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SUNUS

Atatiirk Universitesi, gerek sundugu yiiksek kalitedeki egitim, gerekse
gercgeklestirdigi etkinlikler ve yiirGittiigii calismalarla, kurumsal kimligine uygun
bir misyonu hayata gegirirken, ayn1 zamanda maddi ve manevi kiiltiiriimiizii
gelecek nesillere tasiyacak bir kiiltiir hafizasi olusturmayi da 6nemli gérevleri
arasinda saymaktadir. Tiirkiye'nin Kafkaslara, Tiirk diinyasina ve Ortadogu'ya
acilan kapis1 Erzurum'da bulunan Universitemiz, bolgemizde bulunan kiiltiir
unsurlarinin degerlendirilmesi basta olmak {izere, her alanda etkin bir rol ve etkin
bir rehberlik vazifesi yliklenmis ve bu dogrultuda sayisiz 6nemli projeyi hayata
gecirmistir.

Turistik ¢ekicilige sahip 6nemli kaynak unsurlar olan kiiltiirel mirasin, bu
baglamda degerlerin korunmasi, hedeflenen kiiltiir turizminin geligiminin ve
siirdiiriilebilirliginin saglamasi Universitemiz icin biiyiik énem tasimaktadir.
Bolgemizin sahip oldugu cografi avantajlar, Universitemizin de igerisinde bu-
lundugu Erzurum’u bir¢ok yonden zengin ve essiz kilmaktadir. Kuruldugu 1957
yilindan bu yana bélgemizin zenginligini toplumsal, kiiltiirel ve bilimsel faali-
yetlerle duyuran ve bu tiir ¢aligmalar1 destekleyen Universitemiz, bu zenginligin
kiymetini her zaman bilmis ve topluma kazandirmay1 ilke edinmistir.

Bolge halkinin yararina olacak caligmalarla ilgili yerel yonetimlerle igbirli-
klerini siirdiiren Atatiirk Universitesi, bu yonde atilan her tiirlii adim1 destek-
leyen, vizyonu ve misyonu geregi yalnizca kendi bolgesi ile degil, komsu il, ilge
ve hatta lilkelerle de is birligi i¢cinde olmay1 dncelikli gdrevleri arasinda kabul
etmektedir.

Bu baglamda, Uzundere ilgemizin tasinmaz kiiltiir varliklarinin belgelenme-
sinin ve tanitilmasinin hedeflendigi, Atatiirk Universitesi ve Uzundere Beledi-
yesi igbirligi ile gerceklestirilen “Uzundere Kiiltiir Envanteri Projesi”’nin hayata
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gecirilmesinde Universitemiz aktif gorev iistlenmistir. Bu isbirliginin topluma
ve bilim camiasma duyurulmasi, Universitemizin iliskilerinin, sadece bdlge
ile sinirli olmadigini, smirlart asan bir boyuta sahip oldugunu gostermesi adina,
2018 yili Ekim ayinda "Tarih Boyunca Anadolu ve Giircistan iliskileri Uluslara-
rast Sempozyumu" gerceklestirilmistir.

Atatiirk Universitesi, gerceklestirdigi yapisal doniisiimle yeni nesil bir diinya
iiniversitesi olma yolunda, bu tiir disiplinler arasi1 ve uluslararasi iligki temelli
bilimsel organizasyonlara destek vermekten mutluluk duymaktadir. Universite-
mizin Arkeoloji, Sanat Tarihi, Tarih, Cografya ve Miizik Bilimleri boliimlerinin
yer aldig1 biiytlik bir ekiple yiiriitiilen bu ¢alismalarin, bolgeye ve bolge tilkele-
rine faydali olacagina dair inancimiz tamdir. Emegi gecenlere ve katilimcilara
tesekkiir ederim.

Prof. Dr. Omer COMAKLI

Atatiirk Universitesi Rektorii

Vi



EDITOR ONSOZU

ANADOLU — KAFKASYA ILISKILERI ARASTIRMALARI DIZIiSI - 1

TARIH BOYUNCA ANADOLU VE GURCISTAN ILISKILERi

Mehmet ISIKLI

Anadolu topraklar1 hepimizin de bildigi gibi tarihin hemen her doneminde
onemli kiltiirlere, uygarliklara ve topluluklara hem yurtluk yapmis hem de
gecis rotast olmustur. Bu durumun temel sebebi s6z konusu topraklarin sahip
oldugu olaganiistii konumu nedeniyledir. Bu 6zellikli bolge Mezopotamya, Iran,
Kafkaslar ve Orta Anadolu gibi ¢ok onemli kiiltiir bolgeleri arasinda kilit bir
konuma sahiptir Bu 6zellikli lokasyonda en biiyiik paylardan birini de daglik
Dogu Anadolu topraklar alir. Bu bolgelerin birbirleri ile baglantist her zaman bu
zorlu cografya iizerinden gerceklesebilmistir. Bu nedenle de bolge hi¢bir zaman
Onemini yitirmemistir.

Bolgelerarasi iligkiler, glinlimiizde oldugu gibi antik caglarda da uygarliklarin
ve toplumlarin sekillenmesinde en temel faktordii. Bu iligkiler bu giinde, iilkelerin
politikalarina, ekonomilerine, kiiltiirel yapilanmalarina yon vermektedir. Bu
baglamda smir topraklarinda yer alan kentler ve o kentlerdeki kurumlar bu durumu
inanilmaz bir avantaja cevirebilirler. Ulkemizin en koklii egitim kurumlaridan
biri olan Erzurum Atatiirk Universitesi bu vizyondan hareketle yereldeki birgok
kurum ve kisi ile bu yonde &nemli projelere imza atma egilimindedir. Universitenin
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi biinyesindeki Arkeoloji Boliimii bu bolgeleraras: iliskilerin
gelistirilmesinde etkin rol alabilecek dinamik bir boliimdiir. Ciinkii Azerbaycan,
Nahcivan, Iran ve Ermenistan gibi bolge iilkeleri antik ¢agdan itibaren bir¢ok
kiiltiir ve medeniyete ortak olarak ev sahipligi yapmustir. Arkeoloji bilimi bu
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acidan ¢ok zengin bir potansiyele sahiptir. Bu bakis acisi ile arkeolojik cercevede
“Anadolu-Giiney Kafkasya Iliskileri Arastirmalar: Dizisi” ad1 altinda ¢aligmalarm
ve yayinlarin yapilmasina karar verilmistir. Bu arastirma dizisinin ilk yayinini
asagida detayl bilgisi verilecek olan Anadolu — Giircistan iliskileri eksenli bir
uluslararast sempozyumda sunulan bildirilerin kitab1 olusturmaktadir.

