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kaspis muzeumSi araerTi saintereso 
da mniSvnelovani arqeologiuri arte-
faqtia daculi. arqeologiuri kole-
qcia moicavs masalas qvis xanidan Sua 
saukuneebamde da ZiriTadad, Sedgeba 
municipalitetis teritoriaze Catare-
buli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad 
Semosuli da adgilobrivi mosaxleobis 
mier mowodebuli, SemTxveviT aRmoCeni-
li artefaqtebisagan. 

interess iwvevs muzeumSi daculi, an-
tikuri xaniT daTariRebuli arqeolo-
giuri masala kavTisxevis cixiagoradan, 
daWrilebidan, xovledan, sasireTidan, 
gostibedan, metexidan, xandakidan, rene-
dan, okamidan da sxv.

qvemoT SemogTavazebT am periodiT 
daTariRebuli, kaspis muzeumSi daculi 
ramdenime saintereso nivTis mokle mi-
moxilvas.

muzeumSi warmodgenilia mravalfe-
rovani keramikuli nawarmi. maT Sorisaa 
wiTlad moxatuli qvevrebis fragmente-
bi cixiagoradan (Zv.w. III saukune, tab. I 
1,2); wiTlad moxatuli xeladebi sof. 
axalcixidan (SemTxveviTi monapovari, 
Zv.w. IV saukune, tab. I 6), kaspidan (SemTx-
veviTi monapovari, Zv.w. I-ax.w I  saukunee-
bi, tab. I 3), moxatuli koWobi kaspidan ( 
SemTxveviTi monapovari, Zv.w. I-ax.w I  sau-
kuneebi, tab. I 7), Caidniseburpiriani 
doqi Tvaladidan (Zv.w. IV saukune, tab. 
I 4), Savad gamomwvari konusurZiriani 
sasmisi kaspidan (Zv.w. II-I saukuneebi, tab. 
I 8).  aRsaniSnavia selisagan damzadebu-
li konusurZiriani sasmisi sayaraulo 
seridan, romlis Sidapiri fisiTaa mole-
sili (Zv.w. II-I saukuneebi, tab. I 5). 

sof. sasireTSi 1982 wels gaTxril Zv.w. 
III saukunis ormosamarxSi aRmoCenilia 
ramdenime saintereso nivTi:

disko, vercxlis, mooqrovili (dm- 
15 sm), nivTis kideze 15 palmetia gamosa-
xuli, koncentrul xazebs Soris ki mci-
re burcobebi da  vardulebia datanili  
( tab. II 1); 

amave samarxidanaa vercxlis kirkali  
dm.- 16,5 sm) ( tab. II 2);

sasireTis amave samarxidan unda mom-
dinareobdes Tixis msxliseburtania-
ni xelada, romlis tanzec amokawrulia 

vaxtang SatberaSvili,  Ggiorgi Caduneli

antikuri xanis masala kaspis muzeumidan

svastika, laTinuri X-is magvari gamosa-
xuleba da xar-iremi. WurWlis simaRle – 
14 sm-ia (tab. II, 3,4).

dionises qandakeba, brinjaosi (sof 
kodiswyaro, SemTxveviTi aRmoCena,si-
maRle – 19 sm. tab. III), TariRdeba Zv.w. 
III-II saukuneebiT. nivTi Camosxmulia cvi-
lis modelis dakargvis meTodiT. qanda-
kebas aklia marcxena fexi. rogorc Cans, 
igi garkveuli kompoziciis nawili unda 
yofiliyo. qandakebis Tavze suros foT-
lebiani bafTaa, yurebze dakidebulia 
yurZnis mtevnebi, Tvalebi vercxliT iyo 
inkrustirebuli. SiSveli tani qalurad 
nazi da moxdenilia. marcxena xeliT igi 
unda eyrdnobodes ayvavebul kverTxs _ 
tirsoss, marjvena, odnav gawvdil xelSi 
ki sasmisi unda eWiros. ikonografiuli 
monacemebis mixedviT, es uwveruli dio-
nise unda iyos, romlisaTvisac damaxa-
siaTebelia sxeulis qaluroba, agreTve 
xelebis zemoTaRwerili moZraoba [mizan-
dari m., 1988: 111- 116].  

oinoxoia, brinjaosi (sof. zemo xan-
daki, SemTxveviTi aRmoCena, tab. IV). oi-
noxoias tani (h-25 sm.) Camosxmulia, ris 
Semdegac igi Carxze daumuSavebiaT. 
calke Camosxmuli yuri WurWlis pirsa 
da mxarze iyo mirCiluli. nivTs aklia 
yuris nawili, dazianebulia da cuda-
daa Semonaxuli misi kalTebi da Ziric. 
WurWels aqvs mkveTrad gadaSlili, ho-
rizontaluri piri, romlis cal mxares 
zemoT aweuli tuCia.yeli odnav gamoyva-
nili da saSualo simaRlisaa, mxari pir-
dapir gadadis momrgvalebul mucelSi. 
kalTa savaraudod maRali unda yofili-
yo (SemorCenilia misi fragmenti). Ziri 
gamokveTilia, odnav SeRrmavebuli. 
WurWlis mxarze gravirebiT gamoyvani-
lia rkaliseburi formis, bafTebiT Se-
kruli wagrZelebuli da wawvetebuli 
formis (dafnis?) foTlebis oTxi wnuli. 
TiToeuli rkalis SigniT TiTo, oTx-
furcela vardulia. wnulebs erTmaneT-
Tan amave teqnikiT Sesrulebuli, xaris 
Tavis ori stilizebuli gamosaxuleba 
akavSirebs. ornamenti vercxliT iyo ink-
rustirebuli, romlis mxolod mcire 
nawiliRaa SemorCenili. yuri Semkulia 
e.w. eniseburi ornamentiT, mis Tavsa da 
boloSi ki gamosaxulebebia, romlebic 
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yurTan erTadaa Camosxmuli. yuris pir-
Tan mierTebis adgilas moTavsebulia 
qalis skulpturuli gamosaxuleba, ro-
melsac mxrebsa da Tavze lomis tyavi aqvs 
mosxmuli. qalis gamometyveleba mrisxa-
nea, igi WurWelzea gadamxobili da mis 
siRrmeSi iyureba. misi Tvalebi da lomis 
eSvebi vercxliT iyo inkrustirebuli. 
savaraudod, es gamosaxuleba unda ekuT-
vnodes berZnuli miTologiis personaJs, 
lidiiis dedofal omfales. yuris qveda 
nawilze, iq, sadac yuri WurWlis tans 
uerTdeba, maRali reliefiT gamosaxu-
lia dionises wris RvTaeba, misi aRmzr-
deli sileni, romelsac damaxasiaTebeli 
niSnebi – gadmokarkluli Tvalebi, cxo-
veluri yurebi, Semelotebuli Tavi da 
sqeli tuCebi aqvs. silenis tuCebi da yu-
rebi spilenZiTaa inkrustirebuli, Tva-
lebi ki vercxliT (inkrustacia fragmen-
tuladaa SemorCenili). nivTi TariRdeba 
ax.w. pirveli saukuneebiT [Shatberashvili 
2013:234].

Tasi, vercxlis (sof. gostibe, or-
mosamarxi, 1982 w. SemTxveviTi aRmoCena).
Tasi damzadebulia vercxlis mTlia-
ni furclisagan, mis Zirze mirCiluli 
iyo fexi, romelic ar Semonaxula.  igi 
ornamentirebulia: Sidapiri oTx tol 
nawiladaa dayofili TegviT gamoyvani-
li, oTx-oTxi, erTmaneTTan Setyupuli 
yvavilis furclis msgavsi ornamentiT. 
WurWlis centrTan darCenili sivrce Se-
vsebulia  amokveTili xazebiT  datanili 
Txebis sqematuri gamosaxulebiT, WurW-
lis kidesTan ki wertilovani ornamen-
tiT  yurZnis mtevnebia gamosaxuli. Se-
morCenili simaRle 4,7 sm-ia, maqsimaluri 
diametri- 18 sm [sZa1990: 151].

balTa, brinjaosi (sof. gostibe, or-
mosamarxi, 1982 w. SemTxveviTi aRmoCena). 
Wviruli, kvadratuli formis (8,5 X 8,5 
sm), damzadebulia cvilis modelis da-
kargvis meTodiT, balTaze gamosaxuli 
centraluri figura cxens warmoadgens, 
mis zurgsa da mucelTan ki SedarebiT 
mcire zomis figurebia [sZa1990: 151].

oqros sayure, beWedi da gaurkveveli 
daniSnulebis nivTi okamidan (dawvri-
lebiT ix. Jurnalis amave nomerSi q. ra-
miSvilisa da z. SatberaSvilis naSromSi 
gvianantikuri xanis mdidruli samarxebi 
okamidan). 

ritoni, vercxlis. 1976 wels kavTisxe-
vis arqeologiurma eqspediciam sof. xo-
vleSi, adgil zesurebze gaTxara gvianan-
tikuri xanis oTxi samarxi, romelTagan 

erT-erTi, # 1 keramikuli filebiT nage-
bi mdidruli samarxi iyo. # 1 samarxSi aR-
moCenilia vercxlis ritoni [Цкитишвили 
и др. 1979:117-130]. samarxi II-III saukunee-
biT TariRdeba. masalis nawili saqarT-
velos erovnul muzeumSi inaxeba, xolo 
vercxlis ritoni ki kaspis municipalur 
muzeumSia daculi. nivTi damzadebulia 
vercxlis erTi mTliani furclisagan, 
kedelze etyoba Carxze damuSavebis kva-
li. piri Zabriseburad gafarTovebulia 
da gareTaa gadmokecili, kedlebi Ziri-
saken rkaliseburad viwrovdeba. Semor-
Cenilia ritonis mxolod zeda nawili. si-
maRle- 15,5 sm, piris sigane -13 sm.
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tab I – 1,2.  moxatuli qvevrebis faragmentebi ci-
xiagoradan; 3.  wiTlad moxatuli xeladasof. 
axalcixidan;  4. Caidniseburpiriani doqi Tvala-
didan; 5. selisagan damzadebuli konusurZiriani 
sasmisi sayaraulo seridan; 6. wiTlad moxatuli 
xeladakaspidan; 7. moxatuli koWobi kaspidan;  8. 
Savad gamomwvari konusurZiriani sasmisi kaspidan.

 tab II _ 1. vercxlis mooqrovili disko sasireTi-
dan; 2. vercxlis kirkali sasireTidan; 3. msxlise-
burtaniani xelada sasireTidan; 4. gamosaxuleba 
sasireTis xeladaze.

 tab III _ dionises qandakeba kodiswyarodan.

tab. IV _ brinjaos oinoxoia  zemo xandakidan.

tab V _ 1,2. brinjaos Wviruli balTa gostibedan;  
3,4. vercxlis Tasi gostibedan.

tab VI _ vercxlis ritoni xovledan.
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sofeli okami mdebareobs kaspis mu-
nicipalitetSi, md. qsnis marjvena na-
pirze, kaspidan 15 kilometrSi. sofel-
Si adrerkinis xanisa da Sua saukuneebis 
Zeglebia dafiqsirebuli: soflis da-
savleTiT, Tanamedrove sasaflaosTan, 
adrerkinis xanis nasaxlaria, sadac 
ikrifeba moSavo-monacrisfrod gamomw-
vari Tixis WurWlis natexebi; sofelSi 
ki wminda giorgis saxelobis, gviani Sua 
saukuneebis darbazuli eklesia da XVIII-
XIX ss-is RvTismSoblis saxelobis darba-
zuli eklesiaa [sZa 1990: 183].

1974 wels okamis samxreT-dasavleT 
nawilSi SemTxveviT aRmoCnda qvis samar-
xi, romlis inventaris umetesi nawili 
daikarga, gadarCenili nawili ki kaspis 
mxareTmcodneobiT muzeumSi inaxeba.

SemTxveviTi aRmoCenis adgilze gaem-
gzavra kavTisxevis arqeologiuri eqs-
pediciis razmi (z. SatberaSvili, a. nu-
cubiZe, q. ramiSvili), romelmac azoma da 
daafiqsira zemoT naxsenebi, dazianebuli 
samarxi da misgan samxreTiT, 0,6 m-Si ga-
vlebul sadazvervo TxrilSi aRmoaCina 
sami filiT gadaxuruli samarxi.

  SemTxveviT aRmoCenili qvis samarxi 
(samarxi # 1) Sedgenilia qviSaqvis kar-
gad gaTlili filebisagan (zomebi - 2,1 X 
0,75 m, filis sisqe 0,2m). samarxSi iwva gu-
laRma, TaviT dasavleTisaken damxrobi-
li erTi micvalebuli. 

inventari:

1.	 beWedi (sur. 7), damzadebulia 
furclovani oqrosagan, e.w. armazuli, 
mxrebdaSvebuli beWdebis tipisa. beWdis 
bude momaRlo, kolofiseburi moyva-
nilobisaa; piris qvemoT, garedan wvrili 
salte Semouyveba. budis Ziri  calke mir-
Ciluli firfitisaganaa damzadebuli. 
beWdis rkali Txeli, Signidan dabrty-
elebuli mavTulia, romelic mxrebisa-
ken ganzidulia da mcired farTovdeba. 
daqanebuli mxrebi mcire waxnagiTaa ga-
moyofili. budis piri mrgvalia; Tvali 
budidan amovardnilia. zomebi: simaRle 
– 24 mm, rkalis dm – 23 mm, piris dm – 17 mm. 

daculoba – beWedi aqa-iq umniSvnelo-
daa CaWyletili, Tvali dakargulia da 
bude ufero pastiTaa amovsebuli; 

2.	 sayure, oqrosi (sur. 6), rgolo-
van-Rerovani formisa. sayuris rgoli 
warmoadgens cal mxares gaxsnil wvril 
oqros mavTuls, romelzedac qvemodan 
mirCilulia mozrdili yunwi, masze wa-
mocmuli yulfiani Reraki-sakidi. Re-
rakze qvemodan zemoT Semdegi nivTebia 
asxmuli: oqros wyvili varduli, lurji 
minis e.w. rodiniseburi mZivi, Semdeg isev 
wyvili varduli da bolos margalitis 
momsxo mZivi. Rerakis bolo dabrtyele-
bulia, rac zed asxmul nivTebs adgilze 
aCerebs. zomebi: sayuris sigrZe – 40 mm, 
rgolis dm. -  21 mm., sakidis sigrZe - 19 
mm. mina irizebulia, margaliti gamofi-
tuli; 

3.	 gaurkveveli daniSnulebis niv-
Ti (an misi nawili) ( sur. 8), damzadebu-
lia mTliani furclovani oqrosagan. 
igi warmoadgens mTlian mils, romelic 
SuaSia Seviwrovebuli da welze odnav 
SemaRlebuli satyeli aqvs. sartyeli 
xuTadaa datixruli da TiTo gamoyofil 
nawilSi Zowis marTkuTxa Tvali aqvs Cas-
muli. nivTis sigrZe - 15 mm., sigane -  12 
mm. nivTi mTelia, oRond liToni aqa-iq 
odnav CaWyletilia. 

meore samarxi, romelic kavTisxe-
vis arqeologiuri eqspediciis razmma 
gaTxara,  sami, ganivad gadebuli qviSa-
qvis filiT iyo gadaxuruli, romelTa-
gan Sua fila Catexili iyo, ris gamoc 
samarxi mcired dazianebuli gamodga. 
samarxi warmoadgenda riyis qvebiT na-
geb akldamas, romlis kedlebi qvitki-
riT iyo Selesili, aseve qviT nagebi da 
Selesili iyo akldamis iatakic. (zomebi: 
akldamis sigrZe - 2,3 m.,  sigane – 2,35 m., 
simaRle -0,9 m., kedlebis sisqe – 0,3 m.). 

samarxSi dakrZaluli iyo gulaRma 
mwoliare da TaviT dasavleTiT damxro-
bili 2 micvalebuli – mamakaci da qali. 
marcxniv moTavsebuli micvalebulis 
gulmkerdis areSi aRmoCnda oqros gul-

qeTevan ramiSvili, zebede SatberaSvili †

gvianantikuri xanis mdidruli samarxebi sof. okamidan
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sakidi da oqrosave moneta, marjvena mi-
cvalebulis ki (ufro momcro tanisas da 
kbilebis mdgomareobis mixedviT ufro 
axalgazrdas –qals) orive xelSi TiTo 
mcire sanelsacxeble eWira, Tavis are-
Si ki or-ori wyvili oqros sayure aR-
moaCnda (masala saqarTvelos erovnul 
muzeumSia daculi).

 inventari:

1.	 gulsakidi, oqrosi (sur. 2). Sed-
geba ori ZiriTadi nawilisagan: oqros 
Zewkvisa da oqrosave sakidiT Semkuli 
medalionisagan. medalioni warmoad-
gens furclovani oqrosagan damzade-
bul ovalur, brtyel kolofs, romlis 
Ziri odnav amoburculia. Zirisa da zeda 
nawilis SeerTebis adgilas medalions 
kideze Semouyveba dakeWnili mavTuli, 
romelic gavarsis imitacias qmnis. da-
nayofebi am mavTulze Tanabari ar aris: 
ori moklea, Semdeg erTi ufro mogrZoa 
da isev ori mokle, Semdeg mogrZo da a.S. 
es xerxi moCarCoebas ufro lamaz da 
mdidrul iers aZlevs. medalionis ze-
dapiri dayofilia oTxi Txeli tixriT, 
romlebic medalionis gare nawils yo-
fen oTx, rkaliseburi moyvanilobis mo-
grZo budeebad. am budeebSi zis lurji 
feris minis Tvlebi, laJvardis imitacia. 
ori maTgani adgilzea, ori ki amovard-
nilia. amgvari arSiis SigniT medalio-
nis zedapirze aris oqros ganieri, sada 
salte, romelic gars akravs centrSi 
Casmul, didi zomis granatis (piropis) 
Tvals. qva ovaluri moyvanilobisaa, 
zedapiramoburculi da zedmiwevniT 
gaprialebuli. mis elvarebas aZlierebs 
Zirze dafenili oqros firfita. meda-
lions zemoT mirCiluli aqvs mozrdili, 
sam nawilad daRaruli yunwi, romelSic 
oqrosave, grZeli Zewkvia gayrili. Zewk-
vi moZravad ki ar aris gayrili, aramed 
patara mavuliT myaradaa dabmuli yunw-
Tan. yunwi Sedgeba rvianiseburad erTma-
neTze mirCiluli patara rgolebisagan, 
romlebic erTmaneTSia gayrili. meda-
lionis Zirze darCilulia mcire yunwi, 
romelzec yulfiT kidia mcire sakidi: 
oqros RerZze wamocmuli oqros rgo-
liseburi mZivebi da maT Soris iseTive 
formis, odnav ufro maRali, lurji mi-
nis mZivi da qvemoT mozrdili margali-
tis mZivi. zomebi: medalionis sigrZe – 30 

mm.; sigane 24 mm.; qvis piris sigrZe – 20 
mm.; sigane _ 15 mm.; sakidis sigrZe – 19 mm; 
Zewkvis sigrZe – 50 sm. medalionis zeda-
piri daWyletilia, ori minis Tvali amo-
vardnili da dakargulia;

2.	 moneta, oqrosi, diokletianes au-
reusi. Sublze gamosaxulia imperatoris 
biusti, profilSi marjvniv, Tavze da-
fnis gvirgviniT. gars akravs laTinuri 
warwera DIOCLET IANUS AUG. zurgze gamo-
xatulia fexze mdgomi, himationmosxmu-
li iupiteri, marjvena xelSi elva uWi-
ravs, marcxenaSi ki kverTxi. mis ferxTiT 
ki naxevrad frTebgaSlili arwivia.

3.	 oqros wyvili sayure (sur.4), 
rgolovan-Rerovani tipisa. rgoli war-
moadgens oqros momsxo mavTuls, cal 
mxares gaxsnils, romlis qveda nawilSi 
yunwia mirCiluli, romelzec wamocmu-
lia sakidi – Reraki. Rerakze asxmulia 
oqros ori rgoliseburi mZivi da bolos 
msxvili, zemoTken odnav wagrZelebuli 
margalitis mZivi. Reraks qvemoT sama-
gri aqvs. zomebi: wyvilis erTi sayuris 
sigrZe -34 mm; rgolis dm-10 mm; Rerakis 
sigrZe 20 mm; margalitis mZivis sigrZe 10 
mm. meore sayure analogiuri formisaa, 
mxolod odnav ufro grZelia da misi 
rgoli ufro msxvili mavTulisaganaa 
damzadebuli, margaliti ki ufro wvri-
li da mogrZoa.  sayuris sigrZe -38 mm; 
margalitis mZivis sigrZe 12 mm.;

4.	 oqros wyvili sayure (sur. 5), #3-
is analogiuri formisa, oRond ufro 
momcro. aq Rerakze  oqros mZivebs So-
ris mwvane minis amave formis mZivia, mar-
galitis mZivis formac gansxvavebulia 
– igi ornawiledia: zeda, patara marga-
liti mWidrod zis qveda, ufro didi zo-
misaze, rac mZivs mTlianad msxlisebur 
formas aZlevs. orive sayuris sigrZe -30 
mm.; 

5.	 sanelsacxeble (sur. 1), baci momw-
vano feris minisa. mina dabalxarisxova-
nia, sqelkedliani. mas aqvs mogrZo tani, 
gamoyvanili yeli, sqeli da gadaSlili 
piri, odnav Sedrekili Ziri. cal mxares, 
yelsa damucels Soris mcire saxeluri 
aqvs miduRebuli. zomebi: simaRle 55mm; 
sigane muclis areSi – 20 mm; piris dm. - 18 
mm; 

6.	 sanelsacxeble, (sur. 3). moyvi-
Talo feris, minisa. mina dabalxarisxo-
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vania, sqelkedliani, fenaSi SeiniSneba 
buStukebi. sanelsacxeble wagrZelebu-
li formisaa, Ziri momrgvalebuli aqvs. 
yelis are odnav viwroa da pirdapir ga-
dadis odnav gadaSlil, sqel pirSi, rom-
lis kideebi SigniTaa Cakecili. WurWlis 
Zirze SeiniSneba Sig CarCenili sunamos 
danaleqi. yeli amovsebuli iyo mkvrivi, 
Tixovani masiT. sanelsacxebles gaxsnis 
Semdeg mkveTri, aromatuli suni amovar-
da. zomebi: simaRle 52mm; sigane muclis 
areSi – 19 mm; piris dm - 15 mm.

