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A Unified Terminology for the South-Caucasian
«Early Bronze Age»: A worthy and achievable target?
By Elena Rova

EauHas TepmuHonorus
ANA «paHHero 6poH30Boro Beka» KxxHoro KaBkasa:
Ba)KHasA U AOCTUXKUMAA Lenb?

EneHa Posa

The stimulus for these reflections arose in me while
editing the papers published in the proceedings
of the Humboldt Kolleg «At the Northern Frontier
of Near Eastern Archaeology: Recent Research
on Caucasia and Anatolia in the Bronze Age».t
This took place in Venice in January 2013, and
represented for some of the participants of the
St. Petersburg conference a first occasion to
come together and discuss topics concerning
recent developments in Caucasian archaeology.
At that time, | was dramatically confronted with
the well-known problem of conflicting periodisa-
tions, terminologies and systems of relative and
absolute chronologies used in the archaeology
of the region, which represent a constant source
of confusion and misunderstanding, in particular
for younger scholars and for specialists of the
neighboring regions, who are not very familiar
with these fields of study.?

This circumstance offered me the occasion for
some considerations, which | offered to the
colleagues attending the meeting in St. Peters-
burg and present here in only slightly revised
form. Much of the following will not be new to
the public, and has actually been the focus of
recent scholarly discussion among specialists
of pre-classical archaeology of the Caucasian
and of the surrounding regions.3 More rarely,
however, specialists of these different regions
had the occasion to come together and compare
their different approaches to the question. Thus,
insomuch as some of the following may appear
trivial, my aim is to summarise the terms of the
question as clearly as possible, and to revise
possible approaches to an agreed solution of
the problem.

1 Rova/Tonussi 2017.

K pasmblwnennam, npeAcTaBNeHHbIM B HACTOALLEN
cTarbe, MeHst nobyano peaaKTpoBaHye cTare, ony-
61MKOBaHHbIX B CBOPHUKE Matepranos Mym6onbAT-nek-
Topus «Ha ceBepHOM rpaHuLe apxeonoruu bavkHero
BocToka: HefiaBHIE UccnenoBaHus B obnactv Kaskasa
1 AHaTonuu B 6pOH30BOM BeKex.! OH NPOXOAUN B
Bereuuu B sHBape 2013 . M ABUICA A8 HEKOTOPbIX
y4acTHUKOB KoHdepeHwm B CaHkT-MeTepOypre nepsoi
BO3MOMHOCTbIO, YTOObI COOPATLCS BMECTE 1 06CyauTh
TEMbl, KacaloLLMecs NocneaHUX CoObITMIA B apxeonorin
KaBkasa. B 10 Bpems A CTONKHyNach € XOPOLUO 13-
BECTHOI NPp0GIeMOii KOHDAVKTYIOLLVX NePUOAM3aLIA,
TEPMUHOJIOTUI M CUCTEM OTHOCUTENbHO 1 aBCONMIOTHO
XPOHOMOMNM, UCMOMb3YEMbIX B aPXEONOrI PETOHA,
KOTOpbIe ABAAIOTCA NOCTOAHHbBIM MCTOYHUKOM MyTaHULbl
1 HelopasyMeHWiA, B YaCTHOCTU, 1A MOMOAbIX YYeHbIX,
a TaKKe 4N1A CNeLnanucToB 13 COCEAHNUX PErviOHOB,
He 04YeHb XOPOLLO OCBEAOMIIEHHbIX B 3TOM 061acTu
nccnefoBaHun.?

370 06CTOATENLCTBO AA0 MHE NOBOA A1 HEKOTOPbIX
Co00OpaXKeHuii, KOTOpbIE 1 03ByYMIA KONleram, npu-
CyTCTBOBaBLUMM Ha BCTpeye B CaHKT-MeTepbypre,
1 KoTopble ByayT npesacTaBneHbl 34ecb B COKpa-
ueHHom Buae. MHoroe He ByAeT HOBbIM U YyiKe
CTOANO B LeHTpe BHUMAHUA HeAaBHEeW Hay4YyHON
AMCKYCCUM CPean CneLmnanmcToB JOKNACCUYeCKON
apxeonornv KaBKasa v OKpyX}aloLux pernoHoB.3
lopas3fo pexe cneunannucTbl U3 3TUX pasHbiX
peruMoHoB MMeNy BO3MOXHOCTb BCTPETUTLCA U
CpaBHUTb CBOW pa3fnyHble NOAXOLbI K 3TOMY
BOMNPOCY. XOTA HEKOTOPble U3 HUKECNeAYIoL X
pacCcyAeHUn MOryT NoKasaTbCA TPUBMANbHBIMMU,
MOS Liefib COCTOUT B TOM, YTOObI KaK MOXHO Gonee
4yeTKo 06061 MTL NPEANOChIIKN 3TON Npobiembl
1 NepecMoTpeTb BO3MOXHbIE NOAXOAb! K ee COo-
rNacoBaHHOMY peLleHnto.

2 On the occasion of the final discussion at the Venice conference, harmonisation of different terminologies was
actually indicated by some participants as one of the main points of an agenda for future cooperative work. While
editing the volume, | however decided to give up the attempt to harmonise the periodisations proposed in the
different papers, and limited myself to signalling the existence of the problem and to suggesting to the authors to
make their reference system explicit (for further discussion, the reader is referred to the introduction, by Rova/
Tonussi 2017, of the volume of the conference proceedings). | Mpu 3aknounTENbHOM 06CYHAEHUM Ha KOHdEPeHLUY
B BeHeL My HeKOTOPbIe YHACTHUKY Ha3BaNM COrnacoBaHne pasnuyuHbIX TEPMUHONOMUIA OAHUM U3 OCHOBHBbIX NYHKTOB
NOBECTKU AHA AN byayLieil coBMecTHON paboTbl. Mpy pefakTMpOBaHNM TOMa fi TeM He MeHee peLlrna 0TKasaTbCa oT
NonbITKN YHUULMPOBATL NEPUOAN3ALNM, NPELNOKEHHbIE B Pa3NYHbIX paboTax, 1 orpaHnuuna cebs ykasaHmem Ha
HanM4ue 31oii NpobaemMbl, NPEAI0XKIB aBTOPAM YETKO U3NOKMTL CBOM CUCTEMBI (4N5 JaNbHENLIEro 06CyAeHUs CM.
BBeAeHue Rova/Tonussi 2017 B c6OpHUKE MaTepuanos KOHbepPEHLUK).

3 Very similar considerations can be found, e.g., in Sagona 2014, 24—26. | Becbma 6113k1e cO06paKEHUS MOKHO

HanTK, Hanpumep, cM. Sagona 2014, 24—26.
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Archaeological periodisations are heuristic devices,
which slice up an otherwise continuous historical
process and allow us to make some generalisations
about past cultural developments, by tackling
qguestions such as innovation, continuity and
change, their origin and direction of spreading,
etc. In order for them to work, and to be of some
general utility, the limits of the periods should
be set at the points of maximum discontinuity.
Contrary to early scholarly generalisations, however,
itis by now widely acknowledged that these vary
according to the archaeological indicators which
are considered: thus, ceramics do not change at
exactly the same pace, with the same modalities,
and over the same territory as other classes of
material culture indicators, funerary customs, and
events of political history.4 Therefore, when analys-
ing specific phenomena, different periodisations
may emerge, each of which may be considered
appropriate to the relevant research topic.

If, however, the aim of the periodisation is to study
interconnections between different sites, regions,
etc., and their development throughout the time,
a common terminology is needed. Thus a compro-
mise should be reached by creating a framework
in which the points of maximum discontinuity
should be set where a larger number of indicators
change at ‘approximately’ the same time. These
points mostly coincide with the beginning or end
of what are traditionally named ‘archaeological
cultures’ or ‘cultural communities’, as identified
by sets of elements of material culture, etc., which
supposedly co-occur throughout a territory over
a certain period of time. This concept has been
much criticised during recent decades;5 however,
| still consider it useful in general terms, and
actually irreplaceable as an heuristic device for
drawing up comparative relative chronologies
and periodisations.

The level of accuracy of a periodisation may vary
according to the quantity and quality of available

Apxeonorndyeckvie neproan3aLmn ABASIOTCS 3BPU-
CTUYECKMM CTPYKTYPaMM, KOTOPbIE MHbIM 06pa3om
pa3aensioT HenpepbIBHbIFA UCTOPUYECKNI NPOLLECC 1
NO3BONAIT C1eNaTb HEKOTOPbIE 0606LLEHNS O KyJib-
TYPHbIX MPOL,ECCcax NPOLLIOro NyTem PacCMOTPEHUS
TaKMX BOMPOCOB, KaK MHHOBAL WM, HENPEpPbIBHOCTb 1
M3MEHEHW, NX NPOUCXOMAEHE U HanpaB/eHue pac-
NpocTpaHeHus . A, [ns Toro, utobbl oHM paboTanu u
6111 06LLENPUMEHMMBI, TPEAENbI NEPUOAO0B LOMKHSI
ObITb YCTAHOB/IEHbI B TOYKAX MAKCMMA/bHOIO paspbIBa.
B oTanume oT NpeabiayLmx HayuHbIx 0606LeHNi,
Tenepb WWPOKO NPU3HAHO, YTO OHU BapbUpYIOT B
3aBUCUMOCTY OT YYUTHIBAEMbIX aPXEONOTUYECKMX
marepumanos: Tak, KEpamnKa He MEHAETCS TOYHO
TaKMMV e TeMnami, C TEMM JKe YCNOBUAMM U Ha TOI
e TepPUTOPUK, KaK Apyriie MapKepbl MaTepUasbHOI
KyNbTypbl, norpe6anbHoro 06psza v cobbITvid noauTu-
YecKoi UcTopum.4 [o3ToMy Npu aHanr3e KOHKPETHbIX
ABNEHUI MOTYT BO3HUKHYTb Pa3finyHble NeproausaLmu,
Ka¥Kaas M3 KOTOPbIX MOXET B6bITb LiesiecoobpasHoit
LN151 COOTBETCTBYIOLLE/ TEMbI UCCNIELOBAHUS.

Ecnvi Tem He MeHee LieNbio neproam3salLmm saBnseTcs
M3yYeHune B3aMMOCBA3EM MeXY PasNNyHbIMU NamMAT-
HUKaMW, PErYOHAMM U T. [i., @ TAKIKE X Pa3BUTUE B
Te4YeHue BCEro BpeMeHH, To 06LLas TEPMUHONONSA He-
06xoa1ma. TakMm 06pasom, KOMMPOMICC O/KeEH BbiTb
JOCTUTHYT NyTeM CO3/1aHu s CTPYKTYPbl, B KOTOPOI TOUKM
MaKC/MasbHOro paspblBa ClefyeT yCTaHOBUTb TaMm,
raie 60/bliee KONMYECTBO MHAMKATOPOB U3MEHUTCA Ha
«NpUGAN3UTENLHO» TOM Xe CaMOM BPEMEHM. 3T1 TOUKM
B OCHOBHOM COBMaAatoT C HaYanoM MM KOHLLOM TOTO,
4TO TPAAMLMOHHO HA3bIBAETCA «aPXEO0OrNYeCKUMM
KYNITYPaMM» UM «KyNBTYPHBIMU 0OLLIHOCTAMMY, KOTO-
pble OnpeaensTcs HAbOPOM 31EMEHTOB MaTepUabHON
KyNbTYpbI U T. fI., COCYLLLECTBYIOLLLETO, KaK CYUTAETCS, Ha
BCEV TepPUTOPUN B TEUEHME ONPEeeNeHHOro neproaa
BPEMEHM. ITa KOHLIeNLsA Bbi3Basa MHOMO KPUTUKM B
nocnefHne AeCATUNETIA,> TEM He MeHee 51 10 CUX Nop
CYUTal0 3Ty KOHLENUMIO B 06LLEM NONE3HON U Aaxe
HE3aMEeHKMOW B KaUeCTBEe 3BPUCTUYECKON CTPYKTYPbI
[51 COCTAaB/IEHUSA CPABHUTENIbHbBIX OTHOCUTENBHBIX
XPOHOJIOT WA 1 NEPUOAN3ALINIA.

VDOBEHb TOYHOCTM nepunoansaymnm MOXeT Bapbn-
poBaTb B 3@aBUCMMOCTN OT KOJIMYECTBA N Ka4eCTBa

4 Avery clear example of pottery not changing at the same pace as other cultural indicators is, for instance, the ‘Final
EJZ 2’ period (ca. 2650—2550 BC) in the Syrian Jezirah (Lebeau 2011, 368-370): while this is a phase of dramatic
transformation in settlement patterns, architecture, glyptic, etc., marked by the appearance of urban centres in the
area, the period’s ceramic assemblage remains firmly rooted in the previous Ninevite 5 tradition, whereas a
completely renewed repertoire of fabrics and shapes makes its appearance in the region only with the following EJZ 3
period. On the correspondence, or mis-correpondence between ‘ceramic provinces’, funerary customs, cultural units,
and geopolitical systems, see, among others, Carter/Parker 1995 and the answer by Mazzoni 2000. More recently, on
the different patterns of production and distribution of particular categories of objects, see also Helwing 2012;
Helwing 2017. | B kauecTBe ApKOro nprmepa Tomy, YTO KepamuKa He MeHAETCA B TOM e Temne, 4To 1 Apyrue
KynbTypHble NoKasatenu, MOXHo npusect nepuog ‘Final EJZ 2° (okono 2650-2550 BC) B cupuiickom [hxesnpe
(Lebeau 2011, 368-370): B 3T0T Nep1oA NPOUCXOAMNA ApamaTuyecKas TpaHchopmaLms Mojeneit NnoceneHun,
apXUTEKTYpbl, TUATUKKU U T. [i., OTMEYeHan NoABAeHNeM rOPOACKIX LLeHTPOB B PernoHe, Kepammnka octaBanacb NpoO4YHO
YKOPEHHOI B TpaauLmum npeabiayliero nepuosa HuHeesun V, B To Bpems Kak NOJHOCTbI0 06HOB/EHHbI penepTyap
uspenunini u Gopm NoABNAETCA B PerMoHe TONbKO B ceaytolem nepuoge EJZ 3. CooTBeTcTBrE UNKN HECOOTBETCTBUE
MeXay «KepammyecKUMI NPOBUHLUAMU», Norpe6anbHbIMU 06pafaMY, KYAbTYPHBIMU 3N1EMEHTAMM 1 Te0NOANTUYECKN-
mu cuctemamm cm. Carter/Parker 1995 1 otBeTy Mazzoni 2000. HefaBHsAsA ny6anMKaLms o pasHbiX MOAENAX NPOU3BOA-
CTBa U pacnpeaeneHis OTAeNbHbIX KaTeropuit 06beKTOB cM. Take Helwing 2012; Helwing 2017.