Ayni zamanda s6z konusu sempozyum yerel kurumlarin (belediye ve rektorliik
gibi) ortak isler yapabileceginin 6zel ve 6zgiin bir drnegidir. Giintimiizde yerel
yonetimler sadece siirlart igerisindeki toplumlarin altyapi, saglik, ulasim gibi
temel ihtiyaclarini gidermekle sorumlu birimler olmaktan ¢ikip, ayn1 zamanda
onlarin kiiltiirel, sanatsal ve bilimsel temelli projelerle gelisip zenginlesmelerinden
de sorumludur. Bu sorumlulugun yerine getirilebilmesinde kurumlar arasi
iligkiler ve kurumlar arasi projeler lokomotif gorevi gormektedir. Bu durumun
en giizel 6rneklerinden biri Erzurum’da gergeklestirilmistir. Uzundere Belediyesi
ve iilkemizin en koklii egitim kurumlarindan biri olan Atatiirk Universitesi
Rektorliigii “Uzundere Kiiltiir Envanteri Projesini” hayata gegirmistir. Uzundere
Belediyesi’nin tarihe, dogaya ve kiiltiire kars1 duyarli tutumuna kayitsiz kalmayan
Atatiirk Universitesi’nin bilimsel destegi sayesinde bu 6zel proje hayat bulmustur.
Uzundere ilgesi, lilkemizin az sayidaki “cittaslow” yerlesim yerlerinden biri
olma unvanina sahiptir. Her iki kurum arasindaki isbirligi hem ydredeki turizm
potansiyeli hem de dogal ve kiiltiirel degerler konusunda farkindalik uyandirmasi
acisindan biiylik nem tasimaktadir.

Uzundere Belediyesi ve Atatiirk Universitesi isbirliginde yiiriitiilen
“Uzundere Kiiltlir Envanteri Projesi” kapsaminda ayrica “Tarih Boyunca Anadolu
ve Giircistan Iligkileri” uluslararas1 sempozyumu gerceklestirilmistir. Uzundere
ilgesi, cografi konumu geregi Coruh Vadisi yoluyla Kafkasya diinyasina, bilhassa
Glircistan’a acgilan bir kapt durumundadir. Gilircistan ve Tiirkiye hemen her
donemde yakin ve yogun bir iligki igerisinde olmustur. Giiniimiize kalan ¢ok
sayidaki arkeolojik ve kiiltiirel deger bu iliskinin somut kanitlaridir.

S6z konusu sempozyum, kurumlar arasi igbirligini, disiplinler arasi ¢aligma
ornegini ve uluslararasi iliskileri giiclendirecek yonde bir organizasyon olmasi
bakimindan ¢ok 6nemli bir adimdir. Dogu Anadolu Bélgesi’nin oncil iniversitesi
olan Erzurum Atatiirk Universitesi 6nderliginde gerceklestirilen “Tarih Boyunca
Anadolu ve Giircistan Iliskileri” uluslararasi sempozyumu, farkl iilkeleri ve
kiiltiirleri bir araya getirmesi acgisindan 6nem arz etmektedir. Bu ¢ercevede
ontimiizdeki yillarda bolge tlkeleri ile benzeri ¢aligmalarin devam etmesi ¢ok
heyecan vericidir.

2018 Ekim ayinda gergeklestirilen bu sempozyum kapsaminda yedi farkli
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iilkeden yiizden fazla katilime1 bilimsel sunumlarini yapmistir. Bu organizasyonla
iilkemizin komsu {ilke halklar1 ve kiiltiirleri ile olan etkilesimlerinin gerek
kiiltiirel gerekse de bilimsel anlamda genis kitlelere duyurulmasi amaglanmustir.
Sempozyumda katilimcilar Arkeoloji, Sanat Tarihi, Tarih, Cografya gibi
bilim alanlarindan 6zgiin nitelikteki bildirileri ile yer almistir. Sempozyum
bildiri kitab1 olusturulurken makaleler Tiirkge ve Ingilizce olarak iki dilde
kabul edilmigtir. Sempozyum kapsaminda yer alan bildiriler genis bir bilim
kurulunun denetiminden gegtikten sonra kabul edilmis ve bildiri kitabinda
yerini alabilmistir. Bununla birlikte farkli iilkelerden katilimcilarin olmasi farkli
bakis acis1 ve disiplinlerin varli§i makalelerin yazi dilinde ve imlasinda bazi
kaginilmaz hatalarin olugsmasina da neden olmustur. Bilim kurulunun denetimine
ve editdrlerin olaganiistli ¢abalarina ragmen gdzden kagan hatalar i¢in anlayis
beklerken bildiri kitabindaki tiim yazilarin bilimsel, dil, imla ve etik bakimdan
sorumlulugunun yazara ait oldugunu bir kez daha hatirlatmak isteriz.

Son olarak bu sempozyumun fikir asamasindan yayin agamasina kadar
emegi gecen tiim kisi, kurum ve kuruluslara ¢ok tesekkiir ederken siiphesiz en
cok tesekkiirii Atatiirk Universitesi Rektorliigii, Uzundere Belediye Baskanlig
hak etmektedir. Universitemiz rektorii Prof. Dr. Omer Comakl1 genis vizyonu ile
projenin her agamasinda destekleyici bir rol iistlenmistir. Kendilerine tesekkiir
ederiz. Ayrica 2018 yilina kadar Uzundere Belediye baskanligi gérevini basari
ile siirdiiren ve projenin her asamasinda biiyiik destek olan Saymn Halis Ozsoy’a
bilhassa tesekkiir etmeliyiz. Ayrica bu siirecin ilk agamalarinda bizlerle fikir ve
goriiglerini paylasan iilkemizin Tiflis Biiylikelgisi Sayin Fatma Ceren Yazgan’a
destek ve isbirliklerinden dolay1 ayrica ¢ok tesekkiir etmek isterim. Sempozyum
asamasinda bizzat katilmi ile bizi giiclendiren Kiiltiir Bakanligi Anitlar ve
Miizeler Genel Mudiirliigii’'nde miidiir yardimcist olan Sayin Ali Riza Altunel’e
de cok tesekkiir ederiz.

S6z konusu sempozyum “Anadolu — Kafkasya ilisikleri Arastirmalar
Dizisi’nin ilk bilimsel yayimi olmakla dncii bir rolii de iistlenmistir. Bolge tilkeleri
ile devam edecek calismalar bu anlamda biiyiik bir bilgi birikiminin olugsmasini
saglayacak, bolgeler ve f{ilkeler arasi iliskilere bir dinamizm getirecektir.
Temennimiz bu tarz bilimsel ¢alismalarin daha sonraki yillarda yapilacak bu
yondeki ¢aligmalara 6rnek teskil etmesi ve bir lokomotif gorevi gorebilmesidir.

Aralik - 2019
Erzurum






ACILIS BILDiRiSi

Ali Riza ALTUNEL
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi
Kiltiir Varliklar1 ve Miizeler Genel Midur Yardimcisi

Saym Vali, Sayin Rektdr, Sayin Hocalarim, Degerli Akademisyenler,
Giircistan’dan gelen akademisyenler, hanimefendi ve beyefendiler, basinimizin
gilizide mensuplar1 hepinizi saygi ile selamlarim. Boyle giizel, anlamli ve bir
o kadar da 6nemli hususu ele almak icin bizi bir araya getiren ve bu programi
diizenleyen basta Atatiirk Universitesi’nin Sayin Rektorii Prof. Dr. Omer Comakli
Bey’e hassaten tesekkdirlerimi iletirim. Ayrica Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dekani Sayin
Prof. Dr. Veyis Degirmengay’a ve bu organizasyonu diizenleyen, beni de sizlerle
bulusturan Prof. Dr. Mehmet Isikli’ya ve de Uzundere Belediye Baskanimiz
Sayin Hilmi Aktoprak’a siikranlarimi sunarken programin gerceklesmesinde
emegi gecen tiim kardeslerime tesekkiirii borg bilir, uzak yakin demeden kosup
gelen herkese muhabbetlerimi sunarim.

Burada Giircistan'dan gelen misafirlerimi Giirciice selamlamak isterim.