Cvens mier aRweril masalas mravali 
analogia moepoveba armazisxevis, samTa-
vros, urbnisis, Tbilisis midamoebsa da 
saqarTvelos sxva Tanadroul samarxeb-
Si. samarxebSi dakrZalvis aseTi wesi da 
samarxTa formebic III-IV saukuneebis sa-
qarTveloSi farTodaa gavrcelebuli. 

TariRis gansazRvrisas, upirveles 
yovlisa, mniSvnelovania #2 samarxSi 
aRmoCenili, imperator diokletianes 
(mmarTvleobis wlebi - 286-305) aureusi, 
romelic gvaZlevs Terminus Post Quem-s – 
IV saukunis dasawyiss.

Cvens mier aRweril TiToeul sagans 
mravali analogia eZebneba rogorc for-
mebis, ise stilisa, teqnikuri xerxebisa 
da bolos, gemovnebis erTianobis Tval-
sazrisiT. es masala kidev erTxel gvaC-
venebs adgilobrivi oqromWedluri xe-
lovnebis myar, gamokveTil saxes da mis 
farTo gavrcelebas qarTlis samefos 
teritoriaze.

qvemoT mokled davasaxelebT yvelaze 
axlo analogiebs sxva punqtebidan:

#1 samarxidan momdinare rgolo-
van-Rerovani sayuris msgavsia arma-
zisxevis ## 40, 42, 43 qvasamarxebSi aR-
moCenili vardulebiT, rodiniseburi 
mZiviTa da margalitiT Semkuli sayu-
reebi [afaqiZe a., da sxv. 1955: tab. 13]. 
urbnisis # 10 samarxis sayureebi  ufro 
rTuli formisaa, magram ZiriTadi ele-
mentebi meordeba [WilaSvili 1964 : 67, 
sur 34].

okamis meore samarxis wyvili sayu-
re emsgavseba armazisxevis ## 12, 13 da 
41 samarxebis sayureebs [afaqiZe a., da 
sxv.1955:104-106].

#1 samarxis mxrebdaSvebuli, furc
lovani oqrosagan damzadebul beWeds 

analogebi eZebneba armazisxevis # 42 sa-
marxSi (tritonis gamosaxulebiani beWe-
di) [afaqiZe a., da sxv. 1955: 104 tab XIV] 
da samTavros # 17 qvasamarxSi (sasanur 
gemiani beWedi [Максимова М. 1963  № 67].  
amave samarxSi aRmoCenili, furclova-
ni oqrosagan damzadebuli da piropis 
TvlebiT Semkuli, gaurkveveli daniS-
nulebis nivTi saerTo ieriT, teqnikiTa 
da granatis Txeli firfitebiT morTvis 
wesiT Zalze axlos dgas armazisxevis 
oqros nivTebTan, romlebis aseTive qve-
biTaa Semkuli. 

#2 samarxSi aRmoCenili sanelsa-
cxebleebs analogiebi eZebneba samTa-
vrosa da urbnisis IV saukunis masalebSi. 
kerZod, n. ugreliZis mier XIII tipis II qve-
tipSi moqceuli gverdebSebrtyelebuli 
da brtyelZiriani WurWeli [ugreliZe 
1967: 33, sur. 15]. XI tipis ori sanelsa-
cxeble da XII  tipi (tanmomrgvalebuli, 
mcired pirgadaSlili, piris kide Sig-
niT Cakecili) [ugreliZe 1967:32, sur. 13], 
romlebic n. ugreliZis mier IV-V sauku-
neebis jgufSia gaerTianebuli. 

analogiuria agreTve urbnisis IV 
saukunis #  48 samarxis gverdebSed-
rekili WurWeli [WilaSvili 1964 : 71]. 
okamis sanelsacxebleebi dasaxelebul 
analogiebs uaxlovdeba minis xarisxiT 
(mdarexarisxovani, sqelkedliani mina), 
feriT, (baci mwvane, moyviTalo), for-
mebiTa da zomebiTac ki, magram am masa-
lidan maT saxeluris arseboba ansxva-
vebs, rac, maT TiTqos ufro arqaul iers 
aniWebs. SesaZloa, aq antikur xanaSi far-
Tod gavcelebul am niSnis gviandel ga-
moZaxiTan gvaqvs saqme. 

okamSi aRmoCenil nivTTagan gansa-
kuTrebiT sainteresoa #2 samarxSi mo-
povebuli gulsakidi. msgavsi formis 
gulsakidebi, kerZod medalionebi, mcxe-
TaSi adrec iyo aRmoCenili, kerZod ar-
mazisxevis # 2 samarxSi, sadac medali-
oni sardoniqsis kameiT iyo Semkuli da 
masze ZaRli iyo gamoxatuli [afaqiZe a., 
da sxv. 1955: 190]. medalioni okamis ca-
lis msgavsi formisaa da msgavsi teqni-
kiTaa damzadebuli: centraluri budis 
irgvliv aqac datixruli area, mxolod 
fosoebi granatis Txeli firfitebiTaa 
amovsebuli (da ara lurji miniT). arma-
zisxevis medalions okamis egzemplari-
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sagan gansxavebiT Zirze sami sakidi am-
kobs da TiToeuli okamis calis mgavsad 
margalitis mZiviT bolovdeba. aRsaniS-
navia, rom armazisxevis #2 samarxSi aR-
moCenili es margalitis mZivebi pirveli 
SemTxvevaa armazisxevis samarxebSi mar-
galitis mZivebis aRmoCenisa, aqedan mo-
yolebuli ki III-IV saukuneebSi am TvliT 
morTva farTod vrceldeba. 

okamis medalionTan formiT, damza-
debis teqnikiTa da yunwis moyvanilobiT 
(yunwi samive SemTxvevaSi warmoadgens 
zemodan sam rigad, reliefurad daRa-
rul, medalionze  ganivad darCilul mi-
laks.) kidev ufro axlos dgas samTavros 
samarovanis # 4, gaZarcvul qvis samarx-
Si aRmoCenili medalioni. am medalionze 
okamis egzemplaris msgavsad gavarsis 
imitaciaa, tixrebs Soris fosoebSi aqac 
ufero pastis naSTia SemorCenili, xolo 
zemodan dafenili qva ar Semoinaxa. unda 
vifiqroT, rom aqac granatis, an lurji 
minis firfitebi iyo dafenili. aseTi ms-
gavseba gvafiqrebinebs, rom es nivTebi 
Tanadroulia da erTi da igive stilis, 
SesaZloa erTi saxelosnos nawarmsac 
warmoadgens. dasaSvebia, rom isini ad-
gilobrivi oqromWedluri xelovnebis 
nimuSebia. 

sainteresoa, rom samTavros zemoTna-
xseneb medalionSi, centralur budeSi 
moTavsebulia ara sada granatis Tvali, 
aramed mamakacis biustis gamosaxule-
biani gema. es gema da misi moCarCoebac 
(e.i. medalioni) gamocemulia m. maqsimo-
vas mier [Максимова., 1950:271, kat. # 82]. 
avtori mas parTul xanas miakuTvnebs da 
aRniSnavs, rom portreti stilisturad 
gansxvavdeba sasanuri xanis portrete-
bisagan, xolo medalions parTuli xanis 
samkaulSi eZebneba analogebi. 

rac Seexeba armazisxevis kameiT Sem-
kul medalions, igi m. lorTqifaniZis 
mieraa gamocemuli da gvian romauli xa-
niT, kerZod ki II saukunis boloTi da III 
saukunis dasawyisiT iyo daTariRebuli 
[lorTqifaniZe 1955; afaqiZe a., da sxv. 
1955: 46]. 

rodesac Cven samTavros samarovnis 
iranuli warmoSobis gliptikuri Zeg-
lebi SeviswavleT, analogiebze dayrd-
nobiT, #4 samarxis portretiani gema 
sasanur xanas mivakuTvneT [ramiSvili 

q.  1969: 24-25] da igi arauadres IV sau-
kunis pirveli naxevriT davaTariReT. 
stilisturad igi marTlac gansxvav-
deba oficialuri sasanuri portrete-
bisagan – masSi ar aris is paraduloba, 
igrZnoba gvianromauli stilis erTg-
vari gavlena Tmis varcxnilobasa da sa-
xis nakvTebSi, magram es niSnebi swored 
adre sasanuri xelovnebisaTvisaa dama-
xasiaTebeli [Борисов, Луконин 1963:12-20]. 
okamis #2 samarxis aRmoCenam (kompleqsi 
diokletianes aureuss Seicavs, rome-
lic saqarTveloSi sul sami calia mopo-
vebuli: maTgan ori egzemplari, okamisa 
[Рамишвили, Шатберашвили 2000] da erwo-
si [ramiSvili 1979: 48], originalia erTi 
ki, axalgorisa, mogviano imitaciaa [Ja-
vakhishvili, Sherozia 2010:168]), romelSiac 
samTavros medalionis msgavsi medali-
oni aRmoCnda, ganamtkica Cveni mosazre-
ba imis Sesaxeb, rom samTavros gemac da 
okamis medalionic Tanadroulia, xolo 
armazisxevis ZaRlis gamosaxulebiani 
kameiT Semkuli medalionic daaxloebiT 
amave xanas _ III saukunis miwurulsa da 
IV saukunis dasawyiss SeiZleba mivakuTv-
noT.

am masalam kidev erTxel dagvanaxa 
gvianromauli da adreSuasaukuneebis 
xanis qarTlis oqromWedluri xelov-
nebis ganviTarebis maRali done; aseve 
stilisa da gemovnebis sakmaod myari, 
erTiani saxe, rac vlindeba iseTi rTuli 
teqnikuri xerxebis gamoyenebaSi, rogo-
ricaa Txeli, furclovani oqrosagan ni-
vTebis damzadeba, gavarsisa da gavarsis 
imitaciis farTod gamoyeneba da bolos, 
zedapiris poliqromuli morTva; ferisa 
da masalis gemovnebiT Sexameba (mag. muqi 
yviTeli oqros fonze granatis (muqi wi-
Teli), muqi lurji an mwvane minis Tvle-
bisa da margalitis gamoyeneba.

aRsaniSnavia, rom zogadi niSniT am 
periodis qarTuli oqromWedloba sa-
vsebiT Tavsdeba e,w. romanizebuli aR-
mosavleTis ZeglTa wreSi. III saukunis 
miwurulidan sruliad qreba oqros ze-
dapiris gravireba da iwyeba carieli 
areebis feradi TvlebiT Sevseba (poli-
qromuli morTuloba), ramac mogviane-
biT, adrebizantiur da maxlobel aR-
mosavlur xelovnebaSi oqros zedapiris 
cariel sivrceze kabuSonebiT, Zvirfa-
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si TvlebiT, margalitiTa da skarabee-
biT Semkoba daamkvidra [Coche de La Ferte, 
1956:86-93]. 

rogorc aRvniSneT, III-IV saukuneebis 
qarTul oqromWedlobaSi naTlad aisaxa 
romauli samyarosa da romanizebuli aR-
mosavleTis ZeglebisaTvis damaxasiaTe-
beli yvela niSani, Tumca mTeli rigi spe-
cifikuri niSnis Taviseburebebi, aseve 
aRmoCenili masalis simravle da erTgva-
rovneba saSualebas gvaZlevs vifiqroT, 
rom es masala adgilobrivi saxelosnoe-
bis nawarms warmoadgens.
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krateri _ Κρατηρίζω _ Sereva, ga-
zaveba, da marTlac, Rvinisa da wylis 
erTmaneTSi gasazavebeli WurWlis am 
mimzidvelma da mravalnairma formam 
saukuneebis manZilze araerTi cvlile-
ba ganicada. daxvewil formasTan erTad 
maTi moyvanilobis mixedviT Serqmeuli 
saxelwodebebic ipyrobs yuradRebas, 
rom aRaraferi vTqvaT Tavad naxatze, da 
naxatis mniSvnelobaze, romelic maTzea 
gamosaxuli.  Tumc naxatmac saukuneebis 
manZilze ganicada cvlilebebi da dakar-
ga pirvandeli efeqti da gaxda nakleb 
mimzidveli, dakarga sinatife da raRac 
garkveuli periodis (Zv.w. IV s-is meore 
naxevris) vazaTmxatvrobam mkvlevarTa 
interesic ki Seasusta. da es Sesuste-
ba gamowveulia moxatuli keramikuli 
WurWlis masobrivi warmoebiT, naxatis 
degradirebiT da daudevrad gamoyvani-
li figurebiT.  

wiTelfiguruli pelikis Seswavlis 
Semdeg [ix. yifiani n. 2016:120], romelic  
Zv.w. 350 wliT davaTariRe da mis masobriv 
xasiaTsa da dakninebul naxatze vimsje-
le, wilad mxvda xelovnebis muzeumis sa-
cavSi (saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis, 
xelovnebis muzeumis dasavleT evropis 
fondi) SevWidebodi wiTelfigurul kra-
ters, romlis A mxare momxiblavad ga-
moiyureba - sami figura dinamikaSi, xolo 
B mxaris naxati gvaxsenebs robert kukis 
mier aRweril am periodis vazebs: krate-
ris ukana mxare, romelzec gamosaxulia 
gardauvali sami, an mogvianebiT ori Se-
mosili axalgazrda da yovelTvis yoveli 
momdevno Wabuki kidev ufro daudevra-
daa gamoyvanili, vidre wina vazis naxati...  
vgoneb mec swored aseT SemTxvevasTan ma-
qvs saqme, oRond gasarkvevia,    Cems mier 
Seswavlili romeli vazis naxatia ufro 
gviandeli .

am periodis vazebis wina mxare eTmoba, 
rogorc wesi, vazaTmxatvrobis wamyvan 
mxatvrul saxeebs -  dionisesa da afro-
dites siuJetebTan dakavSirebul sce-
nebs [Cook 1972:185. Boardman 2001:193] da 
ra gasakviri iqneba, Cveni vazis A gverdze 
rom dionises scena amovikiTxoT, rad-
gan samfiguriani kompoziciidan advili 
amosacnobia dionises Tanmxlebi pirebi: 
marcxnidan pirveli figura panis aris, 

razec misi kudi metyvelebs. mas marjve-
na xelSi mrgvali formis sagani uWiravs, 
rac savaraudod timpanoni (musikaluri 
sakravi) unda iyos. centraluri figura, 
romelic TeTr ferSia gamoyvanili, xSi-
rad gvxvdeba dionisur scenebSi. marjve-
na figura ki, savaraudod, menadaa, xelSi 
dionisesa da misi Tanmxlebi pirebis at-
ributiT, TirsosiT - surosa da yurZnis 
foTlebiT Semkuli grZeli joxiT - aris 
gamosaxuli.

misi  samosi gamoiyureba ise, rogorc 
am periodis vazaTmxatvrobaSi mosavT 
qalebs, menadebs, ufro metad ariadnas 
[Alexandrescu  1978: tab. 53:452 ].  kabis zeda 
nawili Wrelia, qveda nawili ki Sedare-
biT sadaa. aRsaniSnavia zednadebi TeTri 
saRebaviT gamoyvanili qalis samkauli: 
marjvena xelze samajuri ori rgolis 
saxiTaa gamosaxuli.  msgavsi, or rgolad 
gamoyvanili samajurebi xSirad gvxvde-
ba berZnul vazaTmxatvrobaSi da is unda 
iyos am periodSi berZnul samyaroSi sak-
maod popularuli samajuris tipi, rome-
lic spiralurad exveva xels da mxolod 
majis cal mxares qmnis or rkals. aseTi 
spiraliseburi samajurebi Zv. w. IV sauku-
nis  bolo mesamediT TariRdeba [ Kalashnik 
2014:194]. 

marcxena xelis samajuri aseve TeT-
ri zednadebi saRebaviTaa gamoyvanili, 
oRond erT rkalad. yuris da Tavis are-
Sic SeimCneva TeTri zednadebi saReba-
vi, da aqac aqsesuaris gamosasaxatavad. 
xolo Sua centraluri figura, frTo-
sani eroti, mTlianad TeTri zednadebi 
saRebaviTaa gamoyvanili. mxolod misi 
frTebi da Tmebia Tixis ferSi datovebu-
li. is profiliT marjvniv, ariadnaskenaa 
mimarTuli, marjvena xelic misken aqvs 
gawvdili, xolo marcxenaSi masac timpa-
noni uWiravs, es dairiseburi dasarty-
ami instrumenti, romelic xis an metalis 
salteze orive mxridan gadakrul cxove-
lis tyavisganaa damzadebuli. es sakravi 
Zalian popularulia dionises kult-
Si. is atikur vazebze Zv.w. V s-is bolo 
meoTxedidan Cndeba.

marcxena figura, rogorc ukve vTqviT, 
panis aris, mas Tavze TeTri zednadebi sa-
Rebavi aqvs datanili. saerTo jamSi, es 
samfiguriani kompozicia sakmaod dau-

nuca yifiani

dionisur siuJetiani wiTelfiguruli krateri
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devrad aris gamoyvanili: panis marcxena 
xeli, erotis frTebi, ariadnas marcxena 
fexi (kabis qveS gamoyofili) –  yvelafe-
ri es metyvelebs gakrul da dauxvewav 
xelze.

rac Seexeba B mxares, ra Tqma unda, sa-
qme gvaqvs isev palestras TematikasTan, 
romelic dayvanilia orfigurian kom-
poziciamde: erTmaneTis pirispir mdgo-
mi, qimationSi gaxveuli figurebi, erTm-
neTisaken xelebgawvdilni. maT Soris 
TiTqos raRac svetia aRmarTuli. ori-
ve maTgans axasiaTebs loyaze Savi laqa, 
TiTqos daudevrobiT gamoyvanili piris 
kvali. aseTi laqa FB  jgufs axasiaTebs.

`sveti“ metad daudevradaa gamoyva-
nili, imdenad , rom gansazRvrac ki Zne-
lia, ratom SeiZleba mas `sveti„ vuwo-
doT. cota ufro adreuli periodis  
palestris Tematikian vazebze, sadac 
garkveviT aris warmodgenili detalebi, 
naxatSi gvxvdeba sveti. ase magaliTad, 
boloniaSi, batistinis samarovanze, N 4 sa-
marxSi wiTelfigurul kraterze (zari-
seburze), romlis A mxareze simpoziumia 
gamosaxuli, B mxareze cnobili samfigu-
riani palestras Temaa. aq aRsaniSnavia 
arqiteqturuli detali - doriuli sve-
tis saxiT (es vaza Zv.w. 440-430 ww - iT Ta-
riRdeba) [Rouillard, Verbanck-Piérard 2003:344].

ase rom, Cveni vazis B mxaris or figu-
ras Soris Sverili Tavisuflad SeiZleba 
svetad CaiTvalos, da misi gamoukveTaoba 
naxatis degradirebis  Sedegi unda iyos.

  mogviano periodis kilikebis Sida 
zedapirze xSirad gvxvdeba  svetis ukve 
damcirebuli modeli - `degradirebuli 
sveti“ [Bonet 2003:347].

rac Seexeba WurWlis formas, is kali-
qsiseburia (yvavilis gvirgviniseburi), 
krateris es forma jer kidev Savfiguru-
li teqnikis dros warmoiSva atikur kera-
mikaSi  Zv.w. VI saukuneSi da mis warmoSobas 
didi vazaTmxatvris, eqsekesiasis saxels 
miaweren. Tumc krateris am formam gaZlo 
wiTelfiguruli teqnikis dasasrulamde 
[Sparkes, Tallcot 1970:54-63].

paraleluri masalis mixedviT Tu 
vimsjelebT, naxati da forma gvaZlevs 
imis saSualebas, rom es vaza Zv.w. IV sau-
kunis 40-iani wlebiT davaTariRoT.
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2004 wlis savele sezonis dros Tre-
ligorebis namosaxlaris erT-erTi sa-
Tavsos nangrevebSi, ufro zustad am sa-
TavsoSi misi ngrevis dros Cavardnil 
fenaSi, aRmoCnda maxvilisa Tu satevris 
qarqaSis Zvlis buniki, romlis orive 
gverdze e.w. skviTuri cxovelsaxovani 
stiliT Sesrulebuli cxovelebis figu-
rebia gamosaxuli.

buniki Zvlis mTliani naWrisganaa ga-
moTlili da aqvs metad uCveulo moyva-
niloba, romelic ori formis kombini-
rebis Sedegad aris miRebuli: brtyel, 
wagrZelebul naxevarelifsur formas 
asimetriulad ebmis naxevarwriuli mo-
xazulobis daboloeba. nivTi Signidan 
qarqaSis wveris formis Sesabamisad aris 
amoRaruli, zeda nawilSi erT xazze gan-
lagebuli ori gamWoli naxvreti aqvs 
tyavis an xis (ufro es iqneboda tyavga-
dakruli xe) safuZvelze misamagreblad. 
misi sigrZe 6 sm-ia, udidesi sigane – 3,5 
sm. nivTi dazianebulia, momtvreuli aqvs 
erTi gverdis mcire nawili da meoris 
TiTqmis mTeli zeda monakveTi. 