5 See recently Helwing 2017. | Cm. HegaBHo Helwing 2017.
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data — if excavated sites are few and far apart,
only a very rough synchronisation among them
will be possible — as well as to the nature of the
investigated phenomena: the more these are
short-lived and/or quickly spread over a large
area, the more detailed should the periodisation
be in order for us to be able to understand their
origin and development.

The general chrono-cultural framework of Near
Eastern civilizations on which research was based
until recently® dates back to the post-World War |l
period, and mainly rests on the results of few large
pre-World War Il archaeological projects in areas —
the Diyala,” the Amugq region® etc. — located far
apart from each other. Since then, however, the
results of a new wave of long-term excavations
and, especially, of the intense salvage excavation
activity following the construction of dams on
the main rivers in most of the area’s countries
progressively filled many gaps in the geographical
coverage of available evidence, in particular for
the region of Upper Mesopotamia. At the same
time, improved documentary practices and the
introduction and widespread use of *C dates
brought about an exponentialincrease in both the
amount and the quality (i. e. in the stratigraphic
reliability and in the representativity) of the
available data.

On the one hand, this opened up the possibility for
a much more fine-grained analysis of chronological
and geographical variation in material culture than
was previously possible, but on the other hand it
caused growing dissatisfaction with the existing
chrono-cultural framework, which was felt to be
less and less adequate for the new challenges.
A phase of discussion and revision which followed
and partially accompanied the period (from the
late 1960s) of intense field activities and data
accumulation culminated, between the 1990s and
the early 2000s, in intensified scholarly cooperation
in the framework of international projects: the SAR
seminar for the Late Chalcolithic / 4™ millennium BC
period,® the ARCANE project® for the Early Bronze
Age / 3™ millennium BC, the SCIEM 2000™ project
for the 2" millennium BC — aiming at solving
major problems of synchronisation between
different areas of the Near East, and creating an
updated chrono-cultural reference framework.
This common effort has meanwhile produced
(provisional) results which will hopefully stand,
with minor adjustments, for the next few decades.

MMELWNXCA JaHHbIX — €CNU pacKonaHHbIX
noceseHnid Mano N HaxoAATCA OHU AaNeKo Apyr
OT /ipyra, TO BO3MOXHa Wb NpubAM3uTENbHAR
CUHXPOHU3ALUMA, — KaK WU XapaKTepa uccneay-
eMbIX ABNEHWNIA: yem 6Oosiee OHU HEA0IrOBEYHbI
1 / nnn BbICTPO pacnpocTpaHANNCh Ha bonblune
npocTpaHcTea, Tem 6onee feTanbHON JOMKHA
6bITb NEPUOAN3aLMA, YTOOLI Mbl CMOF/IN NOHATH
MPOMCXOXAEHNE U PA3BUTUE ABNEHUA.

06uMe KynbTypHO-XPOHONOTUYECKNE PAMKU
umBuAn3aumnim bamxHero Boctoka, Ha KOTOpbIX
[0 HelaBHero BpeMeHu 0CHOBbIBANUCh UCCe-
[0BaHMs,® BOCXOAAT KO BpemeHu nocsie Bropoit
MWPOBOW BOWHbI 1 B OCHOBHOM ONMpPanuchb Ha
pe3ynbTaTbl HECKOMBbKUX KPYMHbIX apXeonoru-
YeCKUX NPOEKTOB, MPOBOAMBLIUXCA A0 BTopon
MUPOBOW BOWHbI B 06nacTax — [lusna,” B obnactu
AMYKE 1 1p., PACNONOMKEHHbIX faNeKo APYr OT
apyra. OfHaKo c Tex nop, 6naroaaps pesynbratam
HOBOW BOJ/IHbI MHOTONETHNX PACKOMOK U, B 4acT-
HOCTU, MHTEHCMBHBIX CnacaTenbHbIX paboT nocse
CTPOUTENbCTBA NNOTUH Ha OCHOBHbIX peKax B
60NbLIVHCTBE CTPAH pernoHa, nocTeneHHo 3a-
MONHUANCH MHOTUe Npoberbl B reorpadnyeckom
OXBaTe UMEILNXCA AaHHbIX, B YaCTHOCTU ANSA
pernoHa BepxHenn Meconotamuu. B 10 e Bpems
COBepLlEeHCTBOBaHME BeleHUA JOKYMeHTauuu,
BHeApeHue 1 WNpoKoe ncnonb3oBaHue aar *“4C
NPUBENO K 3KCMOHEHLMAaNbHOMY POCTY KONNYeCTBa
1 Kayectsa (T. e. cTpaturpadmnyeckoil HagexHocT
1 penpe3eHTaTUBHOCTM) UMEIOLLUXCS AaHHbIX.

C 0[1HOI CTOPOHbI, MO CPABHEHUIO C NPEAbIAYLLMMU
JaHHbIMK, 3TO OTKPbLIIO BO3MOXHOCTb /11 ropa3ao
60n€ee TOYHOro aHanM3a XPOHONOrNYEeCKON U
reorpachmMyecKoi N3MeHYMBOCTU B MaTepUabHOM
KyNIbTYpe; C iPYroi CTOPOHbI, 3TO BbI3bIBANO PACTYLLYiO
Heya0BNETBOPEHHOCTb CYLLECTBYIOLLEN KybTYpHO-
XPOHO/IOrMYECKON CTPYKTYPOK, KOTOpas CTaHOBMAACh
BCE MeHee 1 MeHee afieKBaTHOM HOBbIM BbI30BaM.
®aza ancKyccum 1 nepecmoTpa, Kotopas ciefoBanau
4aCTMYHO CONpoBOXaana nepuog (C KoHLA 1960-X IT.)
WNHTEHCKBHbIX NOMEBbIX UCCNEN0BAHNUI U HAKOMIEHUA
JAHHbIX, AOCTUMNA KYNbMUHALUM MEXAY 1990-MU
1 HayanoM 2000-X IT. B aKTMBU3AL MU HAYYHOTO
COTPYAHMYECTBA B paMKax TaKUX MEXAYHAPOAHbIX
NPOEKTOB, Kak cemnHap SAR no nosaHemy xankonury /
IV TeicAdeneTre o H. 3.,9 npoekT ARCANE®™ gna
paHHero 6poH30Boro Beka / Ill Tbicsyenetme fo H. 3.,
SCIEM 2000 — npoekT no uccnepoBanuto |l Toics-
yenetus 10 H. 3. ITU NPOEKTbl BbINN HanpasneHb
Ha pelleHne OCHOBHbIX NPO6EM CUHXPOHU3ALUN
MEXK/Y PasnMyHbIMUK peroHamu bavkHero BocToka,
a TaKXe Ha co3faHue 06HOBNEHHOMN KyNbTYpHO-
XPOHO/IOrMYECKO cxembl. IT0 obliee ycunune aano

6 Ehrich 1965, see also the revised edition Ehrich 1992. | Ehrich 1965, cm. Takke nepepabotaHHoe nsgaHue

Ehrich 1992.
7 Delougaz 1952; Frankfort 1955.
8 Braidwood/Braidwood 1960.

9 https://sarweb.org/?advanced_seminar_mesopotamia-p:1998_advanced_seminars; Rothman 2001.

10 http://www.arcane.uni-tuebingen.de/
1 http://www.oeaw.ac.at/sciem2000/
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In the course of the last 25 years, after the dis-
solution of the Soviet Union, South-Caucasian
archaeology witnessed a similar wave of renewed
international field research and accumulation of
new data, as it invested the Near East and in par-
ticular Upper Mesopotamia a couple of generations
earlier; it may thus seem that time has now come
fora similarrevision of its chronological schemes.

Before analysing the present state of research
concerning the Southern Caucasus in the 4" and
3 millennia BC and highlighting problematic points
and possible solutions, | therefore think it may
be useful to briefly revise the experience of two
recent international projects aiming at producing
an agreed chrono-cultural framework in the field
of Near Eastern archaeology, which faced similar
problems while dealing with approximately the
same chronological horizons.*

The SAR advanced seminar «Mesopotamia in
the Era of State Formation» on the Uruk period
in Greater Mesopotamia and the neighboring
regions organised by Mitchell Rothman, which
took place in 1998 in Santa Fe proved especially
successful, in that it radically re-assessed the
chronological framework for the 4™ millennium BC
(Late Chalcolithic) in the region. The workshop
produced a new periodisation, namely the division
of the period into five chronological stages (LC 1-5)
(Fig. 1), which has meanwhile been adopted,
with only slight differences, by the majority of
scholars working in this broad area. It has to be
underlined that the task of the SAR group was
simplified by the ‘international’ distribution
of aspects (especially pottery and glyptics) of
the Uruk material culture, which allowed for an
easy synchronisation between the horizons of
the different geographical regions, and by the
availability, from some of these at least, of data
from recent excavations and of a relatively large
number of *4C determinations.

The ARCANE project, in which | was personally
involved, was a European Science Foundation-spon-
sored international project, whose activities
took place between 2006 and 2011, but whose
preparation can be traced backto 1998. It aimed
at «Synchronizing Cultures and Civilizations of the
Ancient Near East and the Eastern Mediterranean
in the Third Millennium BC».2 This project had
to deal with a larger and culturally much more

(npeaBapuTenbHble) pe3ynbTaThl, KOTOPbIE, XOUYETCs
HaeATbCs, BYAyT C HE3HAYUTENBbHBIMM NONPaBKaMK
aKTyasbHbl B Te4EHME HECKOMbKMX CNefyoL X aeca-
TMNeTuin. B TedeHne nocneaHnx Asaguatv NaTu net
nocne pacnaza Coerckoro Coto3a IHOKaBKa3CcKas
apXxeonorus nepexuna aHanormyHyto BoaHy Bo306-
HOBNEHUA MEXAYHAPOAHbIX MONEBbIX UCCNEA0BAHMIA
N HAKOMIEHUSA HOBbIX AaHHbIX, TAKKE KaK BAnHun
BocTok, 1 B yactHOCTM BepxHaa Meconotamus, He-
CKOJIbKO NMOKONeHN paHee. Taknum 06pasom, MOXeT
MoKasaTbCs, YTO MMEHHO Ceivac NpULLI0 Bpema ans
noAo6HOro NnepecMoTpa ee XPOHONOTMYECKMX CXEM.

[pexpae yem aHanU3MpoBaTb HblHEWHee NOMo-
¥eHune nccnegosaHnim Ha tOxHom KaBkase IV u
[l TbiC. 0 H.3. ¥ BbIAENATb KOHKPETHbIE NPO6AEeMbI
1 BO3MOXHble peLleHus, s CYnTalo, 4To 6bIN0 Obl
Mose3HO KPaTKO NepecMOoTPeTb ONbIT ABYX nocnes-
HUX MEXAYHApPOAHbIX NPOEKTOB, HaNpPaBAEHHbIX
Ha co3/aHne CornacoBaHHOMN KybTYPHO-XPOHO-
NOTMYECKom cxembl B 061acTy 61MKHEBOCTOYHOM
apxeonorumn, KOTopasn CTONKHyNaCh C aHaNOrMYHbIMU
npobsemamu npu paboTe ¢ NPUMEPHO TEMU Ke
XPOHOMOTUYECKUMU FTOPU30HTAMMK. 2

PaclwmnpeHHbin cemnHap SAR «Meconotamus B
anoxy GopmMMpoBaHUA roCyAapcTBa» o nepuose
Ypyk B Bonbwon Meconotamuu n coceaHux
pervoHax, opraHu3oBaHHbln Mutyenn PotmaHu
1 cocTosABlUMICA B 1998 1. B CaHTa-Pe, oKkazancs
0COBEHHO YCMELHbIM B TOM OTHOLIEHUM, YTO OH
KOpEHHbIM 06pa3omM NepeoLeHnN B permoHe Xpo-
Honornyeckme cxembl 4 IV Tbic. 0 H. 3. (NO3AHWIA
xankonur). Pesynbtatom paboTbl cemuHapa ctana
HOBas Neproan3aLns, a UMEeHHO iefieHne nepuoaa
Ha NATb XpoHosornyeckux atanos (LC 1-5) (puc. 1),
KOTOpble C He6OIbWUMI Pa3NNYUAMM Bbin NpU-
HATbI 6O/bLIMHCTBOM y4eHblX, PaboTaloL X B 3TOW
ob6wupHoi obnactn. Cneayer NnoaYepKHyTb, YTO
3agayva rpynnsl SAR Gbina ynpolyeHa nocpeicTsom
«MeXAYHapOoLHOro» pacnpeneneHns acnekTos
(0c0b6EHHO KEPAMMKM U TIUMTUKI) MaTeEpPUanbHOM
KyAbTypbl YpyKa, 4TO N03BONUNO AOCTAaTOYHO NPO-
CTO CUHXPOHWU3MPOBATb FOPU30HTbI PA3NNYHbIX
reorpacuyecKnx pernoHoB, U AOCTYNHOCTbIO,
Nno KpanHen mepe ANsA YacTu U3 HUX, AAHHbIX U3
HeAaBHUX PACKOMOK M OTHOCUTENbHO BONbLIOTO
KonuyectBa 4C gaHHbIX.