Kiiltir varliklarmin tespiti, korunmast ve gelecek nesillere aktarilmasi
uygar toplumlarin en 6nemli gorevleri arasinda yer alir. Geg¢misini bilmeyen
geleceginden emin olamaz. Kafkasya, zengin kiiltiirel potansiyeli ve engin
cografyasi ile birgok medeniyete ev sahipligi yapmistir. Kadim medeniyetlerle
kiiltiiriin yesermesine ev sahipligi yapmis derin vadileri, yal¢in tepeleri ve nice
gizli hazineleri ile bir o kadar da farkli inanig ve kiiltiirleri i¢inde barindirmis
bir cografyadir. Hemen yeri gelmisken belirteyim: Kafkasya, Islam dinini de
Hiristiyanlig1 da daha en erken donemde kabul eden ve kabul ettikleri dinler
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i¢in her tiirlii 6zveride bulunan, fedakar, inanclh, kararli ve bir o kadar da cesur
toplumlarin yasadig1 cografyanin da ayn1 zamanda adidir. Bugiin ¢okca bilinmese
de bu cografyada hem Hiristiyan hem de Miisliman din ve devlet adamlari
yetistigi gibi cok dnemli ibadet mekanlari da insa edilmistir. Bu dini mabetlerin
asirlarca dimdik ayakta durdugu bir bolgedir Kafkasya.

Esefle ifade etmem gerekir ki bu cografyada yasayan toplumlar olarak bugiin
bu eserlerin korunmasi ve yasatilmasi hususunda gereken titizligi gostermedigimiz
gibi atalarimizin tirli imkansizliklar ve zorluklar i¢inde viicuda getirdigi bu
eserleri korumak, yasatmak ve de gelecek nesillere aktarmak hususunda da
hoyrat¢a davraniyoruz ne yazik ki! Yetmezmis gibi bir de maalesef yok olmasi
icin bin bir tiirlii entrikalar da tertip edilmekte. Yine iizlilerek ifade etmem gerekir
ki Islam Peygamberi Hz. Muhammed Mustafa (SAV) savaslarda dahi diger din
mensuplarinin ibadet mekanlarina, agaglara, hayvanlara, yash ve kadinlara zarar
vermeyi yasakladig1 i¢in asirlarca Islam’in egemen oldugu topraklarda kiliseler,
havralar dimdik ayakta durmus ve bu dinlerin miintesiplerine hizmet etmislerdir.
Miislimanlarin egemenligini kaybettikleri bu topraklarda, ardindan gelenler her
biri ayr1 sanat eseri olan camileri yakmig, yikmig ve yok etmigler. Bir kismi1 da
sahipsiz kaldig1 i¢in maalesef virane hale gelmistir.

So6zlerimi burada toparlamadan 6nce Giircistan ve Tiirkiye arasinda imzalanan
ortak protokol geregi Giircistan’daki kiiltiir varliklarimizdan cami, medrese,
tiirbe, hamam vb. yapilarla ilgili (birkacin1 daha bir ay dnce yaptigimiz ziyaret
esnasinda yaptigimiz incelemelerde sahit oldugum son durumlari hakkinda)
birkag tespitimi sizlerle paylasmak isterim:

1. Osmanli Arsiv kayitlarinda ve Evliya Celebi’nin bize verdigi bilgiler
cercevesinde Tiflis merkezde bes adet, her biri digerinden gilizel caminin
varlig1 bilinirken maalesef bugiin bu camilerden sadece Orta Cala Camii
ayakta durmaktadir.

2. Magahel’in bir koytlinden Tiflis Etnografya Miizesine biitiiniiyle nakledilen
kestane ve ceviz agacindan yapilan ve aga¢ oymaciliginin nadide 6rnegi
olan ahsap camii hem ibadete kapatilmis ve hem de adeta virane halde
birakildig1 i¢in her tarafi akmis, yagmur ve rutubet sonucu adeta yok
olmaya mahk(m birakilmis bulunuyor.

3. Ahiska sehrinde bulunan Ahmediye Camii yine arsiv kayitlarinda
inceledigimiz kadariyla kale igindeki muhtesem durusuyla boy gosterirken
bugiin maalesef kaybettigi minaresine, islemeli minberine ve yillarca ilim
irfan membar olan kiirsiisiine adeta hasretle kavusacagi giinii bekliyor.
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4. Programa alindig1 ve Gilircistan makamlarina ziyaret programi dncesinde
gormek istedigimizi bildirdigimiz halde bugiinkii halinin ne oldugunu
gorme firsatt bile verilmemis Mohe Camii’ni de burada zikretmek
durumundayim. Yoksa kiiltiir ve medeniyetimizin bir baska eserine de ben
hoyratlik yapmis olurdum.

5. Yillardir Giircistan’a her gidis ve gelisimde i¢inin ne halde oldugunu gérme
meraki ile yanip tutustugum Kobuleti Camii’nin kapisindan da mahzun
ve boynu biikiik donecegim endisesi ile gittigimde kapist bu defa acildi.
Iceride gordiigiim manzara bana ayr1 bir hiiziin yasatti. Ciinkii icerisi sanki
Islam medeniyetine bir asra yakin hizmet etmemis gibi, yapilis amacindan
¢ok uzak bir amacla kullanilmakta. Camii hiiziinle bizleri karsilarken
husu i¢cinde Kur’an okuyan ve namaz kilan Miisliimanlar1 beklerken adeta
hasretle doktiigii gozyaslar1 sonucu rutubetlenmisti.

6. Acara bolgesindeki koy ve kasabalarda yine arsiv kayitlarimizdan
edindigimiz bilgilere gére 300’{in iizerinde cami ve medreseden giiniimiize
kalan birkacinin daha su anda ne halde olduguna sahitlik etmek {izere
Skavriko Koytine gittik. Osmanli medeniyetinin zarafet nisanelerini her
tiirli dogal tahribata ragmen gdgsiinde tasiyan Skavriko Koyl Camii,
bir yonden etrafin1 kusatan mezarlara inat ben buradayim ve koca bir
medeniyeti tek basina da olsa temsil ndbetime devam edecegim der gibiydi.

Aslinda bu yazida daha bircok cami ve medresenin hikayesine yer
verebilirdim. Ancak asil vurgulamak istedigim husus, iki iilke arasinda imzalanan
ve hayata ge¢irmek igin ¢abaladigimiz Protokol’le {ilkemizin ve dost, komsu {ilke
Gircistan’1n kiiltiirel varliklarini ayakta tutmak ve canlandirmak amaglanmaktadir.
Burada 6viingle belirtmem gerekir ki Giircii kokenli kiiltiir varliklarindan iki
tanesi lilkemiz kaynaklarindan milyonlarca dolar harcanarak restore edilmis ve
siradaki Oski Kilisesinde de restorasyon ¢alismalarina baslamis bulunmaktayiz.