bunikis formas mTlianad moicavs da-
bal  reliefSi Sesrulebuli kompozicia. 
mis orive gverdze amokveTilia e.w.kati-
seburi mtaceblis ori urTierT dapiris-
pirebuli figura. cxovelebi warmodge-
nilia profilSi, isini wvanan specifikur 
garTxmul pozaSi, moxril TaTebze, buni-
kis TiTo gverdze ori urTierTdapiris-
pirebuli figura saxiT erTimeorisken 
da zurgiT bunikis grZivi kideebisken.

aRqmis gasaioleblad aRwerisas Seda-
rebiT dauzianebeli mxare movixsenioT, 
rogorc А gverdi, xolo nakluli sapi-
rispiro mxare, rogorc В gverdi (tab. I).

yvelaze srulad SemorCenilia А gver-
dis marcxena nawilze gamosaxuli figu-
ra. esaa adreskviTur maneraSi Sesrule-
buli, e.w. katisebri mtaceblis Zlier 
stilizebuli gamosaxuleba; cxovelis 
Tavs bunikis zeda marcxena kuTxe ukavia, 
is gamosaxulia or rigad ganTavsebuli 
reliefuri formebis saxiT: zeda rigze 
bunikis zeda kidis gaswvriv erT xazze 
ganlagebulia yuri (esaa mrgvali relie-
furi forma SuaSi CaWrili samkuTxediT), 
Tvali (reliefuri rgoli SuaSi Rrma 

wertiliT) da drunCi (reliefuri or-
magi lilvaki SuaSi Rrmad CaWrili sam-
kuTxediT). meore rigSi isev erT rigadaa 
Camwkrivebuli loya (mrgvali amozne-
qilobis saxiT) da yba (romelic e.w. Sua-
ze gaWrili gulisebri formisaa SuaSi 
samkuTxa CaRrmavebiT); da ai aq vxvdebiT 
ybisken wveriT mimarTul detals – es 
ukve meore, marjvena cxovelis drunCia, 
romelsac mosdevs Tvali – SemorCenilia 
mxolod reliefuri rgolis nawili, da 
drunCs qvemoT yba – analogiuri marcxe-
na cxovelis ybisa. aklia yuri da, albaT, 
loya. gamodis, rom marjvena cxovelis 
Tavi marcxenas drunCis qveS Sedis da 
amdenad figurebis dapirispirebuloba 
asimetriulia. 

bevrad ufro dazianebulia bunikis 
meore mxare В: TiTqmis mTlianadaa mote-
xili misi zeda nawili, sadac gamosaxuli 
iqneboda orive figuris Tavebi da wina 
TaTebi; SerCenilia ukana TaTebi da kude-
bi. oTxive figuris TaTebi gacveTilia, 
magram Cans, rom isini erT xazzea ganTa-
vsebuli, saxsrebSi moxril mdgomareo-
baSi; naTlad ikiTxeba maTi e.w. rgoluri 
daboloebani – momrgvalebuli forma 
SuaSi CaRrmavebiT. 

rac Seexeba kudebs – yovel figuras 
gansxvavebuli moyvanilobis kudi aqvs: А 
gverdis marcxena cxovelis grZeli kudi 
miemarTeba muclis gaswvriv cxovelis 
korpusis paralelurad, Tavisi e.w. rgo-
luri daboloebiT ybas ebjineba da am 
gverds or nawilad yofs. amave А gverdis 
marjvena figuris kudi, marcxenisgan gan-
sxvavebiT, qvemoTaa daSvebuli, is bunikis 
kidis konturs miuyveba, narnarad gada-
dis bunikis qveda asimetriul detalze 
da rgoluri daboloebiT uxvevs. uCveu-
lo suraTs vakvirdebiT bunikis meore, В 
mxareze:B misi Sua nawili dazianebulia da 
isea Sewepebuli, rom detalebis xazebi 
darRveulia; am gverdis marjvena figu-
ris SedarebiT ukeT daculi konturebis 
mixedviT iseTi STabeWdileba iqmneba, 
TiTqos am figuris kuds aqvs gantoteba 
– erTi miemarTeba zeviT, cxovelis tanis 
gaswvriv, meore ki, zemoT ganxiluli А 
gverdis figuris kudis msgavsad, bunikis 
qveda naxevarwriul nawilze gadadis. aR-
saniSni dagvrCa В gverdis marcxena cxo-

marine fircxalava

Zvlis buniki Trelis namosaxlaridan
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velis kudi – mokle, kauWismagvari wveriT.
katiseburi mtaceblis gamosaxva sa-

tevris an maxvilis qarqaSis bunikze ad-
reskviTur xelovnebaSi kargadaa cnobi-
li (igulisxmeba Zv.w. VII saukunis meore 
naxevari da Zv.w. VI s). miuxedavad amisa, 
arc bunikis formas, da arc masze gamosa-
xul kompozicias, skviTuri tipis buni-
kebs Soris zusti analogia ar eZebneba, 
paralelurad, Treligorebis buniki 
skviTuri cxovelsaxovani stilis xelo-
vnebisaTvis specifikuri elementebis 
erTgvari nakrebia, romlis yoveli Se-
madgeneli sxvadasxva SeTavsebiTa da va-
riaciebiT kargadaa cnobili katiseburi 
mtaceblis adreskviTur gamosaxulebebs 
Soris [Шкурко 1969: 32-35]. Trelis bunikze 
TiTqmis ar aris elementi, romelic ucxo 
iqneboda adreskviTuri manerisaTvis e.w. 
kelermes–zivies, an gnebavT, kavkasiur–
winaaziur stadiaze. gansakuTrebul yu-
radRebas ipyrobs sruli Tanxvedra Tre-
ligorebis bunikis mtaceblis Tavsa da 
kelermesis Zvlis e.w. gamanawilebel asx-
mulaze gamosaxul cxovelis Tavs Soris 
(tab. II, 6); maT aaxloebs saerTo sqema _ 
orive cxovelis Tavi Sedgeba or rigad, 
da erTi da imave TanamimdevrobiT, ganTa-
vsebuli identuri formebisagan  [Галанина 
1997: tab. 16, 259; Иванчик 2001: sur. 34, 1].

nivTis formis Sesaxeb unda iTqvas, 
rom wagrZelebuli korpusi ar aris da-
maxasiaTebeli adreskviTuri qarqaSis 
bunikebisaTvis, romelTa umravlesobas, 
aqvs e.w. naxevarovaluri moyvaniloba 
(tab. II, 1-5). wagrZelebulia karmir–blu-
ris Zvlis buniki (tab. II, 14), romelTanac 
Treligorebis buniks aaxloebs rogorc 
faqtura, ise Sesrulebis manera _ esaa 
Rrmad CaWrili detalebi yurebis, Tva-
lebis, ybis, TaTebisa da kudebis dabo-
loebebis centralur nawilebSi; aseve 
teqnikuri detali – gamWoli naxvretebi, 
safuZvelze misamagreblad gankuTvnili     
[Пиотровский  1970: sur. 96]. 

rac Seexeba bunikis qveda, gafar-
Toebul nawils, romelmac gansazRvra 
bunikis Taviseburi forma, unda iTqvas, 
rom misi konturi Tanxvdeba faskaus 
cnobili brinjaos bunikis Sverilis mo-
yvanilobas     [Ильинская, Тереножкин 1983: 
45, sur. 3] (tab. II, 13) da es aris jerjero-
biT Treligorebis bunikis formis er-
TaderTi analogia. amave dros faskaus 
brinjaos buniks Treligorebis nimuSTan 
masze gamosaxuli katiseburi mtaceblis 
figuris arsebobis faqtic aaxloebs. 
axla yuradReba mivaqcioT imas, rom qve-

daSvebuli kudebis daboloebebi Tre-
ligorebis figurebze moTavsebulia 
bunikis qveda detalis swored im nawil-
Si, sadac faskaus brinjaos bunikis Sve-
rilze vxedavT frinvelis Tavis sqema-
tur gamosaxulebas. kudis es rgoluri 
daboloeba Treligorebis bunikze amave 
dros mogvagonebs e.w. damatebiT ele-
ments katiseburi mtaceblis figurebze 
– saxeldobr, frinvelis Tavs didi Tva-
liT, rasac mravlad vxvdebiT adreskvi-
Turi xelovnebis nimuSebze [Маисурадзе, 
Пирцхалава 2011:71-77]; kudis es rgoluri 
daboloeba ukve zivies stadiaze Cndeba 
Caxveuli maryuJis saxiT (tab. II, 7, 9, 12), 
romelic skviTur xelovnebaSi rgolad 
Camoyalibdeba; es elementi – pirobiTi 
rgoli – zog SemTxvevaSi frinvelis Ta-
vad gardaiqmneba, ori mimarTulebiT: 
rgoli gaazrebulia, rogorc mtacebeli 
frinvelis Tvali, an Caxveuli maryuJi 
transformirdeba frinvelis niskartad 
(tab. III, 15). orive SemTxvevaSi es frinve-
lia. dasaSvebi mgonia, rom Treligorebis 
bunikis es rgolic gaazrebulia, rogorc 
Tvali da rogorc kudis bolo erTdrou-
lad; Tu es misaRebia, maSin saxezea skvi-
Turi xelovnebisTvis specifikuri e.w. 
`zoomorfuli gardasaxvis” magaliTi, 
rodesac cxovelis sxeulis erT–erTi 
elementi amave dros sxva arsebis tanis 
sxva nawils warmoadgens.

Treligorebis bunikis ZiriTadi Ta-
visebureba mdgomareobs misi figurebis 
pozasa da kompoziciaSi: Cvens winaSea 
katiseburi mtaceblebis adreskviTur 
maneraSi Sesrulebuli antiTezuri ga-
mosaxulebani, romlebic warmodgenilia 
damaxasiaTebel ganrTxmul pozaSi, mo-
xril TaTebze. kompoziciisa da pozis 
msgavsi SeTavseba adreskviTur siZvele-
Ta Soris ar gvxvdeba. rac Seexeba calke 
kompozicias – anu dapirispirebul figu-
rebs, skviTuri stiliT gadmocemuli es 
sqema qarqaSis bunikebze metad iSviaTia. 
kelermesisa da melgunovis saparado aki-
nakebis qarqaSebis bunikebze urTierTda-
pirispirebuli lomebi tradiciuli asu-
ro–urartuli stiliTaa warmodgenili 
[Черненко 1980: 24, sur. 12, 15; Погребова, 
Раевский 1992: 110]. CvenTvis saintere-
so kompozicias, Sesrulebuls skviTur 
stilSi, Cven vxvdebiT zivies koleqciis 
cnobil oqros bunikze (tab. II, 12) – es 
aris ori urTierTdapirispirebuli 
figuris Zlier stilizebuli gamosaxu-
leba  [Погребова, Раевский 1992: sur. 1,  ж], 
da aseve ukve naxsenebi karmir bluris 
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Zvlis bunikze, sadac mtaceblis moxri-
li figura gaazrebulia, rogorc anti-
Tezuri wyvilis Taviseburi gadmocema. 
ase rom Treligorebis buniki mesamea bu-
nikebis im mcirericxovan seriaSi, sadac 
heraldikuri kompozicia skviTuri cxo-
velsaxovani stiliTaa Sesrulebuli. 

axla rac Seexeba cxovelTa pozas. e.w. 
ganrTxmuli poza (rac gulisxmobs, rom 
cxoveli wevs mucelze, moxril TaTebze) 
skviTuri cxovelsaxovani repertua-
ris kargad cnobili motivia. am sqemis 
metyveli nimuSebia katiseburi mtaceb-
lis gamosaxulebebi malgobekis Zvlis 
danis tarze  [Виноградов 1972:160, sur. 
7, 6] (tab. III, 18), darevkis Zvlis kovzze 
[Погребова, Раевский 1992: sur. 5, б] (tab. 
III, 17), Jurovkis brinjaos nalisebur 
saganze [Ильинская, Тереножкин 1983:257; 
Погребова, Раевский 1992: 96-97, sur. 5, а] 
(tab. III, 16). amave dros Treligorebis bu-
nikis figurebi pozis mxriv did siaxlo-
ves avlenen zivies e.w. skviTuri plastis 
cxovelebTan (tab. II, 7-11). maTgan CvenT-
vis gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs Ti-
xis WurWlis yuri (tab. II, 8), dawyvile-
buli cxovelebis saxiT warmodgenili 
[Погребова, Раевский 1992: sur. 1, е]; masze, 
Treligorebis cxovelebis msgavsad, he-
raldikuri wyvili ganrTxmul pozaSia 
gamosaxuli; garda pozis da kompoziciis 
am iSviaTi SeTavsebisa, WurWlis saxe-
lurze gamosaxul cxovelebs aqvT ise-
Tive grZeli, muclis gaswvriv cxovelis 
korpusis paralelurad mimarTuli kudi, 
rogoric aqvs Treligorebis or kati-
sebur mtacebels. ase rom zivies WurW-
lis saxelurSi Tavmoyrilia is niSnebi, 
romlebic gansazRvraven Treligorebis 
gamosaxulebis Taviseburebas.

axla Cven mivuaxlovdiT im sakiTxs, 
risTvisac dagvWirda aseTi detaluri 
analizi; kargadaa cnobili, rom araerTi 
Teoria arsebobs zogadad skviTuri cxo-
velsaxovani stilis, da konkretulad ka-
tiseburi mtaceblis motivis sawyisebis 
Sesaxeb. am mosazrebebs Soris gamovyofdi 
erTs, romlis mixedviT adreskviTuri xe-
lovneba Zlieraa damokidebuli ZvelaR-
mosavlur saxeebze da motivebze, saxel-
dobr, luristanis animalisturi saxeebis 
repertuarze. es hipoTeza gamyarebulia 
maria pogrebovas da dimitri raevskis 
bolo naSromebSi konkretuli saxeebis 
da xerxebis detaluri Seswavlis safuZ-
velze [Погребова, Раевский 1992: 96-98, 101-
104, 159-161]; da ai, am konteqstSi, Cven 
vikvlevT buniks, romelSic Tavmoyrilia 

niSnebi, romlebic met damajereblobas 
matebs am hipoTezas.

pirvel rigSi es aris ganrTxmuli 
pozisa da antiTezuri kompoziciis Se-
Tavseba, rac iSviaTia skviTur Zeglebze 
da farTod aris warmodgenili lurista-
nis xelovnebaSi: Cven mas mravlad vxvde-
biT brinjaos qinZisTavebze (Zv.w. VIII-VII 
ss) [Bronzes du Luristan 2008: 135, #119-121], 
rgolur saybeurebze (tab. IV, 22-24) da 
e.w. kerpebis gamosaxulebebze (Zv.w. I 
aTaswleulis pirveli naxevari) [Bronzes 
du Luristan 2008: 108, ## 64, 174, 183, 185]; es 
TaTebze gawolili cxovelebi, rogorc 
wesi, Seadgenen antiTezur kompozicias. 
sayuradReboa, rom am mwoliare figu-
rebs luristanis rgolisebur nivTebze, 
Treligorebis cxovelebis msgavsad, 
aqvT vertikaluri agebuleba. 

kidev erTxel davubrundeT Treligo-
rebis cxovelebis qvedaSvebul kudebs – 
adreskviTur Zeglebze msgavsi sqema ar 
aris cnobili. maTi moyvaniloba (gansxva-
vebuli stilis miuxedavad) Zalian hgavs 
luristanis e.w. brinjaos kerpebze (tab. 
IV, 19-21) warmodgenili kompoziciebis ka-
tiseburi mtaceblebis kudebis modeli-
rebas [Bronzes du Luristan 2008: ## 175, 177, 
178, 182, 183]; maTi qvedaSvebuli kudebis 
konturi maryuJiseburad Caxveuli kuwu-
boTi sruliad Tanxvdeba Treligorebis 
figurebis kudebs; SeiZleba vivaraudoT, 
rom aq saqme gvaqvs formaTwarmoqmnis 
ideis dasesxebasTan. adre vTqvi, rom da-
saSvebia Treligorebis qvedaSvebuli ku-
debis rgoluri daboloebis frinvelis 
Tvalad gaazreba. Tu misaRebia es varau-
di, maSin Cven SegviZlia movitanoT unika-
luri analogiuri motivi luristanidan 
(tab. IV, 21): brinjaos e.w. kerpebis seriaSi 
aris erTi nimuSi, sadac dapirispirebu-
li katiseburi mtaceblebis daSvebuli 
kudebis orive kuwubo frinvelis Tavebis 
saxiTaa gaformebuli [Bronzes du Luristan 
2008: 182, #179]; Tanac am Tavebis modeli-
reba Zireulad gansxvavdeba im e.w. mamle-
bis Tavebisagan (tab. IV, 25), romlebic 
ase xSirad gvxvdeba luristanis brin-
jaos nakeTobebis katiseburi mtaceblis 
figurebze da mogvagonebs ukve naxsenebi 
Jurovkas naliseburi nivTis figuris ku-
dis boloze gamosaxuli frinvelis Tavs 
(tab. III, 16); swored cxovelis am figura-
Si xedavdnen m. pogrebova da d. raevski 
rogorc zivies da sakuTriv skviTuri 
wris mxatvruli maneris maxasiaTeblebs, 
aseve niSnebs, romlebic am gamosaxule-
bas luristanis mtaceblebTan aaxloebs 
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[Погребова, Раевский 1992: 96-98]. 
da bolos, Sevecdebi avxsna Treligo-

rebis bunikze gamosaxuli cxovelebis 
grZeli, muclis gaswvriv mimarTuli ku-
debis mniSvneloba: kudi am bunikze erT–
erTi arsebiTi detalia; am nivTze Cven 
vxedavT mis xuT gamosaxulebas (tab. I), 
radgan A gverdis marjvena figuris kuds 
aqvs ori gantoteba; iqmneba STabeWdile-
ba, rom aq qvedaSvebuli kudis arsebobis 
pirobebSi aucilebeli gaxda urTierT-
dapirispirebuli cxovelebis gamijvna; 
es ki imas unda niSnavdes, rom aq Tavise-
buradaa gadmocemuli samnawiliani anti-
Tezuri kompozicia, romlis centraluri 
elementia grZeli kudi, flankirebuli 
mtaceblis ori figuriT. 

aq uadgilo ar iqneba movuxmoT d. ra-
evskis Teorias, romelsac araerTi mim-
devari hyavs, romlis Tanaxmad skviTuri 
cxovelsaxovani stili azrobrivi fun-
qciis matarebelia dekoratiulTan er-
Tad; es aris niSanTa simboluri sistema, 
romelsac safuZvlad udevs saxeebis na-
krebi; es aris miTologiuri azrovnebis 
Sedegi, erTgvari zoomorfuli kodi, 
gamosaxulebiTi teqstebi, romlebic wa-
kiTxvas saWiroebs [Раевский 1985: 77, 122]. 
konkretulad katiseburi mtaceblis 
motivi da misi stabiluri kavSiri buni-
kebTan ki, unda savsebiT Seesabamebodes 
cxovelsaxovani stilis matarebelTa 
moTxovnebs. ase rom Treligorebis buni-
kis momxmarebeli, Tu Semqmneli ostati, 
uTuod flobda codnas am ”kodis” Sesaxeb.

rogorc vxedavT, Trelis Zvlis buniki 
mravalmxrivi informaciis Semcvelia. is 
skviTuri cxovelsaxovani stilis xelov-
nebis yvelaze popularuli motivis – ka-
tiseburi mtaceblis – gamosaxulebiani 
erT–erTi uadresi nivTia, adreskviTu-
ri maneriT Sesrulebuli, romelic ama-
ve dros Seicavs dasesxebul formebs da 
motivebs, romlebic mxolod am stilisa 
da xedvebis Sesabamisad aris gadamuSave-
buli; da am niSnebis gamo is mniSvnelovan 
adgils ikavebs skviTuri cxovelsaxo-
vani stilis formirebisa da evoluciis 
procesSi.    
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gasagebi mizezebis gamo ukanasknel wlebSi afxazeTSi gamosuli istoriul-arqe-
ologiuri samecniero literatura xelmiuwvdomeli an naklebad xelmisawvdomia 
qarTveli specialistebisTvis. isic unda aRiniSnos, rom sakuTriv afxazeTSi aseTi 
saxis publikaciebi xSiri ar aris da yoveli axali monografia afxazi mecnierebisT-
vis aRiqmeba mniSvnelovan movlenad. 

istoriis mecnierebaTa kandidati, prof.  alik gabelia cnobili afxazi arqeolo-
gia. igi amJamad aris afxazeTis saxelmwifo universitetis istoriis fakultetis 
dekani da arqeologiur gaTxrebs ZiriTadad soxumSi awarmoebs.

recenzia

alik gabelia _ afxazeTi winareantikur da antikur epoqaSi

2014 wlis bolos afxazeTis saxel. universitetis istoriis, arqeologiisa da eT-
nologiis kaTedram gamosca misi sqeltaniani (500 gverdiani) wigni `afxazeTi winar-
eantikur da antikur epoqaSi” (sur.1). wignis ZiriTadi nawili rusul enazea, aseve 
warmodgenilia cxra samecniero moxseneba inglisur enaze. 

wigni Sedgeba oTxi nawilisgan. pirveli nawili eZRvneba afxazeTis winare antikuri 
xanis arqeologiis Seswavlas. aRniSnuli nawili Sedgeba oTxi Tavisgan da Tanmim-
devrulad ganxilulia afxazeTis teritoriaze kolxuri kulturis Zeglebis Seswav-
lis istoria, Zv.w. II-I aTaswleulebis pirveli naxevris namosaxlarebis topografia, 
gegmareba da mSeneblobis teqnika, kolxuri kulturis keramika da gvianbrinjao-ad-
rerkinis xanis meurneobis ZiriTadi dargebi. 