MexayHapogHbin npoekt ARCANE, B KOTOpOM £
JIMYHO MPUHMMANA y4yacTue, NPOBOANACA C 2006 MO
2011 T. Npu noaaepxKe EBponerickoro Hay4yHoro
(oHAa, HO MOArOTOBKY K HEMY MOXHO NPOCNEANTb
€1998 1. OH 6bIn HanpasieH Ha «CUHXPOHU3ALMIO
KYNbTYp W uMBMAn3aumin ipesHero bamxHero Boc-
ToKa 1 BoctouHoro CpeansemMHOMOpbA B TpeTbeM
ThICAYENETUM 10 H. 3.»*3 ITOT NPOEKT A0MKEH Obin
MMeTb f1e10 ¢ 60MbLUEeN 1 B KyNbTYPHOM OTHOLLIEHWN
3HayuTenbHo 6onee auBepcUdULUPOBAHHON

2| will, on the other hand, not deal with the SCIEM 2000 project, since this focused on a different chronological period. |
C apyroii cTopoHbl, st 6onblue He 3aHMMaloch npoektom SCIEM 2000, Tak Kak OH COCPeAoTOYEeH Ha APYroM XpoHoIornye-

CKOM nepuoge.
3 http://www.arcane.uni-tuebingen.de/welcome.html
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Date 5 Upper _ Southern
BC. South Iran Syria Euphrates Tigris Mesopotamia
3000 IVA Arslantepe | Mohammad  Nineveh
LCS Eanna A Nippur | Godin  Early 17 | Habuba Kabira Sheikh Brak Hassek VIA Arab (Gut) Late Uruk
IVB V i XV-XVII | V Susa Jebel Aruda  Hassan4 TW 12 Hoyik Late Uruk  Spaturuk
Late Acropole A Ninevite
Eanna l A : 4
Vi Late 18 : Arslantepe L:31-20
3400 | LC4 Eanna Abu Nippur Susa Sheikh Brak Hacimebi Vil Norduruk Late
VII  Salabikh XVII Early 18 A Hassan ™ B2 B Middle
Urde Sharafabad ' 57 13 Leilan | 4 L:37-31 Uruk
Mound hiatus? f E v Hacmnebi
3600 f Susa Qraya Bl f
LC3 Eanna Nippur 19-22 ' Sheikh Brak Tepe Gawra  Norduruk Early
X-vi ! XX-XIX , | Hassan ™ l VIt A Middle
| v § v 8-10/13 1417 Leilan v L: 45-37 Uruk
3800 Banna ! v v Tepe Gawra
Late XI-X ; Hammam et ? R X-X Gawra
v Turkman Hacinebi : B
LC2 | Eamna A VB Brak A H Tepe Gawra  L: 59-45 Early
4000 XIl Géoy  hiatus? TW  hiaus? | ! i XUXA Uruk
Barly Tepe 18-19 : : Gawra A
4200 M Hammam et ¢ | Tepe Gawra
LC1 Eanna ‘ Susa Turkman Arslantepe | XIA/B hiatus?
XVI-XIV v Acropolis VA VIII Tepe Gawra Ubaid
23-27 Hammam et Leilan ' X1 L: 60 transitional
Term. Turkman late v Ubaid 4?
Ubaid VD Vb XIIA- X1I

diversified area than the previous one, since its
geographical scope covered the entire Eastern
Mediterranean and Near East, from the borders
with Egypt to Iran and from Cyprus and Anatolia
to the Arab-Persian Gulf. For operational reasons,
this vast area was divided into different regions,*
which were separately analysed by different teams
of researchers.

The publication of the project’s results is still in
progress: until now only four regional volumes?®
out ofthe nine foreseen have appeared, and three
volumes of connected research have also been
published: two ‘Interregional volumes’ dedicated
to ceramics and artefactes®® and a ‘Transversal
volume’ dedicated to history and epigraphy.?”

06nacTbio, Yyem NpesbiayLL i, TOCKONbKY ero reo-
rpaduyeckre paMKkun 0xBaTbiBatoT BCe BocTouHoe
CpenunsemHoMoOpbe 1 BivkHMA BOoCTOK OT rpaHmLbl
¢ Eruntom po VMpaHa n ot Kunpa n AHatonuun go
apabo-nepcuackoro 3anuea. [Ana paccmaTpu-
BaeMblX PernoHoB 3Ta oblwnpHas obnacTb bbina
pasfeneHa Ha pa3/inyHble TeppPUTOPUK, 4 KOTopble
ObI/1M OTAENbHO NMPOAHANMU3MPOBAHbI PA3INYHbBIMM
rpynnamu uccnegoBatenen.

My6nnkaumns pesynbTaToB NPOEKTa BCE eLye npo-
[O/MKAETCA: 0 CUX NOp BblI0 U3A4aHO TONBKO YeTbipe
perMoHabHbIX TOMa's 13 A,eBATM 3aN1aHUPOBaHHbIX,
aTakxe 6biny ony6IMKOBaHbI 1Ba TOMA CMEXHbIX
NCcCnefoBaHNN: «MEXPErnoHanbHbIN TOM», Mo-
CBALLEHHbIA KepamnKe,® n «TpaHcBepcanbHbIi
TOM», NOCBALLEHHbIN UCTOPUK 1 3nurpadmke.?

14 A subdivision into twelve different regions — Southern Levant (SL), Northern Levant (NL), Cyprus (CY), Aegean (AG),
Western Anatolia (WA), Eastern Anatolia (EA), Middle Euphrates (ME), Jezirah (J2), Tigridian Region (TG), Central
Mesopotamia (CM), Southern Mesopotamia (SM), and Western Iran (WI) — was originally devised, which was

Fig. 1. SAR Chronological
Framework for Late
Chalcolithic period
in Greater Mesopotamia

(from Rothman 2001, 7

tab. 1,1)

Puc. 1. SAR XpoHonozuyeckas
cxema no30He20 3HeoUma
8 bosbwol Meconomamuu
(no Rothman 2001, 7 tab. 1,1)

subsequently modified in the course of the project: thus, the Aegean region was cancelled, while the Southern and
Central Mesopotamian regions were grouped together, etc. It is interesting to observe that the Southern Caucasus
was originally included in the ARCANE project, being part of the region of Eastern Anatolia; after the data collecting
phase, it was however decided that available information was not sufficient to guarantee for reliable conclusions
concerning this region. | MoapasaeneHne Ha 12 pasnnyHbIX pernoHoB: KxHbIi JleaHT (SL), CeBepHbiit lesaHT (NL),
Kunp (CY), dreiickuit (AG), 3anaaHas AHatonus (WA), BoctouHas AHatonus (EA), Cpegruin Edpar (ME), Ixesupa (2),
pervoH Turpuams (TG), LleHtpanbHas Meconotamus (CM), OxHas Meconotamus (SM) v 3anaaHbiii Mpad (WI) — 6bin0
paspaboTtaHo nepBoHayanbHO, HO BNOCAEACTBUM, B XO4€e peanu3auum npoexTa, U3MeHeHo: Takum o6pa3om, per1oH
JIreiicKOro Mops Bbll OTMEHEH, B TO BPEMSA KaK I0MHbIE 1 LieHTPabHble perroHbl Meconotamum Gbiav crpynnmpoBaHsbl
BMecTe, U T. A. IHTEpecHo 0TMETUTb, YTO tOXHbIN KaBKa3 6bin nepBoHavanbHo BKtoYeH B npoekT ARCANE Kak yacTb
pervoHa BoctoyHoit AHaTonmnu; ogHako nocne cbopa AaHHbIX 66110 peweHo, YTo UMetoLLencs Hpopmayum He 6bin0
[0CTaTO4HO A/15 TOF0, YTOObI rapaHTMPOBATh HAZIEMHHbIE BbIBO/bI B OTHOLWEHMM 3TOM0 pernoHa.

15 Lebeau 2011; Peltenburg 2013; Finkbeiner a. 0. 2015; Rova 2019.

16 L ebeau 2014.

7 Sallaberger/Schrakamp 2015.
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It is too early to anticipate whether the set of
correlated regional periodisations produced by the
ARCANE project (Fig. 2) will gain wide acceptance
by the scholarly community; be that as it may, the
final chronological table provides the reader with
a synthetic tool to synchronise regional sequen-
ces. It should also be stressed that the project
represented a huge effort to develop a common
terminology and to produce clear definitions not
only of chronological phases, but also of classes
of material (e. g. of ceramic ‘wares’, morphological
types and decorations), which was considered to
represent a pre-condition for a successful exchange
of scholarly information, and which undoubtedly
represents an important result by itself.

The ‘modus operandi’ of the ARCANE project®® is
not so different from that of the SAR seminar:
both are based on the traditional archaeological
tools of comparative stratigraphy and artefacts
typology/seriation (with a special emphasis, in
the ARCANE project, on the selection of complete
assemblages of stratigraphically safe material,
so-called ‘benchmark assemblages’) integrated
by the widest possible use of *4C dates. Both do
not represent the work of an individual scholar,
but the result of the reached agreement by a large
number of recognised experts of the different fields.

Unlike the SAR seminar, the ARCANE project did
notresultin the definition of a single periodisation
valid for all the regions involved in the project, but
in the synchronisation of separate regional perio-
disations running parallel to each other (compare
Fig. 2 with Fig. 1), where each phase is identified
by the acronym of the relevant region combined
with an Arabic number (e.g.: ‘EJZ 1°,EJZ 2°,
‘ESL 1°, ‘ESL 2’, and so on). It is however interest-
ing to observe that, at least for the eastern part
of area (that is from the Northern Levant to the
Western Iran regions), some common develop-
ment trends did indeed emerge. These defined
some sort of ‘cultural phases’, or ‘horizons’ (the
ones which are marked in different colours and
named as EM I, I, Ill, etc. in the Table), which are
not strictly contemporary in all regions, but are
marked by similar and chronologically related
developments in material culture, settlement
trends and socio-political organisation over a
larger geographical area, a concept which was
not developed enough in the final phase of the
project, but would undoubtedly deserve to be
further elaborated in the future.

MoKa elle paHo NpeaBMAETb, MONYYUT M HAbOP
B3aUMOCBA3aHHbIX PETMOHA/bHbIX NePUOAN3aLUNA,
BO3HUMKLLNI B pe3ynbTate paboTbl npoekta ARCANE
(puc. 2), WMpOKOoe NpuU3HAHKE CO CTOPOHbI Hayy-
HOro co006LLeCcTBa, HO UTOrOBas XPOHONOrMYecKas
Tabnmua aaet CUHTETUYECKUIA MHCTPYMEHT anis
CUHXPOHM3aLMN pernoHanbHbix NocnefoBaTeb-
HocTen. CnefyeT TakKe NoAYEPKHYTb, YTO B paMKax
NPOeKTa OrPOMHbIe yCUAUA ObINN HanpasieHbl
Ha pa3paboTKy o6ulell TEPMUHONOTUN U YETKIUX
onpepfeneHnin He TONbKO ANA XPOHONormyeckmx @as,
HO W ANA pa3HOBUAHOCTEN MaTepuana (Hanpumep,
KepaMnyecKux «n3aenni», Mmopdonornyeckmnx
TWUMOB U YKPaLIEHWIT), KOTOpble paccMaTpuBanich
KaK npeaBapuTeNbHOE yCN0BMeE ANA YCNELWHOro
ob6meHa Hay4HOW UHbOpMaL el U KoTopble,
HECOMHEHHO, camu no cebe ABNATCA BaXHbIM
pe3ynbTaTtoMm.

MpuHuun pabotbl npoexkta ARCANE® He cnuwikom
oTaMyaetcs oT cemmHapa SAR: 06a 0CHOBaHbI Ha
TPaANLMOHHBIX apXeonornyecknx metofax — cpas-
HWUTENbHO cTpaTurpacum v Tunonoruy apredaxTos/
cepuaumum (B npoexkte ARCANE ocobbiit aKLieHT
Aenancs Ha BbIbope NofHbIX KOMNIEKCOB CTpaTh-
rpatnyeckn TOUHbIX MaTepuanos, TaK Ha3biBaemMble
3TaNlOHHbIE KOMMIEKCbI), UHTErPUPOBAHHbIX B MaK-
CMMaNnbHO BO3MOXHO LUMPOKOE NCMONb30BaHMe
nat *4C. Oba npoekTa — He pe3ynbtaT paboTsl
OTAENbHOTOo YYEeHOro, a NpeACTaBNAlT coboii fo-
CTUTHYTYIO JOFOBOPEHHOCTb BO/bLIOTO KONMYeCcTBa
NPU3HAHHbIX 3KCMEPTOB B Pa3/MYHbIX 061aCTAX.

B otnnyne ot cemmnnapa SAR, npoekt ARCANE He
NpvBen K onpejeneHunto ejuHon nepmuomsanmm,
LeNCTBUTENbHON 1A BCEX PErMOHOB, 3a/1eiCTBO-
BaHHbIX B MPOEKTE, HO K CUHXPOHU3ALMMN OTAENbHbIX
pervoHanbHbIX Nepnoan3aLunm, MAyLWMX napannenb-
HO APYr C Apyrom (cp. puc. 2 1 puc. 1), rae Kaxaas
thasza naeHtubunumnpyercs abbpesmnatypoit cooT-
BETCTBYIOLLErO PEr1MOHa B COYETAHMM C apabCKumm
undpammu (Hanpumep: «EJZ 1», «EJZ 2», «ESL 1»,
«ESL2» uT. a.). HTEpEecHO, 4TO, MO KpaiHeit mepe,
B BOCTOYHOM 4aCTW paccmaTprvBaemon TeppuTo-
pun (1. e. oT CeBepHOro JleBaHTa 10 pervoHoB
3anaaHoro MpaHa) feicTBUTeNIbHO BO3HMKAIOT
HeKoTopble 06lMe TeHAEHLUN pa3BUTUA. OHK
onpegeneHbl CBOEro Posa «KynbTypHbIMU haszamu»
UM «ropusoHTamu» (B Tabaunie oHU OTMEYEHbI
pasHbIMK LBeTamu 1 Ha3BaHbl EM I, II, Il nT. a.),
KOTOpble He ABNATCA CTPOro 0O4HOBPEMEHHbIMU
BO BCEX PErMoHax, HO OTMeYeHbl aHaNorMyYHbIMU
M XPOHONOTUYECKM CBA3AHHBIMU COBBLITUSMU B
maTepuanbHomn KynbType, NoceNeHYeCcKUX TeHEeH-
LMAX M COLManbHO-NOANTUYECKOW OpraHn3aymm
B 60nee oblWNPHON reorpaduyeckoin obnactu.
JTa KoHuenuusa He OGblNa AOCTAaTOYHO pa3BUTa B
3aKunTENbHON a3e NpoeKTa, HO, HECOMHEHHO,
3aCNyKMBAET TOro, YTobbl MONYUYNTb fanbHelllee
pa3BuTUe B Byayuiem.

18 http://www.arcane.uni-tuebingen.de/modus%2ooperandi.html; Lebeau 2011, 2 f.
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EA (Early Anatolian) - EL (Early Levantine) — EM (Early Mesopotamian)* Cultural Horizon Table**,v.5.4.6

The regional phases or sub-phases reflect changes in the material culture (predominantly ceramics), and/or the level of urbanisation, and refer to the comparative stratigraphy of
chronological benchmarks, at a regional and inter-regional level. Use of the same colour denotes the existence of strong cultural links or parallel phenomena between neighbouring regions.
The absolute dates are based on the harmonised radiocarbon data.
E :Early, CY : Cyprus, WA :Western Anatolia, CA : Central Anatolia, SL : Southern Levant, CL : Central Levant, NL : Northern Levant, ME : Middle Euphrates, UE : Upper Euphrates,
JZ : Jezirah, TG :Tigridian Region, SM : Southern Mesopotamia, CM : Central Mesopotamia, Wl : Western Iran.
* EMI (Early Mesopotamian/Iranian) for Wi, ** EA, EL & EM are labels proposed by M. L.and adopted by the ARCANE community at the Bern final meeting, on December 8-11,2011.