Goniil, dost komsu iilke Giircistan yonetiminin de yukarida durumlarini arz
ettigim eserleri Protokol geregi bir an Once restore etmeye baglamasini istiyor.
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YERELDEN EVRENSELE

ULUSLARARASI ANADOLU GURCISTAN IiLISKILERI
SEMPOZYUMU

Son yillarda yerel yonetimlerin misyonu ve vizyonu tekrar diizenlenirken bu
birimlerin sadece smirlari icerisindeki toplumlarin altyapi, saglik, ulasim gibi
temel ihtiyag¢larini gidermekle sorumlu birimler olmadiklari, ayni zamanda onlarin
kiiltiirel, sanatsal ve bilimsel temelli projelerle her yonden zenginlesmelerinden
de sorumlu olduklarinin alt1 ¢izilmektedir. Biz Uzundere Belediyesi olarak bu
perspektiften hareketle yoremizdeki tarihi, dogal ve kiiltiirel degerleri harekete
gecirecek; var olan potansiyeli gliclendirecek projelere yonelme egilimindeyiz.
[limizin turizm acgisindan sinirli bir zenginlie ve potansiyele sahip oldugu
bilinen bir gergektir. Ayn1 zamanda bilindigi gibi ilgemiz, lilkemizin az sayidaki
“cittaslow” yerlesim yerlerinden biri olma unvanina sahiptir.

Bugiin bolge turizmi agisindan ulasilan nokta yeterli olmaktan uzaktir. Sahip
olunan potansiyellerin harekete gecirilebilmesi agisindan bagl oldugumuz ildeki
bilimsel ve akademik kuruluglarla olan isbirligini her zaman oncelikli gordiik. Bu
bakis agisindan hareketle 2018 yil igerisinde Atatiirk Universitesi Rektorliigii ile
bir protokol anlasmasina imza attik. Bu anlagma geregi Atatiirk Universitesi'nden
27 kisilik bir bilim ekibiyle beraber “Uzundere Kiiltiir Envanteri Projesi’ni
baslattik. Bu kapsamda 2018 yili igerisinde gergeklestirilen c¢alismalarla
yoremizdeki onlarca arkeolojik, tarihsel ve kiiltiirel birim incelenerek bilimsel
bir yayin haline getirilip bilim diinyasina elinizdeki bu kitap ile sunulmustur.

Bu projenin bir diger asamasi da 2018 y1li Ekim ay1 igerisinde gerceklestirilen
uluslararas1 sempozyumdur. Ilcemiz cografi konumu geregi Coruh Vadisi
yoluyla Kafkasya diinyasina, bilhassa Giircistan’a agilan bir kapt durumundadir.
Biz belediye yonetimi olarak Giircistan ile olan iliskilerimize her zaman 6zel
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bir 6nem ve 6zen gostermisizdir. Bu noktalardan hareketle séz konusu proje
kapsaminda Uzundere Kiiltiir Envanteri kitabinin ve Uluslararasi Anadolu
Giircistan Iliskileri sempozyumu gerceklesmesine destek vermekten biiyiik bir
mutluluk ve heyecan duyduk. Bu kiiltiir envanteri projesi ve onun kapsaminda
yapilan s6z konusu uluslararasi sempozyum, kurumlar arast igbirligini, disiplinler
arast ¢alisma Ornegini ve uluslararasi iligkileri giliglendirecek bir organizasyon
olmas1 bakimindan ¢ok 6nemli bir adimdir. Biz, Uzundere Belediyesi olarak bu
projenin hayata gegmesinde emegi olan tiim kisi, kurum ve kuruluslara destek ve
igbirliklerinden 6tiirii cok tesekkiir ediyoruz.

M. Halis OZSOY
Uzundere Belediye Bagkant
(2004-2018)
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Georgia and Anatolia in the 4" and 3" Millennia BC:
Which Relations?

Elena ROVA*

Abstract: In the attempt to draw a synthesis of the relations between “Georgia” and
“Anatolia” in the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age, the paper first of all tackles the
question of how to define these regions when dealing with the late prehistoric periods. In doing
this, it considers geographic and cultural borders, as well as communication corridors and
cultural sub-regions, and thereby highlights gaps in our present knowledge. It then concentrates
on the role of two specific border areas — the Malatya/Elazig (Upper Euphrates) and the Kars/
Erzurum provinces — with respect to the diffusion of two main cultural phenomena of the 4"-
3 millennia BC: the so-called “Chaff-Faced Ware horizon” and the Kura-Araxes culture
and its aftermath, in the wider framework of the changing relations between different cultural
macroareas: Upper Mesopotamia, the Southern Caucasus and Anatolia.

Keywords: Anatolia, Georgia, Archaeology, Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age, Kura-

Araxes, Chaff-faced Ware, interconnections.

MO 4. ve 3. Binyilda Giircistan ve Anadolu: iliskiler?

Oz: Geg Kalkolitik ve Erken Tun¢ Caglarinda Giircistan ve Anadolu arasindaki iliskilerin
bir sentezini yapma amacindaki makalede oncelikle ge¢ prehistoric dénemler incelenmekle
birlikte, diger yandan bu bélgelerin nasil tammlanacagr sorusu ele alinmaktadir. Bunu
yaparken, cografi ve kiiltiirel sinirlar, iletisim koridorlar: ve kiiltiirel alt bolgeler dikkate
alinmig ve boylece var olan bilgilerimizdeki bosluklar vurgulanmistir. “Saman-yiizlii mal
bolgesi” ile Kura-Araxes kiiltiivii ve sonrasi olarak tanimlanan MO 4. - 3. binyillarn iki
ana kiiltiirel fenomeninin yayilmasi ile ilgili olarak iki ozel simir bolgesinin rolii iizerinde
odaklanilmistir: Malatya / Elazig (Yukart Firat) ve Kars / Erzurum illeri, farkl kiiltiirel
makroalanlar arasinda degisen iliskilerin daha genis ¢er¢evesinde ise Yukart Mezopotamya,
Giiney Kafkasya ve Anadolu.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Anadolu, Giircistan, Arkeoloji, Ge¢ Kalkolitik, Erken Tung Cag,
Kura-Araxes, Saman Yiizlii Mal, Baglantilar.

Prof. Dr. Ca’ Foscari University of Venice, Dipartimento di Studi Umanistici, Marcora-
Malcanton, Dorsoduro 3484 D, I-30123 Venezia, Italy (e-posta: erova@unive.it)
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Georgia and Anatolia in The 4" and 3™ Millennia BC: Which Relations?

I. Introduction

The title of the Erzurum Symposium: “Relationships between Georgia and
Anatolia throughout History” offered itself to some reflections about the terms
we use, when dealing with ancient cultures, to designate the regions where these
developed. It is in fact a common practice in literature to use terms like “Georgia”
and “Anatolia” without defining them precisely, but this not devoid of implications
on the way we characterise ancient cultures, and often produces misunderstandings
between different scholars. Thus, “Georgia” may refer either to the present-day
independent state of Georgia, or to the medieval kingdom of Georgia, a political
entity which emerged around 1000 and disintegrated in the 15" century, whose limits
varied in time, which reached its maximal size in the late 12%-early 13" century AD.
Both these terms are clearly anachronistic when talking of prehistoric periods, but
referring to the borders of the modern state has the advantage to avoid ambiguities.
A third definition may consider “Georgia” as a geographical region bordered by the
Black Sea, the southern slopes of the Greater Caucasus range, and the northern slopes
of the Lesser Caucasus range (Meskheti, Javakheti and Trialeti ranges), and including
the Rioni and western Kura plains (the eastern part of the Kura plain being part of
Azerbaijan). This corresponds rather closely to the modern borders of Georgia, and
could be considered a satisfactory solution.

