling of 
forests in the 19th-20th centuries, the water level 
of the Rioni lowered drastically, having a negative 
effect on the navigation in the region. The Rioni 
(Phasis) lows in the Kolkhian Lowland, between 
the foothills of the Greater and Lesser Caucasus. 
The Kolkhian Lowland has the form of a triangle 
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adjoining the sea with its base. In the east it reach-
es the vicinity of the confluence of the Qvirila. In 
terms of its geographical environment the Kolkhi-
an Lowland and the foothills surrounding it con-
stitute a unique natural region, allowing setting 
up intensive agricultural production. The local cli-
mate enables cultivation of a wide range of high-
yielding crops. The Kolkhian lowland is character-
ized by a humid subtropical climate. The length of 
the vegetation period allows to  growing several 
harvests annually. In the western, depressed part 
of the lowland, there are swampy soils, and in the 
eastern part podzol soils. In terms of agro pro-
ductive indices these soils are more favourable. 
Such soils are successfully used to plant vineyards 
[Maruashvili, L. 1970: 201].

At settlements of the Early Bronze Age of the 
Kolkhian Lowland (pl. II) fruits of cultivated plants 
have been found – many-rowed barley, unbeard-
ed wheat (type of common), millet, foxtail millet, 
spelt, etc. Written sources referred to the cultiva-
tion in Colchis of barley, wheat, chestnut, hazelnut, 
grapes, apples, vegetables, ets; exported from Col-
chis were: timber, honey, flax, etc. A comparison of 
the evidence of Greek authors with the specifici-
ties of the modern Kolkhian Lowland shows that 
the nature of this region has not suffered substan-
tial changes over the past 2500 years, barring the 
reduction of the areas of forest tracts [Janelidze, 
Ch. 1980: 150]. The upper reaches of the Rioni are 
rich in various minerals, where from early times 
copper was mined, having played a leading role 
in the development of copper and bronze met-
allurgy. Tin, gold, cornelian, antimonite and rock 
crystal were mined here.

Such is the geographic environment of the 
Rioni valley that exerted cardinal influence on 
the course of the history of ancient Colchis. The 
archaeological material, discovered in Rioni val-
ley, attests also to the important place held by 
the cited region in the period under study in the 
economic life of Colchis. Exploratory archaeologi-
cal work was carried out on the Dateshidze-Ga-
bashvili hill in Kutaisi; a cultural layer of the Early 
Iron   Age and traces of iron-smelting manufacture 
were brought to light. A cultural layer was also 
found here; Colchian pottery of the 4th-5th cent. 

BC. is represented by fragments of economic and 
household utensils. Fragments of black-gloss Attic 
pottery came to light in the same layer. There also 
is much plaster - scorched clay plastering with im-
prints of wood. On the south slope of the same 
hill a dense layer of scorched plastering was un-
covered. Fragments of scorched beams also came 
to light here. The area of the excavations totals 
550 sq. m.; basins, bowls, mugs, etc were found; 
the pottery is largely dated to the 6th-5th cent. BC 
[Kvirkvelia, G. 1978: 62].

According to the data on archaeological exca-
vations on the Gabashvili, Dateshidze and Ukime-
rioni hills in Kutaisi, an urban-type settlement of 
the 6th-5th cent. BC was found to be concentrated. 
An area of approximately 25 ha was enclosed with 
defensive walls; towers and other defensive works 
had been constructed. The high level of the sani-
tary condition of the city-stronghold is attested 
by the ruins of two bathhouses with heating units 
whitewashed with hydraulic solution. Cultural lay-
ers of the 7th-1st cent. BC were discovered on the 
Parnali hill in v. Chognari, in the environs of Kutai-
si. Among items of the 6th cent. BC note should 
be made of a miniature sculptured representa-
tion of a ram, fragments of black-gloss Attic pot-
tery of the 5th cent. BC; there is much plaster with 
imprints of wood, handles of a Thasian amphora 
of the 3rd cent. BC, bronze bracelets with concave 
back and fragments of cups with turned in lips. In 
v. Chognari (on the Barona hillock, cultural layers 
of the 7th-1st cent. BC were brought to light (the 
material is preserved in the archaeological  funds 
(reserves) of the Kutaisi Historical Museum).

In the middle course of the Rioni, settlement-
hills are found also in v. Partskhanaqanevi – on 
Sabrialo, Kirinebi and Shroshanebi hillocks. Similar 
settlements are attested at Kopitnari, Kveda-Me-
tekhi and Kvitiri. These sites have yielded objects 
of the 7th-2nd cent. BC and plaster with imprints of 
wood. In Kutaisi and its adjoining territory jar buri-
als have come to light at Tsatskhvebisubani (Kutai-
si), as well as in the villages: Partskhanaqanevi, 
Kveda-Meskheti, Maghlaki, Kvitiri, Mukhiani, 
Ukaneti, Odilauri and Banoji. The grave goods 
brought to light are uniform: pyriform jugs, bowls 
with inturned lips, bronze bracelets adorned at 
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the ends with a representation of a snake’s head, 
bronze fingerings, cornelian beads. These jar buri-
als are dated largely to the 3rd cent. BC. Up to elev-
en archaeological hoards of the Bronze and Early 
Iron periods have been  revealed.

As is evident, on the basis of the above-named 
settlements, an urban-type settlement appears in 
Kutaisi in the 6th-4th centuries. The geographical 
designation of Kutaisi is first mentioned in the 
work Alexandra by Lycophron of Chalcis, a Greek 
poet of the 3rd cent. BC. Kutaisi is mentioned also 
by Vallimachus of Cyrene (3rd cent. BC). Evidence 
on “Kutaisi” is found in the Argonautica of Apollo-
nius of Rhodes (3rd cent. BC). Here mention is made 
of “Kutaisi”, i. e.  Aea (Aia). Procopius (BG,VIII,14) 
identified the Ky(u)taya of Greek written sources 
with his contemporary fortress “Kotatisi” on the 
bank of the Rioni. On the basis of archaeological 
material and written sources the view has become 
established in the specialist literature on the iden-
tity of Ky(u)taya-Kotatisi-Kutaisi.

The village of Vartsikhe lies in the course of 
the Rioni. Materials of the Classical and medieval 
periods are attested. Special interest in Vartsikhe 
undoubtedly attaches to the remains of an early-
medieval city-fortress, known in Byzantine writ-
ten sources under the name of Rhodopolis (Pro-
copius, BG, VII (IV); Agathias, IV, 15). The remains 
of an ancient fortress are attested on the promon-
tory at the confluence of the Rioni and the Kha-
nistsqali. The above-ground wall proved to date 
to the period of the late Middle Ages, while the 
walls dating from the early Middle Ages are bur-
ied underground. Split-stone, cobblestones, lime 
mortar, bricks and tiles were used as construction 
material. The archaeological material, brought to 
light at Vartsikhe, is largely represented by pottery 
and glass and iron wares. The pottery includes 
fragments of household, table-ware and kitchen 
ware. Remains of imported pottery have also been 
discovered. 

Study of adjacent territories is attached major 
attention in ascertaining the genesis of the set-
tlements of the city-fortress of Vartsikhe. Here re-
mains of Classical period settlements have been 
brought to light – evidenced particularly inten-
sively two hundred metres to the south of the city, 

on Giorgobiani hill. Attested here are fragments of 
stone walls built in dry masonry and fragments of 
plaster; a beam structure was apparently erected 
on this. The remains of the structure are dated – 
with the aid of the pottery – to the pre-Hellenistic 
period. Remains of such settlements are noted 
on the territory around the Giorgobiani hill. Thus, 
the environs of Vartsikhe were settled already in 
the Classical period, while by the early medieval 
period the settlement is concentrated within the 
city-fortress.

Of the archaeological sites, uncovered in the 
Rioni valley, the ancient city site of Vani boasts the 
longest history of study. It lies on the left bank of 
the Rioni, in the river Sulori valley, on the hill Akh-
vledianis-gora. Excavations on this hill have been 
under way for a long time. Vast material has ac-
cumulated and proceedings have been published 
(for the bibliography, see the collected papers 
“Vani”). In the past, the rise of an urban-type set-
tlement on the Akhvledianis-gora hill was appar-
ently facilitated by the ancient settlements whose 
remains have been discovered in large numbers 
at Vani and its environs. The Akhvledianis-gora 
hill in the 5th-4th cent. BC was evidently a place of 
residence of the local Colchian nobility. Various 
crafts also concentrated here. Concentration of 
handicrafts at definite centres and, accordingly, 
the emergence of a market, constitutes one of the 
principal features of the urbanization of society 
[Lordkipanidze, O. 1977: 19].

The last stage of the existence of Vani involved 
the entire Akhvledianis-gora hill, fortified with 
thick walls and steep slopes. The thickness of the 
defensive wall reaches almost three metres, and it 
is built of rectangular cut stones of large sizes. The 
ruins of the city gate have survived on the north-
ern side of the former city site. Remains of a cultic 
structure are found here. At the distance of one 
hundred metres a fairly large complex of struc-
tures of cultic purpose has come to light. The ar-
chaeological material of the 3rd-1st cent. BC, found 
on Akhvlediani-gora, attests to the fact that at that 
time use was made at Vani of the achievements of 
Hellenistic engineering.

Westward of the city site of Vani, approximate-
ly at the distance of one kilometre, in the village 
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of Zedatsikhe Sulori, ruins of a fortress have sur-
vived on the top of the mountain. The mountain 
is protected by natural steep slopes, and the road 
linking it with Vani leads to it from the south-east. 
Excavations inside the fortress revealed cultural 
layers of Early Medieval and Hellenistic periods. In-
teresting material came to light –remains of archi-
tectural details: fragments of a cornice, a fragment 
of a column with cannelures, etc. The remains of 
a wall of the Hellenistic period in the fortress of v. 
Zedatsikhe Sulori, as well as the architectural de-
tails and pottery point to the existence here of a 
settlement in Hellenistic times as well. It undoubt-
edly had some connection with the city of Vani, 
and was possibly destroyed together with it [Mit-
sishvili, M. 1977].

Within 8 km of Vani, in v. Mtisdziri, remains 
of ancient settlements are traceable on the hills 
“Adeishvilisgora”, “Naktsevigora”, “Nabambevis-
gora”, and on the territory contained between 
these. In this locality archaeological material of 
the Classical period and early medieval periods 
was attested. At Mtisdziri, the defensive structure 
merits special attention: clay, wood and stones 
were the basic construction material in erecting 
the structure. The building is rectangular in shape, 
with two facilities: 26.88m2 and 13.44m2. The so-
cle is 2.60 m wide. We may be dealing here with 
a variety of wooden structures mentioned in the 
works of Xenophon and Vitruvius. At Mtsidziri, 
along with local pottery, a small quantity of im-
ported ceramic ware was discovered (Chian, Attic, 
Mendean, Sinopean). The archaeological remains 
of Mtisdziri are closely related to synchronous re-
mains of entire Colchis. By its geographical loca-
tion Mtisdziri held a strategically advantageous 
place. In the Early Classical and Hellenistic periods 
Mtisdziri represented a fortified point within the 
defensive system of the city of Vani and its envi-
rons [Gamkrelidze, G. 1982].

Along the course of the Rioni, within 2 km of 
Mtisdziri, lies the village of Dablagomi, situated on 
hillocks at the bank of the Rioni. To date the inner 
territory as well as the adjoining hills: Natsikhvari, 
Nasakirevi and Nasaqdrevi have been studied. 
Almost over the entire area of Dablagomi frag-
ments of plaster have been found, some bearing 

imprints of wood. The remains of the structure 
are preserved comparatively better on the Na-
saqdrevi hill. The upper layer dates from the 7th-
5th cent. BC. At Dablagomi the large number of jar 
burials evokes special interest. They are arranged 
on the slopes of the hillocks of Nasakirevi and Nat-
sikhvari. At Dablagomi, on the west slope of the 
Natsikhvari hill, a rich burial, covered with a tile, 
came to light. Its study revealed that it dates from 
the 3rd cent. BC [Tolordava, V. 1977: 48-54, 78-79].

Remains of a settlement – typologically and 
structurally similar to those of Dablagomi – were 
discovered within the distance of one kilometre, 
at v. Dapnari; the chronological limits: 4th-3rd cent. 
BC. Apart from this hill, archaeological remains are 
in evidence on the Chais-gora and Tsqvetili hills. 
Cultural layers of a settlement were investigated 
on this territory. The dwellings appear to have 
been built on the terraces of the hills. Large quan-
tities of plaster with imprints of wood and charred 
beams were brought to light on these terraces. 
On the Chais-gora hill the remains of a furnace for 
smelting iron were found [Kighuradze, N. 1976].

Remains of a settlement resembling Mtisdziri, 
Dablagomi and Dapnari have been discovered at 
Sajavakho, near Dapnari. Colchian pottery of the 
6th-2nd cent. BC has come to light here. Excavat-
tions at Sajavakho have so far not been carried 
out.

On the basis of the above-cited archaeological 
and written sources, as well as geographical data, it 
may be presumed that the Rioni valley was dense-
ly populated in the period under study. Judging 
by the archaeological material discovered in the 
Rioni valley, the level of economic development 
of the local population was high. In the period un-
der study this was one of the developed regions in 
Colchis, forming a definite integral whole from the 
economic and geographic viewpoints. However, 
its political status differed at various times.

The archaeological remains, uncovered in the 
Rioni valley, are closely linked with synchronous 
remains of entire Colchis, forming an organic 
part of this common archaeological culture. In 
the period under discussion life in the Rioni val-
ley obviously continued uninterruptedly, though 
characterized by varying intensity. By its natural 
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conditions and geographic position the Rioni val-
ley held an advantageous place in terms of com-
munications and strategy. The natural relief was 
used successfully for building living and defensive 
structures. In building fortified dwelling struc-
tures use was primarily made of beams, clay and 
occasionally stones. Archaeological investigation 
has shown that log structures with clay plastering 
were characteristically practised in the Rioni val-
ley, as well as in entire Colchis.

In them – in terms of design and material – a 
definite genetic link is observable with the pre-
ceding periods of the Bronze and Early Iron Ages 
(see: [Apakidze, D. 1991: 7-75]). The geographical 
environment, the geopolitical situation and eco-
nomic activity created the preconditions for the 
rise on the territory of Western Georgia (with its 
centre in the Rioni valley) of the Colchian state, to-
wards the end of the 6th cent. BC.

According to the archaeological data of the 
middle course of the Rioni River, from the end of 
the 4th cent.BC qualitatively new elements coexist 
with ancient ones. The changes concern the burial 
custom (jar burials). In the subsequent centuries 
a new construction material – tile – appears here,  
pottery suffers considerable typological changes.

From the 3rd cent. BC buffer “city-states” – Di-
oskurias-Sukhumi, Gyenos-Ochamchire, Phasis-
Poti and Kobuleti-Pichvnari – develop between 
Classical countries and inner Colchis in the Col-
chian Black Sea littoral, while the hinterland Col-
chis is subjected to the political and economic 
influence of the Iberian Kingdom. The skeptuchies: 
Sairkhe, Kutaisi and Vani were under this influ-
ence (according to Strabo, XI, II, 18). Mithridates VI 
Eupator, King of Pontus, appeared on the political 
horizon from the end of the 2nd cent. BC, laying his 
hand on the coastal cities. The policy of the Iberi-
an kingdom, under whose influence inner Colchis 
was, was probably changeable with respect to the 
Pontic kingdom, as evidenced by Georgian writ-
ten sources and the recent archaeological materi-
als (for details, see: [Gamkrelidze, G. 1985: 86-97; 
Gamkrelidze, G. 1989: 59-69].

Following the defeat of Mithridates VI, Colchis 
was invaded by Pompey, appointing Aristarchus 
as ruler of the country. Colchis was divided into 

skeptuchies (see Strabo); it was not turned into a 
Roman province. Historical sources say nothing 
about Pompey leaving part of his troops in Col-
chis. In the strategic respect western Colchis was 
of special significance for Rome. Successful strug-
gle for dominance in the Northern Black Sea re-
gion and in the East was impossible without com-
plete influence on the Black Sea littoral of Colchis.

One of most interesting and important towns 
of Colchis was Phasis and is generally localized 
somewhere near the present day Poti town and 
adjacent to it territories (pl. III). 

study of history of Phasis town has been 
continuing for about a century and a half but 
scantiness of written records and archaeologi-
cal evidences makes it almost impossible to 
throw a light on certain problems connected 
with it.