Before discussing whether these recent projects
may represent a model for similar enterprises to
be attempted in the future for the South-Caucasian
region, | would like to emphasise that the scope
of both of them was defined on the basis of
widely agreed definitions, which are however not
completely devoid of contradictions and are at the
same time somehow vague, as they represent a
sort of compromise between different positions —
possibly this is actually the reason why they could
be agreed upon by a wide community of scholars.

Thus, for the SAR periodisation, Late Chalcolithic
is considered as a chronological stage, which
bears only a vague relation to the original meaning
of the name (literally, copper-stone age), and
corresponds to the ‘4™ millennium BC’. The latter
definition, however, is also not exact, since in “4C
calibrated terms the period is considered to start
by 4500-4200 BC, and to end ca. 3100 BC), dates
which may be subjected to further adjustments as
long as new “C dates accumulate. Most scholars
would agree on the fact that, in large parts of the
Near East at least, the period represents some-
thing like ‘the era of state formation’ or ‘the era
of urban revolution’.

Mpexae yem o6CyKAaTb, MOTYT X 3TU HeflaBHUE
NpPOoeKTbl 6bITb 06PA3LOM /1 aHANOTUYHbIX UCChe-
J0BaHWIA, NPeanpuHATLIX B Oyayuiem ans KwHoro
KaBskasa, s xotena 6bl NogYepKHYTb, 4TO UX cchepa
onpeaensnacb Ha OCHOBE WMPOKO COrNacoBaHHbIX
onpeaeneHnit. OfHAKO 3TV NOCNEAHME He NIMLIEHbI
NPOTUBOPEYI 1 HECKOMBKO PACTIbIBYATbI, MOCKOMbKY
npeAcTaBAsioT coboii CBOEro poaa KOMNpoMMCC
MEXAY PasnnYHbIMU NO3ULMAMU — Ha CAMOM fiene
MMEHHO MO 3TOV NPUYMHE OHU CMOFK BbiTb COrna-
COBaHbl WMPOKMM COOOLLECTBOM YYEHbIX.

Takum obpasom, ans nepuroamsamn SAR nosaHumn
XaNnKo/NT pacCMaTpMBAETCA KaK XpOHON0TMYeCKNI
3Tan, MMeLWMi N1LWb pacnibiBYaToe OTHOLEHME
K NepBOHayYasbHOMy CMbIC/y Ha3BaHA (B OyKBanbHOM
CMbICNe «<MEAHO-KaMEHHbI BEK»), 1 COOTBETCTBY-
et «lV TbiC. O H. 3.». [locnefHee onpefeneHue,
O0[HAKO, TaKe He ABNAeTCA TOYHbIM, TaK KaK B
KannbpoBaHHbIX paaMoKapbOoHHbIX faTax nepuos
HAYMHAETCA C 45004200 IT. 40 H. 3. ¥ 3aKaH4MBaeTCA
3100 I. A0 H. 3. [1aTbl 3T MOTYT 6bITb NOABEPrHYTHI
JanbHerLlen KOPPEKTUPOBKE N0 MepPe HaKoMNeHNA
HOBBbIX AaT “4C. BOMBbLWMHCTBO Y4Y€EHbIX COrNACATCA CTEM,
4TO B 3HAUUTENbHOM YacTu bavkHero BocToka 3toT
nepuoa nNpeacTaBser coboi HeYTo BPOAE «3MOXM
(hopMMpOBaHWs roCyAapPCTBa» UM «3MOXU FOPOACKON
peBsonroLnn».

Fig. 2. ARCANE Periodisation
and Cultural Horizon Table
(from Lebeau 2014, 9,

see also http://www.arcane.
uni-tuebingen.de/EA-EM-EL_
phasing_vs-4-6.pdf)

Puc. 2. ARCANE.
lMepuodusayus u mabauya
Ky/IbMYpPHbIX 20pU30HMOB
(no Jle6o 2014, 9;

cm. makxce http://www.
arcane.uni-tuebingen.de/
EA-EM-EL_phasing_
v5-4-6.pdf)
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In the same way, forthe ARCANE project, the ‘Early
Bronze Age’ represents a chronological concept
(only vaguely related to the presence of ‘bronze
as a metal alloy), corresponding to the ‘3 millen-
nium BC’, which inits turn is a conventional desig-
nation defining a period which «begins during the
course or with the end of the fourth millennium,
and whose end may occur at the beginning of
the second millennium. Hence, the chronological
focus of the project is the third millennium BC, but
the time span considered may infringe more or
less on the preceding and following millennia».*
Although not explicitly stated in the project’s
presentation, the period might be characterised,
at least in Greater Mesopotamia, as «the era of
city-states and of the first empires».

’

The decision about where to set the limits be-
tween these wide periods was to a certain extent
arbitrary (as we mentioned above, history being
a continuum, there are no real caesurae in it),
and heavily depended on the history of archaeo-
logical research. In rough terms, in Near Eastern
archaeology, the points of maximum discontinuity
have been identified with the end of the Ubaid
and the transition to the Uruk period (a long and
still ill-defined phase)?° for the beginning of the
Late Chalcolithic, with the end of the Late Uruk
period forthe end of the Late Chalcolithic and the
beginning of the Early Bronze Age?* and with the
end of the Ur Il kingdom / beginning of the Amorite
kingdoms for the end of the Early Bronze Age.

All this may seem not very precise, but at least
it provides agreed names, and to some extent
flexible definitions to ‘entities’ which have a
clear chronological component, but somehow
fuzzy limits, in that neither their absolute dates
(these do not coincide in the different regions,
and, furthermore, their limits may change with
the future infusion of new 4C dates), nor their
definitions in terms of material culture indicators
are strictly fixed. In other terms, they represent a
compromise solution, and heuristic device able
to guarantee a minimal degree of communication
between different scholars.

TOYHO TaK }Ke «paHHUI BPOH30BbIN BEK» i1 NPOEKTA
ARCANE npegctaBnsieT co60il XpOHONOTUYECKYIO
KOHUenuuto (MNLb OTAaNEHHO CBA3AHHYIO C Ha-
nmynem «6poH3bl» B KaYecTBe METanIMYecKoro
cnna.a), CooTBETCTBYHLLYO I ThiC. A0 H. 3.%. B cBOIO
oyYepesib, OHa ABNAETCA YCNOBHbIM 0603HaYeHNEM,
onpesenAoLLMM Neproa, KOTOPbI «kHaY1HaeTcs BO
BPEeMs UK C KOHLLA YETBEPTOrO ThiCAYENETUA U MOXKET
3aKaH4MBaTbCA B HaYane BTOPOro Thicayenetus. Cne-
[0BaTeNbHO, B LLEHTPE BHUMAHWA NPOEKTa HaXOAUTCA
XPOHONOrUA TPETLEro ThiCAYENeTUA O Hallen 3pbl,
HO MPOMEXYTOK BPEMEHW MOXeT HEMHOro nepe-
WwarnBaTb rpaHnLibl NpeabIayLLero 1 CneayrLero
TbicAYeneTvA».»9 HecMoTps Ha TO, 4YTO 3TO NPAMO He
yKa3aHo B Npe3eHTalumn NpoeKTa, 3T0T Nepuog, no
KpaviHei mepe B bonbLion Meconotammm, MOXHO
oxapaKTepu3oBaTh KaK «3Moxy ropof0B-rocyfapcrs
¥ NepBbIX UMNEpPUii».

PeweHune o Tom, i€ MMEHHO YCTAaHABNMBATH
rpaHuLLbl MeXay 3TUMM 0BWMPHBIMK Nepuofamiu,
OblfI0 B ONpefeseHHO CTeNeHN NPOU3BO/bHbLIM
(Kak yxe ynomuHanoch Bhbllle, UCTOPUS — 3TO
KOHMUHYYM, B KOTOPOM HET peanbHoin ye3ypsbi)
1 B 3HAUMTENbHON CTENEHN 3aBUCENO0 OT UCTOPUM
apxeonornyecKunx uccnefoBaHuii. Tak, B apxeo-
norum bavkHero BocToka TOYKM MaKCMManbHOro
pa3pbiBa 6binv onpeaenetsl GruHanom nepuoaa
Y6eig n nepexofom K nepuogy Ypyk (annHHo
1 BCe ellle N0X0 onpeaeneHHoit Ga3on)?° ans
Havasa No3AHEero XanaKoauTa, KoHel NO3AHEro
nepuoaa YpyK Npuwencs Ha no3gHuii Xxankonut
M Havyano paHHero 6POH30BOro BeKa,?! KoHel
TpeTbeit AuHacTK Ypa / Havano LapcTea amopees
cooTHecAu ¢ hMHaNoM paHHero 6poH30BOTO BEKa.

Bce 3T0 MOXET NOKa3aTbCs HE 04EeHb TOUYHbIM, HO,
Mo KpaiHein mepe, Takum o6pa3om obecneynsaercs
cornacoBaHue Ha3BaHUi 1 B HEKOTOPOI CTeNEHN
rmbKme onpeaeneHns «CyLHOCTU», KOTOPble UMEeIT
YEeTKYI0 XPOHONOTMYECKYI0 COCTaBNAIOLLYIO, HO He
OYeHb YETKME Npefesbl B TOM NaaHe, YTo HU KX
abcontoTHble AaTbl (OHM He COBNAAAlOT B pasiny-
HbIX pernoHax, u, KpoMe Toro, Ux Nnpezens MoryT
ObITb M3MEHEHbI C NOABNEHMEM HOBbIX AaT *4C), HU
UX OMpeAeNneHns C TOYKM 3PEHUA MaTepPUANbHbIX
nokasarenen KynbTypbl CTPOro He hUKCUPOBaHbI.
[pyrumu cnoBamu, OHW NpPeAcTaBAsaioT coboi
KOMMPOMUCCHOE pelleHne, IBPUCTUYECKOE
npucnocobneHne, cnocobHoe rapaHTMpoBaThb
MVUHUMaNbHYIO CTENEHb CBA3U MEXAY Pa3IMYHbIMUI
yYeHbIMU.

19 Quoted from http://www.arcane.uni-tuebingen.de/presentation.html | Liutara u3 http://www.arcane.uni-

tuebingen.de/presentation.html
20 Marro 2012.

21 Notice, however, that this limit was not accepted for all the ARCANE regions, as the Southern Levant regional group,
in accordance with the traditional periodisation commonly used in that region, decided to maintain the beginning of
the Early Bronze Age (phase ESL 1) in the mid-4" millennium BC. As a result, in the ARCANE periodisation table, the
sequence for the Southern Levant starts with phase ESL 3b. | OgHako oTmeuy, 4To 3TOT Npesen He Gbin NPUHAT Ans
Bcex pernoHoB npoekta ARCANE. [ins pervoHanbHoi rpynnbl KOxHoro JleBaHTa B COOTBETCTBUM C TPALULMOHHOM
nepuoAmn3aLmei, 06bI4HO NCNONb3YEMOii B 3TOM PervoHe, 6biN0 pelieHo cOXpaHnUTL Hauano paHHero 6pOH30BOro BeKa
(chasa ESL 1) B cepeauHe IV Tbic. A0 H. 3. B Tabaunue nepuogmnsaumu ARCANE B pesysibtate nociefoBatenbHoCTb Ans

lOHoro JleBaHTa HaunHaeTca ¢ hasbl ESL 3b.



A Unified Terminology for the South-Caucasian «Early Bronze Age»... | EanHas TepmmuHonorusa ans «paHHero 6poH3oBoro Beka» OxHoro KaBkasa...

We can now move to the Southern Caucasus, and
considerwhetherand how it could be subjected to
a similar revision of its chrono-cultural framework
and, secondly, whether it might be integrated
into the new periodisations developed for the
Near East. In fact, the position of the region at the
crossroads between the Near East and the huge
world of the Eurasian steppes, and the connec-
tions of its ancient cultures with different regions
of this vast area make the task of synchronising
it with the neighbouring regions a particularly
challenging one.

From a Near Eastern perspective, the presence
in the region, in the 4"-3™ millennium BC, of
at least two cultural horizons which have a wide
geographical distribution including large areas
of the northern Near East: the one characterised
by ‘Chaff-Faced Wares’,22 which extends from the
late 5 to the mid-4™ millennium BC, and that of
the Kura-Araxes culture,? which spans the second
half of the 4" and the first half of the 3 millennium
(Fig. 3), could provide excellent opportunities for
a synchronisation, which could be corroborated
by a growing number of reliable *4C dates.

The desire to integrate the Southern Caucasus
in the recent developments of Near Eastern
Archaeology caused several recent attempts
(Fig. 4; 5)>4 to adapt the periodisations | have
described above to this region. The involvement
in field research in the area of numerous scholars,
including myself, who were previously working
in the northern portions of the Near East (Upper
Mesopotamia and Anatolia), and were therefore
used to employ its chronological system, is not
alien to this recent trend.

This creates, however, a conflict with the local
schools of researchers, who in the course of the last
century have developed their own periodisations
and terminologies for the area and continue to use
them,?5 and also with some scholars originally
coming from the field of European prehistory.
These scholars define the periodisation of the
Southern Caucasus against the background of
regions (the Northern Caucasus, the Black Sea, the
Eurasian Steppe Belt), whose developments have
a different pace and are marked by trends which
are different from those observed in the ancient

Tenepb mbl MOXeM nepenTun K KOxHomy KaBkasy,
a TaKKe pacCcMoTpeTb BOMPOC O TOM, MOXHO x
(v ecnu pa, To KaKM 06pa3om) NPOBECTV NOAOOHbIN
NepecmoTp ero KyNbTYPHO-XPOHOIOMMYECKOW CXEMBbI
1, BO-BTOPbIX, MOET /M OHa ObITb MHTErPUPOBaHA
B HOBble NMepuoam3aumnm, paspaboTaHHble ans
BnuxHero BocToKa. [lencTBUTENBHO, NONOXKEHUE
pervoHa Ha nepecevyeHun mexzay bavxHum Boc-
TOKOM 11 OFPOMHbIM MUPOM €BPa3nNCKUX CTENeN,
a TaKXKe CBA3N ero PeBHUX KyNbTyp C pasHbIMU
pervoHamm 3Toi 06WNPHON TeppUTOPUM AenatoT
3a/jayy ero CMHXpPOHM3aLuMm ¢ COCEAHVNMU permo-
HamMun 0COBEHHO CNOXHOWA.