If we consider the long-term cultural and political situation, however, we realise
that over most of its past history Georgia has been split into two distinct regions,
west and east of the Likhi range, which divides the Rioni from the Kura basin. In
the pre-classical period, in particular, while Eastern Georgia, like the rest of the
Southern Caucasus, had strong connections with other areas of the Northern Near
East (Anatolia, Upper Mesopotamia), Western Georgia (ancient Colchis) was always,
to use a definition by the late Antonio Sagona', “a world apart” from the rest of
Georgia, and belonged to a very different network of cultural interrelations, as it
rather gravitated toward the Black Sea coast and, through the Circumpontic circuit,
toward Southeastern Europe. When examining the connections between “Georgia”
and Anatolia in the 4"-3 millennia BC, I will therefore refer only to the cultures of
Eastern Georgia.

For its part, the term “Anatolia” is also not devoid of ambiguities. As a
geographical term “Anatolia” stricto sensu indicates the peninsular part of Turkey, a
definition which does not include two of the seven geographical regions (bélge) into
which Turkey is sub-divided: “South-Eastern” and “Eastern Anatolia™. In fact South-

! Sagona, A., 2017.

2 This subdivision was introduced during the country's First Geography Congress in 1941, and has
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Eastern Anatolia, drained by the upper course of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers,
is geographically part of Upper Mesopotamia, whose limit with Anatolia roughly
coincides with the Taurus/Antitaurus range, while Eastern Anatolia corresponds
to the vast region of mountains and highlands which marks the transition between
Anatolia, Upper Mesopotamia, the Southern Caucasus, and Iran (Figure 1).

Political and cultural borders do not always coincide, however, with geographical
borders, although over the long term they show a certain correspondence with them,
as of course human settlement is influenced by relief, hydrography and climate, which
shape a region’s economic potential and communications. Prehistoric archaeologists,
who deal with illiterate societies, use to define the borders of what they call “cultures”,
“cultural complexes” or “cultural-historical communities™ by the distribution
of artefacts assemblages and other features, such as funerary customs, settlement
types etc. A common observation is, however, that periods of cultural fragmentation
(where archaeological assemblages show very local features and “cultures” tend to
occupy smaller territories), alternate with periods of grater cultural integration, where
interregional communications are apparently very active, and “cultures” spread over
larger areas. Another common observation is that regions which lie at the interface
between different geographical areas often change their cultural orientation in the
course of time depending, among others, on the political situation in the neighbouring
regions.

I will try to develop these concepts by focusing on two large-scale cultural
phenomena involving “Georgia” and “Eastern Anatolia” in the 4™ and 3™ millennia
BC: the Late Chalcolithic “Chaff-Faced Ware horizon” and the Kura-Araxes culture
and its aftermath. I will consider Eastern Georgia in the wider framework of the
Southern Caucasus, and concentrate on two sections of “Eastern Anatolia” which
lie at the interface between different geographical areas: the Erzurum/Kars and the
Malatya/ Elazig provinces.

The first one might in fact be considered to belong, from the geo-cultural
point of view, to the South-Caucasian macroarea, and therefore has the most direct
connections with present-day Georgia and Armenia. The key sites in the Erzurum
province are Sos Hoyiik in the Pasinler plain, shortly excavated in 1987 by a Turkish

in the meanwhile established itself as a standard.

The concept of “archaeological culture” was formulated in the early 20™ century (Childe, V.G.,
1934) and since then became of common use in Western archaeology, where it is still normally
used in spite of increasing awareness of its limits (for a summary of the question, see e.g.
Helwing, B., 2017: 54-55). Scholars belonging to the Soviet and post-Soviet tradition of study
often use the term of “cultural-historical community” to express a similar concept.

139



Georgia and Anatolia in The 4" and 3™ Millennia BC: Which Relations?

expedition* and later systematically investigated by Antonio Sagona between 1994
and 2000°, and Karaz, Pulur and Giizelova, excavated by Hamit Kosay in the late
1940-1960’s. More limited information is available for the Kars province, where
regular excavations are hitherto lacking, but where occupation of these periods is
attested by survey finds and museum collections’. These regions have been the object
of much recent research by Mehmet Isikli and other Turkish scholars®.

The Malatya/Elazig provinces on the Upper Euphrates lie at the interface between
Anatolia and Upper Mesopotamia, but in fact represent the centre of a much more
complex network of interconnections, which spans from Central Anatolia to Syria
to the Southern Caucasus. The key site here is of course Arslantepe’, but important
information can also be gained from sites excavated within the Keban and Karakaya
salvage projects (Norsuntepe, Korucutepe, Tepecik, Pulur, etc.)'.

Other provinces of Eastern Anatolia are also involved in the phenomena I am
going to discuss, but they are either insufficiently known, mainly through survey
activities!! and/or, like in the case of the Bitlis, Van, and Agri'? provinces, their
connections are mainly directed toward other sub-regions of the Southern Caucasus
and towards Northwestern Iran rather than towards Georgia.

A last important issue to be considered is that of routes. In the mountainous
landscape of Eastern Anatolia and Southern Caucasus, communications are
obviously influenced by the position and orientation of the mountainous ranges,
which are generally east-west oriented (Figure 2). As already highlighted by different
scholars”, two main communication corridors cross the region, both starting from
the Urmia lake and abutting Central Anatolia: a northern one, through the Araxes

4 Giineri, A. S., 2006.
5 Sagona, A., 2000, 2010 with further literature.

¢ Kosay, H. Z. — Turfan, K., 1959; Kosay, H. Z. — Vary, H., 1964, 1967; for recent excavations at
Pulur, cf. also Isikli, M., 2008.

7 TIsikh, M., 2007; Isikli, M. — Bastiirk, M.B., 2010; Isikli, M. — Yardimciel, A., 2017.

8 A.o., Isikli, M., 2008, 2015a, b; Isikli, M. — Altunkaynak, G., 2014, 2016.

For a general introduction to this important site, the reader is referred to Frangipane, M., 2004;
more specifically on 4%-3 millennium BC developments, Frangipane, M. 2010, 2012; on the
connections with the Southern Caucasus, Palumbi, G. 2008; Palumbi, G., et al. 2017.

For a general overview, see Sagona, A., Zimanski, P., 2009: 114 — 224, passim, with further
literature.

' This is the case, for instance, of the Mus province (Rothman, M. S. 2003, 2005).

Surveys in the Van and Agri provinces have been carried out in recent years within the “Pre-
classical Survey in Eastern Turkey” started by Catherine Marro and Aynur Ozfirat and continued
under the direction of the latter.

13" Marro, C., 2004a, b; Palumbi, G., 2008: 6.
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valley, the Erzurum region and the area to the south of the Pontus Mountains, and a
southern one, which runs through the northern shores of Lake Van through the Murat
and Upper Euphrates valleys (Malatya/Elazig regions). Both of them were constantly
in use since the earliest times, a fact which clearly emerges from the palimpsest of
routes of different periods reconstructed by Toby Wilkinson in his recent volume
Tying the Threads of Eurasia'. Although they did not represent the major axes of past
exchanges", the valleys of the main rivers — the Kura, the Araxes and the Euphrates
/ Murat Su / Karasu system — obviously played a role in east-west and, especially,
in north-south interregional communications. There are, however, also other, less
evident possible routes. Following a line of research inaugurated by Catherine
Marro'e, scholars like Toby Wilkinson drew increasing attention to the importance
of less formal “pathways”, like those followed by nomadic and transhumant groups
during their seasonal migrations!” (Figure 3). The impact these may have had on the
relations between “Georgia”, the rest of Southern Caucasus and Anatolia is evident
from the illustration.