Phasisi town is mentioned by the follow-
ing authors: Pseudo Skylax (4th century BC), 
Asia, 81. Aristotle, Fragment 46, Plato “Phedon” 
109(b), Heraklides Lembos, “Phasians’ Politia” 
18, Hippocrates, “About airs, Waters and Men” 
15, Theocritus, “Idyle” 13.24, Strabo, “Geogra-
phy” 11. 2t.16.17. 3t.4. Pseudo Plutarch «About 
the Names of Rivers and Mountains...” Phasisi5.1. 
Gaius Plinius Secundus “Natural History” 6. 1. 13. 
52,  Pomponius Mela  “Description of the world” 
1. 108,  Arrian F.  “The black Sea Periplus” 9. 10. 
ch 1, Claudius Ptolemaeus “Geographic Guide-
book” 5. 9t. 2, Pseudo-Orpheus  “Argonautica” p. 
3,  Themistios  “Words” 27,  Castorious so called 
Tabula Peutingeriana 10 – 11, Ammianus Marcel-
linus  “History” 22. 8t. 24, an anonimous author 
“Euxinus Pontus Periplus ...” 44(3).  Zosimos“A 
new History”1. 32.  Stephanos from Bizantium 
“Ethnica” Phasis(22). Agathias “About the Reign 
of Justinian”3. 19. 20. 21.; 4.23.  Menander “His-
tory” fragment 3 ch,  Epiphanius from Constan-
tinople  “Life of Andrew” chapter  –  “Svaneti, 
Fusta, Djiketi”(58-81). Theophanes Chorography 
“Chorography ...” about Phasian episcope Kviros 
(103). Georgius Cedrenus “A Historical Review 
…” about Phasian episcope Kviros (28). Basil 
from Sophene“The List of Holy Patriarches”, 27, 
Niketas Choniates“Chronicle” Port Phasis (132). 
Archangelo Lamberti   “Description of Samegre-
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lo Region” [Lamberti, A. 1938: 172]. J. Chardin 
“Journey in Persia and Other Oriental Countries” 
(258) etc.

An important and the oldest information 
about Phasis belongs to Pseudo-Scylax (4th cen-
tury BC)(periplus “Asia” 81). The most impor-
tant information about the localization of Pha-
sis town belongs to Strabo (between the turn 
of 1st BC – 1st AD): “There is a town of the same 
name at the Phasis river. It is Colchians’ trading 
post surrounded with the river (Rioni), a lake (Pa-
liastomi)  and the Sea” (Strabo “Geography” 11. 
2.17). It is fairly apparent that the description 
completely coincides with the present day lo-
cality of Poti town.

Noteworthy information belongs to a high-
ranking Roman official Flavius Arrian (2nd centu-
ry) to whom belongs an inspective report “The 
Black Sea Periplus”. F. Arrian wrote: “The fortress 
(Phasis) itself which accommodates four hun-
dreds of best warriors seemed to me almost 
inaccessible. As to the security of the area it 
is very convenient for visitors. The town walls 
are encircled with wide double moats. There 
were clay walls with timber towers on them 
some time before but now both of them the 
walls and the towers are built of baked bricks. 
Their foundations are quite firm and there are 
battering machines on the walls. In whole ev-
erything is arranged so that nobody is able to 
come nearer and siege the garrison stationed 
there. The harbor is safe for ships and so are the 
adjacent territories settled with retired military 
men and merchants.” (Arrian “Periplus …” 9).

A 4th-century BC silver bowl inscribed in 
Greek (about the inscription see below) was 
found at Phasis which is quite frequently men-
tioned in Greco – Roman and Byzantine written 
records but the information is rather controver-
sial because in most cases the data are taken 
from one and the same source.

According to the traditional simplified 
scheme of the written records Phasis was found-
ed at the area, anciently settled by Kartvelian 
(Georgian) population, by Ionian Milesians in 
order to contact with the locals through a trad-
ing post-emporium [Inadze, M. 1982: 119-124].

According to archaeological evidences Pha-
sis has supposedly left far behind all the other 
Late Bronze – Early Iron period settlements 
such as: Namarnu, Dziguri, Siriachkoni, Okhodje, 
Nandevu, Sagvichio (Zurgani, Konsha), Nagmipi-
dji, Chaladidi (Zurga, Sabazho, Chkhari), Guripu-
li, Naokhvamu (Reka village), Ergeta etc. [see Dji-
bladze, L. 2001, 34- 38 and the map], adjacent to 
Poti and Paliastomi because it occupied a more 
convenient area from communication point of 
view (the Rioni – Phasisi river delta) and it ap-
peared easier to become an urban centre.

Some scholars suppose that a celebrated 
scientist Hippocrates  had himself visited the 
neighboring areas of the Phasisi river [Kaukh-
chishvili, T. 1965: 8] and included some very im-
portant pieces of information about the journey 
in the adjacent territories of Poti – Paliastomi  
in his work “About Airs, Waters and Places:”  “… 
I tell you about people who live in Phasis;…”  “… 
People have dwellings built in swamps. They are 
built of timber and rush. People walk little. They 
sail up and down to town (probably to Phasis) 
or to emporium in their boats because there are 
many channels there” (Hippocrates, “About Airs 
… 15). The passage shows that people living in 
down stream of the Rioni – Phasisi river went to 
a special trading post – Phasis emporium. Hip-
pocrates as if stresses the fact that in the area 
within the Phasisi river delta (if it is Phasis town) 
there is the locals’ trading post and not a Greek 
type town – polis. Normally concentration of 
trading at special areas points to the presence 
of a protourban centre. It seems quite possible 
that the goods were even distributed from the 
area after Greeks come there (e.g. the Antique 
period imported pieces found at the fortress 
and the settlements lying along the Rioni river) 
which implies the birth of more or less perma-
nently functioning market and this in its turn is 
one of the principal characteristic feature of an 
urban settlement.

It is quite possible that a protourban cen-
tre had already existed at the estuary of the 
river Phasisi when Greeks first came to the area 
(let’s recall to our mind the Late Bronze – Early 
Iron period settlements), and perceived it as a 
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town and a trading post (emporium). Greeks 
had come into contact with the trading settle-
ment and in the course of time there emerged 
an area inhabited with them. The main reason 
for the contacts with the natives was either ex-
port, or local raw materials instead of imported 
luxury goods (fine pottery, adornments, metal 
ware, aromatic ointments etc) which is perfect-
ly borne out by written records and illustrated 
by the archaeological evidences dating from 
the period after the 5th century BC. Thus coast-
al emporii were mutually convenient for both 
the locals and the foreigners. In the course of 
time Greek colonies established at Phasisi un-
derwent symbiosis and transformation in the 
result of the contacts with the natives which in 
its turn were determined with the local biologi-
cal, geographic and social habitats [Gamkrelid-
ze, G. 1993: 3 – 45].

Phasis gradually transformed into a buffer, 
ethnically mixed polis-type town with probable 
rural areas around it after disintegration of the 
Colchis kingdom in the 3rd century BC. In this 
connection there is Heraklides’ (2nd century 
BC) very important information about Phasis 
Politia which implies the presence of certain 
statehood there [Gamkrelidze, G. 1993: 46 – 87].

Another information belongs to a consid-
erably later period (5th century) anonymous 
author who mentions the Caucasian Iberians 
in the context with Phasis in his “Periplus” and 
goes on: “There is a Hellenic town, so called Pha-
sis, founded by Milesians at the mouth of the 
river, on the left bank of the Phasis (river) and as 
it is said there come together people speaking 60 
different languages among which there are even 
Indians and Bactrians” (Arrian, Anonymous au-
thor, 3).

But these somehow summary written re-
cords probably concern to the period after the 
3rd century BC. A so called Great Greek colo-
nization of the 8th – 7th centuries BC did not 
touch Phasis town.  The archaeologically traced 
settlements (see the list above) at the lower 
stream of the Rioni – Phasisi river clearly testify 
to this fact. There are not found any imported 
pieces belonging to the period of “colonization”. 

As to the 6th – 5th centuries BC, the import is 
very little – about hundred pieces of pot shards. 
This is why it is early and absolutely groundless 
to speak about some kind of intensive Greek 
“colonization”. As to the written records, they 
enable me to suppose the presence of only a 
small Greek trading settlement (something like 
an emporium) at or within Phasis town, or in 
the Rioni river delta in the 5th century BC, for 
instance, something like a Genoese factory ex-
isting at Poti – Phasis in the 14th – 15th centu-
ries. It is a very important fact that there are not 
observed any traces of great changes anywhere 
in Colchis in archaeological culture (pottery, 
metallurgy, architecture, ideology, burial rites 
etc.) during the 8th – 6th and even the 4th cen-
turies BC. The natives kept living traditionally 
at the same territory and there is not seen any 
sign of Greek influence in their everyday terms.

In spite of the fact that the locality of ancient 
Phasis is in this or that way fixed by the Antique 
period written records (see Strabo, Arrian), the 
problem remains still unsolved because the 
town of the Classical and Hellenistic periods is 
not archaeologically traced yet though there 
are found the remains of the Early Byzantine 
period Phasis (see below) [Gamkrelidze, G. 
1987: 97 – 117; Gamkrelidze, G. 2002: 101].

Now I want to offer twelve different points 
of view about the localization of Phasis town:
1.	 Dubois de Montpereux considered that the 

Roman period Phasis lay between Chaladidi 
village and Poti town, namely, in the south 
of the latter (present day airport) he had 
found remains of a fortress and thought 
that it was Arrian’s Phasis [Montpereux, F. D. 
1839: 63 – 80].

2.	 F. Brun thought that Phasis town was in 
the south – east section of lake Paliastomi 
[Brun, F. 1880: 250].

3.	 N. Shafranov thought that Phasis was situ-
ated at the south side of lake Paliastomi, at 
the estuary of the Supsa river [Shafranov, N. 
1880: 3].

4.	 According to L. Elnitskii Phasis was at the 
left bank of the Rioni river estuary, approxi-
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mately at the area of the present day sea 
port [Elnitskii, L. 1938: 319].

5.	 M. Berdznishvili thought that Phasis lay at 
the left bank of the Rioni river, near Pata-
ra (small) Poti. As to the Phasisi of Arrian’s 
times he agrees with Dubois de Montpereux 
[Berdznishvili, M. 1942: 19 – 20].

6.	 B. Kuftin considered that Arrian’s Phasis lay 
at the estuary of lake Paliastomi, at the Pi-
chori river banks [Kuftin, K. 1950, 116].

7.	 According to N. Khoshtaria the ancient and 
the Roman – Byzantine period Phasisi was 
situated at the area of the modern Poti 
town.

8.	 N. Lomouri agrees with Dubois de Mont-
pereux but thinks that it not the Phasis 
mentioned by Arrian, but it is the Phasis of  
Agathias times (6th century AD).

9.	 G. Grigolia thinks that Phasis should be 
searched for at the east side of lake Palias-
tomi where the Pichori river flows into the 
lake [Grigolia, G. 1973: 54].

10.	A palaeogeographer Dj. Djanelidze consid-
ers that Phasis town should be searched 
for along the Rioni river, in 6 km distance 
from the sea, at the territory around Patara 
(small) Poti and Chaladidi village [Djanelid-
ze, Dj. 1973: 5 – 16].

11.	O. Lordkipanidze and T. Mikeladze had coor-
dinated all the existing information gleaned 
from the written sources and archaeologi-
cal evidences and came to a conclusion that 
different period towns known under name 
of Phasis should be explored through the 
researches of those archaeological sites 
which are lying at the estuary of the Rioni 
river, at the territory among Kvemo (lower) 
Chaladidi and coastal Grigoleti and Ku-
levi villages [Lordkipanidze,O. Mikeladze,T. 
1973: 33].

12.	The next opinion belongs to me. I think that 
the 3rd – 7th century Phasis is the same as 
“Natekhebi” settlement found in the south 
part of Poti town, in the west section of lake 
Paliastomi. I suppose that a certain part of 
Phasis town among Kulevi, the Rioni, Pich-
ori and Supsa rivers was often covered with 

water (or appeared in a swamp of peats) in 
the result of local geomorphologic chang-
es and this is why the town was dislocated 
from one place to another at different times 
but so that it remained within the confines 
of the area just mentioned [Gamkrelidze,G. 
1987: 97 – 117;  Gamkrelidze,G. 2002:101].
Phasis town always was one of the most 

important transit points of sea and river ways 
or land routs. Gold, iron, timber, flax, flax oil, 
honey, wine and later oil etc was taken abroad 
through the town port. The name of a bird 
“pheasant” so common in European languages 
is derived from “Phasis” and quantites of “Pha-
sian birds” were taken to foreign countries from 
these areas. Importance of Phasis as a transit 
and trading town increased greatly in the Hel-
lenistic and Roman periods.

A Roman commander Pompey while leav-
ing Iberia (Caucasian) met the navy command-
er Servilius at Phasis. Servilius’s fleet controlled 
the town from the sea. Gradual increase of Ro-
man influence over the eastern Black Sea lands 
resulted in stationing of their garrison at Phasis. 
Emperor Hadrian sent Flavius Arrian to Phasis 
in 134. He had inspected the readiness of the 
garrison, all the fortification systems and wrote 
an appropriate description. A Latin stamp de-
serves a special interest from this point of view. 
It probably belonged to the garrison stationed 
at Phasis [Shpaidel, M. 1985: 134 – 140]. There 
is a mention of Phasis castellum during the 
reign of Emperor Constantine I. A high school 
of rhetoric’s functioned at Phasis in the 4th cen-
tury. Phasis belonged to Lazika (a new Colchis 
kingdom) in the 4th century. One of the crucial 
battles between Byzantine and Iran took place 
at Phasis in 542 – 562 when Byzantine – Lazika 
united troops defeated Iranians. There was an 
episcopate subject to Constantinople in the 
6th – 8th centuries at Phasis. Phasian bishop 
Theodore’s signature is on the resolution of the 
Ecumenical Counsel that took place in 553. One 
more Phasian bishop Kviros became Alexan-
drian Patriarch. A bit later there Phasis was the 
residence of Lazikan Metropolitan. A Genoese 
trading station functioned at Phasis in the 14th 
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– 15th centuries (see the previously cited writ-
ten records).

Archaeological researches at Poti – Phasis 
and adjacent territories began long ago. E. Du-
bois de Montpereux had found remains of a for-
tress in the east of Poti (present day airdrome) 
at the site “Nadjikhuri” in 1834 and considered 
that it was the Phasis mentioned by Arrian. He 
even made a drawing of the fortress.  N. Khosh-
taria made surface surveys of Poti adjacencies 
in 1953. A team of Poti archaeological expedi-
tion of Iv. Djavakhishvili Institute of History, Ar-
chaeology and Ethnography investigated the 
neighborhoods of the town. There were made 
geologic boring   in 1961 – 5. Later the same 
expedition explored Nadjikhuri site in 1969. 
One more expedition (director T. Mikeladze) 
studied archaeological problems of Phasis in 
1971 – 80. Beginning from 1985 the Centre for 
Archaeological Sciences (Academy of Sciences 
of Georgia) continued expeditions at Poti. This 
time the Black Sea archaeological expedition 
(director G. Gamkrelidze) found the remains of 
a settlement dating from the 3rd – 7th centuries 
in lake Paliastomi.

The oldest artifacts have been found at Na-
tekhebi site, in the west part of Lake Paliastomi, 
within clay and peats deposits. This is a profiled 
ring-base of a black-slip Attic container dat-
ing from the 4th century BC and an underside 
of Rhodos amphora dating from the 3rd cen-
tury BC.  A pair of Colchian Tetri – a 2nd type 
didrachm and several smaller nominals (dis-
played at the State Museum) dating from the 5th 
century BC were found at a neighboring area of 
Poti town (more precise topography is absent).  
Pot – shards identical of Sinopean pottery and 
dating from the 2nd – 1st centuries BC were 
found at the depth of 6 m while boring the soil 
at the crossroads of Pirveli Maisi and Kavkasia 
streets.  A 4th century BC Sinopean and Hera-
clea Pontica amphorae were found in the sea at 
Maltakva and the Supsa River.

Traces of a settlement were uncovered near 
Poti at Kvemo (lower) Chaladidi village (right 
bank of the Rioni river, 1.5 km northwards) 
roadside in N. Kipiani’s farm-yard. The hill oc-

cupied 1800 m2. It consisted of following layers: 
clay and sand mixture, yellowish clayey soil, re-
mains of burnt structure – plastering and piec-
es of timber. Middle and lower layers are dating 
from the Late Bronze – Early Iron periods. The 
settlement yielded pots, basins, and bowls dec-
orated with characteristic handles and bosses 
on them, mainly blackish in color. Their bodies 
are decorated with slanting incisions of wavy, 
rhomb – like ornaments. There was also found 
a mould, a quern, a spindle-whorl, flint sickle 
bushes etc. Archaeological excavations were 
carried out at Kvemo (lower) Chaladidi village, 
near “Sabazho” (customs) site, in A. Beridze’s 
farm – yard. Unearthed settlements yielded 
burnt pieces of timber and plastering, pot-
tery, a mould and bellows of a melting furnace 
[Mikeladze, T. 1978: 33 – 40].