meore nawilSi dioskuriis magaliTze ganxilulia afxazeTis adreantikuri xanis 
arqeologiis ZiriTadi sakiTxebi. wignis es nawili ZiriTadad moicavs or ganyofile-
bas, sadac avtoris mier Seswavlilia Zveli berZnuli kolonizaciis problemebi afx-
azeTSi da dioskuriis istoriisa da arqeologiis umTavresi sakiTxebi. iseTebi, rog-
orebicaa: dioskuriis Seswavlis istoria; werilobiTi wyaroebi da qalaqis daarsebis 
dro; dioskuriis materialuri kultura; dioskuria elinistur xanaSi; dioskuriis 
ekonomikuri viTareba da dioskuria miTridates omebis epoqaSi. 

wignis mesame nawilSi warmodgenilia avtoris mier sxvadasxva wlebSi saerTaSori-
so samecniero konferenciebze wakiTxuli moxsenebebi, romlebic exeba Zveli soxumis 
(dioskuria-sebastopolisis) arqeologiuri Seswavlis problemebsa da sxvadasxva 
sakiTxebs.  

gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia wignis meoTxe nawili, romelSic gaerTianebulia qa-
laq soxumsa da soxumis cixeze 1999-2007 wlebSi avtoris xelmZRvanelobiT Catareb-
uli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis samecniero angariSebi (ix. sur. 2), sadac detaluradaa 

sur.1 sur.2
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gadmocemuli uaxlesi arqeologiuri aRmoCenebis Sesaxeb. wignis es nawili miTufro 
mniSvnelovania im realobis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom CvenTvis xelmiuwvdomelia infor-
maciebi afxazeTis uaxlesi arqeologiuri aRmoCnebis Sesaxeb da es gamocema namd-
vilad dagvexmareba dazustebuli informaciis miRebis saqmeSi.     

aqve unda iTqvas isic, rom wigni gamocemulia maRal poligrafiul doneze da uxvad 
aris ilustrirebuli Sav-TeTri da feradi tabulebiTa da maRali xarisxis fotoebiT.

bunebrivia, mcire sarecenzio werilSi dawvrilebiT ver ganvixilav am sqeltanian 
wignSi gamoTqmul yvela mosazrebas Tu Sexedulebas. Tumca, aucileblad misasalmebe-
lia avtoris pozicia, rodesac igi obieqturad aRniSnavs qarTveli mkvlevarebis rols 
da damsaxurebas afxazeTis gvianbrinjao-antikuri xanis arqeologiuri Zeglebis 
gamovlenisa da mecnieruli Seswavlis saqmeSi. cxadia, yvelamaTgans aq ver CamovTv-
liT, magram minda aRvniSnoT, rom al. gabelias naSromSi daviwyebuli ar aris arc erTi 
im arqeologis Rvawli, romlebsac Tundac erTi samecniero statia mainc gamoucia  
afxazeTis Zv.w. II-I aTaswleulis arqeologiis ama Tu im sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT. Y   

ra Tqma unda, avtoris mier gamoTqmuli mosazrebebi zogierT SemTxvevaSi sakama-
Toa da maTi gaziarebac gaWirdeba. gansakuTrebiT es exeba kolxeTis samefos genezi-
sis problemas Tu berZnuli kolonizaciis calkeul sakiTxebs, sadac batoni gabelia 
imeorebs afxazur istoriografiaSi iu. voronovisa da sxva arqeologebis mier dam-
kvidrebul Sexedulebebs, romlebic isedac cnobilia dainteresebuli mkiTxvelisT-
vis da maTze sityvas aRar gavagrZeleb. 

saerTod, afxazur istoriografiaSi myarad damkvidrda Sexeduleba, romlis 
Tanaxmadac Zv.w. VI saukunidan dasavleT saqarTvelos teritoriaze kolxeTis same-
fos arseboba aris mxolod miTi da aranairad ar mtkicdeba arqeologiuri monace-
mebiT da werilobiTi wyaroebis cnobebiT. am SemTxvevaSi, a. gabelia cdilobs e.w. 
`oqrosSualedis” gamonaxvas da garkveulwilad iziarebs a. boltunovas mosazrebas 
imasTan dakavSirebiT, rom Tu kolxeTis samefo marTla arsebobda, misi Crdilo-
dasavleTi teritoria ar moicavda Tanamedrove soxumis (dioskuriis) sanaxebs da am 
mileTur kolonias araferi hqonda saerTo kolxeTis samefosTan. 

SesaZlebelia aseve naklebad gasaziarebeli iyos avtoriseuli Sexeduleba gieno-
sis, fasisisa da dioskuriis berZnul qalaqebad gamocxadebis Taobaze. am SemTxveva-
Sic TiTqmis sruliad ugulvebelyofilia oT. lorTqifaniZis mosazreba aRmosavleT 
SavizRvispireTSi berZnuli kolonizaciis Taviseburi xasiaTisa da emporionebis ar-
sebobis Sesaxeb. aqve isic aucileblad unda aRiniSnos, rom jer kidev vanis cnobili 
simpoziumebis dros qarTvel,  rus  da afxaz arqeologebs Soris cxare kamaTi da po-
lemika mimidinareobda swored aRniSnuli problemebis irgvliv da bunebrivia, rom am  
SemTxvevaSi afxazi arqeologis mosazrebebi ar gamoirCeva originaluri xasiaTiT da 
erTgvari gagrZelebaa im tendenciebisa, rac esoden popularuli Teza iyo jerkidev 
sabWoTa kavSiris droindel rus da afxaz arqeologebs Soris.   

amis miuxedavad cxadia, rom b-n alik gabelias wigni “afxazeTi winareantikur da an-
tikur epoqaSi” sayuradRebo gamocemaa da eWvsgareSea, rom igi mniSvnelovani siaxle 
iqneba im qarTveli mecnierebisTvisac, romlebic ikvleven afxazeTis Zv.w. II-I aTas-
wleulebis istorias da arqeologias. miTumetes, rom is aris mravali siaxlis Sem-
cveli da Zveli kolxeTis arqeologiis ara erTi problema ganxilulia siRrmiseu-
lad da argumentirebulad. wigni sakmaod sainteresod ikiTxeba da dainteresebuli 
mkiTxveli masSi aRmoaCens misTvis saintereso ara erT sakiTxs. 

sarecenzio naSromi kidev erTxel adasturebs im WeSmaritebas, rom afxazeTis is-
toriisa da arqeologiis calkeuli Tu fundamenturi problemebis kvleva-Zieba Seu-
Zlebelia saqarTvelos istoriis safuZvliani codnisa da qarTveli istorikosebisa 
da arqeologebis naSromebis gaTvaliswinebis gareSe; iseve rogorc sakuTriv saqa-
rTvelos istoriis Seswavla ver moxdeba afxazeTis konteqstisgan mowyvetilad da 
Sesabamisad, qarTvel mkvlevarebsac marTebT afxazeTis arqeologiuri viTarebis 
safuZvliani codna. am kuTxiT ki warmodgenili monografia sworedac rom Zalian 
saWiro da sasargeblo publikaciaa. 

Cemi mxridan vulocav aRniSnuli wignis gamocemas afxaz kolegas da vusurveb mo-
maval warmatebebs. 

                                                                         ist. doqtori  zurab  bragvaZe.
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Natela Jabua 

QUESTIONS OF SUCCESSION IN THE PRE-CHRISTIAN AND  
EARLY MEDIEVAL ARCHITECTURE OF GEORGIA

The spread of Christianity occurred in different countries in different historical and cultural 
stages of their development. Consequently, each of them has taken their own way of master-
ing and coping with the new tasks in all areas, including architecture. From this point of view, 
it would be interesting to consider the example of Georgia and demonstrate interrelation be-
tween the pre-Christian (4th century BC - 3rd century AD) and the early medieval (4th-7th cent.) 
architecture.  In the present paper, we are going to discuss only some questions of this difficult 
and multi-aspect topic.

Georgia is a country of ancient civilization, where the process of origin and evolution of ar-
chitecture dates back to the Period of Early Agricultural Culture (6th-4th millennia, BC). The favor-
able geographical and climatic conditions, the existence of a variety of construction materials 
provided necessary conditions for the continuous development of architecture on this territory. 
Lots of dwellings, burial mounds, megalithic fortreses, dolmens of various types and structures 
of some other purpose of use are found as a result of archaeological excavations. Although the 
state of preservation does not allow to present their architectural design in full, they still make it 
possible to create a general picture of the development of construction for thousands of years.

 More information about the historical and political situation and the varied factual material is 
available to us from the second half of the 1st millennium BC. The data on the pre-Christian archi-
tectural monuments in Georgia confirm the presence of the epoch-specific advanced architec-
tural innovations, methods, and means which is indicative of quite high levels of development of 
architecture. Following Georgia’s conversion to Christianity in the 4th century, starts the qualita-
tively new stage in terms of historical, political, ideological or socioeconomic development – the 
early Middle Ages. It is associated with fundamental changes in different areas of culture and 
art, including architecture. In order to cope with new tasks in architecture, it was necessary to 
use new approaches and forms and introduce new rules. All of this should have been necessarily 
based on the current potential. Therefore, the point is to discuss the aforesaid questions so that 
to display the matters related to succession in a better way. 

It should be noted that, due to the geopolitical location of Georgia, one of the distinctive 
characteristics of its culture is the ability to absorb and process new information that has been 
developed for centuries as a result of continuous communication with the outer world. From this 
point of view, the possibilities provided by the multi-vector relationship in different epochs have 
had a beneficial impact on the development of culture and art. It enabled to use in architecture 
modern technical or architectural innovations, which was of great importance for maintaining a 
fairly high level of development. This feature was well demonstrated at the time of the adoption 
of Christianity when the requirements of the new religion were rapidly perceived. It is evidenced 
by the nature of architectural and artistic solutions of early churches and the construction of 
such a high-profile monument as Bolnisi Sioni (5th) or Mtskheta Jvari (end of 6th beginning of 7th 
cent.). It is also remarkable that Georgia had been in harmony with the process of formation of 
Christian architecture unlike the countries (e.g. Kiev’s Russia, Serbia), who adopted Christianity 
after centuries and shared from Byzantium well-developed architectural types or separate forms 
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and approaches. Thus, the fact itself, that the tasks of the new stage have been handled simul-
taneously and at a high level, can be interpreted as a demonstration of appropriate experience 
and inherited ability.

Apart from the above-mentioned historical and cultural features specific for Georgia, the com-
mon properties are observed when comparing the architecture of pre-Christian and early Medi-
eval epochs, both in approach to important architectural issues and in the use of individual forms 
and methods. 

As it is known, the building materials represent one of the most important components of 
the architecture. They define as the peculiarity of the structure, as their appearance and artistic 
expression. Georgia is characterized by the diversity of building materials. The use of a variety of 
stone dressing methods is observed in the pre-Christian era for different kinds of rock (sledged 
stone, finely or roughly processed quadrels, rusticated stone and boulder stone) as well as dif-
ferent settings (dry, dowel, adhesive mortar, etc.). All of this evidence good skill in respect of 
the use of these materials characterized by durable technical parameters and, at the same time, 
well suited for decorations. Thus, it is obvious that by the early Middle Ages there had been the 
broad experience of construction with the use of stone materials which was applied to resolve 
the challenges of this epoch. In the early Middle Ages stone was the main material for building 
various structures, including the churches. The wall structure, along with some of the construc-
tion methods has been altered through modification of the old mode and in accordance with 
the new challenges. 

It is noteworthy that in this period the stone material replaced mud brick, which had been 
used in Georgia since the Early Agriculture Period. One of the reasons for this was the exten-
sive spread of lime mortar. The walls of raw brick were constructed in the pre-Christian times 
(e.g. Dedoplis Mindori) or raw brick on stone foundation or stone walls (such as the Tsikhiagora, 
Armaztsikhe), while from the early centuries mud brick becomes less common and this building 
material is almost no longer used since the early Middle Ages. 

The woodwork was widely spread especially in West Georgia. Colchis has always been distin-
guished for rich forests as it is indicated back in the works of Ancient Greek authors. The dwell-
ing houses and defense structures were built of wood. It is noteworthy, that Vitruvius especially 
focuses on the description of the houses in Colchis in his famous DE ARCHITECTURA (Vitruvius, 
II.I.4). The so-called Jargvali-type log-houses, round log and log and plaster structures are ob-
served as in pre-Christian, as in early Middle Ages and thereafter [Gamkrelidze 2002: 111-121].  
Hence the construction of dwelling houses suited to local conditions has been continuously 
maintained through centuries.

 The roofing of the structures with clay tiles was introduced in the pre-Christian period. It is 
remarkable, that the use of the tiles continued up to the Middle Ages. The size and some details 
changed but the way of using clay tile roofing in buildings remained. 

Thus, the great experience of construction by stone or wooden materials accumulated in the 
pre-Christian period, and the possession of the appropriate methods and means had become 
the basis for the successful solution of new challenges in the early Middle Ages. 

Despite the poor state of preservation of the buildings of pre-Christian times, scarce informa-
tion about their architectural types, it is possible to identify certain information not only of con-
struction materials and a number of structural modes but of the architectural forms and plans 
of the buildings. This gives the possibility of defining the repertory of architectural forms at the 
beginning of the early Christian times, which could be used when fulfilling new tasks.
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In the architecture of pre-Christian era we can observe the buildings with supports (e.g. the 
Armaztsikhe six-column building, the Dedoplis Mindori church, Vani church and others), rock 
foundations and capitals are also preserved (e.g.: Vani, Shiomghvime, Tsikhiagora, etc.), as well as 
the buildings with the apses (e.g. Armaztsikhe, Dzalisa) and vaulted roofing (Mtskheta entomb-
ment). These architectural forms discovered in different parts of Georgia as a result of archaeo-
logical excavations are saying a lot since they are indicative of their wide distribution in early 
Christian times.

The results of archaeological discovery in eastern and western Georgia allow us to talk about 
the widespread use of supports with stone capitals and bases. Unfortunately, no fragments of 
the bodies of the columns have been found. Hence there is an assumption that they were wood-
en. The fact of constructing the buildings with supports both the civil (e.g. the Dzalisa palace) 
and the religious ones (e.g. Tsikhiagora, Dedoplis Mindori, the Vani temple) clearly demonstrates 
understanding of the principles of interrelation of the bearing and carried structures, or the ex-
pansion of internal space of the building with the aid of supports. This experience was brilliantly 
used in the architecture of early Middle Ages, especially in ecclesiastical architecture such as the 
basilicas or in-built cross-type churches. Unlike pre-Christian monuments, the supports in the 
buildings of early Middle Ages are entirely made of stone. There are observed the columns with 
classical capitals, as well as the supports of the cross, rectangular or T-shapes.

  The apse which in the Eastern Christian world was established as the main sacred part of the 
church – the altar was for the first time observed in the ancient Roman architecture. It is note-
worthy that the same is also confirmed in Georgia of the pre-Christian era. A so-called six-apse 
temple was discovered in Armaztsikhe [Nikolaishvili 2011: 28-32]. Of course, no direct connection 
between the aforesaid building and the Christian temples, including the triconchs, tetraconchs, 
or multi-apse temples, is likely, but the fact itself of the existence of the building with the six-apse 
plan is noteworthy.  It should be noted that the building with apses, presumably an administrative 
building [see Bokhochadze 1987: 27] was also discovered in Dzalisa ancient town. The apsidal ar-
rangement is also observed in the central section of Dzalisa big basin’s all four sides.  This form is 
also observed in the Roman baths confirmed in Georgia. As we can see, the method of building an 
apse-shaped structure and including it in the structural arrangement of the building is often used 
in pre-Christian Georgia. These experiences have definitely contributed to the use of apses in the 
temples from the beginning of the early Middle Ages and resulted in a scarcity of the monuments 
with rectangular altars. It is noteworthy that the first domed church dating to the 5th century is 
Manglisi [see Dvali 1974: 67] and is a tetraconch with a four-apse layout. It should be emphasized 
that the main difficulty of constructing apses in the monuments of early Middle Ages was the 
putting up of the conch. Unfortunately, the state of preservation of the monuments of the pre-
Christian era does not allow to establish its existence in the apses (which does not refer to Dzalisa 
Basin), however, the existence of apsidal arrangement at the plan scale is doubtless.

Information about the roofing of the pre-Christian buildings which is one of the most difficult 
and important issues from the architectural and constructive point of view is very limited, as the 
majority of the discovered monuments are preserved at the plan scale. However, in some cases, 
there is a possibility to make assumptions and we can talk about the existence of flattop roof-
ing, while in case of discovering the tiles-about the sloping roofs. In the situation like this, it was 
especially valuable to discover the tomb with very well preserved roof near the Mtskheta Railway 
Station in 1951. The tomb has a semi-circular vault made of sandstone ashlars and gable roof 
covered with tile. This monument dating to the 1st century [see Matiashvili 2016: 35-39] clearly 
demonstrates the spread of vaulted roofing in Georgia and high level of construction activity 
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in Georgia of the pre-Christian era. The so-called caisson hall in Uplistsikhe which is an imita-
tion of vaulted roofing makes this consideration even more credible [see Khakhutaishvili 1965: 
12]. Taking into consideration that the rock-cut structures, as a rule, repeat the well-known and 
widespread forms, the fact of the prevalence of vaulted roofing in Georgia is apparent. This tradi-
tion continued in the early Middle Ages. In this regard, we have more information about church 
structures because they are better preserved. The data about the basilica with three naves is of 
particular interest [Jabua 2009: 57-60]. As it is known, in the western and eastern circles of the 
early Christian times the naves had a timber framing or vaulted roofing. The first type was spread 
in basilicas of both circles, while the second type, the vaulted roofing, is mostly found in the 
eastern circle countries. Among them is Georgia where all the monuments with preserved roofs 
have vaults. Thus, it is quite possible that such a large spread of vaulted roofing in early medieval 
basilicas is associated with the experience of pre-Christian times.

The architectural forms and details of pre-Christian monuments are important not only for 
architectural and artistic aspects but in terms of establishing cultural links [ Kipiani 2000:85-90]. 
From this point of view, the different types of capitals are especially informative [Lezhava 1979: 
9-15]. The discovery of Dorian (Sairkhe), Ionian (Sarkine) or Corinthian (Vani) capitals prove the 
connection with the Antiquity and the use of the order system. On the other hand, the two-
protomai (Tsikhiagora, Vani) and lotus form (Dedoplis Mindori) capitals speak of the existence of 
oriental influence. Apart from the capitals, there are some other details (e.g., acroterium, rain 
drain, fragments of decor, etc.), which confirm pre-Christian Georgia’s close cultural connections 
with and integration into the Hellenistic world. The influence of the Roman architecture is more 
evident [see Gamkrelidze 2012: 183-190], not only in the use of separate details (e.g. caissons) 
and methods but also in the spread of the Roman-type baths. They are constructed in various 
parts of Georgia, which proves the adequate assimilation of this difficult architectural and tech-
nical system.

 The West-East vector of influence was maintained in the early Middle Ages. The Western, Byz-
antine influence is particularly strong in Western Georgia and is observed as in brickwork (Opus 
mixtum), as in the classical capitals (Bichvinta, Vashnari basilicas), floor mosaic (Bichvinta basilica) 
and other architectural forms and approaches. At the same time, the tradition of centuries-old 
Oriental, particularly Iranian influences, has continued but weakened after the spread of Christi-
anity. At this time, the interest of Iran in Georgia has not decreased, which is reflected in ideologi-
cal and cultural attempts. All of this is reflected in various fields of culture, including architecture. 
In the pre-Christian times, the fire-worship temples in Tsikhiagora [Tskitishvili 2003:11-19], Dedo-
plis Mindori [Gagoshidze 1981:102-115] or Uplistsikhe [Khakhutaishvili 1965:12] showed the full 
effect of the influence, the influence of Sassanian Iran is for instance found in Bolnisi Sioni reliefs 
[Chubinashvili 1940:154-184] in the early Middle Ages.

The trace of Oriental influence is seen in many aspects of Georgian architecture, which is a 
subject of special research and encompasses many interesting points. In this case, it should be 
pointed out that despite the preservation of the oriental influence, Georgia’s conversion to Chris-
tianity had defined more congeniality with the West, especially Byzantine, which was reflected 
in the art and architecture. This is primarily related to ecclesiastical architecture. Thus, Georgia of 
early Middle Ages had continued to exist under the conditions of multi-vector cultural relation-
ship, which always promoted development. This happened in the early Middle Ages which is 
evidenced by the highly artistic monuments built as a result of active creative processes in the 
architecture of that period.      

The monuments of ecclesiastical architecture give the possibility to present the architecture 
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of the early Middle Ages in the best way as they are in a good state of preservation. Therefore, 
there is more data about their typological, architectural, constructive, artistic and expressive is-
sues as compared with dwelling houses, fortifications, or other structures. However, there is no 
doubt that the secular architecture contains a wide variety of materials.

 The construction of towns in Georgia which dates back to the middle of the 1st millennium 
BC intensively continued in the pre-Christian times. The favorable natural conditions and variety 
of trade routes, the familiarization with the advanced construction approach through Greek and 
later Roman settlements on the Black Sea coast have largely contributed to the process. The re-
sults of archaeological excavations, as well as written sources, confirm the high level of urban life 
in Georgia. Strabo, for instance, writes: “Iberia is largely populated by towns and villages, there 
are tile roofs, houses are arranged architecturally, there are markets and etc.” [Strabo XI, III, 1, 
2]. Mtskheta, Dzalisa, Uplistsikhe, Rustavi, Vani, Shorapani, Bichvinta and many other points there 
have been identified defensive systems, paved streets, civil and religious buildings of various 
purposes. All this highlights the high level of urban development. The epitaph found in Mtskheta 
- “Aureli Akolis, Architect and Chief Painter” - confirms the fact that there was a special position of 
the head of urban development, which evidences the significance of urban development in that 
period of time. It is therefore clear that by early Middle Ages there had been a very large and 
important construction and architectural potential in that field which was applied during the 
construction of new cities in Tbilisi, Ujarma and the others. The tradition of urban planning had 
been actively continued in the early Middle Ages.