In the rugged and fragmented mountainous landscape at the limit between present-
day North-Eastern Turkey, Georgia and Armenia, in particular, various mountain
passes and minor river valleys which connect the basins of the Euphrates (via the
Karasu) with those of the Araxes, of the Kura and of the Coruh (Chorokhi) rivers,
and the latter with each other, probably secured, although through rather tortuous
paths, a continuous flow of exchanges between the different groups which occupied
the region throughout its history'®. Unfortunately, very little, if any, archaeological
work which could substantiate the use of one, or more, of these routes in any specific
period has hitherto been done in this rough and poorly investigated region.

II. The Late Chalcolithic “Chaff-Faced Ware horizon”

Let’s now turn to consider the case of the Late Chalcolithic “Chaff-Faced Ware
horizon”, i.e. the diffusion, starting somewhere during the second half of the 5" and

4" Wilkinson, T. C., 2014: 90, fig. 2.17.

'S Marro, C., 2004a, b.

16 Marro, C., 2004a, b.

17 Wilkinson, T. C., 2014: 75 — 76, fig. 2.9.

One example of such mountain pass is the Deveboynu Geg¢idi between the Erzurum and Pasinler
plains (Istkli, M., 2015a: 53 — 54, fig. 2). The importance of another one, the Goderdzi pass
between the Kura and the Chorokhi valleys, has been underlined in the course of the Erzurum
Symposium by Goderdzi Narimanashvili and Nugzar Mgeladze. The Borjomi gorge of the Kura
river was probably in the past the main access to Eastern Georgia from Turkey, following a route
approximately corresponding to the present European Route E691, and reaching Erzurum either
through Kars and the Pasinler plain, or, alternatively, through the Tortum River valley.
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continuing approximately until the mid-4™ millennium, of heavily vegetal-tempered
pottery fabrics of generally rather coarse quality over a wide part of the Near East
(Figure 4). The introduction of vegetal-tempered fabrics is accompanied by the
spreading of distinctive vessel types, such as wide-necked jars with everted rims,
so-called “casseroles”, “hammer-head bowls”, and different kinds of mass produced
bowls (“Coba Bowls”, “Wide Flower Pots”, “Conical Bowls”, etc.), but also of
specific elements such as “potter’s marks”, as well as of non-pottery features, such
as child burials in jars or large bowls, which suggest the existence of widely shared
cultural traditions'.

The “Chaff-Faced Ware horizon” occupies a quite large region including the
whole of Upper Mesopotamia and Northern Syria, most of Eastern/Southeastern
Anatolia, part of North-Western Iran (esp. the Lake Urmia region), most of the
Southern Caucasus, and possibly extending until beyond the Greater Caucasus
barrier, in the territory of present-day Daghestan. Central Anatolia, on the contrary,
lies outside of its distribution area®. It undoubtedly includes different chronological
stages?!, which can be dated between the LC 1 and the LC 3-4 periods in terms
of the Santa Fe periodisation of the Late Chalcolithic??, but also different regional
variants, where the interplay between the chronological and the spatial dimension of
variability is not yet completely clear. For the sake of this article, we will, therefore,
consider it as a whole.

The use of “Chaft-Faced Ware” connects societies which are very different in
their organisation, from the emerging urban centres of the North-Mesopotamian
plains (Tepe Gawra, Nineveh, Tell Brak, etc.), to the village communities of Eastern
Anatolia and the Southern Caucasus. In the case of the former, the adoption of vegetal-
tempering had generally been explained with the growing need of these centres
for large quantities of cheap and quickly produced pottery; an explanation which
apparently does not fit the northern communities, for which different hypotheses
(migrations, emulation of a southern tradition, independent local development, etc.)

On the distribution of “Chaff-Faced Ware” between northern Syro-Mesopotamia and the
Southern Caucasus, see Marro, C., 2007, 2008, 2011; Lyonnet, B., 2009; Helwing, B., 2012;
Sagona, A., 2014, 2017: 184 —203.

Schoop, U. D., 2005. See, for instance, the assemblages of the region’s key sites: Camlibel
Tarlasi (Schoop, U. D., 2015) and Cadir Hoyiik (Steadman, S. R. et al., 2007, 2008).

For an early attempt of periodisation of the North-Mesopotamian sequence following the
pioneering re-evaluation of Nineveh stratigraphy by R. Gut (1995), see Rova, E., 1999-2000. The
chronological distribution of the South-Caucasian material is still less precise, but apparently
similar (cf. Marro, C., 2011, table 1).

22 Rothman, M.S., 2001.
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21
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have been formulated®. Be that as it may, there is no doubt that one is dealing with
the same large-scale phenomenon.

Although both “Georgia” and large parts of “Anatolia” are involved in the
diffusion of “Chaff-Faced Ware”, this does not seem to have implied much direct
relations between these regions, at least at the present stage of our knowledge, which
is still rather patchy as there are large blank spots on our distribution maps, and many
chronological issues are still open (Figure 5). In Turkey, sites of the Elazig and Van
regions appear to have close connections with the Nakhcivan region of Azerbaijan,
the Urmia lake region of NW Iran, and the Gawra assemblage of Northern Irag®,
whereas sites of the Malatya region appear rather connected, possibly through the
Elbistan plain, with the Hatay region and Northwestern Syria®, and finally sites
in Southeastern Anatolia are very close to those of Northern Syria®*. “Chaff-Faced
Ware” was found neither at Sos Hoyiik?’, nor at Pulur®, which suggests that it is not
present in the Erzurum region, which is closest to Georgia.

In Eastern Georgia the “Chaff-Faced Ware” tradition is mainly represented in the
Shida Kartli province (Berikldeebi and Kavtiskhevi kurgan)®. The material culture
of these sites is close to that of sites of the so-called “Leilatepe culture”, attested in
Azerbaijan and along the coast of Daghestan to the north*. This might suggest that
the Chaff-Faced ware tradition reached Georgia from the east, along the valley of the
Kura rather than through Eastern Turkey and Armenia. The surprising similarity of
the Leilatepe ceramic assemblage with the assemblages of mid-4" millennium sites
in North-Eastern Syria, such as Tell Brak or Tell Hamoukar, invites us, however, not
to exclude other contact directions. It is also to be considered that excavated “Chaff-
Faced Ware” sites in Georgia are very few, and may convey an illusory impression of
the distribution of this phenomenon. In fact, small amounts of “Chaff-Faced Ware”,
or, more in general, of vegetal-tempered pottery, were also recovered at Chobareti®!
and Orchosani*? in Samtskhe/Javakheti, as well as at Tsopi** and at other Late
Chalcolithic sites in the southeastern province of Kvemo Kartli, but their date and
cultural affiliation are still dabated.

23

For a summary of the different hypotheses, see Marro, C., 2011.
2 Gilgur, S. — Marro, C., 2012.

% For Arslantepe VIII: Balossi-Restelli, F., 2012; for Arslantepe VII: Trufelli, F.,1997.
26 Cf. among others, Pierce, J., 2000 (Hacinebi).

¥ Sagona, A. 2017: 134 — 135.

2 Tsikli, M., 2008.

2 Makharadze, Z., 2007.

3 Akhundov, T.I. et al., 2007.

31 Kakhiani et al., 2013: 27 — 28; Sagona, A., 2017: 191.

32 Gambashidze, 1., 2018.

3 Nebieridze, L., 2010.
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Be that as it may, it seems that the sphere of interactions represented by Chaff-
Faced Ware connects the plains of Upper Syro-Mesopotamia with different areas of
the Southern Caucasus and Eastern Anatolia rather than connecting the latter areas
with each other.