Another settlement “Simagre”, supposedly a 
rural area of Phasis town, was found in the east 
part of Sakorkio village. The plot belongs to P. 
Patsia. It is on the left bank of the Rioni river. The 
hill occupies an area of 3 300 m2 and only 200 
m2 has been excavated. A lower layer (depth 60 
cm) yielded timber structures. The settlement 
consists of several building levels. The artifacts 
found there are dating from the 6th – 5th centu-
ries BC. The structures are rectangular, built like 
log cabins. There are also found remains of hur-
dle fences. The excavators have managed to fix 
floors of the log cabins. One of them measured 
112 m2 and contained partitions. The logs were 
inserted in one another. There have survived 
six rows of log walls. The pottery of “Simagre” 
settlement is dating from the 6th – 5th centuries 
BC. Most of the wares are manufactured locally 
and typologically are similar in all the uncov-
ered levels. At the same time they are char-
acteristic to the 6th – 5th century BC Colchian 
artifacts: jars, clay cisterns, pots and their lids, 
drinking vessels, pitchers with tubular handles, 
tumblers, dishes, basins, cone-shaped spindle-
whorls, bronze knives, iron lance heads, hoes, 
knives, hooks, bit wears, oblonged querns, 
wooden deepers, cornelian and agate beads, 
and a gold triangular pendant decorated with 
a granulated meander. A group of imported 
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pottery consists of Chios, Lesbos and Samian 
amphorae, Ionian table wares basins, oil-lamps 
and kylixes, Attic black-slip and black-figured 
kylixes. 5th – 4th century BC plastered log struc-
tures were uncovered in 9 km distance from 
the sea, along the left terrace of the Rioni river. 
There were found Colchian wares – pots, tum-
blers, lids, jugs with tubular handles. The Hel-
lenistic period pieces were found in the south 
of “Simagre” settlement. These were pot-shards 
of rimmed clay cisterns and Colchian ampho-
rae, also the undersides of Sinopean amphorae 
[Mikeladze, M. 1978: 50 – 78].

A pair of concave sided, Early Medieval, lo-
cally manufactured amphorae and rectangular 
bricks with two crossing grooves were found 
at Poti arboretum, in the north-east of the air-
port. Pieces of bricks and tiles, pot-shards of 
an amphora with corrugated exterior, Emperor 
Hadrian’s (117 – 138) silver didrachm minted in 
Caesarea town were found next to Poti airport 
inside a trench made in the north of Nadjikhuri 
site.

Remains of a cemetery and a structure built 
of stone, brick and lime mortar were uncovered 
in the north-east of Simagre settlement (dis-
tance 300 m), on the left bank of the Rioni river. 
Bricks with crossing grooves, single-handled 
pitchers, mugs, two-handled pots, and basins 
also were found there. The pottery is made of 
well worked clay and baked in pale brown col-
or. The finds are dating from the Early Medieval 
period.

The Early Medieval period pot-sherds 
(pointed saucers of clay cisterns, basins and 
concave sided amphorae) came to light while 
building a bridge across the Kaparchina river 
in the south-east part of Poti town, at lake Pa-
liastomi. A corrugated amphora was found at 
the left estuary of lake Paliastomi (the Thko-
rina river). Pot-shards of the Early Medieval 
period came to light at the mouth of the Pi-
chori river which also flows into lake Paliasto-
mi.  Another group of pot-shards of the same 
period were uncovered at “Nadjikuri” (discov-
ered by Dubois de Montpereux), present Poti 
airdrome. The group consisted of bricks with 

crossing grooves and pot-shards of corrugat-
ed pottery. One more collection of the Early 
Medieval period pot-shards (of clay cisterns, 
corrugated amphorae etc) were unearthed in 
the south-west of “Nadjikhuri”, where the river 
Shavi flows into lake Paliastomi.

There are several artifacts bearing Greek 
and Latin inscriptions connected with Phasis:  A 
silver chalice (diameter -21 cm) with swelling in-
wards underside. It comes from Kuban so called 
Zubov kurgan. The chalice is decorated with a 
snake’s and deer’s heads. A Greek inscription 
runs round the rim - AΠΟλλΩΝΟΣ·‘НГЕМОNOΣ· 
’ЕIMI·TOM·ΦАΣI –. It belongs to Apollo the 
leader who is in Phasis. The inscription is made 
in Ionian dialect of the Greek language and is 
palaeographically dated to the 4th century 
[Lordkipanidze, O. 2000: 7 – 11; Tsetskhladze, G. 
1994: 199 – 216].

A stamped tile with Latin inscription 
emerged among the ruins of Tsikhisdziri castel-
lum (now in the State Museum, Tbilisi): - VEX 
[illatio] FA[siana]. The tile is considered to be 
made for the garrison stationed at Phasis in the 
2nd century [Shpaidel, M. 1985: 140].

A 6th century concave sided amphora with 
a graffito of Greek letters “φω“ (Version --   F 

[ASIS]   W [NHTOS] - I purchased in Phasis) 
was found in the north-west of lake Paliastomi 
at “Natekhebi” area (now at the Poti Museum). 

A sinopean amphora with a graffito – BIK  
(Version — B [IKOS]  I[EROS]   K[AJAROS] // 
[KOLQIS] (?) - High quality Colchian wine was 
sacrificed with this amphora) was found in the 
sea, near the Supsa river canyon.

A chalice bearing a Georgian secular in-
scription was found at Poti, near lake Paliastomi 
(now at the Kutaisi Museum of History, # 3788).

A special hydro archaeological exploratory 
expedition was organized at the Centre for Ar-
chaeological Studies (Academy of Sciences of 
Georgia) in 1985 (Director G. Gamkrelidze). The 
team had to investigate the Black Sea coastal 
areas of Georgia and first of all create a special 
hydro archaeological map of quite a large ter-
ritory. Besides making the map the team had 
to reconsider all the existing written records, 
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geographical and geomorphologic data and 
collate all of them from hydro archaeologi-
cal point of view. Poti town and neighboring 
areas seem the most interesting and such cir-
cumstances had determined the first steps of 
the team. Remains of a dew stone wall was un-
covered in the south part of lake Paliastomi, 
at the end of the Kaparchina river, at “Naekle-
siari” area, but the pot shards picked there did 
not allow the scholars to date the site and the 
pieces properly.

Remains of a 3rd–8th century settlement were 
uncovered in a distance of 0.5 km from lake Pa-
liastomi estuary (Maltakva) at “Natekhebi” area 
where the lake forms a bay. As soon as we be-
gan the explorations there emerged a question 
– was the pottery brought by the river Rioni or 
were they the remains of a settlement. Further 
researches showed that it was a settlement ac-
cording to a number of sound features: First – 
large quantities of pottery gathered at a certain 
area. Second – several amphorae vertically dug 
into the soil. Third – remains of a burial. Fourth 
– several test-pits yielded the same pottery as 
picked on the bottom of the lake.

The remains of “Natekhebi” settlement oc-
cupy an area of about 900 m2. The bottom of 
the lake is covered with sand (about 300 m to-
wards the centre), layers of clay and peats. At 
some of the areas the peats are covered with 
sand. It is not at all excluded that there may be 
artifacts of earlier periods beneath the clay and 
peats. Lake Paliastomi occupies an area of 18 
km2.  The levels of the Black Sea and the lake 
are equal. The rivers flowing into the lake come 
from swampy areas and the deepest among 
them is the Pichori.  

Geomorphologists believe that a lake – La-
guna Paliastomi as a sea-born relic. In ancient 
times there was a estuary of the Rioni river 
[Dzvelaia, M. 1973: 25 – 33].  It seems quite 
natural that seafarers used the estuary as a very 
convenient harbor and then continued their 
way via Paliastomi sailing upstream the Rioni 
River – a very popular transit trading seaway.

Dubois de Montpereux offered an interest-
ing interpretation of “Paliastomi”.  He explained 

the toponym through the old Greek language 
– “an old estuary” - PALAIOS-STOMA. Karl 
Koch agreed with him [Koch, K.; Spenser, O. 
1981: 173].  There are cases when some of Greek 
written records mentioned two words together 
- limno // stóma (liman, estuary,).  It is clear 
that the terms mentioned above have several, 
somehow synonymic, meanings. It is also a very 
interesting fact that one of the meanings of the 
word - stómωma – is a castellum. If so it could 
be Palaieostom // Palaiestomoma.

Pottery predominates among the artefacts 
uncovered at “Natekhebi” settlement excavated 
in lake Paliastomi which together with other ar-
chaeological evidences (archaeotopographic, 
glass wares and metal pieces etc) help to create 
an impression about the life of ancient settlers 
of “Natekhebi” and their trade contacts. Pot-
shards found in Paliastomi (“Natekhebi” settle-
ment) may be grouped this way: – building ma-
terial, container and household wares.

Building material consists of bricks and 
tiles. The bricks are 3 – 5 cm thick. They are of 
the same size as those picked at the Early Medi-
eval period towns of west Georgia – Bichvinta, 
Sokhumi, Ochamchire, Gudava, Nokalakevi, 
Mtisdziri, Vashnari, Kobuleti – Pichvnari, Tsikh-
isdziri, Gonio ets. The tiles are flat with their 
sides turned up (solen – like). The height of the 
turned up side is 3.5 – 5 cm, thickness of the 
tile – 1.5 – 2.5 cm. They are made of reddish-
brown clay with some (limestone, quartz) in-
clusions. Among the shards some belong to flat 
imported tiles, and their clay is like Sinopean 
clay. Together with the bricks and tiles there 
were found the remains of logs and burnt plas-
tering. It seems quite possible that log cabins, 
plastered with clay and roofed with tiles, were 
built onto a ground floor built of bricks. Flavius 
Arrian noted: “Earlier the walls were made of 
clay with timber towers standing on them at 
Phasis town but now the walls and the towers 
both are built of bricks” [Arrian, F. 1961: 40].

Amphorae container  make the majority, 
or even the main part of the containers un-
covered at “Natekhebi” settlement. These lo-
cally produced concave sided amphorae are 
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very close to those found at Nokalakevi. Nor-
mally such amphorae are common at the Late 
Antique – Early Medieval sites of west Georgia 
such as Gantiadi village, Bichvinta, Sokhumi, 
Ochamchire, Gudava, Mtisdziri, Tsikhisdziri, Var-
ditsikhe, Kobuleti – Pichvnari.

Household pottery consists of basins, jugs, 
pots and luteris. The pots are plain, broad-
bodied and short-necked. Their rims are evert-
ed, clay is 6 – 8 mm thick, undersides are with 
concentric lines, diameter – 7 – 10 cm. Basins 
make the majority of “Natekhebi” settlement 
kitchen pottery. They are mostly with rounded, 
low sides and flat undersides. There were also 
found rim and side pieces of luteris (clay is 8 – 
10 mm thick). The clay of the luteris is brownish 
with limestone, mica and quartz inclusions and 
it means that they were produced locally. Such 
luteris are common at Varditsikhe, Vani, Bichvin-
ta, Ochamchire, Gudava, Nokalakevi, Mtisdziri 
etc. In addition to above mentioned household 
containers there were found clay cisterns with 
concentric, relief lines around their bodies and 
flat undersides. Their clay is dark brown, 16 – 19 
mm thick.

A quantity of imported pottery (25 %) found 
at “Natekhebi” settlement enables me to create 
a general impression about the contacts be-
tween the natives and the foreigners. These are 
imported amphorae, red slip basins and glass 
wares. The clay of the amphorae is like Sinopean 
– it is pale grayish with a violet shade. There are 
also underside, side, and handle pieces of the 
amphorae with corrugated bodies. There are 
several groups of amphorae made of clay like 
Sinopean. Such amphorae come from Bichvin-
ta, Sokhumi, Ochamchire, Gudava, Tsikhisdziri, 
Tsebelda etc. Reddish-brown amphorae make 
another group among “Natekhebi” household 
pottery. They are made of well-worked clay and 
have medium size. Similar amphorae have been 
found at Bichvinta, Tsikhisdziri, at the agora of 
Athenae. It is also possible that they are of the 
Mediterranean origin. The settlement yelded 
also semispherical undersides of corrugated 
amphorae with small warts on their tips. They 
are made of reddish-brown clay. Such under-

sides come from Bichvinta, Tsebelda, Sokhumi 
and Tsikhisdziri. There are also undersides of 
Samian amphorae which are common at Bich-
vinta, Sokhumi, Ochamchire, Tsikhisdziri, Tse-
belda, Nokalakevi and Varditsikhe. The latter is 
quite far from the Black Sea coastal area.

There is a group of brown-burnished am-
phorae container  among the ones found at 
“Natekhebi” settlement. The clay of such vessels 
contains fine inclusions of mica. These ampho-
rae have tubular necks and rollers around their 
rims. Their handles are horizontally attached 
at their rims. In form they are similar of those 
found in the 2nd – 3rd century layers of the north-
ern Black Sea towns, but are rather infrequent 
at Georgian Black Sea coastal sites. There were 
also uncovered several pot-shards of red-slip 
ware at the settlement. They are plain with the 
rims curved inwards. Their well-worked brown-
ish clay, with fine inclusions of mica, is baked 
evenly. A red slip has survived perfectly. Such 
wares are common in the 4th – 5th century layers 
of west Georgian sites such as: Gonio, Tsikhis-
dziri, Ochamchire, Sokhumi, Bichvinta, Vash-
nari, Nokalakevi, Kutaisi, Tsebelda, Mtisdziri etc. 
It is important to note that large quantities of 
such pottery have been found at coastal towns 
of the country (e.g. Sokhumi, Bichvinta etc).

Glassware’s make one more group of con-
tainers found at the settlement. These mostly 
are pedestal led goblets. In addition to them 
there were scraps of some unidentified glass 
vessels and also pieces of a window pane. The 
glass is transparent, pale greenish though there 
are sky-blue pieces too. Such glass is unearthed 
at Tsebelda, Gudava, Mtisdziri, Sokhumi, Nokal-
akevi etc. Similar pedestalled goblets are dating 
from the 4th – 8th centuries and plenty of them 
are found at coastal settlements of the Medi-
terranean and Black seas. They are also found 
in regions far from the seas – in the Asia Minor, 
Caucasia and Near East. Stemmed glass goblets 
come from Mtskheta, Urbnisi, Rustavi, Zhinvali, 
Tbilisi, Bichvinta, Sokhumi, Tsebelda, Ocham-
chire, Gudava, Tsikhisdziri, Vashnari, Mtisdziri, 
Vardistsikhe and the other Early Medieval pe-
riod settlements. They differ in form and color. 



188

The ones found at coastal settlements seem 
comparatively similar.

There were remains of a pit tomb in the 
north-east underwater part of “Natekhebi” 
settlement. The tomb yielded a concave sided 
amphora with a broken rim. The amphora was 
lidded with an underside of another one. The 
amphora contained burnt bones of poultry 
and a pig. An individual was next to the am-
phora. The pit tomb also contained a bronze 
pin (length 7.7 cm), three bow-shaped bronze 
pins with long, sharp tips (length 4.3 cm, 4.3 cm 
and 5.2 cm) dating from the 6th century, a rect-
angular, flat piece of lead, a pedestalled glass 
goblet (pedestal diameter 4.3 cm), a Byzantine 
20 nummi copper coin with a letter “K” on the 
reverse, while the obverse is illegible. The coin 
is minted during the reign of justinian II (565 – 
578). Another copper coin of emperor Constan-
tius II (337 – 361) was uncovered in the west 
part of “Natekhebi” settlement. Archaeological 
material of “Natekhebi” settlement is in the Poti 
town site museum storage [For more detailed 
information see Gamkrelidze, G. 1987, 98 – 117;  
Gamkrelidze, G. 1992: 30 – 48; Gamkrelidze, G. 
1990: 215-219; Gamkrelidze, G. 1992: 101-119; 
Gamkrelidze, G. 1990: 223-236].

At the present stage of study “Natekhebi” 
settlement discovered under the waters of lake 
Paliastomi may be dated to the 3rd – 8th cen-
turies. As to the pit tomb found there, it may 
belong to the 6th century. The artifacts found 
at the settlement point to a close parallelism to 
other contemporaneous sites of west Georgia 
(Kutaisi, Mtisdziri, Vashnari, Tsebelda etc) and 
especially to Bichvinta, Sokhumi, Ochamchire, 
Gudava and Nokalakevi. It seems fairly pos-
sible that “Natekhebi” settlement structures are 
the remains of the Byzantine period Phasis de-
scribed by Agathias and Procopius of Caesarea 
as lying at the estuaries of the rivers Pichori, 
Shavi and Kaparchina. The town was probably 
dislocating because of certain geomorpho-
logic changes [For more detailed information 
see Gamkrelidze 1987: 97 – 117; Gamkrelidze,  
G. 1992: 211-216;  Gamkrelidze, G. 1992: 30 – 48; 
Gamkrelidze,  G. 1992:  101 – 119].