 Speaking of the architectural and construction potential in Georgia of the early Middle Ages, 
special attention should be paid to understanding the relationship between the environment 
and internal spacing. The attitude towards these vital topics in Georgia has evolved over the cen-
turies. It had become more orderly in the pre-Christian times and subsequently played a role in 
the formation of the medieval architectural features. The diversity of the landscape of Georgia is 
the factor that had greatly contributed to the actualization of the problem of linking the building 
with the environment and determined the existence of different options. Relevant approaches 
were developed for the residential buildings or for important architectural facilities in the low-
land, highland, narrow gorges, on the sea coast or in other environments. 

The factual material confirms that the importance of selection of a place for settlement has 
been well understood back from the early agriculture period. According to the preserved monu-
ments, it is clear that in the pre-Christian times the location of towns, settlements, or individual 
buildings was calculated and tailored to the peculiarity of the landscapes in view of many aspects. 
This centuries-old experience has become one of the essential features of the medieval Georgian 
architecture and is manifested in various housing sites, as well as in fortifications and monuments 
of religious or urban architecture.

Architecture is an art of creating space, so the nature of the spatial resolution of interior space 
of the building greatly determines its artistic look. It is noteworthy that according to the pre-
served data, a tendency to the centered resolution of planning and internal space is observed 
in the architecture of the pre-Christian era. This approach originates from the old residences 
of  6th-5th millennia and appears as in the pre-Christian dwellings as in fire temples, Armaztsikhe 
six-apse and Vani temples and other buildings. It is noteworthy that in the Middle Ages this 
approach is found in ecclesiastical architecture as well. The three-nave basilicas are illustrative 
examples which in general have an elongated layout. These architectural patterns which are 
spread throughout the Christian world show in Georgia a tendency towards the shortening of 
the west-east axis and space centering [Jabua 2009:264-271]. This peculiarity is definitely related 
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to the local tradition.

Thus, the review of some aspects of the relation of the pre-Christian and early Middle Ages archi-
tecture show that despite the fundamental historical, political or ideological difference, the architec-
ture of Georgia on the eve of the epochs has successfully solved the challenges it faced based on the 
rich experience accumulated through centuries. Individual forms and approaches used in pre-Chris-
tian times have been transformed in accordance with new challenges. Old heritage and traditions 
have become the means of solving the relevant tasks of the early Middle Ages as well as the source 
for maintaining the identity.
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Abstract.

The ruins in the small village of Nokalakevi in Samegrelo, west Georgia, have attracted schol-
arly interest since the first half of the 19th century. They were first excavated in 1930, confirming 
their identification as the remains of the fortress of Archaeopolis mentioned in early Byzantine 
historical sources, and known as Tsikhegoji or ‘the triple-walled fortress’ by the Georgian chroni-
clers. The 40th season of excavation took place in 2015, part of an on-going collaboration be-
tween the Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi, established in 2001, and the S. Janashia 
Museum expedition to Nokalakevi, which started work on the site in 1973. The fortifications en-
close a naturally defensible area of approximately 20ha, with a steep limestone river gorge to 
the north, west and (to a lesser extent) the south, and a hilltop citadel standing more than 200m 
above the lower town. The site has seen human activity since at least the 8th century BC, with 
indications of a much earlier presence in the area. This paper seeks to outline the key results of 
the 40 seasons of excavation, against the backdrop of the shifting political landscape of Georgia.

Introduction.

In 2015 the multi-period site of Nokalakevi in western Georgia hosted its 40th season of exca-
vation. Situated in Samegrelo (Figure 1), 15km from the modern regional capital of Senaki, the 
ancient settlement was an important administrative and/ or military centre of Colchis and its 
successor states from the 8th century BC to the 8th century AD. Most famous today for the stand-
ing remains of the early Byzantine period fortress of Archaeopolis, the site would have com-
manded an important crossing point of the river Tekhuri (Figures 2 and 3), at the junction with a 
valuable strategic route that still winds through the neighbouring hills to Chkhorotsqu in central 
Samegrelo. Nokalakevi-Archaeopolis played a pivotal part in the major wars fought between the 
Byzantines and Sasanians in the South Caucasus during the sixth century AD. It was one of the 
key fortresses guarding Lazika (modern west Georgia) from Sasanian Persian and Iberian (East 
Georgian/ Kartlian) attack, and was part of a complex chain of forts and towers established along 
the northeastern frontier of the Byzantine Empire [Murgulia 2013; Colvin et al 2014]. During the 
war of AD 540-562, the Persians’ failure to take Nokalakevi-Archaeopolis from the Byzantines and 
their Laz allies eventually cost them control of Lazika.

Semi-mythical accounts attribute the earliest fortification of the site to the Hellenistic-period, 
West Georgian ruler Kuji, from whom the site derives the Georgian name, Tsikhegoji (“the fortress 
of Kuji”). However, the earliest surviving fortifications at Nokalakevi date to the 4th century AD. 
They were strengthened in the 5th century, and significant additional fortifications were added in 
the 6th century AD, including a remodelling of defensive works around the eastern gate. The early 
Byzantine defensive fortifications of Nokalakevi-Archaeopolis are augmented by its topographic 
position (Figures 2 and 3) next to the river Tekhuri, which, to the west of the fortress, has carved 
a gorge through the limestone geology. Furthermore, the steep and rugged terrain to the north 
of the site made the citadel that was situated there largely unassailable. A wall connected this 
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‘upper town’ to the ‘lower’ town below, meaning that a total area of approximately 20ha is con-
tained within the fortifications. Occupation appears to have been focussed in the lower town, 
however, on relatively level ground between the steep slope of the Unagira ridge and the gorge 
of the Tekhuri (Figure 2 and 3).  

Excavations in the area of the lower town have revealed substantial stone buildings of the 
4th to 6th century AD (Figure 4), including the extant Forty Martyrs’ Church – first built in the 6th 
century – and two phases of a 5th century church immediately to its south, visible today only as 
the foundations exposed by archaeological investigation. Immediately south of these founda-
tions lies the ruin of a large stone-built building, interpreted as a palace, constructed around 
the beginning of the 6th century AD and converted into a wine-cellar in the 16th-17th centuries. 
A small vaulted, stone gatehouse, or bell-tower, lies approximately 25m east of, and centred on, 
the first church. The surviving walls along which it is located suggest that it was constructed as 
the entrance to the earliest ecclesiastical precinct. Other stone structures revealed over many 
years’ work in the lower town include: the remains of baths along the inside of the southern for-
tifications; a tunnel down to the river at the south-west of the site; a small bathhouse 35m east 
of the tunnel, apparently supplied by a cistern constructed up the slope, 50m to its northwest; 
and a rectangular building near the southeast of the area, which possibly housed the military 
commanders of the Byzantine and Laz garrison of the 5th/6th century. Excavations have also shed 
more light on the fortification works. This includes the protruding towers of the first wall, dated 
to the 4th century AD, made flush in the construction of the second phase in the 5th century, and 
the 6th century re-modelling that included moving the gate and changing the approach to it so 
as to prevent a frontal attack. Excavations in the upper town, or citadel, have revealed multi-
phase towers at the northwest and northeast of the fortifications, and another small gate and 
probable guardhouse in the southwest corner (Figure 4).

Beneath the early Byzantine period structures and layers of the lower town is evidence of 
several earlier phases of occupation and abandonment from the 8th to 1st centuries BC, which 
includes a substantial Hellenistic period (4th to 1st centuries BC) settlement and necropolis. Cur-
rent evidence from OSL dating of ceramics indicates a prehistoric origin for settlement at the 
site, which is hardly surprising given the wealth of resources and easily-defendable character 
of the topography. Whatever the early origins of settlement at Nokalakevi, by the 8th/7th century 
BC there was clearly a significant population engaged in complex ritual activity unique to the 
region. Double-headed zoomorphic figurines (Figure 5) dating to this period have only been 
found at Nokalakevi and at Vani, 40km to the southeast in Imereti. These finds indicate a unified 
socio-cultural system that spanned the Colchian plain. The settlement appears to have become 
more substantial in the Early Antique period (6th/5th centuries BC), continuing to grow in the Hel-
lenistic period, before the Laz kings and their Byzantine allies built the mighty fortifications at 
Nokalakevi that can still be seen today.

The Swiss philologist Dubois de Montpéreux (1839), was the first to associate the walls of 
Nokalakevi with the Byzantine period fortress of Archaeopolis – though he also erroneously con-
cluded that it had been built on the ruins of the Colchian city of Aea – and his sketch of the Forty 
Martyrs’ Church, surrounded by the decaying walls of the lower town (Figure 6), is the earliest 
known image of the site. Madame Carla Serena was among the western travellers attracted to 
the ruins, most likely, by Dubois de Montpéreux’s account and her descriptions of the area in 
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the mid-1870s are particularly informative. She describes the difficulty of getting to Nokalakevi 
in the years before she visited, as a result of the marshes by then made passable by a new road 
from Senaki; and the often fast-flowing Tekhuri river, being bridged at the time of her visit. Hav-
ing reached the site she wrote:

“As for other quite numerous ruins to be seen inside the present city, they are, it would seem, 
the remains of houses and churches. At the central point of the hill arises a spacious gateway, 
the only one that affords entry to the city, the dressed stones of which it is constructed are so 
massive that you ask yourself how, without the aid of machinery, these gigantic blocks could be 
transported.” [Serena 2015: 22].

Serena concludes her description by writing, “The thickly wooded mountain, teeming with 
game, which dominates these ruins is known as Mount Unagira. An excellent lunch, washed 
down with champagne, was offered to me at the foot of these venerable ruins, the philosophic 
visions of the past were thus agreeably combined with the legitimate enjoyment of the present 
moment.” [Serena 2015: 22].

The first archaeological excavations in Nokalakevi took place from the end of November 1930 
to the end of January 1931, and were funded by the Emergency Association of German Science 
(Der Notgemeinschaft der Deutschen Wissenschaft) in collaboration with the National Education 
Commission for the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Museum of Georgia in Tbilisi 
[Kirchhoff 2003: 338]. The museum had been founded, in 1852, as the Museum of the Caucasian 
Department of the Geographic Society. It became the Caucasian Museum in 1865 and then, in 
1919, during Georgia’s three year independence between the overthrow of Tsarist rule and the 
Soviet occupation, the Museum of Georgia. It was renamed once more in 1947 in tribute to the 
Georgian historian S. Janashia. In 2004 the S. Janashia Museum of Georgia, by then an important 
tourist attraction in Tbilisi and a curatorial organisation in its own right, became a constituent el-
ement of the new Georgian National Museum, as part of the modernising of cultural heritage or-
ganisations after the bloodless Rose Revolution. Throughout the 40 seasons of excavation since 
1930 the museum (as the Museum of Georgia, the Janashia Museum, or the Georgian National 
Museum) has been one of the few constants. This paper is the first to summarise the results of 
those 40 seasons and, in doing so, considers them in their shifting socio-political context. 

Season One: The First Nokalakevi Expedition.

The plans for the trial excavations in 1930, a collaboration between Weimar German and 
Soviet Georgian specialists, were conceived by Joseph Sauer of the Deutsches Archäologisches 
Institut following his visit to the region in 1929.  Sauer’s friendship with Friedrich Schmidt-Ott 
of the Notgemeinschaft  proved exceptionally useful and funding was provided for Sauer’s stu-
dent, Alfons Maria Schneider, to undertake the work [Arnold 1999] with the support of Georgian 
specialists Levan Muskhelishvili and Giorgi Gozalishvili. Gozalishvili [1981: 243-248] noted that 
Giorgi Chubinashvili and Shalva Nutsubidze had presented an exhibition in Germany at the be-
ginning of November 1930, and accompanied Schneider to Georgia on their return. Schneider 
and Gozalishvili arrived in Senaki on the 24th November, where they met local authorities before 
moving on to Nokalakevi. After six weeks’ of excavation, excluding days lost to winter weather 
[Muskhelishvili 1987: 292], the excavation was concluded by 27th January 1931 when they gave a 
presentation to local authorities in Senaki, before leaving for Zugdidi the following day.

During this first season, the team of archaeologists and workmen traced the line of the fortifi-
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cation walls, and excavated a number of towers and, to the east of the Forty Martyrs Church, an 
area Schneider interpreted as the ancient ‘agora’ – now believed to be the walls and bell tower 
of the 5th/ 6th century ecclesiastical complex. They appear to have excavated 22 test pits during 
their field season, though the location of them is not precisely recorded in the notebooks kept 
by the excavators. Research is currently being undertaken in the original Georgian and German 
archives to shed more light on the work of this expedition. According to the only published work 
to be produced at the time, Schneider concluded from the, rather slim, archaeological evidence 
that there is no evidence available at all that the place was already inhabited in pre-Roman 
times. The earliest which demonstrably survives is a little settlement on the western slope of the 
acropolis, which must be ascribed to sometime after the early Roman Iron Age, based on meagre 
finds of potsherds.  [Schneider 1931: 354]

He argued that in the 4th century AD a large city with strong fortifications sprang up on the 
site, the Tsikhegoji of the Georgian chronicles [Kartlis tskhovreba]. These original fortification 
walls were, in his opinion, destroyed by an earthquake at the end of the 6th century AD and re-
built at the end of the 6th or the beginning of the 7th century. According to Schneider, these new 
walls were damaged by another earthquake and repaired with cobbles, though he was unaware 
that there were actually three walls. Schneider believed that the cultural layer contained 4th to 
8th century AD pottery. Furthermore, a hoard of 23 gold coins (Figure 7) of the Emperor Maurice 
(582-602 AD) was found in one of the towers. Schneider’s expedition was the first to excavate 
a burial at Nokalakevi, which was found to the north of the Forty Martyrs Church beyond the 
precinct wall. It contained two small ceramic jugs, two bronze bracelets, five beads of glass-like 
paste and an irregularly shaped piece of bronze sheet. Schneider dated this burial to the 2nd or 3rd 
century AD, though the description of the grave goods certainly sound far more typical of those 
of the Hellenistic period that have been excavated since.

Seasons Two to Twenty One: The Nokalakevi Expedition under the Georgian SSR.

There was no further archaeological excavation at Nokalakevi for a generation, though af-
ter the Second World War the standing remains were occasionally the subject of survey work 
or architectural analysis. The second season of excavation was not until 1968, with a handful 
of testpits opened by the West Georgian Exploratory Archaeological Expedition, directed by G. 
Grigolia [Grigolia et al 1973]. Grigolia’s team returned in 1971 and, in the process of excavating 
further test pits, unearthed a Hellenistic period pot burial with an associated bronze bracelet 
[Grigolia et al 1972]. This was the first burial to be discovered in a large ceramic vessel, a pithos, at 
Nokalakevi. A second was found in 1974, and six more between 1975 and 1977. Further examples 
were excavated between 1978 and 1988, however the majority of graves in the vast Hellenistic 
period necropolis, later dissected by the eastern fortifications, were flexed in humations. The 
burial ground was interpreted, according to Gvinchidze [1988: 25], as representing three chrono-
logical phases:

1. Inhumations containing tightly flexed burials, dating tothe end of the 4thto the middle of 
the 3rd century BC;

2. Pithos (large ceramic vessels) graves, dating to the middle of the 3rdto the end of the 2nd 
century BC;

3. Inhumations containing moderately flexed burials, dating tothe end of the 2ndto the end of 
the 1st century BC;
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Twenty further Hellenistic burials were found between 2003 and 2010, and while none were 
within a pithos they did includecremation burials; jar/ dergi burials; and amphora burials, none 
of which had previously been identifiedin Nokalakevi.

Concerted efforts to study and conserve the site (Figure 8) began with the fourth season of 
excavation in 1973, when the Department of Medieval Archaeology of the S. Janashia Museum 
of Georgia in Tbilisi established a Nokalakevi Expedition, led by P. Zakaraia and N. Lomouri. From 
1973 until 1990 (Seasons Four to Twenty One of work at Nokalakevi) the annual excavations were 
well funded by the relevant agencies of the Georgian SSR. The budget from the Academy of Sci-
ences increased from 5000 Roubles for excavation in 1973 to 75000 Roubles by 1990; and from 
40000 Roubles (from the Department of Monument Preservation of the Ministry of Culture) for 
restoration and conservation of the standing remains in 1974, to 200000 Roubles by 1990. 

This significant sum, totalling 275000 Roubles (approximately 200000 US$) a year by 1990, 
enabled six-month-long field seasons of excavation and conservation. The results of the excava-
tions from 1973 to 1989 were published in three volumes in the 1980s and 90s [Zakaraia 1981; 
1987; 1993].  

In 1973 and 74 work, reported in Zakaraia (1981), was focused on the initial assessment of the 
archaeological remains, which revealed a large bathhouse along the southern wall of the fortifi-
cations and the south end of a large stone-built building, interpreted as a palace (Figure 9). Ex-
cavations revealed that the latter had been constructed around the beginning of the 6th century 
AD and was converted into a wine-cellar in the 16th-17th centuries. The east gate was investigated 
and it was confirmed that the city had not only a ‘land’ gate but a ‘river’ gate as well. The former 
was the arched gateway in the east wall of the city, while the latter was actually a tunnel running 
down to the river at the western end of the lower town.

In 1975 and 76 the excavation of the eastern fortifications continued, and this revealed that 
there were actually three parallel defensive walls [Zakaraia 1981]. The inner wall was constructed 
of dressed limestone blocks and was preserved in places to a height of up to 4 metres. This wall 
was reinforced by square protruding towers, of which two protected the gate house and one 
situated half way up the hill slope protected the lower fortifications from being overtopped. A 
second wall was subsequently constructed between, and flush with, these protruding towers. 
Later excavations, in the 1990s and early 2000s, revealed that the first wall has a very substantial 
foundation; however the second wall lacks any proper foundations, its wide base resting close to 
the surface and its upper levels tapering. The third wall, of large ashlar blocks, was clearly added 
last. The excavators dated the first wall to the 4th century AD, the second to the turn of the 4th and 
5th centuries, and the third to the end of the 5th or the early 6th century.

At the end of 1974 work was begun on the construction of a building for the management of 
the Nokalakevi State Farm, which now houses the local museum. This was situated 100 metres 
to the east of the lower terrace fortifications. An archaeological watching brief on the work re-
corded a pot burial at the point of convergence of the trenches dug for the foundations of the 
north and the east walls [Zakaraia 1981]. Further excavations in this area in the following years, 
up to 1977, revealed 24 more graves belonging to an ancient cemetery. Of these, two inhuma-
tions date back to the 5th or the middle of the 3rd centuries BC; six pot burials to the middle of the 
3rd or to the 2nd century BC [Zakaraia 1981]. 

During the 1973-1976 excavations, work was confined to the lower terrace of the fortress, 
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on the area above the Tekhuri river. In 1977, however, the completion of a road to the top of 
the mountain allowed the expedition to start excavations in the citadel. Work began with the 
clearing of the towers in the fortification wall of fallen masonry. A number of articles in the first 
volume of reports from Nokalakevi-Archaeopolis are devoted to publishing the most important 
archaeological materials recovered between 1973-1977 [Abdushelishvili and Tsiuma 1981; Gvin-
chidze 1981; Kaukhchishvili 1981; Lekvinadze and Khvedelidze 1981]. Coin finds belong almost 
exclusively to the late 5th-early 7th centuries AD (these are Byzantine coins of the Emperors An-
astasius to Maurice 491-602AD). Metalwork found between 1973 and 1977 includes a variety of 
military and domestic artefacts [Zakaraia 1981]. The most interesting find was a  significant por-
tion of a  bronze ‘choros’ (a light hanging introduced in Byzantine domed churches from the 7th 
century) with a cruciform personal monogram reading ‘Evstrat’, and another inscription reading 
‘OEOTOKE’ (meaning Virgin), which was found in the two-storey palace.

Between 1978 and 1987 work continued both in the upper citadel and on the lower terrace 
[Zakaraia 1987; 1993]. The remains of two churches were fully exposed in the central part of the 
lower town near the Forty Martyrs Church (Figure 9). The first of these was dated to the middle 
or the second half of the 4th century. It is rectangular in plan, with a semi-circular apse at its 
east end. It was replaced by a large, three-aisled basilica erected directly over it in the middle 
of the 5th century. This was in turn destroyed after which another aisled basilica was built to its 
north. This, the extant Forty Martyrs Church, appears to have undergone several phases of repair 
and extension during the middle ages, finally becoming a domed church [Kapanadze 1987]. 
Two other new buildings were discovered in the lower terrace during this period. In the south-
eastern part of the site, near the fortification walls, the stone foundations were uncovered of a 
rectangular building, which possibly housed the military commanders of the Byzantine and Laz 
garrison of the 5th/6th century. The foundations of another building – a small basilica with an apse 
situated to the west of the Forty Martyrs church – has been interpreted as a baptistery. Work also 
continued in the upper citadel, including excavations in the multi-phased towers at the north-
west and the east end of the fortified area atop the hill. In the southwest corner of the citadel 
another small gate was discovered, and clearance along the southern citadel wall provided a 
clearer indication of the manner in which the fortification had been laid out. 