At several Georgian sites the “Chaff-Faced ware” tradition appears to interact,
is ways which haven’t yet been fully understood, with a local tradition of mineral-
tempered pottery (so-called “Sioni/Tsopi culture”)** characterised by a rather
different morphological repertoire (Figure 6). This is especially characteristic of
Southern Georgia, but is also present in Armenia, Western Azerbaijan, in the Agri
province of Turkey, as well as at Sos HOyiik in the Erzurum region of Turkey?.
Although the definition of the “Sioni complex™ is still rather elusive, and may in
fact include chronologically different stages and local pottery groups, it clearly
represents a local interaction sphere encompassing parts of “Georgia” and North-
Eastern Anatolia between the second half of the 5" and the early 4™ millennium, and
therefore suggesting the existence of direct connections between these areas (see.
Fig. 5, above).

II1. The Kura-Araxes culture

The Kura-Araxes culture (Figure 7) dominates the region for the following 1000
years (from 3500 to 2500 BC ca) and extends over an even larger area then the “Chaft-
faced Ware horizon”. It has been the focus of much recent research, on which I will
not dwell here*. Suffice it to remind that one is not dealing only with a widespread
ceramic style®, but with a whole set of typical artefacts — fireplaces and andirons,
metal objects (both ornaments and weapons), tools connected with metallurgy such
as crucibles, moulds, etc. —, building types, and shared burial customs: a “Kura-
Araxes package” which, in spite of much regional variety clearly reflects a strong and
immediately recognisable cultural identity. It is commonly believed that this cultural
complex corresponds to a society composed of tribal groups practicing a de-centralised

3 Sagona, A., 2014, 2017: 203 — 209; Lyonnet, B., 2018; Iserlis, M., 2018, for Tsopi, see also
Nebieridze, L., 2010.

35 Sagona, A., 2017: 203 — 209, maps on pp. 134 — 135.

3¢ For recent syntheses, the reader is referred to Chataigner, C. — Palumbi, G., 2014, Sagona, A.,

2017: 213 — 280; Palumbi, G., 2018.

From a ceramic point of view, the Kura-Araxes culture is best represented by the bichrome

burnished production which is variously known, in its different regional varieties, under the

names of "Red-Black Burnished Ware", "Karaz Ware", “Shengavit Ware”, “Yanik Ware”,

“Khirbet Kerak Ware”, etc., but includes also monochrome and black-burnished productions.

Equally distinctive is a number of recurrent vessel shapes and morphological features (carinated

vessels provided with a profusion of handles and lugs, lids, etc.) (Palumbi, G., 2008).
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agro/pastoral economy, part of which lived in small villages, while the rest practiced
a more mobile style of life, probably related to patterns of seasonal transhumance.
None of the typical archaeological indicators for hierarchical organisation and social
distinction is evident in this culture, which is therefore considered to be the expression
of a fundamentally egalitarian society, based on kin affiliation and on horizontal,
rather than on vertical links among individuals.

The spatial distribution of the Kura-Araxes culture differs from that of “Chaff-
Faced Ware” in one crucial point, that is, it completely skips the plains of Upper
Mesopotamia, but occupies the vast arc of mountains, plateaus and intermontane
valleys which surrounds it to the north, which some scholars have defined as the
“Outer Fertile Crescent™®. The core of the culture lies somewhere between the
Southern Caucasus and North-Eastern Turkey; from here, it progressively expanded
to the Turkish Upper Euphrates region (Arslantepe), to Syro-Palestine, and to North-
Western Iran. Interconnections within this vast area were probably multiple, of
different type, differently motivated and not mutually exclusive®*. Among these, one
could, for instance, point out some special connections between the Georgian province
of Shida Kartli and the Turkish Upper Euphrates (Malatya/Elazig provinces), on the
basis of close similarities in house plans, firing installations* and metal objects*..
The detailed analysis of these and other similarities may in the future help mapping
movements of people, wares and artefacts connecting specific sub-regions of the wide
Kura-Araxes distribution area (“ripples in the stream” as they have been appropriately
defined by M. Rothman*?*). What is even more important is, however, the fact that,
differently from the previous age, during the Kura-Araxes period Eastern Georgia,
the other South-Caucasian regions, and the whole of Eastern Anatolia belong to a
single, strongly interconnected highland cultural koiné.

Also important, however, is the still poorly explored presence, in this period, of
connections with Central Anatolia. According to most scholars, the western limit of
distribution of the Kura-Araxes culture can be set somewhere within the province of

3% Kelly-Buccellati, M., 1979.

3 Rothman, M. S., 2003; Palumbi, G., 2017.

40 This is the case, for instance, of the presence, at different sites of the Elazig province, of a

standard house plan composed by a squarish room with rounded corners, generally with a

rectangular annex (‘vestibule’) on the front, sometimes provided with a typical fixed polylobate

fireplace (Rova, E., 2014: 55 — 56).

4 Consider e.g. the close Shida-Kartlian affinities of the metal artefacts (most remarkably the
famous diadems, but also pins, hair-rings and different types of weapons) discovered in the
Arslantepe “Royal Tomb” discussed in Palumbi, G., 2008: 107 — 155.

4 Rothman, M. S., 2009.
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Sivas®, where Kura-Araxes pottery, mainly from surface surveys, is reported from
a number of sites*. The border between these two cultural areas has traditionally
been considered to be rather sharp, but recent research underscores the presence of
common features between the two ceramic traditions, and the existence of a possible
“transition” area where they might have co-existed, or where they merged together®.

Another interesting aspect which has recently been brought to scholars’ attention
is the presence of commonalities in manufacture techniques and surface treatments
— a general preference for shiny burnished surfaces and, in particular, for surface
bichromy —, as well in vessels morphology, between the typical Kura-Araxes pottery
and some Central Anatolian Late Chalcolithic productions, which appear in the
Turkish Upper Euphrates region (e.g. at Arslantepe) in the last centuries of the 4®
millennium BC (periods (VII)-VIA), i.e. before main phase of diffusion of standard
Kura-Araxes wares*. These led Giulio Palumbi and others to propose that a Central
Anatolian component may have taken part, near the prevalent South-Caucasian one,
to the same genesis of the Kura-Araxes koiné, by contributing, e.g., to the origin of
one of the all-marks of the culture, “Red-Black Burnished Ware”.

These connections between Central Anatolia, the Upper Euphrates and the
core Kura-Araxes area (including “Georgia”), which have been identified for the
formative phase of the Kura-Araxes culture and possibly continued in its following
stages, where they have been less studied, may have followed one, or both, of the two
different east-west oriented communication corridors which have been discussed in
the introductory section: namely through the Upper Euphrates region (Arslantepe)”’,
and through the Erzurum region. In the latter, Sos Hdoyiik is, maybe not by chance,
one of the sites where the “Red-Burnished Ware” variety of Kura-Araxes pottery is
most precociously attested (in local phase VA)*,

The complex pattern of circulation of wares, technologies and ideas which
characterised the Kura-Araxes period is probably related not only with small-scale
migrations and with the diffuse mobility of pastoral groups along the traditional
routes of transhumance, but also with the growing importance of the extraction of

4 (Okse, A. T., 2005; Sagona, A. 2017: 222, fn. 37.