The localization of Phasis town is as if strict-
ly fixed by the authors of Greek and Latin writ-
ten records – the town lay at the left bank of the 
Phasisi river delta and after this they mention 
a lake (probably Paliastomi). Such description 
completely coincides with the present day lo-
cality of Poti town. This is why all the scholars 
note that Phasis town is to be searched for at 
Poti and adjacent territories [see: Berdznish-
vili, M. 1942, 3 – 21; Grigolia, G. 1973, 36 – 55, 
Lordkipanidze, O. Mikeladze,T. 1973, 17 – 36; 
Gamkrelidze,G. 1993].  In spite of the circum-
stances like this Phasis of the Classical – Hel-
lenistic periods is not yet discovered and the 
reason for it is a very complicated palaeogeo-
morphological situation existing in the area 
[Djanelidze, Ch. 1973: 5 – 16, 21 – 33; Dzvelaia, 
M. 1973; Djanelidze, Ch. 1980: 21 – 64].  From 
geomorphologic point of view Kulevi – Poti – 
Ureki seaside is as if a missing link in a Georgian 
coastal context (330 km in length). The fact of 
global regression and transgression of the Black 
Sea with regard to Phasis seems more than ob-
scure. The problem of local dynamics of the 
coastal shelf remains still uncertain. Very often 
geomorphologists rely upon archaeologists’ 
information and make their own inferences ac-
cording the locations of the settlements. As to 
me, I am sure that this problem needs an all – 
embracing investigation but first of all the geo-
morphologists should tell us what the coastal 
dynamics was like and where exactly the Rioni 
flew into the sea. They should also take into 
consideration global (regression and transgres-
sion of the sea) and local (hill – wash or ballast 
brought by the rivers, also old beds of the Rio-
ni, Pichori, Khobi and Supsa rivers swampy and 
peaty territories) data.

It seems preferable to use properly deci-
phered space photos in palaeogeomorphologi-
cal investigations in order to clarify once and 
for ever where exactly the Phasisi – Rioni flew 
into the sea and how the Late Bronze – Early 
Iron and Antique period settlements were re-
lated with the river. Unfortunately air photos 
appeared absolutely useless in the case like 
this. It is also important to note that the Rioni 
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river has been carrying an enormous amount of 
ballast since the periods mentioned above and 
it seems quite natural to suppose that the river 
delta is dislocated and vast areas are under wa-
ter today.

There are series of settlements along Kulevi 
– Poti – Ureki coastal areas: the Late Bronze – 
Early Iron period ones at the estuary of Khobi 
river, at Kulevi village, in the north of Poti town. 
A 6th – 4th century BC one at the Tsiva river, at 
the estuary of the Supsa river, in the south of 
Poti town. Here belong “Natekhebi” settlement 
too which is in lake Paliastomi, at the same Poti 
where a 4th century BC pot-shard of a black-
slip container and a base-ring of a Rhodosian 
amphora (see above) was found.

It is important to note that an area of about 
200 m width was covered with the sea during 
1872 – 1965 [Kekelia, J. 1981: 505 – 508].  It 
seems so that Phasis town sank in the sea. This 
fact is amply illustrated. The information offered 
by geographers – says that a so called Phana-
gorian regression in the Black sea finished at 
approximately between the turn of BC and AD 
and began its transgression [Djanelidze, Ch. 
1973: 5 – 16; 1980: 148 – 159].  In the result the 
level of the sea became about 3 m higher and 
covered all the then settlements [Djanelidze, 
Ch. 1973: 16].  Similar process developed in the 
northern [Blagovolin, N. Shcheglov, A. 1968: 15 
– 27] and southern (e.g. sinope) Black Sea lands 
where a certain number of the Antique period 
towns were covered with water.

A geomorphological situation of Poti – 
Grigoleti shelf is too complicated. The sea is 
muddy and it is extremely difficult to see any-
thing in it at the estuary of the Rioni river south 
ramification. The river carries silt which forms 
under water dunes during the storms. Accord-
ingly if imagine that the process has been go-
ing on for centuries it will be easier to suppose 
that the remains of Phasis town are covered 
with the thickest layer of sand.

Good sized pot-shards of concave sided 
amphorae were found during hydro archaeo-
logical researches in a distance of 25 m from 
the beach in the sea. An early period Sinopean 

amphora (rim diameter - 12 cm) with tubular 
neck (15 cm high), solid handles (ovoid in sec-
tion) on the shoulder was uncovered near the 
Supsa river canyon in the sea. Another Heraclea 
Pontica amphora dating from the 4th century BC 
was found again in the sea at Maltakva.

So, collation of the present day geomorpho-
logical and topoarchaeological information en-
ables me to conclude that the Classical and Hel-
lenistic period Phasisi is to be searched for on the 
land and in the sea within the radius of approxi-
mately 12 km or more precisely in the triangle of 
Poti – Kulevi – Supsa and Chaladidi – Sakorkio. 
Because of local geomorpgological changes ie 
accumulation of ballast (carried by the rivers), 
dislocation of peats, extremely moistened soil, 
change of the sea level etc a part of Phasis town 
was probably covered with water from time to 
time. This is why the town was often dislocated 
within the confines of the just mentioned terri-
torial triangle ( see Fig. I, II, III).
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II

1. Namarnu, 2. Dziguri, 3. Nosiri, 4. Tskemi, 5. Siriachkoni Okhidjc, 6. Nandevu, 7. Sagvichio 
(Zurgani Konsha), 8. Nagmipidji, 9. Chaladidi (Zurga, Sabazho, Chkhari), 10. Choga 1, 2, 
11.  Ochkomuri, 12. Betlebi, 13. I ki. 14. Khorshi- Lomura, I5. GuripulL, 16. Naokhvamu 
(Reka village), 17. Kvaloni Dikha - Gudzuba, 18. Gedjeti, 19. Noko, 20. Sakiri1. 21. Senaki 
(at cement fabric), 22. Batnaokhure, 23. Kulevi 1, 24. Kulevi 2,25. Hill at the Pichori 
river bank, 26. Tsiva, 27. Ureki, 28. Anaklia, 29. Ergeta, 30. Chopola, 31. Mukhurcha, 32. 
Nigvziani. X — The 6th centurv' ВС pot-sherds of imported containers; Simagre (Sakorkio 
village), Zurga (Chaladidi village), Sagvichio, Namamu, Kulevi. at Supsa (in the sea), 
Palaeostomi (at "Natekhebi"), at Maltakva (in the sea). 
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A study of these ties between the Greek world 
and Colchis (Western Georgia) are of interest not 
only as regards the history and Archaeology of 
Old Georgia, but also as regards the Greek world 
and its relations with the Pontus Euxinus (Black 
sea) seaboard. 

In the Hellenistic epoch, one of the commer-
cial routes connecting East and West lay through 
Old Georgia. This route ran from India as far as the 
Caspian Sea, then through the Caucasus along the 
riv. Kur, across the Lixiis cedi pass, down the Black 
sea at the city Phasis and the stretched across the 
sea to the cities in Asia Minor and on the Black sea 
seaboard. 

Imported amphorae in Colchis, the eastern 
Black Sea area in western Georgia, emerge as 
commercial containers from the second half of 
the 6th cent. BC. Amphorae made at urban centers 
of the Black and Mediterranean Seas are attested 
here [Puturidze, R. 1976:79-90].

The manufacture of local “Colchian amphorae” 
(resp. brown-clay) began from the second half of 
the 4th cent. BC. By this period, Colchian ampho-
rae resemble their Sinopean counterparts. In the 
numerous archaeological finds of Colchian am-
phorae  of western Georgia, different typological 
variants are noticeable in terms of form, capac-
ity and clay. [Puturidze, R. 2003:98-109; Putu-
ridze, R. 1977:68-71; Lordkipanidze, O. 1966:137-
140; Kakhidze, A. 1971:55-63; Lordkipanidze, G. 
1970:81-82; Gamkrelidze, G. 1982: 69-98; Brash-
inski, I. 1980:pl. XXIII; Vnukov, S. Tsetskhladze, G. 
1991:170-185; Khalvashi, M. 2002:10-20, and oth-
ers]. There is a difference chronologically as well. 
Colchian amphorae appear to have been manu-
factured at many sites on the territory of western 
Georgia. Amphorae of local production from the 
second half of the 4th cent. BC to the  8rd cent. AD 
were made subsequently too with various modifi-
cations (Fig.IV).

In 1950 archaeologist B. Kuftin was the first 
who put forward an idea about the possibility 

of producing amphorae in West Georgia (Col-
chis). Archaeologist R. Puturidze was the first 
who began studying of amphorae. R. Puturidze 
had treated the Late Classical and Hellenistic 
period concave sided amphorae and regarded 
them as manufactured in Colchis. In 1959 R. Pu-
turidze had gained herself at the archaeological 
sites and Georgia’s museums and paid a special 
attention to the concave sided amphorae from 
the Kutaisi, Poti and Vani museums. 

I. Zeest, speaking about Bosphorus’ ceramic 
container had singled out one group among 
the Hellenistic period amphorae and called 
them “brown clay amphorae” produced some-
where in the southern Black Sea lands. O. Lord-
kipanidze orally stated opinion and wrote that 
the Hellenistic period brown clay amphorae 
were pottered in Colchis. A. Kakhidze too had 
agreed with the opinion and divided Pichvnari 
amphorae of this type into two groups: Colchi-
an comparatively high amphorae of brown clay 
with cylindrical ring-bases and Colchian shorter 
ones with button-like ring-bases. O. Lordkipan-
idze believed that the Colchian origin of brown 
clay amphorae has been borne out by not only 
their wide distribution in Colchis or with close 
similarity of the local clay used for manufactur-
ing of native pottery but also by the signs made 
on them before baking which are like those 
made on Colchian pithoi. I. Zeest agreed with 
Georgian archaeologists about the possibility 
of producing brown clay amphorae in Colchis 
and stressed how important it was to localize 
the manufacturing centre. G.Tsetskhladze had 
made numbers of petrographic analyses and 
contributed to the study of the problem. He 
has published a number of his own papers and 
some more in co-authorship with other schol-
ars. He has rendered great services to the prob-
lem of dating of Colchian amphorae found in 
the northern Black Sea lands. He had singled 
them out and then dated them properly.  

Gela Gamkrelidze

ON THE EVOLUTION THE COLCHIAN AMPHORAE
(the 4th cent. BC to the 3rd cent. AD)
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Find of burning kilns together with pot 
shreds of brown clay amphorae, other pottery 
and tiles around them once again proved that 
amphorae were made in Colchis not only in 
the Hellenistic period but even later and they 
had various forms and shapes, even more, they 
were produced at many Colchian sites.

Excavations of Vani town were exclusively 
productive and important from the point of 
view of Colchian amphorae, which made it 
easier to date them better according to their 
find spots and accompanying artifacts. Most 
of them had completely been restored. In the 
result we have got a full picture of alterations 
in their forms and shapes beginning from the 
later half of the 4th century BC and until the 1st 
century BC when the town was perished. Many 
dozens of shreds of Colchian amphorae were 
found in the suburb of Vani town.

Native amphorae dating from the 2nd – 1st 
centuries BC are found in abundance at Vani 
town that enables me to suppose that they 
had almost completely displaced other kinds 
of such vessels. They had been found in the ru-
ins of the town and many of them were even 
restored. It appeared that they slightly differ 
from one another that make it possible to sup-
pose that either they were made at different 
local workshops, or they were made by differ-
ent potters. Signs engraved on unbaked sur-
faces of necks, handles and seldom on bodies 
of these amphorae (but not on all of them) first 
appeared in the Late Hellenistic period. About 
40 different signs made on the amphorae have 
been found at Vani town. 

In general, typological-chronologically, Col-
chian Amphorae present the following picture: 
Colchian Amphorae of the second half of the 4th 
cent. BC to the first half of the 3rd cent. BC re-
semble Sinopean ones; however, the surface of 
the clay is coarser, and the color brownish. Light-
brownish specimens also occur. The body of local, 
Colchian Amphorae is egg-shaped, close to cylin-
drical; the handles are equally curved and oval in 
section (Fig.I, fig. 1-4).

Colchian Amphorae of the 2nd cent.-1st cent. BC 
develop a concavity in the belly; the neck is cylin-

drical and comparatively short; clay on the surface 
is coarse and of brownish hue; light-brown speci-
mens also occur (pl.II, fig.2-4). In general, one of 
the principal characteristics of Colchian Ampho-
rae is a spiral at the bottom (Fig.III), the so-called 
rosette-like in some researchers’ terminology. 
Such spirals are not characteristic of foreign Am-
phorae. The clay structure of Colchian Amphorae 
is nappy-porous. The clay contains whitish and 
blackish small-fragment specks. Admixtures occur 
of diabase and basalt; pyroxenites, quartz, mica, 
iron (III) hydroxide, etc. Mineralogical-petrograph-
ic analysis of the clay has been carried out, dem-
onstrating its identity with local, Colchian clays 
of different regions [see Morchadze, T. 1979:81; 
Poporadze, U. Paradashvili, I. Akhvlediani, D. Gasi-
tashvili, A. 2006: 220-224].

Some specimens of Colchian Amphorae of the 
2nd-1st cent. BC bear signs (e. g. see   Fig.V, fig. 2). 
Perhaps they were made by the potter to indicate 
the capacity of the vessel or the number of speci-
mens made. The signs on Colchian Amphorae re-
semble those made on locally made wine pithoi 
and tiles. It should be noted also that in one lo-
cal amphora, brought to light at Vani, the surface 
is treated in the same way as local wine pithoi – 
horizontal bands or vertical lines [Puturidze, R. 
1977:68-69].

Kilns for firing pottery have been discovered in 
Colchis, where fragments of amphorae have been 
attested along with those of other types of ceram-
ic wares. A kiln of this type has been found near 
the village of Gvandra (Abkhazia), dating from the 
3rd cent. BC. A similar kiln came to light on the “Red 
Beacon” settlement site near Sukhumi. Remains 
of a kiln have been studied on a settlement site 
south-west of v. Gulripshi.

Colchian amphorae of  the 2nd cent. BC and  1st 
cent. BC have a special spiral at the bottom. The 
cylindrical foot assumes mushroom-like rounded 
shape and the end is thickened. The walls of Col-
chian amphorae of this period are relatively thin. 
Some scholars even call it button-like. The body of 
the amphora has more concavity; scholars believe 
that this concavity is connected with transporta-
tion on land. The concavity would easier hold the 
rope and it would be easier to load it on a horse 
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or ass. The capacity of Colchian amphorae ranges 
from 13 to 22 liters. 

Amphorae with ribbed neck and concave body 
of the 2nd-3rd cent. AD must be a continuation of 
the subsequent period of Colchian amphorae of 
the 2nd-1st cent. BC; they have an elongated body, 
almost equally curved handles and a spiral at the 
bottom. Their walls are relatively thinner, and they 
have a rib on the neck, at the place of attachment 
of the handles. Amphorae of this type have been 
found at Bichvinta, Sukhumi, Eshera, Tsebelda, Poti 
(Paliastomi), Ureki, Kobuleti Pichvnari, Tsikhisdziri, 
Gonio, etc (Fig.IV,  3); [Khalvashi, M. 2002:10-20].

From the  3rd-4th cent. AD a new type of Colchi-
an amphora with concave body and spiral at the 
bottom develop. The handles of these amphorae 
are sharply curved in the upper part, and the body 
is narrower and elongated. Some specimens have 
low corrugation on the body. The handles lose its 
oval shape in section, becoming flatter (Fig.IV,  4).

Colchian amphorae have been discovered in 
large numbers on settlement sites of the  2nd-1st 
cent. BC all over the territory of  historical Colchis. 
There is almost no former settlement site here 
with such amphorae not coming to light. It is al-
most unanimously acknowledged in the specialist 
literature that these amphorae are of local, Colchi-
an, manufacture. Colchian Amphorae are attested 
at the following points: Eshera, Sukhumi, Ocham-
chire, the River Inguri valley, the area adjoining Poti, 
v. Ureki, the interfluve of the Supsa-Natanebi, v. 
Tsikhisdziri, Pichvnari near Kobuleti, v. Makhvilauri, 
Batumi, v. Gonio, v. Bukistsikhe, v. Gurianta, v. Dap-
nari, v. Dablagomi, v. Mtisdziri, the environs of Kutai-
si, v. Sagvichio, Vani and its environs, and others. Col-
chian Amphorae of the 2nd-1st cent. BC have come 
to light at various settlement sites of the northern 
Black Sea area, namely Gorgippia, , Cyteus, Cepoi, 
Naples (Scythian), Chersonesus, Donuzlav, Belyaus, 
Karatobe, Cercinitides, etc [Vnukov, S. Tsetskhladze, 
G. 1991:170-185]. 

A high relief stamp is fixed on the upper part 
of the handle of the Colchian amphora discov-
ered in the lower layer of “Natekhebi”(in Poti). The 
handle is of oval section; the clay brownish, with 
whitish and blackish noticeable in it; the surface is 
coarse-nappy-porous. The stamp is circular (diam.: 

1.9 cm), with an equal-beam cross in it; the stamp 
is an epigraphic; the cross is slanted in relation to 
the handle (Fig.V, fig. 1).