In 1990, with Georgian independence from the Soviet Union on the horizon, limited archaeo-
logical excavation took place at three sites. The first was located to the west of the lower town, 
about 50m north of the tunnel that provided secure access to the Tekhuri. Excavations at this lo-
cation revealed a square building orientated northwest-southeast, the southwest wall of which 
was 26.5m long. The walls that run northeast from this survived to a length of 7m, were 1.2m 
thick and not more than 1.5m in height.  The walls define an area of more than 100 cubic me-
tres. The main southwest wall includes two pipes which extend the full width of the wall, and 
together with hydraulic mortar led to the building being interpreted as a reservoir which sup-
plied water to a 5th/ 6th century AD bathhouse 70m to the south, down a steep slope. Excavation 
of deposits within the building produced archaeological material from various periods, some 
of which was present as a result of colluvial movement including Hellenistic pottery, and two 
sherds of pottery dated to the 9th-11th centuries AD. 

In the same year work took place on some of the interior fortifications located in the southeast 
of the lower town, near the first palace. Surviving walls were conserved to prevent their collapse, 
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and a small excavation associated with this work produced only two small sherds of pot and two 
sherds of amphorae dated to the 4th-6th centuries AD. Excavations also began to the northeast 
of the ‘bell tower’. As is the case with much of the lower town, particularly at its northern edge 
where the terrace meets the bottom of the steep slope to the north, there was a great deal of 
mixing of material resulting from colluvial movement. For this reason fragments of pipe-handled 
vessels from the 6th-4th centuries BC were found in the same contexts as Hellenistic-period beads 
and ceramic, and glass and metal wares dating to the Early Byzantine period. 

Excavations from 1973 to 1990 in the eastern and central part of the lower terrace produced 
finds from the main periods of occupation of Nokalakevi, namely the 8th - 7th  centuries BC; the 
Early Antique (6th/5th centuries BC), and Hellenistic (4th-1st centuries BC) periods; and the 4th - 6th 
centuries AD. Finds of the 8th-7th centuries BC include a variety of precious and semi-precious 
stones relating to bead-manufacture; evidence of metal-working; and the discovery of a large 
number of fragmentary, double-headed zoomorphic figurines (Figure 5). Occupation of the site 
appears to have been particularly intensive during the 6th - 4th centuries BC, with ceramic finds 
from this period representing a range of typical domestic wares - sherds of pithoi, cooking pots, 
jugs, bowls, drinking vessels etc. The numerous finds of the 4th - 6th centuries AD, unearthed 
between 1973 and 1989, included local imitations of Roman and Byzantine red slip ware. Evi-
dence of on-going occupation of the site, though on a smaller scale, was found in the form of 
two distinct groups of later ceramic: one group with deep dimples and incisions made in the 
thicker elements (for example the base and handles) before firing; the second group made of 
white clay, with hard, thin walls and a burnished surface. Some examples were decorated with 
patterns in red slip. Both groups of late pottery are dated stylistically to the 7th - 11th centuries AD 
[Lekvinadze 1987].

Relatively few coins were found during the excavations that took place between 1973-1989 
and, apart from the famous hoard from “Schneider’s tower” (Figure 7), this is true of most of the 
archaeological investigations at Nokalakevi, though individual coins of Hadrian (117-138), and 
Constantius Chlorus (293-306) or Constantine the Great (306-337) were found. Colchian ‘tetri’ of 
the 4th century BC constitute the bulk of the numismatic material found at Nokalakevi. Byzantine 
coins - reflecting the political, economic and military relations between Lazika and Byzantium - 
were also found in small numbers, as were West Georgian ‘kirmaneuli’, the standard currency in 
the 13th to 15th centuries. There were also finds of Turkish coinage, evidence of the expansion of 
Ottoman influence into the area [Abramishvili 1987, 1993].

Seasons Twenty Two to Twenty Five:  A difficult decade.

During the difficult period that followed Georgian independence from the Soviet Union in 
1991 there was little continuity, with only four seasons of excavation (between 1995 and 1998) 
undertaken at  Nokalakevi  in the years immediately following Georgian independence. These 
were generally small archaeological investigations undertaken by Janashia Museum staff, often 
unpaid and with little or no institutional support. Work in this period included continued excava-
tion in the trench northeast of the bell tower. Excavation through the mixed colluvial deposits 
produced very interesting archaeological material - including sherds of pitchers, pots, ampho-
rae, jugs and other ceramic vessels; military weapons; and a Byzantine coin. Some conservation 
work took place in 1994, but with a greatly reduced budget and challenging political situation, 
a great deal more ingenuity was required. Senior army officers from the Senaki barracks were 
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persuaded to supply soldiers to help with the work that was undertaken that year.

In 1995 small investigations took place towards the west of the lower terrace, on agricul-
tural land to the north of the expedition dig house. This part of Nokalakevi had been virtually 
unstudied yet, while cultivating the ground, locals had unearthed dressed limestone indicating 
a nearby building. Initial work involved the digging of test pits, which produced no structural 
evidence. As a result it was initially interpreted as a processing area for building material, how-
ever the results of further investigation in 1996 added some further credence to the notion that 
a building was located nearby. 

The focus of excavation in 1996 was on the Hellenistic necropolis situated in the eastern half 
of the later town, and extending east of the extant walls. Work here in the early 1980s had re-
vealed a significant number of graves. A single trench was opened, and no further graves were 
found. Being located at the bottom of the steep slope, archaeological layers were shown to be 
subject to the same colluvial movement that had produced very mixed upper layers in other 
areas of Nokalakevi. 

Seasons Twenty Six to Forty:  The Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi (AGEN).

By the end of the 1990s, initial discussions were already underway between the Nokalakevi 
team at the Janashia Museum and British specialists about establishing a collaborative expedition, 
and 2001 witnessed the first season of the Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi (kartul-ingli-
suri ekspeditsia nokalakevshi). AGEN was conceived in discussions between Ian Colvin (a Byzantine 
historian attached to Cambridge University) and Prof. Davit Lomitashvili (then at the S. Janashia 
Museum and now Deputy Director of the National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of 
Georgia). Co-founders and project directors for that first season also included Dr Besiki Lortkipan-
idze (a leading Georgian historian and now curator of the Parmen Zakaraia Nokalakevi Architectur-
al-Archaeological Museum-Reserve) and Nick Armour (a field archaeologist with the Cambridge 
Archaeological Unit). In 2002, Dr Nino Kebuladze (Head of Restoration at the S. Janashia Museum), 
Dr Paul Everill (a field archaeologist, now Senior Lecturer in Applied Archaeological Techniques at 
the University of Winchester), and Benjamin Neil (osteoarchaeologist with the Cambridge Archae-
ological Unit) joined the staff, with Dr Nikoloz Murgulia (now of the S. Janashia Museum) joining 
the following year. Excavating every year since 2001, 2015 was the 15th season of Anglo-Georgian 
collaboration and the 40th season of excavation at Nokalakevi. An edited monograph, reporting the 
results of the first ten seasons of AGEN’s work, was published in 2014 [Everill 2014].

A short-lived Georgian-Swiss expedition excavated in Nokalakevi in 2006 and 2007, however 
the continuity in terms of specialists involved and the concurrence of the work means that these 
excavations are not considered as additional seasons.

Trench A. 

The expedition’s first trench was opened on the 18th July 2001 and originally measured 9m x 
10m, including an area to its southeast that had previously been opened along the inner wall in 
1995. It was extended to its final size of 13m east-west x 13.5m north-south in 2004. The trench 
was orientated parallel to the fortification walls and was situated about 5m to the north of the 
main, eastern, gate - immediately to the west of the 6th century AD steps and their associated 
foundations.

The 2001 season (and the extension of the trench during the 2004 season) encountered 
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modern overburden, containing very mixed deposits including finds from the Hellenistic period 
through to the 20th century. Directly underlying these deposits were large sections of masonry 
that had fallen from the fortification walls sealing the underlying deposits, testament to the long-
term degradation of the standing Byzantine remains once they had ceased to be maintained. 
Underneath the masonry, deposits relating to various phases of wall construction from the 4th 
to the 6th centuries AD were revealed, along with associated occupation. Somewhat surprisingly, 
though perhaps providing evidence of ground clearance at the time of the Laz/ early Byzantine 
fortification of the site, Hellenistic period (4th - 1st centuries BC) burials were revealed from 2003 
onwards, directly underlying the earliest of these deposits. These burials included flexed inhu-
mations with associated jewellery, cremations and inhumations within amphorae and cooking 
vessels. Evidence suggests that the Hellenistic period was a time of great change at Nokalakevi, 
with structures dating to that time stratigraphically underlying the burials, though physically 
very close. This may indicate a shift in the focus of the settlement in those centuries and absolute 
dating techniques may, in the future, further clarify the temporal relationship between these 
phases, as further excavations elsewhere at the site shed more light on settlement foci. Early 
Antique period deposits (6th-4th centuries BC) were revealed from 2010, and the impression from 
the structural evidence for the 6th-5th/ 4th centuries BC is largely one of continuity into the Hel-
lenistic period. The orientation and alignment of the walls certainly suggests that occupation of 
the site continued into the Hellenistic period, but more noteworthy is the notion that some of 
the structures, or at least phases of them, may have overlapped. The presence of a bronze scale 
of 6th-4th centuries BC armour and Attic pottery in one layer, at a time when the Black Sea coast 
was being settled by Greek traders, represents an interesting indication of the significant inland 
trade of Greek goods.

The 8th/7th centuries BC are also well-represented in Nokalakevi, and Trench A provided further 
evidence for this period. It is interesting to note, in light of the discovery of an early palaeochan-
nel underlying the archaeological deposits, that no structures or graves were found, but that 
the deposits seemed primarily related to ritual activity – in particular the significant numbers of 
broken double-headed zoomorphic figurines. Given that this must have been very wet ground 
for a considerable period after the palaeochannel had filled, with groundwater continuing to 
move down it as the expedition’s own recent experience in Trench A testifies, it seems entirely 
plausible that this was a rather liminal area in the 8th/7th centuries BC – i.e. marshy ground on the 
edge of the habitable area higher up the slope. It seems reasonable to suggest that these two 
aspects are in fact related, and that the Early Iron Age inhabitants of Nokalakevi were deliberately 
destroying, or sacrificing, the zoomorphic figurines prior to their deposition at the edge of, or in, 
the marshy ground. This kind of water-/ marsh-edge rituality is well-documented elsewhere (in-
cluding examples such as the fens of East England, where traditions of ritual deposition emerge 
by the late Bronze Age and continue for many centuries [Rogers 2013]; and the bogs of  Northern 
Europe) and it may well explain the pattern of archaeological evidence observed in the lower de-
posits in Trench A. The Trench was finally excavated down to natural in summer 2016, with 3.5m 
of stratified deposits revealing the full extent of human activity in the area.

Trench B.

The second trench was opened on the 21st August 2002 and originally measured 7.5m x 7.5m. 
It was extended to its final size of 7.5m east-west x 20m north-south in 2003. It was situated 30 
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metres to the north east of the Forty Martyrs Church, which was first constructed in the 6th cen-
tury AD and still serves as the main church for the modern settlement of Nokalakevi. Elements 
of the ecclesiastical precinct wall survive above ground to the south and west of the trench, 
along with a small square building with arches and a vaulted ceiling ten metres to the south. 
This would historically have served as an entrance to the precinct, and is used as a makeshift bell 
tower by the current church authorities. Trench B was located on the northern edge of the ‘lower 
town’ of historic Nokalakevi, where flatter ground gives way to the steep hillside to the north, im-
mediately west of the small trench first opened in 1990.

Archaeologically, Trench B was sealed by a number of thick layers representing several epi-
sodes of colluvial movement. The upper layers contained a very mixed assortment of finds – 
plastic and metalwork dating from the second half of the 20th century; 19th century pottery and 
metalwork; Byzantine pottery and glass and Hellenistic pottery. Photographs of the area around 
the site, taken in the 1960s and 1970s, show the hillside to the north under low shrub, rather 
than mature trees like today. Schneider recorded the line of the fortification walls and some of 
his plans show the cemetery walls still clearly above ground at this point. Putting these facts 
together suggests that the hillside was cleared of vegetation to allow further investigation and 
this resulted in a substantial quantity of material from the hill being deposited around the area 
of Trench B in the last 70 years. If the tree-felling was for the benefit of, or resulting from the work 
of, the first archaeologist to excavate in Nokalakevi, it is ironic that these actions appear to have 
ultimately led to the burial of the walls and the creation of a new archaeological record.

Its areas of principal archaeological interest can be summarised as follows:

1.	 A Christian cemetery first established in the early Byzantine period (about the 5th/6th cen-
tury AD), revealed in the southwest corner of the trench. This produced 37 burials in excavations 
from 2002-2005 and 2009-2012, with two further partial burials revealed beyond the crude wall 
which apparently defines the cemetery enclosure. This wall measures between 0.8m and 0.92m 
wide, with a maximum surviving height of 1m. It was constructed from a mixture of riverstone; 
large, natural limestone boulders; and small, dressed limestone blocks, possibly robbed from 
the first two phases of fortification wall (4th–5th century AD). It also includes one large, dressed 
limestone block, presumably robbed from the final, early Byzantine (6th century AD) phase of for-
tifications, as a cornerstone at the outside northeast corner. This indicates that the cemetery wall 
must certainly post-date the late-6th century, though it is not known precisely when the fortifica-
tions ceased to be maintained. The requirement to preserve the wall precluded the archaeologi-
cal assessment of directly underlying layers, but it seems likely that it was constructed no earlier 
than the 17th century, possibly replacing an earlier boundary. The intercutting nature of many 
of the burials, combined with associated 5th/6th century AD material culture in some graves, and 
the apparent survival of coffin timber in one other appear to suggest that the cemetery was in 
use from the early Byzantine period through to the 20th century - with the intensity of its use re-
flecting the periods of growth and decline of the settlement. All bar three burials appear to have 
been laid out in a standard Christian manner, with the three – two adults and a neonate – being 
orientated north-south (feet to the south) in a supine position, and may represent a socially lim-
inal family group buried at the northeast corner of the cemetery.

2.	 A Hellenistic period clay and timber structure and associated deposits located towards 
the north of the trench. Somewhat surprisingly these remains were sealed by a series of substan-
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tial colluvial layers. This underscores the oddity of the apparent absence of layers from the first 
three centuries AD at the site, and perhaps also indicates that settlement in the early Byzantine 
period was not as dense as might have been expected. However, a series of absolute dates for 
the sequence, to be obtained during future investigations, will allow for more detail to be ap-
plied in future analyses. The method of construction can be inferred from the small area of the 
building exposed, and is consistent with the evidence of analogous buildings revealed from 
2006 onwards in Trench A. It involved the laying of an unbonded line of large limestone blocks as 
a foundation, or sill, onto which was placed a wooden beam or beams. Upright posts measuring 
approximately 0.1m in diameter, such as the ones found as charcoal, or as impressions in pieces 
of daub, were fixed to this horizontal beam. A wattle and daub wall was constructed on this 
framework. There was no archaeological evidence for the roofing material, which is most likely to 
have been wooden shingles or thatch. To the south of the building a large yard surface, formed 
of a dense layer of angular limestone pebbles and cobbles, was found.

The cemetery area was excavated down to natural deposits in 2012, with the area north of the 
cemetery wall excavated from 2003-2005; and then from 2010-2014. Trench B was finally com-
pleted towards the start of the 2014 season. This was the first of the recent trenches to expose 
natural deposits, which, in this part of the lower terrace, consisted of a very firm reddish brown 
clay. The first archaeological deposit overlying this was colluvial in character, with a substantial 
quantity of angular limestone cobbles. The material culture retrieved from it included worked 
flint, the butt end of a polished stone tool with a drilled hole for the haft, and pottery that was 
OSL-dated to the Bronze Age.

Trench C.

Following the completion of Trench B, Trench C was opened on the 3rd July 2014 and mea-
sured 5m x 5m. It was situated 9.5 metres to the west of the current Dig House, which was first 
constructed as the Director’s house around 1977. Elements of the original Dig House, such as 
concrete steps and the north wall of the ground floor where it also served as revetment against 
the slope, survived to the east and north of the trench. This building was originally constructed 
as the village hospital towards the end of the 19th century, or early in the 20th century, and ap-
pears in photographs taken by D. Gozalishvili during the 1930-31 expedition.

The excavation of Trench C allowed for the first investigation of the western end of the ‘lower 
town’ with modern techniques. The results were not dissimilar to those observed in Trench B and 
are revealing as much for what is absent as what its present. Aside from the fascinating oppor-
tunity to excavate the material remains of the expedition’s Soviet-period precursor, those upper 
layers underlying the dig house were colluvial sediments, containing mixed material culture, 
including OSL dated ceramics from the Hellenistic to perhaps as late as the 12th century AD. As 
was the case in the north part of Trench B, the first in situ ancient remains, observed in 2015, were 
a wall sill/ base formed of unbonded limestone blocks. Underlying this, with further parallels to 
Trench B, was a minimum of one metre of colluvial sediments overlying a primary archaeological 
layer containing ceramic, OSL-dated to the Bronze Age, but no related structural evidence. The 
trench was completed in the last few days of the 2015 season.

Trench D.

The expedition’s fourth area of activity involved archaeological work in and around the Forty 
Martyrs’ Church, which took place from 25th August to the 12th September 2014. It followed a 
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request from Bishop Shio (Mujiri) of the Senaki and Chkhorotsqu Diocese of the Patriarchate of 
Georgia for the investigation of certain elements of the site, and the work was undertaken by 
a small team after the main field season had been completed. The work was funded by the Na-
tional Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of Georgia, and undertaken by members of the 
Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi utilising the expedition’s established excavation and 
recording methodology. Trench D in fact consisted of two foci (the south nave and the south 
porch) which were unified into one area of investigation during the excavation. Concurrent with 
the excavation inside the church, an examination of the Dadiani family crypt against the external 
north wall was also undertaken to assess condition. 

The archaeological work within the church was primarily intended to evaluate the survival 
of evidence relating to the Church’s dedication to the Forty Martyrs and revealed a grave in the 
south porch which had been capped by rows of round pilae, presumably reused from the an-
cient bathhouse. Although the pilae had been disturbed by the digging of a small modern pit, 
perhaps for the purpose of concealing a silver icon frame from the Bolsheviks, it seemed likely 
that they originally consisted of four rows of ten pilae referencing the Forty Martyrs. The porch 
had been thought to date to the 16th or 17th centuries, however the skeleton was associated with 
a distinct type of buckle. The closest Georgian analogy was with buckles discovered in Samtavro, 
which are similar to Avarian types and are dated to the 7th century AD. The buckle found in No-
kalakevi was even more similar to the buckles discovered in the Volga Federal District, in the 
cemetery of the earlier Bulgarians, and these are dated to between the 8th century and the 10th 
century AD. Consequently the burial has been dated broadly to the 7th-10th centuries AD and, 
while the porch may have been constructed over an earlier tomb, it seems more likely that it was 
integral to this structure and that the porch itself is far earlier than previously thought. 

Trench E.

The fifth trench was first opened in 2015 and measured 10m north-south x 9m east-west. The 
trench was orientated parallel to, and 30m from, the eastern fortifications and was therefore not 
on a true north-south alignment. An open area trench was opened at this location to investigate 
properly the results of a small test trench that had been excavated outside the walls in 2006. 
This original trench had revealed archaeological layers indicating the presence of a significant 
defensive ditch, but the small size of the trench itself made it impossible to draw conclusions. At 
the time of writing work is ongoing in Trench E.

Trench F.

The most recent trench was opened at the start of the 41st season, in 2016. It was located 
at the northern edge of the old Trench B, with the express purpose of properly investigating 
the Hellenistic period structure observed there in 2005. Initially measuring 10m east-west x 5m 
north-south, Trench F revealed a continuation of the east-west wall line as well as further walls 
north of the original Trench B, again indicated by lines of unbonded limestone blocks. Further 
work is required in order to fully understand the various wall alignments, however early indica-
tions are of a series of overlying phases of construction and occupation at the base of the slope, 
above the lower terrace.

Conclusions

The site of  Nokakalevi has been well-studied since the first archaeological investigations in 
1930, and yet the size and complexity of the site means that a great deal more needs to be done. 
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Looking at the results of the significant excavations from 1973 onwards, the story of Nokalakevi 
appears to be one that begins in the Bronze Age with limited human activity but, as yet, no evi-
dence for actual settlement of the site. The first indication of more significant human presence 
appears in the 8th/ 7th centuries BC, with concerted ritual activity. This included, most notably, the 
deliberate breaking and deposition of double-headed zoomorphic figurines at the edge of the 
habitable area where it bordered a waterlogged, possibly marshy, space on the eastern lower 
terrace. However, to date no structures have been identified from this period and it is possible 
that this evidence will be found further up the slope. From the 6th century BC, possibly reflect-
ing more favourable climatic conditions that also saw the flourishing of the Kingdom of Colchis, 
there is ample evidence of settlement on Nokalakevi’s lower terrace, and this continues through 
the Hellenistic period. There is sparse evidence of activity at the site in the first three centuries 
AD, before it became an important regional centre in the 4th century. For the following three 
centuries it was a key military fortification of the Kingdom of Lazika, with the final phase of walls 
and towers being constructed to accommodate a combined Laz and Byzantine garrison in the 
6th century AD. It is unclear exactly when the fortifications slipped into disrepair. They may have 
been slighted during Byzantine-Persian warfare at the beginning of the 7th century or – accord-
ing to Georgian historical sources – by Arab invaders in the early 8th century. 

Archaeological work at Nokalakevi will continue, as the current expedition and our successors 
shed more light on the fascinating history of the site. As methods evolve, and scientific tech-
niques become more precise, we can only imagine what details might emerge over the next 40 
seasons of excavation.
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Figure Caption:

Figure 1: Regions of Georgia, showing Nokalakevi in Samegrelo, northeast of Senaki.

Figure 2: 3D model of Nokalakevi (looking north) derived from GPS survey in 2009 (Everill et al 2011).

Figure 3: Drone photo of Nokalakevi, looking east (© National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of Georgia).