# (Okse, A. T., 2005. The on line Tay database (http://tayproject.org/), for instance, lists the
presence of “Karaz” and similar wares at 10 sites of the Sivas province.

4 E.g., Ozdogan, M., 2000: 499.

4 Caliskan Akgiil, H., 2012; Palumbi, G., 2003, also 2017, with special reference to so called
“Black-Topped Bowls”; Frangipane, M. 2017; 188 — 190.

47 Beside the literature cited above, see also also Palumbi, G. et al. 2017.

4 Palumbi, G., 2003: 91 — 96.
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metal ores (especially, but not only, copper*’), of which the whole area is quite rich
(Figure 8), and with the exchange of raw metals and metal objects®.

IV. Post Kura-Araxes developments

Somewhere around 2500 BC, in Georgia the Kura-Araxes culture gave way to
the so-called “Early Kurgan cultures” (Martqopi, Bedeni)’!. These are characterised
by different ceramic assemblages, whose continuity with Kura-Araxes production
is still a matter of discussion®?, but especially by a new social order, whose most
distinctive element is the presence of monumental barrow graves (kurgans) equipped
with wealthy burial goods, which mark the presence of a new social elite. “Early
Kurgan” cultures are apparently not well attested outside of the Georgian territory. In
Turkey, in particular, late derivations of Kura-Araxes pottery seem to persist, together
with different local wares, at least until the end of the millennium, if not beyond,
like in the Erzurum region®®, or are progressively integrated, like in the Malatya/
Elazig provinces, by local styles of decorated pottery**. However, as we explained
elsewhere®, our perception of the local dimension of the “Early Kurgan” cultures
may be biased by the differing terminologies used by the different national schools
of archaeology. In fact, some Martqopi/Bedeni pottery was indeed found at Sos
Hoyiik, and typically “Early Kurgan” types of metal axes have been found in the
Erzurum and Kars provinces®’, which suggests that the north-east Anatolian area was
still in contact with the cultures of the Kura basin during the second half of the 3™
millennium BC.

On the other hand, continuing and, actually, increasing relations with the
Georgian region are also expressed by the diffusion, in Central Anatolia, of rich
elitarian graves, the most famous of which are the “royal graves” of Alaca Hoyiik,
whose “Caucasian connections” have already been highlighted by several scholars®®.

4 For the still poorly understood issue of the circulation of gold during the Kura-Araxes period, cf.

Gambashidze, 1. — Stollner, Th., 2016; Giemsch, L. — Hansen, S., 2018.
50 Frangipane, M., 2017; see also Igikli, M. — Altunkaynak, G., 2014, 2016.
ST Sagona, A., 2017: 298 — 332.
52 On the end of the Kura-Araxes culture and on the issue of ceramic continuity, see Chataigner,
C. —Palumbi, G., 2014: 257 — 258.
53 Tsikli, M., 2015a; Sagona, A., 2000 (Sos Hoytik).
% For the Keban Dam region, see Marro, C., 1997; for a short summary, Sagona, A., Zimanski, P.,
2009: pp. 186 — 187.
This issue is discussed in Rova in press a, esp. fn. 17.
¢ Sagona, A. 2017: 305 ff.
57 TIsikli, M. — Bastiirk, M. B., 2010; Isikli, M. — Altunkaynak, G., 2016.

58

55

E.g. Mansfeld 2001; more recently, with additional evidence from other sites of Northern
Anatolia, see also Sagona, A., Zimanski, P., 2009: 213 — 2017; Zimmermann, Th., 2007, 2009.
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We are dealing here with the diffusion of a new aristocratic ideal of rulership,
probably related to the control of a developing trade in precious metals and metal
objects, which play the role of status symbols of the new elite. In a much wider
perspective, these commonalities can be seen as evidence of an east-west oriented
network of interconnections which crosses the northern part of the Near East during
the second half of the 3™ millennium BC; a “northern corridor” which continues, in
western direction, towards the Aegean, the Black Sea and Southeastern Europe and,
toward the east, through the South-Caspian region and Northern Iran until Central
Asia® (Figure 9).

V. Concluding Remarks

This short account can provide only a very rough sketch of what may have been,
and how may have changed, the relations between “Georgia” and “Anatolia” in the
course of the 4" and 3" millennia BC. It highlights the complexity of a situation
in which permanent factors, such as orography, hydrography and location of raw
materials, interact with less stable socio-political aspects in shaping the evolving
relations between the different human communities living in this highland area, and
suggests that even during the same period interactions may have followed multiple and
not mutually exclusive patterns. While it emphasises the hitherto underestimated role
played by this mountainous region, located at the border between different cultural
macro-areas, in the east-west and north-south communication network crossing the
northern sector of the Near East, it also reveals how much more archaeological work
will be necessary before a more nuanced and chronologically more accurate picture
of the phenomenon can be formulated. Finally, it also makes clear how it cannot
be fully understood without considering a much larger network of interconnections,
which extends at least until Central Anatolia and Upper Mesopotamia, but in fact
includes a much wider area, from Central Asia to Southern Mesopotamia to the
Eastern Mediterranean.
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Figure 1. Map of Eastern Turkey and Southern Caucasus with modern political borders,
indications of cultural areas, and location of the main discussed sites (modified from U.S.
Central Intelligence Agency, published by University of Texas Libraries: Eastern Turkey
and Vicinity 2002: https://www.ecoi.net/en/file/local/1262498/470 1284543045 turkey-
cast-rel-2002.jpg) (accessed on 7 January 2019).
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Figure 2. Satellite image of Turkey and Southern Caucasus, with indication of the two
main east-west communication corridors crossing Eastern Anatolia, and approximate
location of the main water courses (based on NASA, Visible Earth, Bluemarble images).
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Figure 3. Routes of seasonal migration for pasture according to British Naval Intelligence
in 1942 (Source: Wilkinson, T. C., 2014, fig. 2.9).

Flgure 4. Approximate distribution area of “Chaff- Faced Ware” (based on NASA Visible
Earth, Bluemarble images; sherd photos from Sagona, A., 2014, fig. 1; pottery drawings
from Akhundov, T. L. et al., 2007, passim).
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Figure S. Limits of distribution of “Chaff-Faced” ware, with possible preferential
relations between different sub-regions, and distribution of Sioni pottery (modified from
Sagona, A., 2017, fig. 4.1).
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Figure 6. Approximate distribution area of “Sioni Ware” (based on NASA, Visible Earth,
Bluemarble images; sherd photos from Sagona, A., 2014, fig. 1; pottery drawings from
Sagona, A., 2014, fig. 3; Sagona, A., 2017, fig. 4.28).
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Figure 7. Approximate distribution area of the ura-Araxes culture (based on NASA,
Visible Earth, Bluemarble images; pot photo from Paléorient 2014, 40 / 2, cover page;
drawings from Rova, E., 2014, fig. 7, 5; fig. 11, 7, 12-13.

Major metal deposits
in the Near East
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Figure 8. Location of metal-rich regions across the Near East (Au=gold, Ag=silver,
Cu=copper, Sn=tin) (modified from Massa, M. — Palmisano, A., 2018, fig. 5).
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Figure 9. Approximate distribution area of the Early Kurgan cultures (Martqopi / Bedeni)
with indication of east-west long-distance communication corridor crossing Northern

Anatolia and the Southern Caucasus (based on NASA, Visible Earth, Bluemarble images;
pottery photos by the author).
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