Until quite recently, circular stamped Colchian 
amphorae were unknown to scholarship. At pres-
ent cross stamps placed within a circle have been 
brought to light, resembling one another: from 
Poti, Pichvnari-Choloki, former city site of Vani. To 
date nine specimens are known in all. One piece 
is attested by oral communication. The stamps of 
this type are attested on a wine jar of local produc-
tion.             

A cross placed within a circle may have been a 
sign of a prominent person of   authority of some 
urban settlement or region of Colchis. The product 
of the ceramic workshops under him was branded 
with such an emblem. “Vani”, “Kobuleti-Pichvnari” 
or Phasis may have been such an urban centre. 
The raw material and manufacture of Colchis were 
exported onto the international market via the 
city of Phasis. It is not ruled out that these brands 
belonged to a king’s official who was charged 
with control of the manufacture of amphora-
containers and was responsible for the quality of 
the commodities to be transported in them. Bear-
ing in mind the well-known brands of 3rd cent. BC 
Colchian amphorae from  Dioscurias-Eshera, with 
the name of the city inscribed [see Puturidze, R., 
2003; pl. I, 2], then a brand with a cross may be 
taken for an emblem of some other city, e. g. the 
trading city of Phasis. This city was an important 
trade centre [Lordkipanidze, O. 2000; Gamkrelid-
ze, G. 2003:170-185; Braund, D. 1994:102-103;  
Gamkrelidze, G. 1992:6-29, and others], (Fig.I). It 
is mentioned by the following authors: pseudo-
Scylax (4th cent. BC), Aristotle , Plato, Heraclides 
Zembos, Hipocrates, Theocritus, Strabo, pseudo-
Plutarch, Pliny, Gaius Secundus (Elder), Pomponius 
Mela, Flavius Arrian,  Plutarch, Claudius Ptolemaios, 
pseudo-Orpheus, Themistios, Castorius, Ammianus 
Marcellius, Zosimus, Stephanus Byzantinus, Agath-
ias, Theophanes the Chronograph, George Cedre-
nus, and others [see Gamkrelidze G. 2003:170-173].

The city of Phasis was one of the principal 
points of the sea and river transit commercial 
route of Asia-Europe. Through the city of Phasis 
iron, timber, flax, linseed oil, honey, wax, wine, 
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etc. were exported abroad [Lordkipanidze, O. 
1966:117-120; Gamkrelidze, G. 1992:6-18].

Thus, on the basis of the recent archaeological 
evidence discovered in Western Georgia or Col-
chis, as well as by recourse to and consideration 
of other artifacts we may conclude that from the 
second half of the 4th-to the 2nd cent. BC inclusive 
amphorae were made in Colchis, on which pro-
prietary, trade brands were stamped, as was the 
practice in Mediterranean and Black Sea urban 
centre. I believe these stamps constitute the pro-
prietary (legal) emblem of an urban centre (e.g. 
Phasis) of Colchis or of some person of advanced 
position who was in control of the manufacture 
of amphorae and assumed responsibility for the 
quality of the products, exported in these com-
mercial vessels (containers). This, in its turn points 
to the higher level of development of the Colchian 
society of the period and to the quality of its inte-
gration in advanced urban centre of the Mediter-
ranean and Black Seas.
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Fig. I - 1-4 Colchian Amphorae from Kobuleti – Pitchvnari 
settlement;

Fig. II - 1,2, 4 - Colchian Amphorae from Vani; 3 - Colchian Am-
phora from Grigoleti settlement; 5 - Colchian Amphora 
from Poti Natekhebi settlement;

Fig.  III -  Bases of Colchian Amphorae from the Hellenistic 
period settlements of West Georgia;

Fig. IV – 1. Colchian Amphorae of the 3rd c. BC.; 2. Colchian 
Amphorae of the 2nd -1st cc. BC.; 3. Colchian Amphorae 
of the 1st – 3rd cc. AD.; 4. Colchian Amphorae of the 4th 
-8th cc. AD.;

Fig.  V – 1. Stamped handles of Colchian Amphorae of the 
Hellenistic period; 2. The inscriptions on the Colchian 
Amphorae of the Hellenistic period.
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Rhytons were the vessels used for drinking. 
Mainly two types of them existed: some had short 
necks and animals’ heads, others - horn-like body 
decorated with small figures of various creatures. 
The horn-shaped vessel in Georgia used for wine 
drinking is called ”qantsi’’.   The  ancient roots  of 
wine-making  in   Georgia  warrant’s   the   assump-
tion  that   “qantwi-rhyton”   is  one  of  the  oldest 
forms of drinking vessel. 

There are different opinions about the origin 
of rhytons [Svoboda, Cončev 1956: 6 – 15]. Some 
scholars consider that they were first made in the 
Asia Minor [Amiranashvili 1961: 51]; others think 
that Iran is the mother land of a rhytons [Rostovt-
sev 1929: 8 – 14]. Some authors suppose that the 
drinking vessel like a rhyton could not be made 
only at one certain place [Trever 1940: 107 – 108; 
Maksimova 1956: 215 – 235], and really, rhytons 
could easily be made in any region of the world 
where the cattle-breeding was carried out [Gam-
krelidze 1982: 73 – 81], because a scraped horn is a 
natural drinking vessel which is very easy to make.

Originally rhytons were made of animals’ 
horns but in the course of time various materi-
als (clay, metal, ivory, glass) and forms appeared. 
More developed ones were those made of metal. 
It seems that a rhyton obtained a significance of 
a ritual vessel at that time and was widely spread 
in the Black Sea littoral, Caucasus, eastern Anato-
lia and Iran [Arakelian 1976: 36 – 47]. Twenty-one  
rhytons were found in the lands along the river 
Dnestr and Northern Caucasus (burial mounds of 
Semibratni, Kelermess, Uliap, Kuloba, Tolstaya Mo-
gila, Solokha, Mordvinov, Talaev, Karagodenashkh 
etc) [Vlasova 1999:  65].   

The depictions of persons with horn – rhy-
tons in their hands were found in Georgia too: e.g. 
near Gudauta town (a site Bombora). It is a figure 
of a sitting man with a horn-rhyton in his hand. 
The statuette of two men holding rhyton in their 
hands was found at Kazbegi town. A depiction of 
a goddess with “Amalthea’s Horn” in her hand was 

found in the 6th burial of Armaziskhevi, at Mtskhe-
ta town. Another goddess with a horn in her hand 
was depicted on a silver dish found at Tsikhisdziri 
village and one more find comes from Vani town 
– a sculpture of a goddess with a horn in her hand 
[Voronov 1969: PL. XLVIII; Tsitlanadze 1976:  Pl. 7, 9; 
Inaishvili 1993: 33, Pl. 81; Gamkrelidze 2001: 135 – 
138; Simon 1999: 30]. 

Quite often a “Horn of Plenty” – horn-rhyton 
was one of the attributes of gods and goddesses. 
The  frequent occurrence  of rhytons  in burials  and 
in  some cases their unfitness   for use as  drinking 
vessels  would  lead one   to the  assumption  that  
one  of the  sacred  functions  of the  rhyton was  its  
use in rituals  connected with the dead,  (placing it 
in the grave or drinking from it for the repose of the 
dead man’s soul on his remembrance day, etc.).

The same theme is attested outside Georgia 
as well. The conceptualization of the rhythons as 
a “Horn of Plenty” or cornucopia points also its sa-
cred and religious function.  The “Horn of Plenty” is 
a wide-spread symbol of wealth and abundance. 
Such a “qantsi – rhython” or cornucopia was one 
of the attributes of Gaea, Kirene, Pluto, Fortuna, 
Tyche,   sometimes of Cybele Dionysus or some 
other gods or goddesses.  

Rhytons have been found at many sites of 
Georgia, namely, at Gudauta site of Bombora – 
the rhyton with a protome of a wild goat [Krivitskii 
1977:  33], two  silver rhytons from Kazbegi town 
: one with a ram’s protome [Tsitlanadze 1976:  52, 
Pl. 153 ]   and another with a calf’s head on it (the 
latter is at the Hermitage department of East, St. 
Petersburg), the bronze rhyton from Borjomi Bor-
nigele cemetery , the silver rhyton from Mtisdziri 
village site Nashuebi [Gamkrelidze 1998:  211 – 
216], Vani town clay rhyton with a boar’s head on 
it, Uplistsikhe ancient town clay one . Glass rhy-
tons were found at the Tsebelda river gorge (three 
examples) [Voronov 1975:  76 – 77, fig. 20 7, 8, 11], 
one at the ancient city-site of Urbnisi [Saginashvili 
1970:  72, Pl. 124],   and another one from Sam-
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tavro cemetery of Mtskheta town [Ugrelidze 1967:  
26, fig. 3].

Below we are going to describe and discuss 
some problems around two all metal made rhy-
tons from Georgia, which were found in Mtisdziri 
and Gomi.

A badly damaged burial was discovered at the 
place Tsabla-ghele in the village of Mtisdziri within 
8 km of the ancient city-site of Vani.  Only few arti-
facts from this grave - golden, so-called radial ear-
ring, golden torque, fragments of the bronze ves-
sel and a silver rhyton have survived. Based on the 
archaeological material the burial must be dated 
to the 4th cent. B.C. [for details see Gamkrelidze 
G. 1982: 73-81; Gamkrelidze G. 1998: 211-216]. 
The Most interesting artifact found at Mtisdziri is 
a silver rhyton (fig. I and II) which is unfortunately 
so much damaged that only two fragments have 
survived: the figure of a man-he-goat (fig. I, 1) at-
tached to the lower end of the rhyton and a badly 
damaged fragment of the rim of the rhyton with 
an ivy ornament (fig. I, 2). First it was thought that 
these two fragments belonged to two separate 
vessels [Khoshtaria 1959:154-161].

The figure on the protome has a human head 
while its ears, horns and lower extremities are 
those of a goat. Its ears are alert characteristic of 
a wild goat, the neck being thick and massive. The 
beard reaches the chest, the oval eyes are set close, 
the eyebrows are joined, and cheek-bones are 
prominent, the nose is straight and massive. The 
circularly channeled horns were manufactured 
separately and afterwards attached to the head of 
the figure. On the chest of the figure an image of 
a creature is noticeable with long ears, hairy head 
and lowered legs. The figure of the man-he-goat 
has hoofs typical of a goat. Both the man-he-goat 
and the rhyton itself are richly decorated with a 
relief ornament. The master tried to render the 
muscles and separate features by an ornament 
of scaly, fan-shaped and slanting notches, using 
the technique of scratching and incision. Specially 
pointed tools were also used.

The artistic style of the Mtisdziri rhyton is 
somewhat related to the sо-called Achaemenid 
style, and has less in common with the so-called 
Eastern Greek style. Circular channeling of the 

horns is characteristic of the Achaemenid art. 
Rhytons with relief, horizontal stripes and flute oc-
cur frequently being of Oriental provenance. The 
representation of animal ears on the chest of the 
man-he-goat is also characteristic of Oriental style. 
It should be noted that the so-called herringbone 
ornament, which is typical of Colchian pottery of a 
definite period was used in rendering the figure of 
the man-he-goat. The same can be said about the 
geometric ornament that has much in common 
with the style of the 5th-6th cent. B.C. gold adorn-
ments of Colchian origin (gold diadem, “radial” 
and openwork earrings, temporal rings) [Lordki-
panidze 1971: 51-63].  Some of their ornaments 
recur on silver articles of the same period. 

She Mtiedsiri rhyton must be the work of a 
local master, influenced by Oriental Achaemenid 
style but its subject (the face of the figure) seems 
to be the result of local religious beliefs. As not-
ed above, the end of the qantsi-rhyton features 
a half-man and half-goat, i.e. a man-he-goat. I 
have identified it with the animal-protector god 
Ochopimtre-Ochopinte-Ochokochi, some parts 
of whose body is human and others of a goat, as 
represented on the Mtisdziri rhyton.

Ochopintre, an animal-protector god must have 
been a common mythological image in ancient 
Georgia. Interest attaches to Ekvtime Mtatsmin-
deli’s evidence on the name of a Georgian pagan 
god (Bochi) which was identified with Ochopintre:  
see “The name of the pagan idols regarded by them 
as gods – some of men and some of women - were 
completely destroyed: Dios, or Apollo, or Artemis, 
or Bochi (Ochopintre), and Gatsi, and Badagon, and 
Armaz at treating wine they would pronounce the 
name of the depraved Dionysus with a guffaw, and 
all this is diabolical...”  [The Small Nomocanon 1972: 
58].

It is significant that the name of the god Bo-
chi (Ochopintre) is mentioned together with the 
name of Dionysus. It is conceivable that there was 
a link between the man-he-goat and Dionysian 
mysteries. This is suggested by the representation 
of ivy ornament on the rhyton which is character-
istic of gods of the Dionysus circle and of vessels 
for drinking wine.
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By its function and appearance Ochopintre re-
sembles the Greek god Pan which is often repre-
sented as a he-goat. The Greeks imagined Pan as 
a merry god of the woods. The representation of 
Pan is found in some places of Georgia. After the 
formation of general Greek religion Pan became 
one of the attendant gods of Dionysus.

It cannot be ruled out that the Georgians had 
a local Dionysus-type god and its companions 
(Ochopintre) that later became assimilated to the 
Dionysus cult earning from Greece.  

Some ritual traditions preserved in Georgian 
folklore and Ethnography (wrapping into a goat-
skin, mask making e.g. Berikaoba, etc) seem to 
suggest that the man disguised as a goat on the 
Mtisdziri rhyton personified Ochopintre taking 
part in the mysteries connected with these gods.

A silver rhyton representing a scene of a bat-
tle (Fig. III) is an absolutely unique specimen of 
toreutics. It has been found in a high land region 
of Georgia Upper Racha in the village of Gomi and 
was brought to Kutaisi museum with other ar-
tifacts: a copper bowl, a bronze belt – plate, two 
bronze bracelets, a pair of bronze pins and a bronze 
finger-ring, remains of a glass adornment, another 
finger-ring made of horn, a strand of beads and 16 
scraps of other beads. All these pieces are quite 
common for the pre – Christian cemeteries. The 
nearest archaeological site to Gomi village is Brili 
multilayer cemetery excavated at Gebi village. It 
seems quite natural to suppose that all the arti-
facts just cited are stray pieces found at Gebi and 
taken to Gomi.

The depictions on the rhyton capture a special 
interest of scholars. The vessel has a form of an ob-
long cone. Dimensions of its preserved part are: 
height – 13 cm, rim diameter – 6.5 cm, weight – 86 
gr. The rim of the vessel is damaged and its lower 
part is missing. Now it is kept safe at the Kutaisi 
State Museum’s reserve of precious metals (no 
111) (Fig. III, 1, 2). The rhyton is made in one single 
piece of a silver plate. As it seems, first the scene 
was depicted on the flat surface. Afterwards the 
needed, horn-like shape was given to the plate. 
Probably, that is why the figures are somehow 
deformed and distorted [Bochoridze 1994:  254]. 
The shape of the vessel with its cylindrical neck 

and narrowing to the bottom body (its protome is 
missing) suggests that the vessel is a rhyton.

Decoration of the vessel consists of three dif-
ferent bands. The first one is made around the rim. 
It is a frieze of dense flutes. The second represents 
four fighting men, and the third one – a pair of dif-
ferent animals and a tree. All figures are disposed 
symmetrically.

Two pairs of fighting men are depicted below 
the flutes. Each pair is facing each other.

The first warrior on the left is a bearded man. 
He wears a helmet, short clothes and shoes on his 
feet – depicted with bands around his ankles. He 
is holding a spear in his right hand and a rectan-
gular shield in his left one. The spear is lifted up, 
ready to thrust the enemy.

The second warrior wears a helmet, a sleeve-
less jacket and similar shoes. He is aiming his ar-
row towards his foe.

The third warrior is standing with his back to-
wards the second one and facing the fourth. He 
is wearing a helmet, holding a dagger in his right 
hand and a rectangular shield (similar the first 
one) in his left one. The fourth warrior is holding 
a spear. Some details of the men’s figures are de-
formed and damaged. A tree with eight branches, 
a wolf and a doe are depicted below the warriors.

Some figures depicted on the rhyton are im-
pressed, others are scratched out and the rest are 
hammered from the inner side. All of them are 
schematic and naturalistic, made in low relief with 
impressed lines. The craftsman who made the re-
liefs does not seem to be skilled enough. All four 
men are depicted in the three – fourth with their 
heads in profile. A spatial solution of upper and 
lower devices is simple. The doe and the tree make 
an illusion of differing planes. Horizontal dashes 
on the men’s shields create an illusion of an artis-
tic perspective. Dynamic postures of the warriors 
show a rather aggressive attitude. The tree depict-
ed on the background connects the upper and 
lower scenes and functions as a key motif.