Figure 4: Annotated site plan of Nokalakevi (co-ordinates in WGS84 UTM Zone 38N).

Figure 5: An example of the double-headed zoomorphic figurines from Nokalakevi (Everill 2014:xiii).

Figure 6: Ruins of Nokalakevi around the Forty Martyrs’ Church – Drawing by P. Sellier, after Dubois de Montpéreux (Serena 

2015: 23).

Figure 7: Byzantine coin hoard discovered during Schneider’s excavations at Nokalakevi (Everill 2014).

Figure 8: The eastern walls of Nokalakevi in the early stages of cleaning and conservation (Zakaraia).

Figure 9: Drone photo showing the extant Forty Martyrs’ Church, left, the foundations of two 4th/ 5th century churches, centre, 

and the remains of the ‘palace’, on the right (©National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of Georgia).

Figure 10: Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi, location of Trenches A to E. 
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Nicolas J. PREUD’HOMME (Sorbonne Université, Paris)1 

With Peter the Iberian, Bacurius can be considered among the most famous of the emigrants 
from Iberia in the Roman Empire. However, the tracks that this character left in various sources have 
not removed many uncertainties, as evidenced by the high hypothetical content of sometimes-divergent 
positions held by historiography in his regard. Understanding who Bacurius was is crucial to trace the 
origins of Christianization in K’art’li, not only because of the story about the Iberian king’s conversion 
that this man would have conveyed to Rufinus of Aquileia, but also for considering the movement of 
men and ideas, the operation of ethnic or religious community networks transcending the borders of the 
Late-Antique world.  

Due to their late writing, the Georgian chronicles of the K’art’lis C’xovreba and the Mok’c’evay 
K’art’lisay tell us much more about K’art’velian society from the beginning of the Bagratid era (8th - 
11th century) than about ancient Iberia. A careful approach would keep scholars from the temptation of 
taking at face value the as detailed as romanticized accounts of the medieval chronicles written around 
half a millennium after evoked events. However, these medieval sources have conserved the traces of a 
pre-Bagratid past colored by Iranian culture and vague reminiscences of ancient royal annals and court 
oral traditions. A patient work of erudition crossing various sources should bring out this nutshell of 
truth from its coating of rewriting and extrapolations; despite being unable to reconstitute a clear account 
of indubitable facts, it is nevertheless liable to generate fruitful hypotheses and refute false truths 
generated by hasty and partial statements.  

I. – The king without a throne: Bacurius, the Iberian monarchy and the bidaxšate of 
Gugark‘ / Somxit’i 

1) « Little King » Bacurius 

a)  Hypotheses for identifying Bacurius with a King Bakur 

Called gentis ipsius rex by Rufinus of Aquileia2 and βασιλίσκος by Socrates of Constantinople3, 
Bacurius was commonly identified by scholars with an Iberian sovereign whose rule would have been 
roughly contemporary with the years when Rufinus of Aquileia composed his ecclesiastical history. If 
we put aside the testimony of Themistius, Rufinus is indeed our first source to mention namely this royal 
function for Bacurius. The kingly title appears first in the presentation that Rufinus made of this 
character, before those of comes domesticorum and dux of the limes in Palestine. For 
Françoise THELAMON, the order in which Rufinus lists the various functions of Bacurius would indicate 
the stages of his career back in time; as a result, it would seem logical to admit that Bacurius is king of 
Iberia at the beginning of the fifth century, at the time when Rufinus was writing4. For further evidence 
of this opinion, Françoise THELAMON relies on an excerpt from the biography of Maštoc‘, written by 
his disciple Koriwn in the fifth century. Koriwn asserts that his master, supposed to have been the 
inventor of Armenian writing, would have also developed an alphabet for the K’art’velians with the help 
of the “King Bakur” (t‘agawor [...] Bakur, թագաւոր [...] Բակուր), Movsēs, “the bishop of the country” 

                                                   
1 I would like to express my special thanks to Jean-Yves Preud’homme and Victoria Davidson for their 

help in translating this paper. 
2 Rufinus of Aquileia, Ecclesiastical History, I, 10 / §236. 
3 Socrates of Constantinople, Ecclesiastical History, I, 20, 20. 
4 THELAMON F. 1981: 94. 
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(episkopos ašxarhin, եպիսկոպոս աշխարհին), and a K’art’velian translator named J̌ałay5. The 
hypothesis of Bacurius’ identification with King Bakur in Koriwn is attractive insofar as it establishes a 
continuity between a Bacurius delivering the story of the conversion of Iberia to Christianity, and a king 
Bakur devoted to the conversion of his countrymen. However, this idea meets serious flaws of 
consistency both in chronological matters and in the prosopography of 
Bacurius’ / Bak[k]ourios’ / Bakur’s apparitions in our sources. Two counterarguments can thus be 
advanced at this position, one based on the Caucasian sources, Koriwn and two Georgian chronicles, 
Royal List II and the Life of the Successors of Mirian, which can also be crossed with the Syriac version 
of the Life of Peter the Iberian, whereas another objection is based on the review of two Greek accounts, 
the New History of Zosimus and the Ecclesiastical History written by Socrates of Constantinople.  

b) Bacurius, Bak’ar I, Aspacures, Bakur and Varaz-Bak’ar  

A first issue is about the identity of King Bakur mentioned by Koriwn and the dating of his 
reign. As potential candidates, the Life of the Successors of Mirian refers to two sovereigns: 
Bak’ar I (r. 361 / 363-365?), who was Mirian’s son, and Varaz-Bak’ar (r.380-394?). This first Bak’ar, 
known to be a devout Christian, comes too early, however, to coincide with the mission of Maštoc‘, and 
his death allegedly placed during the second half of the fourth century prevents any identification with 
Bacurius in Rufinus.  

Another Iberian character of the fourth century is alike, at least by name, to Bacurius: the Iberian 
King Aspacures. According to Ammianus Marcellinus, in 368 AD approximately, the Persians 
succeeded in overthrowing the pro-Roman king of Iberia, Sauromaces, and replaced him by his cousin 
Aspacures. The involvement of the comes and dux Armeniae Terentius with twenty legions for 
Sauromaces gave rise to an artificial division of Iberia into two kingdoms, separated by the river 
Kura / Mtkvari: to the west, the area under Roman influence, in the east, the area under Persian 
influence. This situation continued until the Persian candidate managed to bring together the two 
territories under his thumb, towards the end of 3706.  

This conflict between Sauromaces and Aspacures known in Ammianus Marcellinus doesn’t 
explicitly appear in the Georgian chronicle Life of the Kings, but this medieval tale seems to have kept 
certain traits. There are indeed some interesting details: on the one hand, the name of Bak’ar is not so 
far from that of Aspacures (Varaz-Bakur?); like the latter, Bak’ar appears as an ally of Iran and is facing 
competition from one of his parents, supported by the Armenians. Moreover, the bidaxšate of 
Gugark‘ / Somxit’i, territory held by P’eroz and his heirs, is once again involved in these rivalries, since 
this territory was profoundly reshaped by this struggle of influences between supporters of Bak’ar and 
those led by Rev’s son. If the partition of Iberia to which Ammianus Marcellinus referred does not 
appear here, then we note an exchange of territories which strengthens the control of the Iberian king on 
his eastern borders: Bak’ar, allied with the Iranians, received from the bidaxš7 the territory of Ran 
confining to Albania, while the guardian of the marchland acquired in exchange a territory ranging from 
Samšwlde to Aboc’i, located further to the west, at the borders of Armenia. The šāhan šāh as well as the 
Roman emperor allegedly involved themselves in the resolution of the conflict that vaguely reminds of 

                                                   
5 Koriwn, Life of Maštoc‘, XV, 1-2. RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 73. 
6 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXVII, 12, 16-17 and XXX, 2, 2; Epic Histories, V, 15; 

Themistius, Speeches, XI, 149 b. 
7 The word bidaxš is a Pahlavi form finding its equivalents in other languages: vitaxe in Latin, pitiaxe in 

Greek, piṭaḥš in Aramaic, bdeaxš in Armenian, pitiaxši in Georgian, p̄ṭaḥšā in Syriac and bit’qas in Arabic. The 
function of bidaxš was equivalent to that of a marcher-lord, or in other cases of a commandant of army occupying 
the second rank in kingdoms nourished by Iranian culture. Strabo, Geography, XI, 3, 6; RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 62-
71; TOUMANOFF C. 1963: 154-158, 183-192, 260-264, 467-475. 
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the diplomatic game between Valens and Šāpūr II in the years 368-378. It seems plausible to identify 
this Bak’ar’s nephew with Sauromaces, and Bak’ar with Aspacures, even if strong contradictions exist 
in comparison to Ammianus Marcellinus8.   

Figure 1 – Family tree of the early Mihranid-Chosroid kings of Iberia 

 

Reserves can be expressed to qualify such identification of the conflict between Bak’ar and his 
nephew with the rivalry between Aspacures and Sauromaces. The Life of the Successors of Mirian offers 
indeed a more complex picture, in which Bak’ar must face not only the claims of Rev’s son, but also 
other nephews who aren’t named in this source. Precisely, the territory that receive Bak’ar’s nephews, 
the country of Kuxet’i, is located in modern Eastern Georgia, between the rivers Iori and Alazani. 
Furthermore, these nephews have the title of erist’avi, and not the royal one. The city of Rust’avi where 
these princes are supposed to reside is located between the capital of Armazi-Mc’xet’a in the north and 
the bidaxšate of Gugark‘ / Somxit’i in the south, combined with the Iberian king. Therefore, it is unlikely 
to see the kingdom of Sauromaces there as described by Ammianus Marcellinus, as this account of the 
Life of the Successors of Mirian mentions no Roman military intervention.   

                                                   
8 I share this assumption of identifying Bak’ar and Aspacures with TOUMANOFF C. 1969: 24-26. 

However, there are limits to this identification. Ammianus Marcellinus argues that Sauromaces reigned on the 
throne of Iberia until Aspacures usurps the throne, while the Life of the Successors of Mirian made Bak’ar the only 
legitimate sovereign. Cyril TOUMANOFF suggests the existence of a reign of Sauromaces (r. 361-363, co-r. 370-
378) obliterated by the editor of this chronicle of the K’art’lis C’xovreba who had interest to hide 
Aspacures / Bak’ar’s usurpation and the poor image resulting from this conflict between the first successors to 
Mirian, who were supposed to have been pious Christians. About the fact that Bak’ar and the son of Rev were 
respectively uncle and nephew, and not cousins as in the case of Aspacures and Sauromaces, Cyril TOUMANOFF 
gives further reason to Ammianus Marcellinus and guess a fault also attributable to the Life of the Successors of 
Mirian, whose redactor would have confused the relationship between Sauromaces and Bak’ar with the cousinship 
between Sauromaces and Mirdat III (r.365-380?), who had meanwhile succeeded his father Bak’ar. This 
hypothesis supposes that Sauromaces was diarch with the son of Aspacures / Bak’ar, an idea that Ammianus 
Marcellinus does not support. Is also a difficulty to reconcile in chronology the reigns of Mirian, Bak’ar and 
Mirdat III in the K’art’lis C’xovreba with data from ancient sources. It is difficult to believe that Mirdat III had 
succeeded his father Bak’ar by 365 since Aspacures is mentioned in 370 by Ammianus Marcellinus.  
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Varaz-Bak’ar’s portrait (allegedly r.380-394) dressed in the Life of the Successors of Mirian is 
hardly comparable to those of Bacurius in Rufinus as well as of Bakur in Koriwn. Varaz-Bak’ar is indeed 
described as “an impious (urcmuno, ურწმუნო) man and a hater of [the] religion (możule sǰulisa, 
მოძულე სჯულისა)”9. Fearing the reaction of his subjects, Varaz-Bak’ar would have hidden his 
apostasy from them. However, he did not care to build new churches or to adorn the already existing 
ones. In punishment for his sins, the Sasanians invaded the country. Varaz-Bak’ar ignored the advice of 
his nobles and an alliance proposed by the king of Armenia; he fled to Kaxet’i and was forced to yield 
territories around Albania to Iran, i. e. the Ran and the Movakani. Having lost its legitimacy, the king 
had to deal with a revolt of the inhabitants of Klarǰet’i, who then turned to the Romans. Varaz-Bak’ar 
thereby also lost territories in the south-west of K’art’li10. No stay in the Roman Empire is mentioned 
for this king, whose reign spans the period when Bacurius held high office in the imperial army. Both 
paths are consequently distinct. 

Nor can Varaz-Bak’ar be identified with Bakur in Koriwn. In addition to their obvious 
differences of religious policy, details concerning the prelates who ruled during their reigns are 
disjointed. Georgian sources indeed mention no prelate named Movsēs for the reigns of Bak’ar I and 
Varaz-Bak’ar. For the rule of this last, the Royal List II refers only to an archbishop whose name is 
Iov / Iob, whereas under Bakur, Rev’s son, prelates Iovane and Iakob were ruling the K’art’velian 
Church11. In the Georgian version of the Life of Peter the Iberian, a Varaz-Bakur appears as a Christian 
king of K’art’li in the time of Theodosius II (r.408-450)12. This Varaz-Bakur described as a fervent lover 
of the faith can hardly be identified with impious Varaz-Bak’ar, nor with the other kings described in 
the K’art’lis C’xovreba, because none of them contains a resembling name13. However, indications 
delivered by Syriac version of Peter the Iberian’s vita can allow to identify this Varaz-Bakur with 
Bakurios, King Arč’il / Arsilios’ brother, whose reign (allegedly 411-435) was contemporary with 
Theodosius II. 

c) About Peter the Iberian’s genealogy 

Neither Royal List II nor the Life of the Successors of Mirian mention specifically any character 
resembling Bacurius by name. The key to solving this problem is to be found in the hagiography of Peter 
the Iberian (c.413 / 417-491), whose Syriac version, in its beginning, traces the genealogy of this holy 
man14. This Syriac vita identifies Bakurios as the maternal grandfather of Peter the Iberian and as the 
brother of the Iberian King Arsilios. Jean-Pierre MAHÉ supposes from this source that King Arsilios 
and his brother Bakurios were probably coregents, the latter exercising royal functions without having 
the corresponding title. It would explain the fact that Koriwn places the teaching of Maštoc‘ both under 

                                                   
9 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed.: 13523 = R. W. THOMSON 

transl.: 149. RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 267.  
10 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed.: 13523-1376. 
11 Royal List II (Mok’c’evay K’art’lisay), I. ABULAŻE ed.: 9115-19; 9137-923 = C. B. LERNER transl.: 146-

147. 
12 Life of Peter the Iberian (Georgian), II, I. ABULAŻE ed.: 2155-17, in the variants Ⴀ and Ⴁ. However, this 

document presents Varaz-Bakur as “the fifth king since Mirian’s reign” (“მეოთხე მეფე იყო ესე მირიან 
მეფობითგან”), while in the K’art’lis C’xovreba , Varaz-Bak’ar’s reign appears in fourth position from Mirian. 

13 In Royal List II however (I. ABULAŻE ed.: 9115-29 and 9212-17 = C. B. LERNER transl.: 146-147), two 
Mihranids called Bakur appear: the first one instead of Bak’ar, the other one in fifth position from Mirian, after 
Bakur, T’rdat and Varaz-Bakur (i.e. Varaz-Bak’ar) successively, and before P’arsman IV. Even if this last Bakur 
doesn’t appear jointly with King Arč’il, his presence could be reminiscent of this pious Varaz-Bakur or of 
Bakurios, Arsilios’ brother, appearing respectively in the Georgian and Syriac versions of the Life of Peter the 
Iberian.  

14 John Rufus, Life of Peter the Iberian (Syriac): §6-7, C. B. HORN and R. R. PHENIX Jr. ed.: 6-9. 
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the reign of Bakurios and under the reign of Arjiwł / Arsilios / Arč’il15. However, the pieces of 
information provided by the silver dish of Bori, with an Aramaic inscription found mentioning 
“Buzmihr, the good bidaxš”, are of little use here because the object has been dated to the third century 
of our era, thus preventing this Buzmihr to be the father or even the grandfather of Peter the Iberian16. 
It is also unclear whether the Buzmihr mentioned on this dish of Bori was a bidaxš of the Armeno-
K’art’velian marchland or another dynast. 

Figure 2 – The genealogy of Nabarnugios based on the Life of Peter the Iberian (Syriac) 

 

The timing problem of the possible reign of Bakurios joint with those of his brothers Arsilios 
and Bosmario still remains, with the prelature of Movsēs supposed to be contemporary. However, the 
K’art’velian sources don’t mention any prelate named Movsēs for Arč’il’s reign. We can certainly take 
this data with suspicion, considering that many genealogical details of the Life of Maštoc‘ and the Life 
of Peter the Iberian are actually wrong17. There is, however, an alternative to the hypercritical posture, 
namely that Koriwn would have inserted a prelature of Movsēs between those of Swm[e]on and Iona, 
roughly between 410 and 42518. 

This Bakurios would have been, according to the Syriac version of the Life of Peter the Iberian, 
the first Christian sovereign of the kingdom19, in contrast to the Georgian tradition attributing this title 
to Mirian (r. 284-361?). On this point Bernard FLUSIN gives his interpretation: for Christian history in 

                                                   
15 Koriwn, Life of Maštoc‘, XV, 1; XVIII, 2; J.-P. MAHÉ transl. 2005-2007: 78, n.151; 83, n.190. Movsēs 

Xorenac‘i, History of Armenia, III, 60 = A. and J.-P. MAHÉ transl.: 309, also mentions an Ardzil, king ruling over 
the land of Virk‘ (Iberia) at the time when Mesrop / Maštoc‘ sent his students to Constantinople as well as to 
Edessa to translate Greek works and Syriac into Armenian. MAHÉ J.-P. 2005-2007: 78 n.151 regards Bosmarios 
as a younger brother of Bakurios and Arč’il. However, the Life of Peter the Iberian (Syriac), §7, mentions only 
Arsilios as Bakurios’ brother. This Bosmarios, i. e. Nabarnugios’ paternal grandfather, appears in fact as the foster 
brother or at least as a fellow of Arsilios and Bakurios. 

16 TOUMANOFF C. 1963: 260-261. About the dish of Bori, see GIORGADZE G. 2008: 255; 
BURNEY C. A. and LANG D. M. 1971: 227-228. However, the description of royal figures in the hagiography of 
Peter the Iberian is very unprecise, creating confusion between the institution of the marzban and the bidaxš. 
RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 75. 

17 TOUMANOFF C. 1969: 33. Following the hypothesis expressed in DJOBADZE W. Z. 1976: 63 n. 2, 
Bakur would have abandoned arianism for the Nicene orthodoxy, for which he received from Nicaean people the 
recognition of first Christian king in K’art’li; however, no source supports this assumption. 

18 RAPP S. H. Jr. 2003: 329 n. 67. 
19 Life of Peter the Iberian (Syriac), §6, 7 and 11: this latter chapter identifies “the great Bakurios” as 

“the first Christian king of the Iberians” = C. B. HORN and R. R. PHENIX Jr. ed.: 13. As the conversion of P’eroz 
took place under the reign of Bak’ar during his bidaxšate, we can say that Bakurios could be the first bidaxš to 
have been a Christian since his accession to the post. RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 74-75. 
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Iberia, the fact that Bakur the Great (or Bakurios) can be presented as the first Christian king of the 
Iberians seems to imply that between the converted king whom Bacurius recalls (and who would be later 
identified with Mirian), and, on the other hand, the grandfather of Peter the Iberian reigning at the 
beginning of the fifth century, several non-Christian rulers could be inserted: in particular, without 
doubt, Pharsamanios, Peter’s great-uncle20. Bernard FLUSIN is so partisan of an identification of 
Bacurius’ lineage to that of the kings of Mc’xet’a. The challenge is therefore to test the compatibility of 
this genealogy compared to the data given in the Life of the Successors of Mirian. 

Actually, most of the names given in the Syriac version of the Life of Peter the Iberian are not 
in the narrative of the Life of K’art’li. Certainly, two names of kings in Mc’xet’a can be corroborated: 
Arsilios, maternal grandfather of Peter the Iberian, with Arč’il, and maybe the great-uncle of Peter the 
Iberian, Pharsamanios, with King P’arsman IV in K’art’lis C’xovreba. However, no 
Bosmarios / Buzmihr indeed seems to have been king of Iberia at the end of the fourth or in early fifth 
century, from the indications of this compilation of chronicles; in addition, King Mirdat V, son and 
successor to the throne of Arč’il, also no longer appears in the genealogy of the Life of Peter the Iberian. 

Three deductions are to be drawn from this genealogical investigation. On the one hand, if Peter 
the Iberian’s great-uncle was King Arč’il, the saint would be descended through him from Mirian. On 
the other hand, if one accepts the identification of Pharsamanios with P’arsman IV21, then Peter the 
Iberian would be a descendant of the bidaxš P’eroz, the first of these leaders in the Armeno-K’art’velian 
marchland of Gugark‘ / Somxit’i to have accepted Christianity. Accordingly, Bosmarios and Bakurios 
would be members of one or several younger branches of the dynasty of the Chosroids-Mihranids, and 
their kingship on the Iberians would not affect the monarchy of Mc’xet’a, but rather their princely 
sovereignty in the Gugark‘ / Somxit’i marchland. 

2) Was Bacurius the bidaxš of the Gugark‘/ Somxit’i marchland? 