C no3uuun bankHero BocToka npucyTcTBue B pe-
rnoHe B V-l Tbic. 40 H. 3. N0 MeHblUel Mepe ABYX
KYyNbTYPHbBIX TOPU3OHTOB, UMEILMX OBLINPHbIiA
apean, BKAwYawWwmii 6onblune TEPPUTOPUN
ceBepa bavmxHero BocToKa, AnAa KOTOPbIX Xapak-
TepHa «KepamuKa ¢ pybneHoii CoNoMoii B TecTen,??
pacnpocTpaHMBLIAACA C KOHLA V 10 cepeanHbl
IV TbIC. A0 H. 3., @ TaKXKe Kypo-apaKCcCKan KyabTypa,?3
oxBaTbIBalLLan BTOpyto nonosuHy |V — nepsyto no-
noBuHy lll Tbicayenetus (puc. 3), MoxeT obecnednts
npeKpacHble BO3MOXHOCTU ANA CUHXPOHM3ALNK,
KOTOpasi MOXeT ObiTb MOATBEPXKAEHA PACTYLIMM
YNCNOM HafeXHbix pat *4C.

CtpemneHue unterpupoBaTtb HOxHbin KaBkas
B nocnesHne pa3paboTku 6N1MKHEBOCTOYHON
apXeonorum BbI3BaHO HECKONbKUMU HeAaBHUMMU 10-
nbITKamu (puc. 4; 5)* afanTMpoBaTb NepUOAN3aLIK,
ONUCaHHbIE MHOW Bblle. ITy CPABHUTENbHO HOBYIO
TEHZEHLMIO NOANUTLIBAET U TO 06CTOATENLCTBO, YTO
B MOJIEBbIX MCCNEJ0BAHNAX Ha 3TON TeppuUTOPUM
NPUHMMAIOT y4acTMe MHOTOYNCIEHHbIE YYeHble,
BKJ/II0YAsA U MeHsl, paHblie paboTaBLume B CeBEPHbIX
yacTax bavkHero Boctoka (BepxHeit Meconotamum
1 AHaToNMM) U NOTOMY NPUBLIKLWIME UCNONb30BATh
MPUHATYIO TaM XPOHONOTUYECKYIO CUCTEMY.

OAHaKo 3To BeAeT K KOH(MAUKTY C MECTHbIMU
WKOAaMmn uccnepoBartenen, KOTopble B TeYeHue
npoLioro Bexka pa3paboTany cBoM cOBCTBEHHbIE
nepuoansaunn 1 TEPMUHONOTUM AN PernoHa
1 NPOAONKAT NX UCNONb30BaTh,?> @ TaKKe C
HEKOTOPbIMU yYeHbIMU, KOTOPble OTHOCATCA K
€BPOMNenCcKON WKOoMe NPencTopun. 3Tn yyeHble
onpegenaiT nepuogmsaunto FOxHoro KaBkasa Ha
thoHe pernoroB (CeBepHblit KaBkas, YepHoe mope,
EBpa3nincKkuii CTeMHOM Nosc), pa3BuUTME KOTOPbIX
MMeeT pasnyHble TeMMbl U TEHAEHL UK, OTANYHbIE
0T HabniofaeMbix Ha peBHeM BavkHem BocToke

22 See among others, Marro 2011. | Cm. cpeaw apyrux — Marro 2011.
23 See, most recently Chataigner/Palumbi 2014. | Cm. coBcem HejaBHo — Chataigner/Palumbi 2014.

24 Marro 2000, tab. 1; 2; Lyonnet 2007b, tab. I.

25 For recent attempts at compared periodisations for the Caucasus, see Kohl/Trifonov 2014; specifically for the
Southern Caucasus, Smith a. 0. 2009. | MocneaHue NoNbITKK NO cpaBHEHWIO Nepuoamn3aLuin ans Kaskasa cm. Kohl/
Trifonov 2014; cneymanbHo ana OwHoro KaBkasa Smith a. 0. 2009.
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of Chaff-faced and Kura-

Araxes wares

Puc. 3. Kapma npumepHoz20
pacnpocmpaHeHus
Kepamuku ¢ conomoui

U Kypo-apakcckol kepamuku

362

Near East (Fig. 6).2° A curious ‘fault line’?7 is thus
created, whereby the same terms are sometimes
used, by different schools of archaeologists, with
a different definition, and as a consequence with
different chronological implications.

Thus the originally techno-chronological con-
struct ‘Early Bronze Age’ for Near Eastern archaeol-
ogists has lost most of its ‘technological’ meaning,
and became a cultural-chronological designation,
whose beginning is marked by the end of the Uruk
koiné. Among most local archaeologists, however, it
maintained its original technological meaning, and
thus defines an age, whose beginning is marked
by the introduction of bronze (Fig. 7).28 This leads
to very different periodisations, for instance the
one which underlies E.N. Chernykh’s well-known

‘System of Metallurgical Provinces’ (Fig. 8),2° which
is the basis of the chronological framework used
by many researchers in the region.

(puc. 6).2° Tak, o6pasyercs N0OONbITHAA «IUHUSA
pasnoma»,” B pe3yNbTaTe Yero OfiH1 U Te e Tep-
MMHbI, UHOT1A UCMO/Ib3YeMble Pa3HbIMM LKONAMW
apxeosioros, HafeNATCA APYrMM CMbICTIOM K,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, Pa3INYHBIMU XPOHONOTMYECKUMU
3HAYEHUAMU.

Takum 06pazom, nepBoHaYabHas TEXHO-XPOHOOT-
yecKas KOHCTPYKLMS «paHHero 6poH30BOro BeKa» s
apxeosioros bavHero BocToka notepsna 60bluyto
4acTb ee «TeXHONOrMYeCKoro» 3Ha4yeHus u crana
KyNbTYPHO-XPOHOMOMYECKUM 0B03HAYeHEM, HAYao
KOTOPOro 0TMEeYeHO (hHANIOM YPYKCKOTO KoliHe. Tem He
MeHee, cpeay 6oMbLUMHCTBA MECTHBIX APXE0/I0TOB OHA
COXpaHsAET CBOV NepBOHaYa/bHbIN TEXHONOTMYECKNI
CMbIC/ 1, TaKUM 06pa3om, onpeaenser nepmog, Ha-
4aso KOTOpPOro XxapaKTepu3yeTcs BBeLeHNEM GPOH3bI
(puc. 7).25 3TO NPUBOAMT K 04eHb PasHbIM Nepuoam3a-
LMAM, KaK, Hanpumep, TOi, KOTOPas NEXUT B OCHOBE
XOPOLLO M3BECTHON «CUCTEMbI METANNYPIUYECKUX
npoBUHUMiA» E. H. YepHbix (puc. 8),%° ssnsioLeincs
OCHOBOW XPOHONOTMYECKON CXeMbl, NCMONb3YeMOM
MHOTVMW UCCNeAoBaTeNsMI B perMoHe.

26 See for instance a most recent synthesis by Kohl/Trifonov 2014. | Cm., Hanpumep, HeaaBHuit cuHte3 Kohl/Trifonov

2014.

27| owe this metaphor, which appears to me particularly well-suited to describe this phenomenon, to two different
scholars who have recently used it, as far as | know, independently from each other: A. Sagona (2014, 26) and

G. L. Kavtaradze (2017). | J1oit meTathopoii, KOTopas NPeACTaBAAETCA MHE 0COBEHHO XOPOLLIO NOAXOAALLEN Anst
OMNKCaHNSA 3TOTO ABNEHUSA, A 06A3aHa 1BYM Pa3/IMyHbIM YYEHbIM, KOTOPbIe HEJABHO UCMOb30BaNN ee, HACKObKO MHe
13BeCTHO, He3aBucMmo apyr ot apyra: A. CaroHa (Sagona 2014, 26) u . J1. Kastapaase (Kavtaradze 2017).

28 The question is further complicated by the fact that there are different opinions among these scholars about

whether or not ‘arsenical bronze’ should be considered as ‘bronze’ (Chernykh 1992, cf. also Belinskij a. 0. 2017), and
this of course influences their proposed dates for the beginning of the Early Bronze Age. | Bonpoc ocnoxHsertcs ele
1 TEM, YTO CPEAM 3THX YUYEHbIX CYLLECTBYIOT PasHble MHEHUs N0 NOBOAY TOTO, CAEAYET N «MbILbAKOBYIO GPOH3Y»
paccmatpuBarth Kak «6poH3y» (Chernykh 1992; cp. Takke Belinskij a. 0. 2017), uto, pasymeercs, BAUseT Ha npeanara-
emble MU AaThl 415 HaYana paHHero GpoH30BOro BeKa.

29 Chernykh 1992; Chernykh 2017.
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Haute Caucase
Dates . . VT Tr T : T Trvrt]
Mésopotamie (Transcaucasie) Signification technique] Signification culturelle
ca. 3000 (ca. 2800)
Expansion urukienne (au
@ 2 moins deux vagues);
8.2 Apparition de matériel urukien
% % (Cér. BRB, RSW, Sceaux- Moyen-Euphrate et Jezireh =
ca. 3300 LCH 3 ax cylindres, bét. tripartites etc...)| développement d’une dualité
g‘ g Kuro-Araxe | | ausein des assemblages syro- culturelle
° g anatoliens; fondation de villes horizon Uruk/horizon Amug;
§_ 5 nouvelles urukiennes.
LR Haut-Euphrate = tri-
osZ culturalisme (Uruk, Amug,
KA).
ca. 3500
B
- ? ?
2 ° .
LCH 2 g
E Développement de la céramique | Syrie et Iraq du Nord,
o “Chaff-Faced Ware”, horizon Haut et Moyen-Euphrate =
= I - Amugq F a I'Ouest, culture de complexification socio-
'E < o Gawra a I’Est. économique des cultures
< S chalcolithiques locales.
- =
]
e T
i M
ca. 3800
? ? Développement
o H des “Coba-bowls”,
LCH 1 tranformation progressive des ?
céramiques obeidiennes en ¢
Sud Nord céramique “Chaff-Faced”.
Caucase | Caucase
ca. 4000
Haute Haut et Moyen . e s . e ..
Dates Mésopotamie Euphrate Transcaucasie Signification technique] Signification culturelle
ca. 2000 Early Jezirah V (1900 ? av. J.-C.) HE = Nouvelles Cér. Peintes HE : Période de contraction;
(groupes M et N); le nombre et la taille
HME | V Bronze Moyen | | ME = apparition de cér. des sites diminue.
décorée au peigne etc... ME : période de développement.
ca. 2200 | Early Jezirah IV C
Early Jezirah IV B \ E g HE = Nouvelles cér. peintes HE = Homogénéisation
Early Jezirah IV A Bedeni E £ groupes D. 1, E F, G, H), culturelle; complexification
. &5 architecture de brique crues socio-économique de la culture
ca. 2300 HME 1 11 Martkopi % é sur fondations de pierres. transcaucasienne.
>
Early Jezirah Ill B & 2| ME = Nouvelles cér. peintes ME = continuité.
(groupes IIT et IV).
Kuro-Araxe Il
ca. 2500
Early Jezirah Ill A o
-3 5 i
ca. 2600 g e HMI‘E = début d. une production | e poe o ment de
E § |d fvelr]é‘pelnles | grolg)e(s:l Gl I’occupation transcaucasienne;
& 5 :]nE ; groupes A, B, Cen retrait progressif d’éléments
HME | | 28 : syro-anatoliens.
Early Jezirah S ] En HE = archi. en bois et pisé, AR
23 maisor'ls quadrangulaires 3 coinsl \te (oo uite.
arrondis. En ME = briques crueg
n sur fondations de pierres.
Kuro-Araxe Il
ca.
28007 .
il HME = apparition de jarres
Early Jezirah * “Ninivite 5~ peintes; Cér. HE = leres installations de
Cyma-recta; RSW, PSW. groupes transcaucasiens;
ca. 2900 | HME | Kuro-Araxe | dualité c:ll?n‘c]lc transcaucas./
syro-anatolienne.
Early Jezirah HME = RSW, PSW. ME = repli régional dans un
HE = Dvipt massif de cér. contexte post-urukien;
RBBW; archi. en bois et morcellement culturel.
ca. 3000 0 (3500 av. J.-C. ?) pisé sur certains sites.

Admittedly, in an area such as the Caucasus,
which is rich in metal ores and is characterised
by a precocious and remarkable development of
metallurgy, progress in the latter may represent
much better indicators of chrono-cultural stages
than ‘trends toward urbanisation’ (which are

CnepyeT Npu3HaTh, YTO B TAKOM PEr1oHe, Kak KaBkas,
60oraTom MeTanINYECKUMM Pyamm 1 XapaKTepusyto-
LLleMCS HeobbIYaHO PaHHNM pa3BUTUEM METaNIYPIiAN,
NpOorpecc nocneAHer MOXET ObiTb FOPA3Z0 NyYLIMM
NoKa3areem Ky/bTyPHO-XPOHO/IOMMYECKYX 3TarnoB, Yem
«TeHAeHUMM K ypbaHusaLmm» (KoTopble COBEPLLEHHO

Fig. 4. C. Marro’s (2000)
attempt at synchronising
the chronologies of Upper
Mesopotamia and

the Caucasus

(from Marro 2000, tab. 1; 2)

Puc. 4. lMonsimka

C. Mappo (2000) CUHXpOHU-
3Uposame XxpoHono2uu
BepxHell Meconomamuu

u Kaskasa

(no Marro 2000, tab. 1; 2)
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Fig. 5. B. Lyonnet’s (2007)
attempt at synchronising
the chronologies of Upper
Mesopotamia and the
Caucasus (from Lyonnet
2007b, 13 tab. |)

Puc. 5. [Toneimka

b. JluoHHe (2007) CUHXPOHU-

3Uposame XpoHono2uu
Bepx+eli Meconomamuu
u Kaskasa (no Lyonnet
2007b, 13 tab. )
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totally alien to the region), or the distribution of
southern ceramic and glyptic types. In particular,
southern Uruk ceramic types and cylinder seals,
which represent the main diagnostic types for the
LC (3)-4 and 5 phases, and whose disappearance
marks the beginning of the Early Bronze Age in
the Near East, hardly reach the Caucasian region.3°

UYIKIbI PErMOHY) MW pacnpeeneHme TUMOB HXKHO
KepaMMK1 U TUNTUKK. B 4acTHOCTW, tOXHbIE TUMbI
KepamuKi YpyKa 1 UuanMHAPUYecKne nedartu, Kotopble
ABNSAIOTCH OCHOBHLIMM ANArHOCTUYECKUMM TUMAMM
ans a3 LC(3)-4, 5 1 MCHe3HOBEHME KOTOPbIX 3Hame-
HYET Hayaso paHHero 6POH30BOr0 BeKa Ha bakHem
BocToke, e/iBa JOCTMraloT KAaBKA3CKOro pervoHa.®

3¢ See Lyonnet 2007b; Kavtaradze 2017; for possible connections between the Maikop / Novosvobodnaya culture
and Southern Uruk, see however Rezepkin 2010. On the other hand, as we anticipated above, connections with the
north Mesopotamian LC 1-3(4) horizons of the late 5™ — early/mid-4" millennium BC characterised by the presence
of vegetal-tempered ceramics are quite strong (besides Marro 2011, see Lyonnet 2007b and different contributions in
Lyonnet 2007a; also Kavtaradze 2017). | Cm. Lyonnet 2007b; Kavtaradze 2017; 0 BO3MOXHbIX CBA3AX MaiKONCKOA /
HOBOCBOOOHEHCKOM KynbTypbl 1 OxHOro Ypyka cm. Rezepkin 2010. C Apyroit CTOPOHbI, KaK Mbl peanonarany Bbille,
CBA3b € ceBepomeconoTamckumu ropusontamm LC 1-3 (4) KoHua V — Havyana / cepeutbl [V TbiC. 0 H. 3., XapaKTepusy-



A Unified Terminology for the South-Caucasian «Early Bronze Age».