The rhyton found at Gomi village belongs to 
the type of horn-like ones. Two of the four warriors 
portrayed on it are holding similar shields which 
cover them from their pelvis to the shoulders. 
The shields are rectangular and their right upper 
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corners are cut out. They are rendered so that it 
is easy to see how they are tied to the arms and 
in addition to it they should have attachments for 
grasping them. It was very convenient to hold a 
shield this way because a warrior then was able to 
use both of his hands if needed (such attachments 
were first used by Hoplites) [Kvirkvelia 2001:  35].  
The cut out right corners of the shields allowed 
the warriors to watch the enemy’s actions. Such 
detail of a shield is depicted only on the rhyton 
from Gomi village and it seems quite possible to 
consider it as a local novelty. Shields with visors 
are quite common but they are not asymmetrical, 
e. g. so called semi lunar ones, or the one depict-
ed on the 1st century relief of Chersoneses town. 
The shields of Gomi rhyton are rendered with the 
help of vertical lines that creates an impression of 
a wood – as if long pieces of it are bound together 
with two pieces of metal bands (upper and lower 
ones) and between them there is a horizontal sign 
or emblem like Latin “v” (<).

Rectangular shields with rounded corners are 
depicted on Karashamba silver bowl found in the 
2nd millennium burial near the Razdan River [Oga-
nesian 1988: 145].  Trapezoid shields are depicted 
on the belt-plate found in the Late Bronze period 
burial in Stepanavan [Martirosian 1964, fig.65].  
The assault of town Sugun is depicted on a bronze 
sheathing of a door – Assyrian warriors are hold-
ing oblong rectangular shields [Piotrovskii 1959: 
Pl. 4]. On the scene of Kadesh battle (1312 BC.) 
from Abu – Simbel temple the warriors fighting 
against Ramzes II are standing in the race-chariots 
and holding hurdle rectangular shields. [Istoria 
… 1914:  132, fig. 1]. A so called Scythian warrior 
holding a rectangular shield with rounded corners 
is depicted on a gold comb found in Solokha buri-
al [Mantsevich 1987: 34].  Here I have to note that 
shields are less characteristic to the Scythian – Sar-
matian world and they are almost absent among 
their numerous archaeological material. From the 
burials only five shield remains are known [Meli-
ukova 1964: 78; Khazanov 1971:  63].  

According to Herodotus (7. 61), Xerxes’ Iranian 
warriors had round shields of hurdle. Rectangu-
lar shield was not characteristic to the Aegean – 
Greek world. Earlier Roman shields are round or 

rectangle and slightly bent ones appeared about 
the 3rd century BC. Polybius (History 6. 23. 2 – 4) 
wrote that shields were made of planks covered 
with leather (120 by 80 cm). Both ends of such 
shields were bound with metal pieces. Later rect-
angular, ovoid hexahedral and rhomb-shaped 
shields coexisted but the ends of the latter were 
cut away.  The shields had round metal umbons in 
their central parts. All three types of shields (rect-
angular, hexahedral, and ovoid) are depicted on 
the reliefs of Lucius Septimius Severus’ triumphal 
arch in Rome. Rectangular shields are depicted 
on the scenes of gladiators’ battle found in Pom-
peii. Roman infantrymen used rectangular shield 
– scutum at the time of Marcus Furious Camilus’ 
dictatorship. From this time until 3rd c. AD on type 
of shields remained common among Roman in-
fantrymen (cavalry soldiers used ovoid shields). It 
is quite probable that Pompeii’s legionaries were 
equipped with such rectangular shields when 
they first came to the Transcaucasia in 65 BC and 
fought against the Kartlian (Caucasian Iberia) King 
Artoke [Gamkrelidze G. 2001:  57 – 69]. At the 
times of the Roman Empire the shields became 
smaller and they covered the soldiers’ torsi only.

A rectangular wooden shield with angle – 
irons at the corners and covered with a sheathings 
of nails was found in west Georgia, at Tsebelda. It 
was included in the context uncovered on a hill of 
Stekliannaya and dated to the 4th century (48 by 
68 cm) [Voronov 1975:  95, fig. 33]. 

A collection of the Late Classical period arti-
facts preserved in the State Museum of Georgia 
was found in Tbilisi, at Delisi suburb. The collec-
tion contained a figure of a warrior (no 5 – 996: 7) 
with a rectangular shield in his hand.

Shields with round bronze or iron umbons 
are quite frequently found in Georgia. Wooden or 
leather pieces of the shields perish easily in the 
soil. Roundness of an umbon does not mean that 
a shield should be round too (e.g. rectangular Ro-
man scutum with round umbons). An assumption 
about roundness of a shield is strengthened with 
ethnographic examples characteristic to Georgian 
highlands where the locals used the shields with a 
diameter of 30 – 40 cm [Cholokashvili 1954: 227 – 
232].  I think that at Varsimaantkari cemetery there 
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are unearthed only umbonis and not the shields 
themselves [Mukhigulashvili 1986:  67 – 72]. 

Round metal umbons and sheathings are very 
common in Georgian Late Bronze – Early Iron pe-
riods, namely, they were found at Badiauri, Lilo, 
Melaani, Vanta, Ureki, Kazbegi, Samtavro, Kamara-
khevi, Varsimaantkari, Vani, (the 9th burial), Khut-
subani, Eshera, Brili etc.

It is notable that round Hoplite shields were 
found in the 7th burial at Tsiteli Shukura and in 
Akhul – Abaa burial [Kvirkvelia 2001:  32 – 40]. It 
is quite possible that foreign shields with metal 
sheathings and umbons were used by high-rank-
ing persons. It is absolutely clear at Varsimaantkari 
where among 166 burials only in two grave as-
semblages umbons were found (d. 30 cm) [Mukh-
igulashvili 1986:  71].  As to ordinary soldiers, they 
probable used either hurdle, or wooden shields 
sheathed with leather and it is natural that they 
have perished.

Shields of Kartvelian tribes (Colchis, Mosinikes, 
Moskhes, and Khalibes) are mentioned in Greek 
written sources. Herodotus (7.78.79) noted that 
“Colchians wore wooden helmets, small shields 
of rawhide, short spears and knives”. Xenophon 
(Anabasis 4.7.22) mentions Khalibes with ox-hide 
shields and Mosinikes who “held ivy-leaf-like 
shields covered with white ox-hide” (5.12). Strabo 
(Geography 11.4.5) wrote that the Albanians are 
“soldiers on foot and bow-men. They have raw-
hide suites of armor and shields like those of the 
Iberians”. Here is also mentioned a shield similar 
to Roman scutum – jureØc. It is very important 
to note that this passage of Strabo’ “Geography” 
chronologically concerns to the fight of a Roman 
commander Pompeii against Albanians and Iberi-
ans.

According to the written sources just cited Col-
chians, Khalibs, Mosinikes and Iberians used small 
ox-hide, ivy-leaf and scutum-like shields made of 
hurdle or wood and sheathed in hide. Archaeolog-
ically attested umbons point to the fact that metal 
was frequently used in making the shields.

On the Gomi rhyton scutum-like shields are 
depicted but they have visors at the right up-
per corner which distinguishes them from other 
specimens. The Warriors depicted on Gomi rhyton 

wear short clothes covering their pelvis. The gar-
ments are rendered in vertical lines. The first and 
the second warriors wear as if sleeveless jackets 
over their shirts. The clothes of the first and the 
third ones are belted. As I have already noted the 
figures are diagrammatic and it is difficult to say 
anything surely. It cannot even be excluded that 
the warriors are dressed in suites of armor, or the 
diagrammatic lines depict something like a Ro-
man lorica.

The third warrior has even trousers on so char-
acteristic to the Scythian – Sarmatian world. Let 
me return to Solokha comb in this connection – a 
warrior depicted on it is dressed in a short jacket 
(shirt) and trousers. He is holding a shield in his 
hand.  

Xenophon (5.4.13) says that Mosinikes “… 
wore short sackcloth chitons which did not reach 
their knees” and adds that “Khalibes wore flax 
suites of armor reaching the lower area of their 
stomach belted with tightly twisted ropes” (4. 7. 
15) i.e. belts.

Three warriors are bare-legged but they have 
shoes on their feet which are fastened at their an-
kles like Roman legionaries. It is a well-known fact 
that Greek warriors covered their legs with cnemi-
des. So did Khalibes (Xenophon, Anabasis 4.7.16).

Bronze and iron mail links and scales of armor 
are found in Georgia, namely, at Vani, Eshera, Tagil-
oni, Kldeeti, Tsebelda (Shapka). About hundred 
holed iron scales were found in a warrior’s burial 
(№2) at Vani town. This kind of ammunition is 
called a scaly armor. Pierced scales were attached 
to a leather or sackcloth garment which covered 
a warrior’s torso [Lordkipanidze 1976: 183 – 184]. 
As I have already noted it is possible that the war-
riors depicted on Gomi rhyton are dressed in such 
suites of armor rendered diagrammatically.

All four warriors, depicted on the rhyton, are 
wearing hemispherical helmets. Some of them 
have nose and jaw covers which are not at all com-
mon for the pre classical period [Yesaian 1966: 101, 
Pl. 16].  They were not characteristic to the Iranian 
world. As to the Greek and then Roman periods, 
jaw covers were considerably frequent [Bottini et 
al. 1988:  65 – 136, 327 – 365].
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So called Chalkidian and Hopletian helmets 
are found at different sites of Georgia: Sokhumi, 
Kutaisi, Kokhi (Adjara) and Shukhuti (Lanchkhuti 
district). Recently a Roman hemispherical helmet 
has been found in Kakheti region, Dedoplistskaro 
district, Zemo Kedi village.

Helmets were furnished with additional belts 
at the forehead in the period of Roman republic, 
just like the ones depicted on the helmets of the 
first and second warriors of Gomi rhyton. Nose 
covers are less characteristic to Roman helmets of 
the Republican and Imperial periods [Bottini et al. 
1988:  327 – 365; Connolly 1988:  228].  It is quite 
possible that Gomi rhyton represents mixed types 
(Greek – Roman) of helmets. Herodotus speaks 
about Colchian (7. 79) and Moskhian (7. 78) wood-
en helmets. While describing the fight of Pompeii 
legionaries and Iberians Strabo (11.4.5.)  notes 
that the latter wore leather helmets.

The first warrior of Gomi rhyton is holding a 
spear lifted up in his hand. The tip of the spear is 
directed downwards, as if ready to stub. It is short 
with a rhomb-like spear-head. A tie-line of its haft-
ing is stressed with a pair of horizontal lines. Simi-
lar warrior with a spear is depicted on the Emperor 
Constantine’s triumphal arch in Rome. The down 
directed spear-head points to the fact that the 
warrior is ready to stub not to throw.

Quantity of spear-heads far exceeds other 
weapons of the Classical period Georgia. It means 
that it was a basic weapon during the period. The 
same is witnessed in the written sources. Herodo-
tus (7. 78. 79), Xenophon (5. 2. 4. 12. 22. 25), Strabo 
(11. 4. 5) wrote that a spear-head was a leading 
weapon among Colchians, Khalibes, Moskhes, 
and Iberians (Caucasian). About a special group of 
Iberian soldiers with spears speaks even Plutarch 
(Luculus 31).

The second warrior on Gomi rhyton grasps a 
bow and an arrow in his left hand aiming to the 
one with a spear in his hand. The bow is small with 
a string tied horizontally. The arrowhead is trian-
gular, with ogee shoulders. Such arrowheads are 
mostly characteristic to the Late Hellenistic – Ro-
man world [Lordkipanidze 1976:  180]. Percent-
age of arrowheads in Georgia of this period is not 
large. Supposedly a bow and an arrow were not 

so important which is witnessed by Herodotus (7. 
78. 79) and Xenophon (4. 3. 7. 8. 15 – 16; 5. 2. 4. 
12. 22). They cite and describe the weapons of Col-
chians, Moskhians, Mosiniks and Khalibes but do 
not mention either a bow, or an arrow. But later, 
at the time of Roman (Pompeii) campaign Strabo 
enlists the weapons of Iberians (Caucasian) and 
Albanians and mentions a bow and an arrow too 
(Strabo 11. 4. 5). Iberian archers are mentioned 
by Appian (Misthridat’s wars 101) and Dio Cassius 
(37. 2). Strabo points to poisoned arrows of Svans 
(11. 2. 19).

The third and the fourth warriors depicted on 
the rhyton are fighting to each other with a short, 
double-bladed dagger and a spear. Iron daggers 
are fewer than spears among the Classical peri-
od weapons of Georgia but comparatively more 
appear in the Late Classical period e.g. at Arma-
ziskhevi, Kldeeti, Chkhorotsku, Brili, Tsebelda, 
etc [Puturidze 1959:  74 – 75].  Herodotus (7. 79) 
mentions short daggers (knives?) together with 
spears. Xenophon (4. 7. 16) says that Khalibs wore 
short daggers hanging on their belts.

A doe and a wolf are depicted on the lower 
part of the rhyton. These animals live in the Cauca-
sian mountains even today. There is a tree behind 
the doe. I suppose that this is an allegorical depic-
tion of a dualistic struggle between a virtue and 
an evil (characteristic to Zoroastrism and later to 
Manichaeism). The tree in this case is on the side 
of virtue (behind the doe). The lower scene is an 
allegorical rendering of the upper one i.e. fight-
ing warriors. The doe is a symbol of virtue and 
the wolf of an evil. As to the tree – it is a symbol 
of fertility, victory of life and defeat of an enemy. 
I could also offer here an idea of an antithetical 
triad – confrontation of a doe and a wolf against 
the background of a tree.

It seems quite possible that Gomi rhyton 
was made as an offering to a high-ranking war-
rior who died in a battle and later used in per-
forming his burial rites. Now, let us return to the 
previous scene depicted on the rhyton. I think it 
is much more realistic to explane this scene as a 
fight of southerners against the north Caucasians 
– Sarmats or Alans [Khazanov 1971:  3 – 4]. A local 
craftsman mirrored the event that he had already 
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seen and demonstrated his own philosophy in a 
sacral scene which was quite characteristic to that 
epoch.

Gomi rhyton is artistically independent and 
unique. It differs from analogous pieces of art 
of neighboring countries. The rim of the rhyton 
is decorated with a band of flutes and so called 
domed vaults at its end. Local bronze wares with 
flutes were common even in the Late Bronze – Ear-
ly Iron period Georgia e.g. fluted situlae found in 
Lechkhumi [Sakharova 1976: 11, Pl. 9] and at Tlia 
[Tekhov 1977:  75, Fig. 63].   Flutes were very com-
mon on the Pre Classical period Colchian pottery 
which carried on the tradition in the early Classi-
cal period [Lordkipanidze et al 1981:  57]  but they 
were not ended with domed vaults.

Vertical flutes were not characteristic to the 
Classical period Greek pottery (in contrast to Ar-
chitecture). They are not seen on Achaemenid 
or Sassanian decorative vessels. A relief orna-
ment, namely flutes, appeared in the Hellenistic 
– Roman world on pottery and toreutics [Froning 
1982:  179, 280, 288 – 303; Blavatskii 1953:  238 – 
254]  e.g. a Roman rhyton dated to the 1st century 
BC [Kobilina 1939:  Fig. 9]. Flutes, friezes and so 
called fan-like decoration became widespread in 
the Hellenistic and Late Classical periods [Kropot-
kin 1970:  24 – 25, Fig. 45].

Presumably frieze less flutes appeared in the 
Caucasus (first on metal wares and then on pot-
tery) even in the Late Bronze – Early Iron Age so 
the ornament may even be considered as tra-
ditional. As to the frieze-like flutes with domed 
vaults at one end, they are characteristic to the 
Late Classical period. Just this kind of frieze em-
bosses Gomi rhyton.

The Late Classical period of Georgia is dis-
tinctive with the abundance of toreutics [Macha-
beli 1976:  9 – 23; Lordkipanidze 1968: 77 – 101, 
111]  found at Tagiloni, Ureki, Tsikhisdziri, Ban-
dza, Kldeeti, Bori, Sargveshi, Khaishi, Kvashkheti, 
Zguderi, Tskhinvali, Zhinvali, Ertso, Armaziskhevi, 
Bagineti, Samtavro etc. It had been influenced by 
the Roman world [Machabeli 1976:  138 – 147].  As 
to Gomi rhyton the influence is seen in a manner 
of rendering the flutes. The Late Classical period 
fluted wares are found at Tagiloni, Khaishi, Ban-

dza, Tsikhisdziri [Machabeli 1976:  28 – 29; Putu-
ridze 1959:  72 – 74; Djavakhishvili 1958:  149 – 
150].   Some of the Late Classical period pieces of 
toreutics found in Georgia were common even for 
the 4th century. Silver pieces of later periods be-
long to the Christian times and bear the features 
corresponding to the philosophy of this religion.

Chemical analysis of silver attests the fact that 
a container, made of this metal, makes any liquid 
less harmful because silver destroys bacilli. This 
quality of silver was perfectly known in the an-
cient times and people tried to use the containers 
made of this metal in performing sacral rituals. It 
is noteworthy that the Classical period Georgian 
silver was of high standard. As to the Christian pe-
riod, there was used an alloy of silver and copper 
in order to make the metal firmer. Objects made of 
such alloy patinate in the course of time and be-
come greenish [Goginashvili 1997:  79 – 81].

Gomi rhyton is made of whitish silver contain-
ing stibium which is a silver-like whitish metal 
itself and its ore deposits are in Racha, near Brili 
(Zopkhito). As to silver, it is mined at Kvaisa (Djava 
district). It should not be forgotten that there is 
a well-known Brili site near Gomi village and the 
metal pieces found at Brili contain stibium (chem-
ist Dr. G. Inanishvili). According to Strabo (12. 3. 19) 
Khalibes mined not only iron but silver too.

I think that the horn-rhyton found at Gomi 
village in Upper Racha, on the south slope of the 
Caucasian mountain ridge was produced locally 
and comes from Brili cemetery. It is dated to the 
Late Hellenistic – Late Classical periods. The rhy-
ton was made for performing a burial ritual. As to 
the subject matter – it is a depiction of the crafts-
man’s perception of the reality which shows cer-
tain closeness with the north Caucasian (Sarma-
tian) on one hand and the Roman worlds on the 
other.
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The  depiction on the Rhyton.
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S U M M A R I E S

Zurab Bragvadze

Archaeological Excavations in the Village Gvankiti

In 2006, the expedition of Terjola district of the Otar Lortkipanidze Centre of Archaeology excavated 
the site in the village Gvankiti. The expedition was funded by the Georgian Pipeline Company and was 
focused to research the building which was partially excavated in 1998. The building seemed to be the 
remains of the church and was dated to the Early Medieval Period. The trench of 140 square meters was 
excavated. Two Cultural Layers were revealed here. The walls of the building had damaged the layer 2. 
This layer was attested near the N, S and E walls of the building and was destroyed by the walls. As for 
the layer 1, it was not disturbed and was attested at the upper level of the building. According to the 
stratigraphical profile, Layer 1 was of 35-40 centimeters, and the layer 2 – 40 – 50 centimeters. The layers 
were separated with the sterile layer of 20- 25 centimeters thickness.

Figures:
Fig. I - 1 – Gvankiti, the plan of the building revealed during the excavations; 2 – Stratigraphic profile;
Fig. II – Archaeological material of  the layer I;
Fig. III - Archaeological material of  the layer II.

Iulon Gagoshidze

Georgia and “Greco-Persian” Gems

Meeting and cooperation of Greeks and Persians in the sphere of glyptics is represented in so called 
Greco-Persian gems, were dated from the 5th-4th cc BC and were related mainly to Asia Minor (Furt-
waengler, Maksimova, etc.). Further researchers of “Greco-Persian” glyptics showed that several more 
or less different groups can be distinguished in this large class of gems, identified on the basis of style, 
shape and motif, chronology of which covers Hellenistic period too, and the area of extension reaches 
such remote places in the East, as Taxila, in Pakistan, and as the major part of these gems was produced 
not for particularly the Persian market, it is reasonably to call them “Greco-Oriental gems” (Boardman). 
Ancient Georgia (Colchis and Iberia) was also one of those countries where contacts between Oriental 
(Achaemenian) and Greek (or: strongly Hellenized) cultures occurred already in Achaemenid epoch. This 
was followed by typologically the same kind of events, as in other regions of Persian and Alexander’s 
empires. Metal finger-rings, common in Georgia in the 5th-3rd cc BC (M. Lordkipanidze) must be included 
in the above mentioned class of Greco-Oriental gems. These rings form several local groups, but they 
are identified by the shape and engraving technique, which are obviously of Greek origin, and by the 
motifs of engraved representations, which are mainly local or (more) Achaemenid, adopted and devel-
oped on local grounds. Gems of different types (bezel-rings, scarabeoids, tabloids), in general sense, 
included in the circle of Greco-Oriental gems, were produced on the territory of Georgia during the 
whole Hellenistic epoch until early Roman period, including. Blue glass polyhedrons (tabloids) form a 
peculiar, independent group of gems of Greco-Oriental circle, common in Iberia (Kartli Kingdom), where 
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they were produced in the 1st (2nd-1st) cc BC, but remained in use until the 2nd c AD. Thus, ancient Georgia 
(Caucasia?) was a kind of reservation, where “Greco-Persian” (therefore: Iranian-Achaemenid) traditions 
of Achaemenid epoch were preserved till Roman period, both in old objects, as well as in active produc-
tion. This idea concerns not only the sphere of glyptics. The same situation seems in other spheres of 
minor art (engraved bone plates, bronze buckles, etc.) and in architecture (temples of Dedoplis Mindori) 
too. 

Figures:
Fig. I - The table of superposition of Blue glass polyhedrons (tabloids);
Fig. II -  1-3  - Blue glass polyhedrons (tabloids): 1 – from Neron Deresi; 2 – from Neron Deresi, Abelia 

and Arkneti; 3a - from Neron Deresi, Abelia, Tuiachqochori, Lochini, and Azerbaijan (Karakopatepe); 3b 
– from Lochihi, Urbnisi, Sokhta, Brili, Nastagisi, Ossethia and Armenia (Gegadir, Leninakan); 4-14  - Metal 
finger-rings (signets) of 4th – century BC: 4-6 – from Sazeguri (silver); 7-8 - from Sazeguri (gold); 5-7 – 
from Kanchaeti (silver); 10, 12, 13, 14 - from Takhiziri (silver); 11, 18 - from Takhiziri (bronze); 15, 16, 17 
– engraved bone sheet of 1st c. AD from Dedoplis Gora.

Irma Berdzenishvili

About Early Christian Temples in Sokhumi

The archaeological researches of Sokhumi began from 1950 and is continuing untill today. In 1987-
1990 and 2001-2003, during the archaeological excavations on the territory of Sokhumi fortress the 
remains of two Early Christian temples were revealed. First was the octagonal building, and the second 
- three naval basilica with pentahedral apse. It is noteworthy that during the excavations of octagonal 
temple the fragment of the tile with the stamp of XV Legio Apollinaris and the grave stone with Greek 
inscription “Here lies the soldier – legionnaire, Orestus, for the commemoration of whom this church 
was built “were unearthed. Near by, Christian burials built with brick were revealed. On the territory 
of Sokhumi fortress the ceramics decorated with Christian symbols (cross and the Symbol of Christ), 
dated by the bronze coins of Justinian period minted in 544-545 were revealed. The Temple complex of 
Sokhumi may be built in the 5th century, but the archaeological data and the written sources approve 
that some construction activities were undertaken in the 6th century. From the forties of the 6th century 
Bichvinta (Pitiunt) lost his leadership of the Christian Center in the region. Sebastopolis became the re-
ligious center and in the written sources of the 7th century it is mentioned as the Sebastopolis eparchy, 
later as the autonomous archbishop’s eparchy. The advancement of Sebastopolis was conditioned by its 
Geographical location. The road from to the north Caucasus was running through the Kodori gorge. This 
road had an important role for Sebastopolis from the 6th century, when the “Silk Road” was transferred to 
the north and the merchants were using Kodori gorge as the road from the north Caucasus to the Black 
Sea, where the main harbor was Sebastopolis.

Figures:
Fig. 1. Complex of early Christian churches in Sokhumi (after L. Khroushkova).
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Irina Demetradze

Greek Pottery Wares from Atsquri

The modern village of Atsquri lies in Akhaltsikhe district, in south Georgia. The village is located  at 
the beginning of Borjomi Gorge, at about 900 m AMSL, on the valley, which is divided by the Kura river. 
A favourable environment and geographical location created constructive setting for the formation of 
an advanced settlement. Written sources as well as archaeological materials point out that, this area was 
crossed by one of the trade routes coming from east Anatolia. According to Georgian historical tradi-
tion the political centre of south Georgia was Atsquri. The archaeological investigations carried out in 
Atsquri revealed the settlement dated to the sixth-first centuries BC on the left bank of the Kura river. The 
settlement yielded a number of Greek imported pottery wares, alongside with the locally made items. 
Exposed artefacts significantly enriched and nuanced our understanding of Greek imports distribution 
within south Georgia and regional socio-economical history.The Greek imports were classified into two 
groups according to manufacturing centres and chronology. East Greek and Attic pottery wares dem-
onstrated that Archaic, Classical and Hellenistic periods’ ceramics were imported into south Georgia. 
Archaic East Greek Band wares were mainly represented by cups, while Attic painted and black-glazed 
pottery by cups, plates, bowls, and skyphoi. All these artefacts displayed typical to their group’s clay 
texture, paint, and glaze. Among numerous archaeological sites of south Georgia only 12 are regarded 
as synchronous to the Atsquri Greek pottery. It is worth of mentioning that Greek imported pottery has 
only been documented at Atsquri site. The chronological range of Greek pottery indicates that the im-
port has not been brought to Atsquri incidentally. It had accumulated there as a result of a long process, 
over broad time span that had its grounds. Greek pottery was represented mainly by tableware, which 
probable was used by nobility. The existence of a distinguished layer among the community of Atsquri, 
who owed valuable belongings emphasizes a differentiated society and on the other hand indicates 
the standing of the settlement. The fact that exclusively in Atsquri was identified expensive imported 
pottery, which means that the noble layer inhabited there, illustrates the status of the settlement as 
socio-economically advanced centre of the region. The discovery of wealthy burials near the settlement 
confirms these ideas as well. The findings of Greek imported pottery are rare in east and mountainous 
parts of Georgia. Atsquri imported pottery is still a single case in south Georgia. For that reason, gener-
ated an opinion that Greek imports were mainly limited to Colchis (west Georgia). The Atsquri discovery 
changed presumption existed up to that time. However, most probably, Greek pottery reached south 
Georgia not by means of direct interactions with Greeks, but via links with west Georgia, where numer-
ous archaeological sites yielded Greek pottery of Classical and Hellenistic periods in a great abundance. 
But, Greek Archaic pottery wares were only recognized at a few coastal sites of Colchis. Therefore, it 
thought to be that Greek pottery penetrated into south Georgia from particular western Georgian sites 
(Vani, Kobulet-Pichvnari, Simagre, Batumi Fortress). Western and eastern parts of Georgia were con-
nected via Zekari and Goderdzi ridges since antiquity. Greek pottery wares were probable imported by 
this route.  Thus, the discovery of Greek imported pottery in south Georgia is thought to be significant, 
since it highlighted an involvement of Atsquri community in an exchange system of antiquity. 

Figures :
Fig I. Greek Imported Pottery Wares: 1. Rim and handle of Archaic East Greek banded cup; 2. Fragment 

of Archaic East Greek banded wares; 3. Fragments of Archaic East Greek banded wares; 4. Rim and handle of 
Attic pained skyphos; 5.Neck of Attic pained lekythos; 6. Rim of Attic black-glazed unidentified vessel; 7. Rim 
of Attic black-glazed bowl; 8. Handle of Attic black-glazed unidentified vessel; 9. Bottom of stemless Attic 
black-glazed cup; 10. Heel of Attic black-glazed unidentified vessel; 11. Heel of Attic black-glazed unidenti-
fied vessel; 12. Rim and body of Attic black-glazed plate; 13. Rim and body of Attic black-glazed incised bowl;
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Fig.  II. Greek Imported Pottery Wares: 1. Rim and handle of Archaic East Greek banded cup; 2. Frag-
ment of Archaic East Greek banded wares; 3. Fragment of Archaic East Greek banded wares; 4. Rim and 
handle of Attic pained skyphos; 5. Neck of Attic pained lekythos; 6. Bottom of stemless Attic black-
glazed cup; 7. Rim of Attic black-glazed plate; 8. Rim of Attic black-glazed bowl; 9.Rim and body of Attic 
black-glazed incised bowl.

Revaz Kvirkvaia

The Map of Prehistoric and Classical Archaeological Sites of  
Meskhet-Javakheti 

Historical province of Georgia, Meskhet – Javakheti, which includes Borjomi, Adigeni, Akhaltsikhe, 
Aspindza, Akhalqalaqi and Ninotsminda districts, is rich with Prehistoric and Classical period archaeo-
logical sites. In this article the archaeological sites found and excavated by various researchers are gath-
ered. The sites are mapped with an approximate accuracy. The type of the site, dating and the books 
dealing with this question (mainly excavation reports) are pointed out. 

Figures:
Fig. I – The Maps of Borjomi and Adigeni districts;
Fig. II – The Maps of Akhaltsikhe and Aspindza districts;
Fig. III – The Maps of Akhalqalaqi and Ninotsminda districts.

Nino Mindadze

The Perspective of Medical- Anthropological Researches by the Example 
of Ancient Colchis

The article refers to the problem of the role of diseases in the process of historical developement 
of the society. The speciphic Bio-Geo Environment – swampy feature supported spreading of malaria 
on the Kolchian Plane. Malaria had impacted the traditional culture of the Kolchian Plane population 
which accumulated the empirical knowledge about malaria, worked out the means of treatment and 
adaptation to the  speciphic environment. It is supposed that the cult of malaria woman deity and it’s 
temples existed in ancient Colchis. 

Vaja Sadradze

The Archaeological Sites of Roman (Late Classical) Period from Ureki

It is supposed that the golden agraffe, finger-rings, thick bracelets, the plaque decorated with al-
mandine stones, coins, iron bed etc, found at the archaeological sites of Roman Period in Ureki belong 
to the necropolis of the high aristocracy – Eristavs – Pitiakshs who were governing the province of Supsa 
– Natanebi. Due to the interests of Kartli (Iberia) kingdom, it is possible that officials of the Kingdom 
were controlling the road and the part of to the Black sea shore from this region. The process of forma-
tion of Guria Saeristavo – Sapitiaksho could begin from the Hellenistic or Early Roman Period.           
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Figures:
Fig. I. 1 – Ureki, 1942, the remains of the iron bed from the so called hoard; 2 -amphora; 3 - golden 

finger ring; 4, 5 - golden finger ring with gem; 6 - golden bracelet; 7. - golden finger ring with almandine; 
8-golden amulet;  9-11. – the fragment of golden pendant with markezit ; 12 – golden necklace; 13 – 
golden ear-ring with ruby ; 14 – golden agraffe

Fig. II –1-3 – golden belt; 4 – silver finger ring; 5, 6 – silver ear-cleaner ; 7-9 – silver fibulae; 10 – glass 
beads; 11-14 – the fragments of silver pendant;

Fig. III –1 – silver dish; 2-4 – glass vessels; 5 – golden buckle decorated with almandine stones.  

Medea Sherozia

About the Denarius of the Emperor Augustus and it’s Local Imitations

The basic means used in trade from the 2nd half of the 1st c AD. in Iberian kingdom was the denarius 
of Roman Emperor Augustus (Gaius Julius Caesar Octavianus, 27 BC. - 14 AD.) At the same time Parthian 
drachma of Artabanus II (10-38 AD.) was used in the circulation. According to the previous attribution 
this coin was called Gotarze’s drachma. Both coins were used by the biggest part of the population. 
This was characteristic only for Iberia locally and didn’t include other Caucasian countries of that time, 
namely neighboring Albania and Armenia. 350 denarii of the Emperor Augustus are revealed on the 
territory of Georgia. The history of each discovery is documented, and 200 hundred out of these 350 
were discovered in the old capital Mtskheta and its surroundings. 235 Parthian drachmas of Artabanus 
II were discovered also in Mtskheta and its surroundings. Next biggest number of these two coins was 
discovered at Jinvali cemetery in Aragvi gorge - the road to north Caucasus. 90% of Augustus denarii 
and Artabanus II drachma were discovered in the graves dated to the 2nd -3rd centuries AD. Due to the 
fact that Augustus denarius had a long history of circulation in Iberia, some scholars suggest that some 
part of those coins were minted locally. Though it is quite obvious today that low quality barbarian 
imitations of those coins were minted locally.  In the numismatic funds of Georgian National Museum 
15 barbarian imitations are preserved. They were discovered in different regions of Georgia - mainly in 
peripheries. Some of them were found in the well dated graves, as a result we can assume that these 
imitations existed already in the 1st century B.C. and that they were minted in the 2nd -3rd centuries also. 
Also it’s noteworthy that this coin was used as Charon’s obol that means that it had some importance 
in the money circulation. Although minting that kind of barbarian imitations was not a priority for the 
central government of the Kingdom, it was done by private persons mostly in provinces from time to 
time. Supposedly two or three centers existed independently from each other.

Figures :
Fig. I - 1. Mtskheta, Baiatkhevi, 1986, grave # 23, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition,# 131; 2. 

Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1976: grave # 126, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition,#339; 3. Tsitsamuri II, 1985, 
grave #3, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition,# 40; 4. Jinvali, 1979: pit grave # 248, Numismatic Collec-
tion of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #25340; 5. Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1976: grave # 
164, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition, #334; 6. Mtskheta, Nattakhtari I, 1981, pit grave # 5, Mtskheta 
Archaeological Expedition, #31; 7. Mtskheta, Karsniskhevi, 1976: pit grave #  35, Mtskheta Archaeological 
Expedition,  #397; 8. Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1939: stone grave 144,  Numismatic Collection of the National 
Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #10011; 9. Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1939: stone grave 144, Numismatic 
Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #10010; 10. Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1939: 
stone grave 144, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #10007;  11. 
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Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1939: stone grave 144, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, 
Fund of Hoards #10008; 12. Mtskheta, Mogvtakari, 1977: tile-grave 6, Mtskheta Archaeological Expe-
dition,#35; 13. Mtskheta, MogvTakari, 1977: tile-grave 3, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition, #20; 14. 
Mtskheta, MogvTakari, 1977: tile-grave 3, Mtskheta Archaeological Expedition, #22;15. Mtskheta, Sam-
tavro, 1939: tile-grave 116, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards 
#9981; 16. Mtskheta, Samtavro, 1938: tile-grave 32, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Fund of Hoards 9953; 17. v. Qeleti, Khashuris region, 1971: accidental find, Numismatic Collec-
tion of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #22623; 18. v. Cheremi, Gurjaani region, 1986: 
grave 2, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #25755;

Fig. II - 19. Dedoplis Gora, v. Doglaura, Qareli district, room 15, 2004: Numismatic Collection of the 
National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #26274; 20. Numismatic Collection of the National Muse-
um of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #4049; 21. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum 
of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #1704; 22. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #3372; 23. Historical Museum of Erevan ( Armenia), #14162; 24. 
Pushkin Fine Art State Museum (Moscow, Russia); 25. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum 
of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #4050; 26. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins # 4051; 27. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #4052; 28. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #4053; 29. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #4054; 30. Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of 
Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #54; 31. Chiatura, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum 
of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #1705; 32. Tsageri, Lechkhumi, 1946: Numismatic Collection of 
the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #9446; 33. v. Baga, Dusheti region, 1982: grave 17, Nu-
mismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #25444; 34. Svaneti, v. Tskhu-
muri, Numismatic Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Fund of Hoards #5103; 35. Numismatic 
Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #3425; 36. Numismatic 
Collection of the National Museum of Georgia, Main Fund of Georgian Coins #53.

Merab Dzneladze, Tamar Khokhobashvili

The Grave With The Threshing Board from Abulmugi

In 1985, archaeological expedition of Mashavera gorge in Kvemo Kartli, Dmanisi district found and 
excavated the cemetery of Early Hellenistic period (4th - 3rd cc. BC.) Abulmugi 1. Noteworthy is the grave 
# 22, which was covered with flat stones and the wooden threshing board. 20 graves with threshing 
boards are revealed in Transcaucasus – 17 from them are from Georgia: 1. Tsagvli (Khashuri district), 
The end of the Middle Bronze age, 17th – 16th centuries BC.; 2. Bornigele (Borjomi district) – 14th c BC; 3. 
Dzveli Qanda (Mtskheta district), 14th -13th cc. BC. 4. Digasheni; 5, 6. Gantiadi (Dmanisi district), 13th - 12th 
cc. BC.; 7. Samtavro (Mtskheta district), 8th – 7th cc. BC.; 8-9. Madneuli- Kazreti (Bolnisi district), 7th -6th 
cc. BC; 10. Kulbakevi (Tskhinvali district), 7th -6th cc. BC; 11. Abulmugi (Dmanisi district), 4th – 3rd cc, BC.; 
12. Katlanikhevi (Gori district), 3rd – 2nd cc. BC.; 13-15. Nastakisi (Mtskheta district), 1st c. BC.; 16-17. Klde 
(Akhaltsikhe district) 4th 5th c. AD.; 18. Khanlar (Azerbaijan) the late of the 2nd millennium BC.; 19. Artik 
(Armenia), 12th – 11th cc. BC.; 20. Akhtala (Armenia), Early 1st millennium BC. All graves with threshing 
boards (except of Akhtala grave) are pit graves. In Katlanikhevi, Gantiadi And Samtavro the human re-
mains were placed on the threshing boards, at other sites the board was covering the deceased. 
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Nutca Kipiani

Red-figure skyphoi from Vani sity-siti

The article refers to two skyphoi unearthed in Vani. One of them was found in the grave # 24, an-
other is a casual find outside the site. Both belong to the Atttic red-figure pottery of FB group. First is 
dated to the 4th c BC., another to the 375-350 BC.

Figures:
Fig. I - 1-2. Red-figure skyphos from Vani grave # 24 (Graphics by G. Kipiani); 3. Red-figure skyphos, 

casual find outside the site (Graphics by G. Kipiani); 4. Red-figure skyphos, casual find outside the site, 
side A, (Photo by G. Gogotishvili); 5. Red-figure skyphos, casual find outside the site, side B, (Photo by G. 
Gogotishvili).

Ketevan Javakhishvili

Achaemenid Seals from Georgia

Six Achaemenid seals found in Georgia represents the variety of achaemenid seals. The seals are cla-
siified according to the classification of J. Boardman. 1. Racha, v. Joisubani, west Georgia. On the surface 
of stripy agate cylindrical seal the Tree of Life and two standing, winged lions are depicted. This depic-
tion belongs to the so called Eastern Court Style, the seal is dated to the 5th c. BC, or earlier period. 2. 
Kareli district, village Takhtidziri, East Georgia. On the prominent surface of the conical, blue chalcedony 
seal the stylized Tree of Life and wild goats are depicted. The depiction belongs to the Eastern Court 
Style, the seal is dated to the 1st half of the 5th c. BC. 3. Mtskheta, East Georgia. On the prominent surface 
of the piramydal chalcedony seal the crowned deity in his both hands holds the tails of two winged 
lions. The depiction belongs to the Western Court Style, the seal is dated to the 1st half of the 5th c. BC. 4. 
Mtskheta, Baiatkhevi. The depiction is carved on the four facets of the chalcedony tabloid. On the lower, 
wide facet the Persian horseman killing the lion with the spear is depicted. On the upper, small facet 
Maltese dog is depicted, and on other two, side facets leaping deer and gazelle. This Tabloid belongs to 
the so called Greco-Persian or Greco-Oriental seals and is dated to the second half of the 5th c – first half 
of the 4th c. BC. 5. Kakheti, v. Jimiti East Georgia. On the surface of the white chalcedony scarabeoid the 
horseman is fighting with big horned bull. Belongs to the so called Bern group and is probably dated to 
the 2ng c BC. 6. Bolnisi district East Georgia. On the surface of small, white chalcedony scarabeoid the 
lion is attacking the animal (roe?). Belongs to the so called Bern group and is probably dated to the 2ng 
c BC.

Three Achaemenid seals discovered in Georgia (Mtskheta pyramidal seal, Baiatkhevi tabloid and Ji-
miti tabloid) were found in the graves of Roman period ; the Joisubani cylindrical seal in the grave dated 
to the 4th c. BC.; Takhtidziri conical seal in the grave dated to the 4th – 3rd cc. BC. So we can see that all 
seals are found in more or less later context. 

Figures :
Fig. I – 1-2 - Stripy agate cylindrical seal from the village Joisubani, west Georgia ; 3-4 – Conical chal-

cedony seal from the village Takhtidziri, east Georgia; 5-6 – piramydal chalcedony seal from Mtskheta, 
rich tomb # 905, east Georgia; 7-9 - chalcedony tabloid from Mtskheta, Baiatkhevi, east Georgia ; 12-13 
– chalcedony scarabeoid seal from Bolnisi district, east Georgia.
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Goderdzi Narimanishvili

Daraqoi Settlement and Some Patterns of History 
of Achaemenid Epoch Transcaucasus

Village Daraqoi is located in the historical region of Georgia, Kvemo Kartli, on the S slope of Trialeti 
mountain ridge, 15 kilometers to the NW from Tsalka (Fig. I, 1). The settlement is situated on the left bank 
of the small gorge near the village.The settlement was built on 2.5 hectares and only 300 square meters 
were excavated, where 9 dwellings, 20 storage pits and 2 pits with stone walls were revealed. The settle-
ment consist of two cultural layers and several construction horizons. The upper layer is represented by 
dwellings, storage pits and pits with stone walls. The lower layer is represented by the storage pits (Fig. 
II, III). The upper layer is dated to the  5th and the mid 4th cc. BC. The lower layer is dated to the 6th cen-
tury BC. Noteworthy is the red colored and painted pottery which is supposed to be originated from thr 
Achaemenid Iran. This kind of pottery could distributed in Kartli in that period when the Achaemenid 
Empire was focused on strengthening it’s northern border – mainly after 522-521 BC, when the activities 
of the Empire on this direction reched it’s peak. From the late 6th century BC the East and South parts of 
Transcaucasus were included in the Empire as Satrapies (11th, 18th and 19th). The central part of Trans-
caucasus (subsequently Kartli Kingdom) was ruled by Mamasakhlisi of Kartli, who was controlling this 
part of  Caucasus  mountain  passes untill the collapse of the Empire. The west part of Transcaucasus was 
controlled by the rulers of Egrisi. The political status of Kartli (and Transcaucasus was conditioned by the 
important military-strategic location and trading crossroads. The Natural border – Caucasian mountains 
was important for stopping the nomad tribes of northern steppes. Neutralizing the nomad tribes during 
the  confrontation of south and north and defending the northern border was one of  main strategic 
goals of Achaemenid empire which was trying to control Caucassian mountain passes. In 522-521 BC 
Achaemenid Empire concured Armenia, in 515 BC –Thrace and was ready to invade Scythia.  King Darius 
the Great, presumedly should also control the Caucasian passes. Due to the archaeological material and 
written sources, it becomes clear that for the moment of invading in Scythia the strong fortification sy-
stem was existing, which was begining in Central Azia and included Caucasus and Thrace. This defence 
line was built across the river Amudaria, Caucasian mountains and r. Danube.

Figures: 
Fig. I – 1. The map of Transcaucasus and Near East; 2. Topo plan of  Daraqoi settlement;
Fig. II – 1. Daraqoi settlement, plan (level II); 2. Daraqoi settlement, plan (level III);
Fig. III – 1. Daraqoi settlement, profiles;
Fig.  IV – 1. dwelling # 4, detail; 2. dwelling # 7, altar; 3. dwelling # 1, general view from east; 4. dwel-

ling # 5 and # 4, general view from east; 
Fig. V – 1, 2. dwelling # 4, hearth; 3, 4. dwelling # 4, hearth. Plans and profiles;
Fig. VI – 1, 2. dwelling # 1, altar; 3. dwelling # 1, hearth, drawing;   4. dwelling # 1, altar, drawing; 
Fig. VII. Red painted pottery from Daraqoi settlement -1,13,17,19,24,42,46 -dwelling #1; 

2,3,5-7,912,16,21,22,25,27-29,33,36,41,43,44,47,49 - dwelling # 6; 4. pits with stone walls  # 2; 
8,14,15,18,20,23,26,30-32,34,35,38,39,45,48. dwelling # 7; 37 - dwelling # 4. 40 - dwelling # 5. 

Fig. VIII. Pottery from Daraqoi settlement -1,6,7,11-16,18-20,24 - dwelling # 6; 2-4,8,29,37,41,44,45,
48,49,51,52 - dwelling # 4; 5,9,33- dwelling # 2; 17,21-23,25-28,34,35,38,42,43,46,47,50,53- dwelling # 1; 
30-32, 36,39,40- dwelling # 7;

Fig. IX. Pottery from Daraqoi settlement - 1,2,4,7,10,12-19,21-41,43,45-50- dwelling # 1; 
3,5,6,8,9,11,20,42 - dwelling # 6; 44 - dwelling # 2;

Fig. X. Pottery from the pits excavated at Daraqoi settlement -1,2,22,23,29,33,37,43,49. pit # 13; 3,4,11-
13,30,32,34-36,38,39,41,44 - pit # 11; 5-9,14-18,21,26 - pit # 8; 10,42,47. pit # 2; 19,51. pit 7; 20,24,45. pit 
# 10; 25,27,40 - pit # 6; 28,31,48,50 - pit # 1; 46 - pit # 12;

Fig. XI. Pottery from the pits and pits with stone walls excavated at Daraqoi settlement -1,4,5,7-
15,18,22-24,26,27,34,36,40 – pit # 16; 2,3,20,30,32,35,41. – pit with stone walls # 1; 6,16,17,19,21,25,28,29,42 
– pit # 15; 31,33,37-39. pit # 19.
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SemoklebaTa ganmarteba
ABBREVIATIONS

akc – arqeologiuri kvlevis centri

aZ – arqeologiuri Ziebani

enimki – enis, materialuri kulturisa da istoriis instituti

iberia-kolxeTi  – 	saqarTvelos klasikuri da adremedievuri periodis 

			   arqeologiur-istoriuli kvlevani

Tstug – Tbilisis saxelmwifo teqnikuri universitetis gamomcemloba

mska _ masalebi saqarTvelosa da kavkasiis arqeologiaSi

mski _ masalebi saqarTvelosa da kavkasiis istoriisaTvis

sdsZ – samxreT-dasavleT saqarTvelos Zeglebi

ssmae _ saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis arqeologiuri eqspediciebi

smam – saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa akademiis moambe

ssmm _ saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis moambe

qc - qarTlis cxovreba

Zm - Zeglis megobari

АО – Археологические Открытия

ВВр. – Византийский Временник

ВГМГ – Вестник государственного музея Грузии

ВДИ – Вестник древней истории.

ИФЖ – Историко-филологический журнал

ЗКВАМР – Записки Коллегии востоковедов при Академии Музея Россииской Академии Наук. 

ИКИИ – Известия Кавказского Историко-Археологического Института

ИРАИМК – Известия Россииской Академии Истории Материальной Культуры 

КСИИМК – Краткие сообщения Института  Истории  материальной Культуры 

МАК-  Материалы по археологии Кавказа 

МАР - Материалы по археологии России 

МИА – Материалы и исследования по археологии СССР

ПАИ – Полевые археологические исследования 

СА – Советская  археология

ТОНГЭ – Труды отдела нумизматики Государственного Эрмитажа

AA – Archäologischer Anzeiger

AMAT – Archäologische mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan

DHA – Dialogues d'historie ancienne

JHS – Journal of Hellenic Studies



avtorTa sayuradRebod

saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis oTar lorTqifaniZis arqeologiis centris kre-

bulSi _ `iberia-kolxeTi~ saqarTvelos klasikuri da adremedievuri periodis ar-

qeologiur-istoriuli, samecniero xasiaTis statiebi ibeWdeba. amieridan krebulSi 

statiebi qarTul da inglisur enebze iqneba. redaqcia iRebs statiebs 15 gverdamde. 

am moculobaSi Sedis: statia, literaturis sia, grafikuli tabulebis da fotoebis 

aRweriloba, sailustracio masala. redaqcias unda Cabardes statiebis eleqtronu-

li versiebi da maTi amonabeWdebi. 

gverdis zoma – A4; Srifti – LitNusx,  zoma – 12, erTi intervali. 

damowmebuli literaturis miTiTebis wesi: teqstSi miTiTeba kvadratul  fr-

CxilebSi xdeba. Mmag.: [lorTqifaniZe oT. 1987: 129, tab. I, sur. 5].

literaturis sia, biloSi, dalagebuli unda iyos anbanis rigiT _ qarTuli, rusu-

li, laTinuri; Tu aucilebelia, sxva Sriftebze warmodgenili literaturis dasax-

eleba (mag. berZnuli SriftiT), is sias boloSi erTvis.

avtoris gvari, inicialebi, gamocemis weli, saxelwodeba, gamocemis adgili. mag.:

lorTqifaniZe oT. 2002: Zveli qarTuli civilizaciis saTaveebTan. Tbilisi.

perioduli gamocemis an krebulis miTiTebisas maTi saxelwodeba unda gamoiyos 

defisiT. aucilebelia gverdebis sruli miTiTeba. mag.: Gamkrelidze G. 1998: Ein Rhyton 

mit Götterdarstellung aus der Kolchis. - Archäologische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan, Band 30, Ber-

lin, S. 211-216. Tu erTsa da imave avtors erT weliwadSi ori an meti naSromi aqvs gamo-

qveynebuli, isini unda dalagdes saTaurebis anbanuri rigis mixedviT da dainomros 

laTinuri asoebiT. mag.: Шелов Д. 1956a: Шелов Д.  1956b: 

calke gverdze unda iyos warmodgenili gamoyenebul SemoklebaTa ganmartebis sia.

moTxovnebi ilustraciuli masalis mimarT: fotoebis eleqtronuli versia, 

maRali xarisxis, aranakleb 300 rezoluciis, mkveTri gamosaxulebiT. grafikuli 

tabulebi kompiuterulad Sesrulebuli, Tiff formatSi, aranakleb 600 rezoluciis.

ilustraciul masalas Tan unda axldes suraTebisa da tabulebis aRwera.

statia unda Cabardes arqeologiis centris, krebul _ `iberia-kolxeTi”-s sare-

daqcio sabWos mdivans m. Carkvians an mT. redaqtors _ g. gamyreliZes.