.. | EAMHas TepmuHonorusa ans «paHHero 6poH3oBoro Beka» KOxHoro KaBkasa...

THE CAUCASUS

NORTHERN CAUCASUS
PRE-KUBAN | TRAN&KUBAN| S. STAVROPOL’E

CENTRAL
CAUCASUS

WESTERN CAUCASUS
Mountains Lowlands

EASTERN
CAUCASUS

SOUTHERN CAUCASUS

cal.
BCE

Prote ?
MEOTIC

KOBAN CULTURE 4

PROTO* g* Zandak

MEOTIC

feial

?

TIMBER GRAVE CULTURE

PROTOKOBAN

2

Kayakent-
Khorochoi

Kolikha

culture

I BABINO CULTURﬁ

BATURINSKAYA

PREDKAVKASKAYA
CATACOMB

Zhane

CATACOMB

CULTURE CULTURE

Early Catacomb culture

Severokavkaskaya culture
Prote Catacomb

Ginchi
culture

HMRCHECN Z2HRC0U

Pichord

T SAMTAVRO LCHASHEN

Trialeti

Bedeni

1000
1100
f 1200

1300
1400

1500
1600
1700
1800
1900
2000
2100
2200
2300
2400
2500
2600

Karashamb

b ] 12 £ o ot 3 13
mRCHEC O

ZP-U=TIReON0-S0X T

PITGRAVE Culture

Novo- H

2700

KURA-ARAX

CULTURE
culture

titaravskaya °

Late Eueolithic
graves

Maikop

MAIKOP CULTURE |

| Novosvo-
bodnaya

I L

I KURA-ARAX
CULTURA

2800
2900
3000
3100
3200
3300
3400
3500

Maikop *
culture

-~

—

9 DARKVETI-MESHOKO CULTURE

Early Encolithic
graves

Berikldeebi

3600
3700

fow heors.

3800

l Ginchi

Meshoko

LEILATEPE CULTURE

3900
4000
4100
4200

#alic - sites
regular - archaeological cultures and variants and aspects

In fact, however, this is especially true for the
Northern Caucasus, where the extraordinary
wealth in metal objects in burial contexts of the
Maikop culture definitely qualifies for a sharp
discontinuity with the previous phases,3* but less
so forthe Southern Caucasus, where 4 millenni-
um BC developments in metal production appear
to have been more gradual and less spectacular.3?

Be that as it may, there is no doubt that, in South
Caucasian archaeology, the use of terms such as
‘Late Chalcolithic’ and ‘Early Bronze Age’ with such
profound differences in meaning and chronological
implications have paradoxical implications as well,

VAT CHTIR

RSO =T~ O

B

4300
4400
4500
4600
4760
4800
4900
5000
5100
5200
5300

SHULAVERY-
SHOMUTEPE
CULTURE

B neiicTBUTENLHOCTY 3TO 0COBEHHO aKTyanbHO Ast
CeBepHoro KaBkasa, rae HeobblKHOBEHHOE 60raTcTBo
METa/INIMYECKVX NPEAMETOB B NOrpedasibHbIX KOHTEKCTaX
MalKOMNCKOMN KyNbTypbl ONpejeneHHo CBUAETENbCTBYET
0 pe3KOM pa3pbiBe ¢ npeablaywumm dhazamm,3! Ho
B MeHbLuel ctenenn — ana KOxHoro KaBkasa, rae
pasBuTre MeTannonpon3BoACTBa nosasnsaerca B IV
TbICAYENETUN, HO MPOMCXOANNO0 NOCTENEHHO U MeHee
BrneyvarnsoLe.3?

Kak 6bl TO H1 6bIN0, HET HUKAKKX COMHEHUI B TOM,
4TO MCMO/B30BaHME B IOXHOKABKA3CKON apxeonorum
TaKVX TEPMUHOB, KaK «MO3AHWIA XaNKOMUT» U «paHHUI
6GPOH30BbIN BEK», CO CTO/b FYDOKMMM Pa3nnymnsmm
B 3HAYEHWUMN U XPOHONOTVN UMEIOT NapafoKcanbHble

IOLWMMUCA HANMYMEM KEPAMUKIA C PACTUTENbHBIMU NPUMECAMM, JOCTATOYHO c1ibHA (Nomumo Marro 2011 cm. Lyonnet
2007b 1 pasnuyHble cTatbn B Lyonnet 2007a; Takxe Kavtaradze 2017).

31 Chernykh 2017.
32 Sagona 2014, 25 f.

5400
5500

Fig. 6. Ph. Kohl and

V. Trifonov’s (2014) relative
chronology for the Late
Prehistoric Caucasus

(from Kohl/Trifonov 2014,
fig. 3.11.3)

Puc. 6. ®. Kosb u B. Tpugo-
HOB: OmHocumenbHas
XpoHo/o2us 01 N030He20
doucmopuyeckozo Kaskaza
(no Kohl/Trifonov 2014,

fig. 3.11.3)
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Fig. 7. Scheme illustrating
the different definitions
for the beginning of the
Early Bronze Age

Puc. 7. Cxema pasnuyHbix
onpedeneHuli Ha4ana
paHHe20 6pOH308020 BEKa
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Beginning of the
Early Bronze Age

Chrono-cultural sense (Chrono)-technological sense

(Prevailing among
Near Eastern Archaeologists)

End of the Uruk koinée

whose results are summarised in Fig. 9, and risk
seriously jeopardizing scholarly communication.33

To decide to opt for one of the two systems (both
of which are, as we have just seen, licit and well
grounded, each in its own way) would probably
not be the right solution and, considering the
present stage of scholarly discussion, it is doubtful
that such a solution would meet an unanimous
consensus. Therefore, in the attempt to develop
an agreed terminology for the South-Caucasian
region, they should maybe be simply at least

temporarily dropped as chronological markers.

In chronological tables, terms such as ‘Late
Chalcolithic’ and ‘Early Bronze Age’ may be simply
substituted with neutral ‘slots’ of time expressed
in absolute dates, based on available radiocarbon
dates, into which the different archaeological
cultures may be accommodated. This may appear
somehow premature, in spite of the growing number
of available dates,34 but it may be feasible if the
limits of the cultures are given a certain degree of
flexibility in order to allow for slight modifications
deriving from the infusion of new dates.35

(Prevailing among specialists of the
Northern Caucasus and Europaean

prehistory)

Introduction of «Bronze»

NOCNEeACTBUSA, Pe3yNbTaTbl KOTOPbIX CYMMUPOBAHbI
Ha pUC. 9, @ TAK}KE MOTYT NOCTaBUTb NOJ CEPbE3HYIO
yrpo3y Hay4dHoe B3arMozencTeme.33

Caenatb BbIGOP B MONb3Yy OAHOW M3 IBYX CUCTEM
(obe 13 KOTOpbIX, KaK Mbl TONIbKO YTO BUAENW, 3a-
KOHHbI 1 XOpOLLI0 060CHOBaHbI, Kaxaas no-cBoemy),
BEPOATHO, He ByeT NpaBUbHbIM PELLIEHNEM, U,
NPVHUMasA BO BHUMaHWNE HbIHELLHWIA 3Tan Hay4YHOoWn
JIMCKYCCUK, BPAJ M TaKoe pelleHune byaet npu-
HATO eAnHOoAYLWHO. Takum 06pa3om, B NOMbITKE
pa3paboTtath COrnacoBaHHylo TEPMUHONOTUIO
ans H0xHoro KaBkasa Heo6xoAmnmo, Nno KpanHen
Mepe BPeMEHHO, 0TKa3aTbCA OT XPOHONOrMYECKMX
MapKepoB. Takne TepMUHbI, KaK «MO3AHUA 3HEONUTY
U «paHHMit GPOH30BbIN BEK», B XPOHONOTUYECKMUX
TabNMLLaxX MOXHO NPOCTO 3aMeHUTb HeATPabHbIMM
«nasamu» BpeMeHU, BbIpaeHHbIMM B abCONOTHBIX
JlaTax, OCHOBAHHbIX HA UMEILMXCA paaunoyrie-
POAHbLIX AaTax, B KOTOpPble MOTYT ObiTb BNUCAHbI
pa3NuyHbie apXxeonormyeckne KynbTypbl. ITO
MOJET MOKa3aTbCs HECKOIbKO NPEXAEBPEMEHHbIM,
HECMOTPA Ha pacTyLLee YNCNO0 JOCTYMHbIX AAT,34 HO
3T0 BO3MOXHO, €C/IM B NpeAenax KynbTyp Aaetcs
onpeaeneHHas cTeneHb rmOKOCTH, C TEM YTOObI
obecneyntb HeGOMbLLNE MOANDUKALMN, CBA3aHHbIE
C nosABAeHNeM HOBbIX Aar.3s

33 The scheme, which for the sake of completeness also includes the following Middle Bronze period, was developed
by myself after comparing periodisation charts from a large number of publications. It does not reflect the view of any
individual researcher, but rather illustrates the most extreme positions in a series which includes numerous variants,
the differences among which are often quite difficult to perceive, and not explicitly declared by the authors. | Cxema,
KOoTOpas A5 MONHOTLI KAPTUHbI TAaKKe BKNIOYAET B ceBA cresylownil nepuog cpeaHeit 6poHssbl, 6bina paspaboraHa
MHOI0 Noc/ie CPaBHEHUs AMarpamm nepuoan3sannm u3 6onbLIOro konnyectsa nybankaumii. OHa He oTpaxaeT TOUKY
3pEeHWA OTAeNbHbIX UCCefoBaTeNel, a CKopee UANIDCTPUPYET Camble KpaliHue No3uLmny B Cepumn, KoTopas BKaloYaeT

B ce65 MHOTOYMCNEHHbIE BApUAHTbI, PA3NNYMA MEXKAY KOTOPbIMY 334aCTyI0 JOBONLHO CIOXHO BOCMPUHMMATb, 1
KOTOPbIE K TOMY e HeYeTKo ChopMyN1poBaHbl aBTOPaMK.

34 For the Kura-Araxes culture, in particular, see Chataigner/Palumbi 2014; Passerini a. 0. 2018. | B yactHocTu, ans
Kypo-apaKccKkoi KynbTypbl cm. Chataigner/Palumbi 2014; Passerini a. 0. 2018.

35 As emphasised in Passerini a. 0. 2016; Passerini a. 0. 2018, not only the quantity, but especially the quality of available
radiocarbon dates is expected to significantly increase in the next future, allowing for drawing up a much more fine-
grained absolute chronological framework than hitherto possible. | Kak nogyepkusaetcs y Passerini a.o0. 2016;

Passerini a. 0. 2018, B 6nnxaiilem GyayLiem 3HauUTebHO BO3PACTET HE TOIbKO KONIMYECTBO, HO 0CO6EHHO KayecTBo
VIMEIOLLNXCSA PaAMoYrIepoAHbIX AaT, YTO MO3BOMNUT COCTABUTL ropaszo 6o/ee TOYHO CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHYIO CXEMY
abCONIOTHON XPOHONOTUM, YeM 3TO BbIZI0 BO3MOXHO [0 CUX NOp.
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Such tables, however, would represent only a
partial solution to the problem since, in fact, what
is needed from a periodisation is to be a tool for
comparing the sequences of different sites and/or
regions and for identifying in them major discon-
tinuities which have a general value over a larger
geographical area. In other terms, it is not only
a question of attributing a precise absolute date
to each level, site etc., but of correctly defining
and synchronising changes in material culture,
settlement patterns etc. on a large scale.

Another reason to drop the old chronological
frameworks for the Southern Caucasus discussed
above would then be that neither appear to really
follow regional developments of the area, since
both appearto be somehow imposed to these, in
orderto adapt them to those of the neighbouring
regions. Thus, major cultural discontinuities such
as the beginning and the end of the Kura-Araxes
culture, probably to be set around 3500 and

Takue Tabnuubl, 04HAKO, NPeACcTaBAsA0T NULIb Ya-
CTUYHOE peLlieHre NPobiembl, TOCKOJbKY Ha CAMOM
Aefe Neproan3aLms AoMKHA BbITb MHCTPYMEHTOM
ANs CPaBHEHUs NOCNe0BaTEIbHOCTEN PA3INYHBIX
NaMATHIKOB /UK PETVOHOB, @ TAKIKE 1A onpefe-
JIEHUS B HUX BONbLINX Pa3pblBOB, KOTOPbIE UMEIOT
obuiee 3HayeHue B 6onee obWMpHOM reorpadu-
YeCKOM NPOCTpaHCTBE. [lpyrumu cioBamu, 310 He
TONbKO BONPOC ONpeAeneHns TO4Ho abcooTHOM
Aatbl ANs Kaaoro ypoBHs, NamATHUKA U T. 4., HO
NPaBWILHOTO ONpPeAeneHuns U CUHXPOHN3ALMIN 13-
MEeHeHW B MaTepuanbHOM KynbType, pacceneHns
MT. 4. B 60nbWKX MaclTabax.

Ewe ofHa npuynHa oTKasa OT CTapblX XPOHO/O-
rnyeckmx cxem ana tOwHoro KaBka3a, kotopas
obcyxaanach Bbllie, Morna 6bl 3aK1t04YaTbhCca B
TOM, YTO B HUX HE OTpaXatoTCs AeliCTBUTENbHbIE
npouecchl pa3BUTUSA pernoHa, NoOCKobKy obe
CXeMbl KaXyTcs KaK Obl HaBA3aHHbIMU ANA TOro,
yTo6bl @aNTMPOBATh UX K NPOL,ECCaM COCEAHMX
pernoHoB. Takne 3Ha4YnMble KylbTypHble pa3pbiBbl,
KaK Hayasno 1 KOHeLl, Kypo-apaKCCKOM KynbTypbl,
KoTopble, BEPOSATHO, HEOOXOAUMO YCTaHOBUTb
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(1992) periodisation of

the ‘Early Metal Age’
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E. H. YepHbixa (1992)
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(no Chernykh 1992, fig. 5)
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fig. 9. Scheme illustrating
the result of the use of
conflicting periodisations
for the Southern Caucasus
(absolute dates and
chronological limits between
the different cultures

are merely indicative)

Puc. 9. Cxema, demoHcmpu-
pyrowaa pe3yabmams|
UCNo/b308aHUA KOHPNUK-
mytoujux nepuodusayudi 015
t0xcHo20 Kaskasa (abcontom-
Hble damel U XpoHo/Mo2uye-
CKUe 2paHuybl Mexcoy
Da3NUYHBIMU KyNbmypamu
OpUeHMUpPOBOYHbIE)
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respectively 2500 BC3¢ are not emphasised by
either periodisation.3”

In addition, such systems tend to inextricably mix
chronology and cultural developments, instead of
comparing them with each other. A case at issue
is the evaluation of the so-called Early Kurgan
Cultures (Martqopi/Bedeni) which follow the
Kura-Araxes culture mainly, but not exclusively,
in the region of Southern and Eastern Georgia.
Their absolute dates are still uncertain but, as
far as it can be deduced from the few available
radiocarbon dates, they would belong to the mid-
late 3" millennium, somewhere between 2600
and, maybe, 2200/2100 BC38, which would make
them more or less contemporary with the later

36 Chataigner/Palumbi 2014, 248 fig. 1. As can be seen by com

I NEAR EAST (MESOPOTAMIA)
|
| CHALCOLITHIC
Ubaid
| 4500 BC
=== === ===
I Terminal Ubaid
| 4000 BC
I LATE
| CHALCOLITHIC
Uruk
| 3500 BC
A
\P — [ — -— -— -— - - -— — r—
Jemdet Nasr
| 3000 BC
|
| Early EARLY
| Dynastic BRONZE 2500 BC
| Akkadian
N Post- Akk.
S~ = U o
| 2000 BC
Isin-Larsa MIDDLE
I Old Bab. BRONZE
e . . - — — -
| LATE 1500 BC
| BRONZE

OKO0/10 3500 1 2500 IT. 10 H. 3. COOTBETCTBEHHO,3® He
noj4YepKUBAIOTCA HM B OfIHOW M3 Nnepuoamnsaymin.’’

Kpome Toro, nofo6HbIe cCTeMbI, Kak NpaBuio, Hepas-
PbIBHO CMELLBAOT XPOHOMOMMYECKOE U KyNIbTypHOE
pasBuTME BMECTO TOr0, YTOObI CPAaBHUBATL UX APYr C
Apyrom. leno B BONpoce OLEHKM TaK Ha3blBaeMblxX
paHHUX KypraHHbix kynbtyp (MapTtkonu/beaeHn),
KoTopble (B OCHOBHOM, HO HE UCK/TIOYNTENBHO) CefytoT
3a Kypo-apaKCcCKow KynbTypon B HOxHoM 1 BoctouHon
Fpy3uun. ix abconioTHble AaThl NO-NPeXHemy He
onpeeneHbl, Ho, HACKO/IbKO 3TO MOET ObITb BbisiB-
NIEHO 13 HECKOJbKUX MMEIOLLMXCS PALMOYTNEPOAHBIX
[aT, OHU BYayT OTHOCUTLCA K CepeanHe — Koy Il
TbICAYENETUS, FAe-TO MeXay 2600 U, MOXET BbITb,
2200/2100 IT. A0 H. 3.,38 yTOo caenano 6bl nx Gonee

paring the opinions of the different contributors to the

collective volume Chataigner/Palumbi 2014, the question of the end of the Kura-Araxes culture is still an open question.
In my opinion, this depends more on the different definitions of the culture than on regional variability, which is

undoubtedly present to a certain degree. In this respect, | agre

e with the volume’s editors (Ibid., 257-258) who conclude

that «The final moments of the Kura-Araxes culture date, in almost all the regions involved, to the middle of the 3™ millen-
nium or shortly thereafter. From the Caucasus to the Levant, the transition to ‘Post-Kura-Araxes’ was characterised by
more breaks than continuities, as these changes were connected to the emergence of new cultural models and social
orders». | Chataigner/Palumbi 2014, 248 fig. 1. Kak MoXHO BMAETb, CpaBHMBAA MHEHWA Pa3NNyHbIX aBTOPOB B KONEKTUB-
Hom uzgaHuu (cm. Chataigner/Palumbi 2014), Bonpoc o duHane Kypo-apaKcCKoi KynbTypbl No-NpexHemy ocTaeTcs

OTKpbITbIM. Ha MOV B3rnag, B 60/bLUEN CTENEHN 3T0 3aBUCUT OT

PasnnyHbIX OI'IpEﬂeJ'IeHVIVI KyNbTypbl, HEXENU OT permoHanb-

HOIi BapuaTMBHOCTU, KOTOPasi, HECOMHEHHO, MPUCYTCTBYET B ONPEAENEeHHOM CTeneHn. B cBA3M ¢ 3TUM 5 cornacHa ¢
pepakTopamu n3ganus (Tam e, 257—-258), KOTOPbIE MPUXOAAT K BbIBOAY O TOM, YTO «(hrHAN KYPO-apaKCCKOMN KynbTypbl

OTHOCUTCA K cepeanHe Il TeiIcCAYEeneTna nnmn BpEMEHU HECKO/bK

0 NO3Xe No4TK BO BCEX PEernoHax. OnA nepexoja

K "noct-Kypo-Apakcy" Ha Tepputopun ot KaBkasa 10 JleBaHTa XapaKTepHbl CKOpee nepepbiBbl, Yem NociefoBaTeNbHoe
pasBuTHE, MOCKOJIbKY 3TV M3MEHEHMS BblIN CBA3AHbI C MOSIBNIEHMEM HOBbIX Ky/IbTYPHbIX MOZENEN 11 COLMaNbHbIX 3aKa30B».
37 In particular, should one follow the Near Eastern periodisation, the Kura-Araxes culture would be split between

the ‘Late Chalcolithic’ and the ‘Early Bronze Age’. | B 4actHocTu, ecnv cnegosatb GIMMKHEBOCTOUHbIN nepuoansanum,

TO Kypo-apaKccKas KynbTypa byaeT paszgeneHa Mexay «nosp
38 For a collection of published *C dates from Early Kurgan p

HUM XaNnKoAUTOM» 1 «PaHHUM GPOH30BbIM BEKOMY.
eriod contexts, | refer to Eleonora Carminati’s

unpublished PhD thesis (Carminati 2016, 71-74), which represents the most complete and updated review of these

cultures. | Mpu obpaLeHnn K onyGarKoBaHHbIM *4C faTaM U3 KOHTEKCTOB PAHHEro KypraHHoro nepuoAa s CCbinaloch
Ha Heomy6IMKOBaHHYI0 AOKTOPCKYto AuccepTauuio dneoHopsl Kapmunatu (Carminati 2016, 71-74), NpeAcTaBasioLLyto
co6oii Hanbonee NOMHbINA U 06HOBAEHHbI 0630p ITUX KYNLTYP.
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Early Dynastic/Akkadian period in Mesopotamia
(see Fig. 9). It appears that much of the ongoing
discussion among local archaeologists whether
these cultures should be attributed to the Early
Bronze Age, to the Middle Bronze Age, or to an
intermediate Early Bronze/Middle Bronze stage
is not directly connected with their absolute
chronological position, but rather with the
degree of continuity they bear with the previous
(Kura-Araxes) and the following (Trialeti) cultures,39
where, in particular, developments in pottery
and metallurgy play a lesser role in comparison
with other elements, like funerary customs (the
diffusion of kurgan burials), etc. The use of the
old terminology, however, rather confuses the
question, and does not allow to appreciate the
specificity of the period, which shares elements
with both the previous and the later one, but has
(in my opinion at least) an even stronger internal
cohesion.4° In addition, the choice between an
attribution of these cultures to the Early, or to the
Middle Bronze Age, is generally accompanied by
emphasising their southern (i.e. Near Eastern),
orrespectively their northern connections, which
again obscures their specificity.

To conclude, | believe that a preliminary task for
reaching a unified terminology for the 4th—3m
millennia BC of the Southern Caucasus would be
to identify cultural discontinuities appropriate
for the region. This can happen, however, only
after a preliminary verification of traditional
definitions of local ‘archaeological cultures
(Kura-Araxes, Martqopi, Bedeni etc.). In order
to eliminate much of the existing ambiguity,
in fact, an effort should be made for defining
these as precisely as possible in terms of their
material indicators (pottery, metal objects,
etc.). In this case, traditional terms may well be
maintained (after all, they derive from a long
and well grounded tradition of research), but
should be more precisely defined, in order to
avoid the common problem that the same item
is differently named by different authors or by
different regional schools or, vice-versa, that
different items are attributed the same name.

’

U MEHeE COOTBETCTBYIOLLMU MO3LAHEMY PaHHEAUHA-
CTUYECKOMY /aKKafckomy nepuoay B Meconotamuu
(cm. puc. 9). OKasbiBaeTcs, 4To 60/1bLIas YacTb NPo-
LO/MKAIOLLENCA ANCKYCCUN CPEAN MECTHBIX aPXEO0/IOroB
0 TOM, JO/KHbI X 3TU KY/bTYpbl ObITb OTHECEHbI K
paHHeMy GPOH30BOMY BEKY, K CpeaHeMy 6poH30-
BOMY BEKY WM XK€ K TPOMEKYTOUHON CTaZMMN PaHHASA
6poH3a / cpeaHsist GpoH3a, He CBA3aHa HanpsMyHo ¢
abCONIOTHOM XPOHONOMMYECKO NO3ULINEN KyNBTYP, HO
CO CTEMNEHbIO MPEEMCTBEHHOCTU, KOTOPYHO OHU BEAYT
oT npeapiayliei (Kypo-apaKkccKoi) 1 K cneayioliei
(Tpuanetn) kynbType,? rae, B 4aCTHOCTU, pa3BUTLE
METa/IIYPrin UrPaeT MEHee BaxHYI0 Posib MO CPaB-
HEHWIO C APYrMMM 31eMEHTaMU, KaK norpedanbHbiii
06psaa (NpOHUKHOBEHWE KypeaHHbIX no2pebeHull)
nT. 4. icnonb3oBaHKe cTapoil TEpMUHONOTM CKOpee
3anyTbIBAET BONPOC U HE MO3BO/ISAET OLLEHUTb CreLu-
1Ky neproaa, pasfensioLero 31eMeHTbl Npesblay-
LLLEro 1 NOCNeAYIOLLEro NepUoaoB, HO UMetoLLero (o
KpaiHeii mepe, Ha MoV B3rnsg) elie bonee cunabHoe
BHYTPEHHee eiNHCTBO.4° Kpome Toro, BbIGOP Mexay
aTpubyLMeit 3TUX KyIbTyp K paHHeMy Un CpefHemy
OGPOH30BOMY BeKy, KaK NpaBuo, CONPOBOXAAETCA
noAYepKUBaHNEM UX OXHbIX (T. €. BNVHKHEBOCTOYHBIX)
UK, COOTBETCTBEHHO, NX CEBEPHbIX CBA3EN, elle
60onee pasmblBaOLMX UX CNELUDUKY.

[MoaBoasa utorn, s cuuTalo, YTo NpeaBapuTeNnbHas
3ajava 41a LOCTUKEHWA eANHON TEPMUHONOTUN
ana KOxHoro Kaska3sa IV-IIl Tbic. o H. 3. 3a-
KNl0YaeTCA B BbIABNEHWUN KYNbTYPHbIX Pa3pblBOB,
npuemnembix ana pervoHa. OgHaKko 370 MoxeT
NPOU30MTM TONbKO NOC/e NpeaBapuUTeNbHOM NPo-
BEPKMW TPAAULMOHHbLIX ONpeaeneHnin NoKanbHbIX
«apXeonornyeckux Kynbtyp» (Kypo-apaKkcckas,
MapTkonu, begeuun v 7. 4.). Ana Toro ytobsl
yCTPaHUTb 6OMbLIYI0 YaCTb CYLLECTBYIOLIEN ABYC-
MbICNIEHHOCTU, cneayeT NPUNOXKUTb YyCUNUA Ana
onpeaeneHus KynbTyp Kak MOXHO 6oee TOYHO C
no3nLUM NX MaTepuanbHbIX cocTaBnsoumx (Ke-
pamuKa, MeTanauyeckue n3genns uT.a.). B atom
cnyyae TpaaUUMOHHbIE TEPMUHBI BMOAHE MOTYT
ObITb COXpaHeHbl (Beib OHU BLITEKAIOT U3 10/1TOM 1
0CHOBATe/IbHO TPAAMLIUKN UCCNe[0BaHNI), HO OHY
JOMKHbI ObITb 6oslee TOYHO onpeaeneHbl, YTobbI
n3bemarb Cy4aes, KOrAa 0fHO 1 TO e ABNeHue
Nno-pa3HOMY Ha3bIBaeTCA pa3NMyHbIMU aBTOpPaMU
WV Pa3IMYHbIMU PErMOHANbHBIMM LUKOMAMM UAN,
HaobopoT, KOraa pasHble ABAEHWUs HA3bIBAKTCA
0AMHAKOBO.

39 See, e.g., Puturidze 2003; Sherazadishvili 2017, fn. 1, with further literature. | Cm., Hanpumep, Puturidze 2003;

Sherazadishvili 2017, cH. 1, ¢ fanbHelWwen NUTepaTypoi.

4° See also Carminati 2016; already Edens 1995; Bertram 2010. A similar dissatisfaction foraccommodating mid-late
39 millennium BC developments in the Caucasian region in the traditional chronological schemes is shown by the
choice, by Kohl/Trifonov 2014, which rather focuses on the northern part of the region (see the chronological table
Ibid., fig. 3.11.3 = Fig. 6 here), to discuss them together with early 2" millennium developments under the label

of ‘Late Early and Middle Bronze Periods’ without further specification. | Cm. Takxe Carminati 2016; ee Edens
1995; Bertram 2010. Moxoxas HeyA0BNETBOPEHHOCTb NOMOKEHNEM COObITUI B KaBKAa3CKOM pervoHe B cepeanHe —
KoHue Il ThiC. 10 H. 3. B TPaAMLIMOHHbBIX XPOHONOTMYECKUX CXeMax nokasaHa y Kohl/Trifonov 2014, KoTopble, ckopee,
(hOKyCUpPYIOTCA HA CEBEPHOI YacTh pernoHa (CM. XpoHoorMyecKyio Tabauuy: Tam xe, puc. 3.11.3 = puc. 6 3aech),
4T06bI 06CYAUTH UX BMECTE C PaHHUMM npoleccamu Il Toicadenetus noa HasBaHWEM «MO34HEro PaHHEro U CpeaHero

6p0H3OBOI'O BEKOB» 6e3 AanbHewero YTOYHEHNA.
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In particular, much attention should be paid to
the aspect of regional variation, in an attempt
to verify how much of the apparently existing
discrepancies between the terminologies and
periodisations presently used in the different
countries into which the Southern Caucasus is
divided nowadays (Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Turkey, Iran) really depend on actual differences
in the ancient local cultures, and how much of
it depends on the traditions of the different na-
tional schools of research.4 This can only happen
through a collective effort by scholars to compare
their data, being ready, if necessary, to partially
abandon their traditional terminology.

After reaching a minimum degree of agreement
on terminology, the next step would be to create
a new periodisation for the Southern Caucasus.
Much attention should be paid here to the aspect
of regionality and sub-regionality by applying a
pragmatic approach where regions and sub-regions
should be defined as independently as possible
from modern political borders. Work may actually
proceed by establishing sub-regional periodisations
by synchronising the sequences of different sites
on the basis of both reliable *4C dates and of the
occurrence of specific material culture indicators,
and then by synchronising the sequences of the
different sub-regions, more or less on the model
of what was done by the ARCANE project, although
on alesserscale. In all these operations, a certain
degree of flexibility should be maintained in order
to reach a compromise between positions which
may originally be very different from each other.

Only after this process is concluded might the
scholarly community proceed to try to synchronise
the South-Caucasian sequence with the traditional
periodisations of the neighboring regions (Northern
Caucasus, the Black Sea, Anatolia, and Northern
Mesopotamia). This will probably not result in a
unified periodisation of traditional kind including
allthese regions, but rather in a table of different
periodisations running parallel to each other. In
otherterms, the ‘fault line’ will probably be reduced

B yactHoCTW, 60nblIOE BHUMaHME JOMKHO ObITh
yAeneHo acneKTy pernoHanbHbIx BapuaLuii. Cnegyer
MPOBEPUTb, CKOIbKO 13 CYLLLECTBYIOLLMX PACXOKe-
HUI MEXy TEPMUHONOTUAMM U NEPUOAMU3ALUAMMK,
MCMO/b3YEMbIX B Pa3fiMYHbIX CTPA@HaxX, Ha KoTopble
paszaeneH coBpemeHHbIn tOxHbI Kaskas (Tpy3us,
Apmenus, Asepbangxat, Typuus, MpaH), 3aBucat
OT I€NCTBUTENbHbIX PA3INYNIA JPEBHUX MECTHbIX
KYJbTYp, @ KOTOPbIE U3 HUX 3aBUCAT OT TPAANL NI
Pa3/IMYHbIX HALIMOHANbHbIX AKALEMMYECKUX LWKON. 4!
3T0 MOXHO peann3oBaTh NNLIb COBMECTHbIMM
YCUNMAMM YYEHbIX MPU CPABHEHWUMU UX [aHHbIX 1
MPW roTOBHOCTW, €CN HeOOXOANMO, YaCTUYHO
0TKa3aTbCs OT UCMO/b3YEMO UMU TPAANLMOHHOW
TEepPMUHONOTMU.

[Mocne pOCTUNKEHUA MUHUMANBbHOW CTEMEHU CO-
rnaweHuns no TepMUHONOTUN, CEAYIOLLUM LIAroM
JIO/IKHO CTaTb CO3/l@aHNe HOBOW Nepunoam3aLmm ans
lOxHoro KaBka3a. bonbloe BHUMaHue npu 3Tom
JIO/MKHO BbITb YAENEHO acneKTy PermoHanbHoCT
1 cybpernoHanbHocT. HeobxoanMmo NpUMEHsTh
nparmaTUyHbIA NOAXOL, MPU KOTOPOM PErmoHbl 1
cyOpervoHbl J0M¥KHbI ObiTb ONpeeneHbl MakcmManb-
HO HE3aBUCMMO OT COBPEMEHHbIX MOAUTUYECKUX
rpaHul. PaboTta MoXeT 6bITb NPOAOIKEHA NyTEM
co3faHua cybpermoHanbHbiX Nnepuoamsanuin
nyTeM CUMHXPOHM3AL MK NocnefAoBaTeNbHOCTEN
pasnnyYHbIX NAMATHUKOB HAa OCHOBE HALEeXHbIX
4C paT M BO3HUKHOBEHUS KOHKPETHbIX MapKepoB
MaTepuanbHOM KyNbTypbl, @ 3aTeM NyTEM CUH-
XPOHMU3aLMKN NoCNef0BaTeNbHOCTU PAa3NNYHbIX
cy6perMoHoB, OpuMeHTUpPYACh Ha TO, 4TO BbiNo
caenaHo B npoekte ARCANE, xoTa 1 B MeHbLWNX
macuitabax. Mpu NpoBeAeHN I BCEX ITUX OnepaLuit
[lOMKHA NOAAEPKMNBATLCA ONpefie/ieHHasn CTeneHb
rMOKOCTY, YTOObI JOCTUYb KOMITPOMICCA MEX Y No-
3ULMAMM, KOTOPbIE NEPBOHAYaNbHO MOTYT CUIbHO
oT/NYaThLCA APYr OT Apyra.

TonbKo nocne 3aBepLUeHNA 3TOro npolecca Ha-
y4HOE cOo0bLLeCcTBO CMOXKET MPUCTYMUTH K MOMNBITKE
CUHXPOHU3ALMM I0XHOKABKa3CKOM NeproamnsaLmnm
C TPAAULMOHHBIMW NEPUOAN3ALUAMN COCELHUX
pernoHoB (CeBepHbiii KaBkas, YepHoe mope,
Anatonus, CeBepHas Meconotamus). BeposT-
HO, 3TO He NpuBejeT K eANHON Nepnogmnsalmm
TPAAULMOHHOMO BUAQ, BKIOYAOLWEN BCe 3TK
perunoHbl. CKopee, BO3HUKHET Tabanua pasamyHbix
nepuoav3aLmi, MayLUxX napannenbHo Apyr 4pyry.

41 A case at issue is, for instance, that of the internal periodisation of the Kura-Araxes culture (see Chataigner/
Palumbi 2014, 248 fig. 1), for which most researchers favour a three-fold division (though with quite different
definitions and dates for the different phases), whereas researchers from Armenia (Badalyan 2014) argue that a
two-fold division better fits the data from that region. A second interesting example concerns mid-late 3 millennium
materials: to what extent does the fact that in Georgia these are generally attributed to the Martqopi and Bedeni
cultures, while in the neighbouring countries they are often subsumed under the label ‘Late (or Post) Kura-Araxes’
influences our perception of the distribution of the ‘Early Kurgan’ cultures? | Hanpumep, BHyTpeHHsAs nepuoansaums
Kypo-apakcckoii KynbTypbl (cm. Chataigner/Palumbi 2014, 248 fig. 1), 3a TpoiiHoe AeneHne KOTOPOiA BbiCTynaeT
60/NbLINHCTBO UCCeaoBaTeei (XOTA 1 C COBEPLIEHHO Pa3HbIMU ONPEAENEeHUMU 1 aTUPOBKOI PasNNyHbIX 3Tamnos).

B 10 e Bpems nccnegosarenu n3 Apmenun (Badalyan 2014) yTBepxaator, 4to pasjgeneHune Ha asa 3tana aydile
NOLXOAWT AaHHbIM M3 3TOTO pernoHa. BTopoi MHTepecHbIn NpUMep OTHOCKTCA K MaTepuanam cepeanHbl — KoHLa

Il ThiC.: B KAKO mepe TOT haKT, 4To B [Py3nmn OHK, KaK NpaBuao, NPUNUCLIBAOTCA KynbTypam MapTkonu u bepexu,

B TO BPEMSA KaK B COCE/IHMX CTPAHaX OHUM 4acTo 0603HAYAIOTCA KaK «No3aHuiA (am noct) Kypo-Apakcy, Bauser

Ha Hallle BOCMPUATUE pacnpefeneHns «paHHIUX KypraHHbIX KyabTyp»?
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but not completely eliminated because, as we
believe we have sufficiently demonstrated in the
previous discussion, it does not merely depend on
the different traditions of research, but derives from
the very same position of the Southern Caucasus,
from its cultural fragmentation and the multiple
contacts it had with the neighboring regions. As
we saw, this makes it virtually impossible to define
for these region points of ‘major discontinuities
in cultural developments which have a general
value both within the region and in connection
with all the neighbouring areas.

With these limits and the awareness that it would
be a rather difficult and time-consuming task
which should be pursued by a large number of
researchers convinced of its utility and willing to
renounce at least some of their traditional habits,
I believe such a project could represent a worthy
and achievable aim.

Jpyrumu cnoBamu, «IMHKUA pasnomar, BEPOATHO,
6yneT HeCKONbKO CriayeHa, HO He MONHOCTbIO
yCTpaHeHa, NOCKONbKY Npeablayliee o6cyxaeHne
[J0OCTaTOYHO OTYETAMBO NPOLEMOHCTPMUPOBANO
TO, YTO OHa He MPOCTO 3aBUCUT OT PA3NNYHbIX
TpagMLNiA NCccneaoBaHnaA, Ho U OT Camom NO3ULMK
tOxHoro KaBkasa, ero KynbTypHOro MHoroo6pa-
31A U MHOTOYMCNIEHHBIX KOHTAKTOB C COCEHUMMU
pervoHamu. Kak Mbl BUAENU, 3TN 06CTOATENbCTBA
[enatoT NPaKTUYeCKN HEBO3MOXHbIM OnpeaeneHne
A8 3TOr0 permoHa ToYeK «OCHOBHbIX CKAYKOB»
KyNbTYPHOTO Pa3BUTUSA, KOTOPblE UMeIOT obLLee
3HaYeHMe KaK A/iA pernoHa, Tak v Ans cBsA3ei co
BCEMU COCEAHUMU TEPPUTOPUAMU.

YunTbiBasA 3TM OrpaHUYEHIsA, a TaKKe 0CO3HaBas,
yTO pelleHwue 3Toi 3afadn byaeT LOBONbHO CIOXK-
HbIM 1 3alIMET MHOTO BPEMEHU U YTO OHO 0/IKHO
OCYLLLECTBAATLCA BONbLIMM YNCNOM UCCeoBaTENE,
y6exaeHHbIX B €e Nofe3HOCTU U TOTOBbIXOTKA-
3aTbCA N0 KpalHe mepe 0T HEKOTOPbIX U3 CBOUX
TPaAULMOHHbBIX NPUBbIYEK, A CYNUTALD, YTO TAKON
NMPOEKT MOXeT NpeaCcTaBisTb COB0M BawHY0 1
LOCTUMKUMYIO Liefb.
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Abstract

Drawing on the experience of two recent international
projects — the SAR advanced seminar «Mesopotamia in
the Era of State Formation» (Rothman 2001) and the
ARCANE project (Lebeau a. 0. 2011) — which aimed at
producing a common chronological framework and a
shared terminology for the 4™ and 3" millennia BC in the
Near East on the basis of a synchronization of the different
regional periodisations, this paper discusses whether,
and to what extent, a similar enterprise may be worth
attempting for the South-Caucasian region. Here, the
problem of conflicting and ambiguous terminologies is
especially felt due to the region’s position at the crossroads
between the Near East and the world of the Eurasian
steppes, as well as to the presence, in the area, of re-
searchers belonging to different schools of research. The
main sources of confusion and misunderstanding are

identified and discussed with the help of relevant examples,
e.g. the different uses of traditional techno-chronological
terms such as ‘Chalcolithic’ and ‘Early Bronze Age’. After
trying to evaluate how much of this huge diversity simply
stems from old scholarly habits, and how much of it is,
on the contrary, intrinsic to the nature and limits of the
available archaeological documentation orto the existence
of different research perspectives, a number of possible
approaches to an agreed solution of the problem are
offered for discussion.

Keywords

Southern Caucasus, Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age,
periodisation, chronology.

Pe3lome

Onupasch Ha ONbIT ABYX MOCNEAHUX MEXAYHAPOAHbIX
NPOEKTOB: paclmpeHHoro cemmnHapa SAR «Meconotamus
B 3noxy opmmpoBaHua rocyaapctea» (Rothman 2001)
1 npoekta ARCANE (Lebeau a.o. 2011), HanpaBneHHbIX
Ha co3gaHne eiIMHON XPOHONOrMYECKON CXeMbl 1 06LLel
TepmuHonoruu ana IV u Il Teic. 4o H. 3. Ha BanxkHem Boc-
TOKE Ha OCHOBE CMHXPOHM3aLMK Pa3/INYHbIX PErMoHaNbHbIX
nepuoamn3aLni, B AaHHOM cTaTbe 06CyKAAETCA, MOXKHO
NI 1 B KaKOW Mepe NPeAoKUTb HEYTO aHaNorMyYHoe Ans
I0YXHOKABKa3CKOro pernoHa. 34ecb npobnema npoTuBo-
peynBbIX U HEOLHO3HAYHBIX TEPMUHONOTNIA 0COBEHHO
0CTPO OLLYLLAETCA B CBA3W C TEM, YTO PETVMOH PACMONOKEH
Ha nepeKpecTke mexay banmxHum BocTOKOM U Mupom
€BPa3uCKNX CTeneil, a TakxKe Tem 06CTOATENbCTBOM, YTO
B 3T0i1 06/1aCTV paboTaloT UccneaoBaTenu, NpruHaaIexatme
K pa3HbIM aKaZleMU4YecKUM WKonam. OCHOBHbIE MPUYUHBI
nyTaHULbl U HefopasymeHuit ByayT BbisBAEHbI U Npoge-
MOHCTPMPOBAHbI HA COOTBETCTBYIOLL X NPUMeEpPaX, TaKUX,
KaK pa3inyHoe UCMoNb30BaHNe TPaAULMOHHbIX TEXHO-
XPOHONOTUYECKUX TEPMUHOB «XaNKOMUT» U «PAHHUR
6pOH30BbIi BEK». [10CIE PACCMOTPEHNSA, CKONIbKO TEPMUHOB
113 3T0r0 OrPOMHOTO Pa3HO06Pa3KA BbITEKAET 13 CIeJ0BaAHUSA
CTapbIM aKageMn4yecKM TPaANLMAM U CKONIbKO, HAaNpoTuB,
NefCTBUTENbHO CBOWCTBEHHbBI NPpUpoOAe 1 npegenam
MMEILLENCA apXe0NOrMYEeCKOM AOKYMEHTAL UM UK OCHO-
BaHbl Ha CYLWECTBOBAHMUYM PA3AUYHBIX HAYUYHbIX TOYEK
3peHus, Ans o6CYKAEHMA NpeanaranTca BO3MOXKHbIE
MoAX0Abl K COrIacOBaHHOMY pelleHnto 3Toi npobaembl.
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