Several sources considered as kings dynasts who had not the title strictly speaking. Bacurius can 
be placed in this category of almost-kings owing to these fluctuations in the designation of his royal title 
through Greek and Latin sources. Indeed, the man called rex in Rufinus of Aquileia, and basiliskos in 
Socrates of Constantinople and Theodore the Reader, gets no royal title in the Anonymous (Pseudo-
Gelasius) of Cyzicus, who noted, however, that Bacurius was “the most illustrious of the royal family of 
these Iberians” (τοῦ βασιλικοῦ γένους τῶν παρ’ αὐτοῖς Ἰβήρων περιφανέστατος)22. On the other hand, 
the study of Peter the Iberian’s genealogy suggests familial ties between the rulers of Mc’xet’a and the 
bidaxš of Somxit’i / Gugark‘. The fact that Zosimus describes that Bacurius is native from a family of 
Armenia (ἐξ Ἀρμενίας τὸ γένος)23 could thus refer to a possible homeland of Bacurius in the Armeno-
K’art’velian marchland24.  

                                                   
20 FLUSIN B. 1991: 366. 
21 P’arsman IV was the eldest son of Varaz-Bak’ar and the grandson of P’eroz, who was Mirian’s co-

regent and alleged bidaxš of Gugark‘ / Somxit’i. Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. 
QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed., 13718-1384. 

22 Anonymous of Cyzicus (Pseudo-Gelasius), Ecclesiastical History, III, 10, 21. 
23 Zosimus, New History, IV, 57, 3. 
24 RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 73. This region was called Somxit’i, the marchland of Armenia by K’art’velians, 

and Gugark‘, marchland of Virk‘ or Iberia, by the Armenians. Accordingly, for a K’art’velian, Bacurius came from 
the marchland of Armenia. According to the hypothesis (unlikely in my opinion) that Bacurius would be the keeper 
of this marchland, this character should, however, not be confused with another bidaxš named Bakur, Armenian 
well this time, but in another border territory, Ałjnik‘ located southwest of Armenia, bordering with Syria. Movsēs 
Xorenac‘i, History of Armenia, III, 4 = A. and J.-P. MAHÉ transl.: 252, reports indeed during the reign of 
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In terms of chronology and genealogy, Stephen H. RAPP Jr. believes that after 394 Bacurius was 
invested as bidaxš of the Armeno-K’art’velian marchland and that he reigned there until after 43025. 
Cyril TOUMANOFF considers for his part that Bacurius had arrived at the head of this Gugark’ / Somxit’i 
marchland after 39426, and even identifies him as the son of the bidaxš P’eroz, first of these marchland 
leaders to have accepted Christian faith27. We’ll see below the impossibility of this assignment insofar 
as Bacurius seems effectively to have died at the Battle of the Frigidus on 5 and 6 September 394.  

3) Bacurius, grandson of Mirian? 

A last possibility would be to identify Bacurius with Rev’s son28, using an excerpt from the 
Royal List II (in Mok’c’evay K’art’lisay) where it is written that after the death of Mirian, “Bakur, the 
son of Rev, sat upon the throne”29. On the other hand, according to K’art’lis C’xovreba, the first 
successor of Mirian was Bak’ar, another of his sons, Rev’s brother30. The difference between the two 
documents can certainly be explained by confusion over one of them31, but it is also possible to attribute 
this contradiction to the actual existence of a Bakur, son of Rev, who would have been called to the 
Iberian throne but who would have been then supplanted by his uncle Bak’ar. According to the Life of 
the Successors of Mirian, Bak’ar’s affirmation for royal power had caused a rallying of the bidaxš ruling 
on Somxit’i / Gugark‘, P’eroz, to oppose the machinations of the Armenian king willing to impose on 
the Iberian throne Bak’ar’s nephew, the son of Rev, related by his mother Salome at T’rdat the Arsacid 
king of Armenia32. The Life of the Successors of Mirian is silent on what happened to Rev’s son, even 
if it refers to other Bak’ar nephews who would have been settled at Rust’avi as erist’avis with a 
government in Kuxet’i33. This source is also silent on Sauromaces, who could have been among the 
contenders for the throne supported by Armenians in the dynastic conflict between them and Bak’ar.  

Could this pretender to the throne who remains anonymous in the Life of the Successors of 
Mirian find his name in Royal List II, thus identifying Bakur, son of Rev, to this Iberian ruler who would 
not have reigned? If this is the case, the identification of this Bakur with Bacurius would likely be true. 

                                                   
Constantius the revolt of this bidaxš wishing to defend his autonomy, which led him to join the šāhan šāh. This 
pro-Iranian orientation allows to differentiate this Bakur from a pro-Roman Bacurius.  

25 RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 74. 
26 TOUMANOFF C. 1971: 133, n. 90. 
27 TOUMANOFF C. 1969: 32. The daughter of Mirian would have been the mother of Bacurius according 

to this hypothesis. No direct evidence does, however, support this possibility which operates a conjecture from the 
silence of the sources about the identity of the bidaxš ruling Armeno-K’art’velian borderland, between P’eroz, still 
alive during the reign of Bak’ar, and Bakurios in the Life of Peter the Iberian, living during the first decades of the 
fifth century. 

28 Rev II, son of Mirian, co-regent with his father from 345 to 361, according to TOUMANOFF C. 1969: 24, 
and RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 386. 

29 Royal List II (Mok’c’evay K’art’lisay), I. ABULAŻE ed.: 9115-16, variant Ⴀ : « და დაჯდა მეფედ 
ბაკურ, ძჱ რევისი »; LERNER C. B. 2004: 146 (Conversion of K’art’li, A I, 3); RAPP S. H. Jr. 2003: 303. 

30 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed., 13018-1312. 
31 Indeed, the Royal List II doesn’t mention any removal of Bakur and seems to assimilate him completely 

with Bak’ar, since it attributed to Bakur the construction of the church of Cilkani that started Bak’ar in the Life of 
the Successors of Mirian. It is possible to assert that the Royal List II deals with Bak’ar under the name of Bakur, 
attributing wrong ancestry to Bak’ar. This is the choice apparently adopted by TOUMANOFF C. 1969: 26. However 
it seems that the Royal List II had in view a character who occupied a distinct dynastic place from Bak’ar, as it is 
for the Iberian king T’rdat (r.394-406?) the brother of Bakur; now the Life of the Successors of Mirian considers 
T’rdat as another son of Rev, which corresponds entirely with the Royal List II. There was therefore a lineage from 
Rev able to take the succession to the Iberian throne at the expense of the lineage of Bak’ar. Royal List II 
(Mok’c’evay K’art’lisay), I. ABULAŻE ed.: 9115-29 = C. B. LERNER  transl.: 146; Life of the Successors of Mirian 
(K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed.: 1318-11 = R. W. THOMSON transl.: 147. 

32 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed.: 13018-1316. 
33 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed.: 1317-8. 
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Once removed from the throne, despite the support brought to him by the King of Armenia, Bacurius 
would have given up his claims and integrated the Roman army to start a military career in the service 
of the Emperor Valens, leaving Sauromaces, probably one of his parents, the role of a suitor assigned 
by the Romans.  

Although the identification of Bacurius with the son of Rev, and thus nephew of Bak’ar, remains 
fragile, we know the context in which Bacurius was forced into exile out of Iberia seems to be sufficient 
to exclude the possibility of making the latter the bidaxš of Gugark‘ / Somxit’i. At the time of Bak’ar’s 
advent, the Life of the Successors of Mirian seems to suggest that P’eroz occupied this function34. On 
the other hand, the party of P’eroz consisted in staunch support for the cause of Bak’ar. If the latter is 
identifiable with Aspacures, the bidaxš’s position would be that of an enemy of the pro-Roman party 
and of Sauromaces. As a result, it is difficult to consider that Bacurius was present (or at least remained) 
in the entourage of P’eroz. In the absence of more specific sources on the functions occupied by different 
dynasties of Mc’xet’a and Gugark‘ / Somxit’i at the end of the 360’s, it is impossible to determine with 
certainty if Bacurius held, prior to his departure from Iberia, a position of king or royal heir, bidaxš, or 
the bidaxš’s heir, of erist’avi or a simple suitor without title.  

Whether Bacurius was a prince or even king, his office in Iberia could take place only before 
the arrival in imperial territory of this character in 367 or early 368, date from the beginning of his career 
in the Roman army. Gugark‘ / Somxit’i, territory located at the edge of Armenia, and passed to the 
fourth century under the obedience of the monarchy of Mc’xet’a, was indeed able to be assimilated by 
the penchant sources to a Caucasian kingdom. Its marchland situation could justify that Greek and Latin 
sources have placed the homeland of Bacurius sometimes in Iberia (Rufinus of Aquileia), sometimes in 
Armenia (Zosimus)35. In any case, this prestigious ancestry would have thus allowed Bacurius to assume 
a kingly title, or at least almost kingly. Bacurius’ death at the Battle of the Frigidus (5 and 6 September 
394), deducted from the indications of Zosimus crossed with those of Socrates of Constantinople, allows 
to disprove the hypotheses identifying Bacurius with the more or less homonymous Iberian kings and 
princes living in the first decades of the fifth century.  

The rivalry between monarchy and bidaxšate, inconspicuous in the Life of Peter the Iberian as 
in the first chronicles of the K’art’lis C’xovreba, can be nevertheless invoked to explain the silence of 
the Georgian Chronicles on Bacurius; they are indeed pro-royal and so very reluctant to tell the high 
points of this almost-king prince. It was therefore in another context, in the Roman East, that Bacurius’ 
name entered history. 

II. – Bacurius at the service of the Empire: an Iberian network in the Roman army 

1) The Iberians in the imperial army 

Contemporary with the time when Rufinus of Aquileia was writing his Ecclesiastical History, 
several testimonies dating back to the turn of the fourth and the fifth century allow to detect an Iberian 
presence in the Roman army, a phenomenon not only visible in the auxiliary body formed according to 

                                                   
34 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed., 1311. = R. W. THOMSON 

transl.: 146. 
35 Another hypothesis to explain the Armenian origin of Bacurius in Zosimus would be to see a closeness 

of this man with the court of Armenia, which could support him against his pro-Iran rivals from Iberia before his 
departure to the Empire. If Bacurius can be identified with hypothetical Bakur I, son of Salome and Rev, and 
therefore grandson of Trdat the Arsacid by his mother, he would be a half-Armenian prince by his origins. 
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an ethnic factor, but also attested through the individual careers of a few senior officers who climbed 
the ladder of the hierarchy of dignities36.  

a) Iberian auxiliary troops 

The speech n. 15 of Themistius, pronounced January 19, 381 in front of the Senate of 
Constantinople, for the second anniversary of Theodosius’ advent, is the first explicit testimony of the 
presence of Armenians and Iberians in the auxiliary corps of the late Roman army. 

“For the love of God, beloved friend, do not hide ourselves from the justice of God, let us make 
sure that by it all of these goods are provided to us: let it remain among us, immaculate, sitting next to you, 
on a pure throne, maintaining together the destinies of men. You do not need for yourself guards or soldiers, 
slingers or archers, no contingent of Armenians and Iberians, either as squires or bodyguards: you only “are 
sufficient for yourself”, because the will is sovereign in this area. The prince who does not treat justice is 
justified in nothing; he can’t blame the vileness of the soldiers or the ineptitude of the subordinates. You 
alone, sitting on the throne, you are responsible, suffice you a word or a nod to preserve justice and get with 
it this universal power”.37 

Another documentary evidence, the Notitia Dignitatum, whose eastern part was written in 401 
according to Constantine ZUCKERMAN38, lists the great commandments of the Roman army and units 
that each senior officer had at his disposal. This administrative text was formed by a series of layers of 
updates, that go from the time of Diocletian until at least the beginning of the fifth century39. For the 
eastern part of the Empire, two auxiliary units composed of Caucasian Iberians can be identified: an ala 
prima Hiberorum based on Thmou in Upper-Egypt and entrusted to the dux Thebaidos40, as well as a 
Palatine auxiliary wing of Iberians among the eighteen at the disposal of the magister militum 
praesentalis41. It is likely that the command of these auxiliary units, provided by officers of Iberian 
origin, was, for the latter, the first step of their career in the Roman army, before they could reach the 
higher positions in the military hierarchy. 

b) Pharsamanios, Subarmachios, and Nabarnugios: Iberians at the imperial Court 

Bacurius’ itinerary is not unique in its kind, because several nobles of Iberian origin, like him, 
had a career in the Roman army, reaching prestigious positions integrated into the influential circles of 
the imperial Court. In his part tracing the genealogy of Peter the Iberian, the Syriac version of his 
hagiography comes to describe briefly the path of Pharsamanios, soldier at the court of Arcadius (r.395-
408). 

“The brother of Osduktia, his paternal grandmother, was Pharsamanios, the one who was held in 
glory at [the court of] Arcadius, emperor of the Romans, having both the honor of a military leader and of 
the first honors. Subsequently, after Pharsamanios had fled from the injury of Eudoxia, wife of Arcadius, 
and was able to hide himself, he hastily returned to his country. Once he became king over the Iberians and 

                                                   
36 About this type of career, see HOFFMANN D. 1978: 314. 
37 Themistius, Speeches, XV, §6 /189C-190A. Personal translation from R. MAISANO ed.: 557. 
38 ZUCKERMAN C. 1998: 146. 
39 LE BOHEC Y. 2006: 64-65. 
40 Notitia Dignitatum in partibus Orientis, O. SEECK ed.: XXXI, 46. 
41 Notitia Dignitatum in partibus Orientis, O. SEECK ed.: V, 60. This unit shouldn’t be confused with the 

scola scutariorum sagittariorum (XI, 7), whose command was put under the responsibility of the master of offices, 
and which worked in the imperial guard. It is in this unit that Bacurius could his career and would have fought in 
the battle of Adrianople. 
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had brought along with him the White Huns who are the neighbors of the Iberians, he was the cause of 
many evils for those who are subject to the Romans”.42 

According to Stephen H. RAPP Jr., it is possible that this Pharsamanios, Peter the Iberian’s great-
uncle, is identifiable as King P’arsman IV (r. 406-409?), whose alleged reign is close to that of the 
Emperor Arcadius (r. 383-395 with his father Theodosius, r. 395-402 alone on the throne of 
Constantinople)43. The major problem with this hypothesis is that our only source on P’arsman IV, the 
Life of the Successors of Mirian, describes this sovereign as an ally of the Romans, to the point that he 
would have revolted against the Persians. A point of agreement between the two sources lies 
nevertheless in the warlike qualities of this character, described as a fearless hero of Iranian type, “a 
pious man, an intrepid mounted warrior” (kac’i morcmune, mq’edari šemmart’ebeli)44. However, 
neither the stay in the Roman Empire, nor the alliance with the Huns is mentioned in the notice of the 
Georgian chronicle. It is certainly possible that the veracity of this is failing due to the lateness of his 
writing, not earlier than the ninth century. 

Also contemporary to the reign of Arcadius, the career of another Roman officer from Iberian 
origin appears through a notice in Suda containing a fragment of the history written by Eunapius of 
Sardis (fourth - fifth century)45. The eunuch Eutropius, for whom Subarmachios would have been a loyal 
henchman, was the praepositus sacri cubiculi, all-powerful in the East since the murder of the prefect 
of the praetorium Rufinus on November 395 until his own fall on August 399. Subarmachios would 
have served with him as a commander of a special unit of sagittarii, probably of mounted archers, 
because the scholae palatinae were all cavalry units46. His functions are still discussed, given that the 
authors of the Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire identified him as comes domesticorum of the 
East47, while he appears here as a “leader of the guards” (τῶν δορυφόρων ἡγεμών). This man would be 
“a pure Colchian from beyond Thermodon and Phasis”, an origin neighboring geographically the 
Iberian area. 

Finally, the case of Nabarnugios (c.413 / 417-491), alias Peter the Iberian after his conversion, 
is located a few decades after the time of Bacurius, Subarmachios and his great-uncle Pharsamanios. 
According to Syrian historian Zachary the Rhetor48, Nabarnugios received a military commission while 
he was a hostage in Constantinople, and served as equis regiis praepositus. For his part, David BRAUND 
thinks that Pierre the Iberian was probably the tribune of a schola of domestici equites49. 

In short, it is quite surprising to see that one ethnic group could almost monopolize the command 
of a schola palatina and produce several high-ranking officers, sharing their royal or princely origins 
for many of them. A further investigation into the case of Bacurius should allow to better understand 
this type of career. 

                                                   
42 John Rufus, Life of Peter the Iberian (Syriac) §6, C. B. HORN and R. PHENIX Jr. ed.: 9. 
43 RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 72, n. 196. 
44 Life of the Successors of Mirian (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed., 13721 : “[…] კაცი 

მორწმუნე, მჴედარი შემმართებელი” = R. W. THOMSON transl.: 151. RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 268.  
45 Suidas 1, Lexicon, 793 = fragment 67.8 in BLOCKLEY R. C. 1983: 104-106; fragment 77 in Fragmenta 

Historicorum Graecorum 4, K. MÜLLER, T. MÜLLER and V. LANGLOIS ed., Paris, 1874-1885. 
WOODS D. 1996: 365 for translation.  

46 WOODS D. 1996: 365-367.  
47 MARTINDALE J. R. 1980: 1037, s. v. “Subarmachius”. 
48 Zachary the Rhetor, Ecclesiastical History, III, 4, mentioned in WOODS D. 1996: 367, n. 15. 
49 BRAUND D. 1994: 285.  
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2) Bacurius military: a career for the service of Rome 

a) Tribune of a Palatine schola at the Battle of Adrianople  

The first explicit appearance of Bacurius in sources figures in the history of Rome from 
Ammianus Marcellin, who reports his participation at the battle of Adrianople on August 9, 37850. 
Bacurius then probably commanded a unit of archers on horseback recruited at the eastern borders of 
the Empire51. His colleague Cassio, who is not known otherwise, probably headed a unit of scutarii, i.e. 
horsemen carrying shields52. Warlike Bacurius’ fearlessness, which seems to be a trait shared with 
Subarmachios, appears to match the ideal of the Iranian hero portrayed in Armenian and pre-Bagratid 
Georgian epic literature. It was in large part of their warrior value from which the Caucasian rulers 
rooted in the Iranian culture were supposed to draw their legitimacy. In the Life of the Kings and the Life 
of Vaxtang Gorgasali, K’art’velian sovereigns are indeed described as heroes-kings of Iranian type. 
These texts are characterized by the salience of the words gmiri (გმირი, “hero”), goliat’i (გოლიათი, 
“Goliath”, i.e. “giant”), and bumberazi (ბუმბერაზი) (duelist champion). Occasionally, we find the 
term čabuki (ჭაბუკი), derived from the old Persian chāpūka, “young”53, similar to the Persian mard-
juwān (“young man”), with its qualities of male prowess, courage and manly strength. There were also 
K’art’velian equivalents of the asabārān, i. e. elite warriors of the Sasanian army54. The asbār (in Old 
Persian asbāra, in Pahlavi aswār) was a specialist in single combat (mard-u-mard) and an elite rider; he 
accumulated honors by proving his prowess and his manhood, including the detention of the hizārmard, 
namely a distinction which indicated that the asbār had the strength of a thousand men, the title of 
mubāriz (in Georgian bumberazi, ბუმბერაზი), those of pahlawān (“hero”), of jahān pahlawān (“hero 
of the world”) and zih sawār (“exceptional horseman”)55. In the case of Bacurius, we find this same 
passion in the narrative drawn up by Socrates of Constantinople in his account of the Battle of the 
Frigidus, heroism that probably cost him his life56.  

b) Dux of the Palestinian limes and comes domesticorum 

Bacurius held high positions in the Roman army, serving as dux Palaestinae and comes 
domesticorum. The testimony of Rufinus is the most accurate on the rank that the officer of Iberian 
origin was able to achieve in his career. 

                                                   
50 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXXI, 12, 16: “eo ad uallum hostile tendente sagittarii et 

scutarii, quos Bacurius Hiberus quidam tunc regebat et Cassio, auidius impetu calenti progressi iamque aduersis 
conexi, ut inmature proruperant, ita inerti discessu primordia belli foedarunt”. 

51 Note, however, that the formulation of Ammianus Marcellin remains quite vague, and it is possible that 
Cassio has ordered the mounted archers, and Bacurius the scutarii. 

52 Even if there were scutarii and sagittarii in the Roman army outside the units of the imperial guard, I 
believe that a cross-checking with indications delivered in Themistius’ speech n. 8, §116a-c/174-175 allows to 
think that Bacurius was in one of the Palatine scholae. DELMAIRE R. 2008: 40: according to Ammianus 
Marcellinus (XVI, 10, 8), the Emperor is surrounded by riders carrying shields (scutarii) and armored riders 
(clibanarii) would come further: these are the oldest corps and the other scholae created later, armaturae, gentiles, 
sagittarii would further follow the imperial procession. The Notitia Dignitatum gives for the East, at the beginning 
of the fifth century, seven Palatine scholae under the command of the magister officiorum: “Sub dispositione viri 
illustris magistri officiorum: Scola scutariorum prima. Scola scutariorum secunda. Scola gentilium seniorum. 
Scola scutariorum sagittariorum. Scola scutariorum clibanariorum. Scola armaturarum iuniorum. Scola 
gentilium iuniorum” (Notitia Dignitatum in partibus Orientis, XI, 3-10). 

53 Life of the Kings (K’art’lis C’xovreba), S. QAUXČ’IŠVILI ed., 2017 about P’arnavaz.  
54 ZAKERI M. 1993: 68-87, 113-114 and following.  
55 RAPP S. H. Jr. 2009: 663-664. 
56 Socrates of Constantinople, Ecclesiastical History, V, 25, 13. 
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“This is Bacurius, man in whom you could trust, the king of this nation, who was comes domesticorum 
with us and very concerned about religion and truth, who told us that things had gone so when, being then 
dux of the limes of Palestine, he lived on very good terms with us in Jerusalem”.57 

In the late imperial military hierarchy, the counts were immediately after the magistri militum. 
The word “count” comes from the Latin comes, “companion”, and has two meanings. On the one hand, 
it could be only an empty honorary title, on the other hand it is also possibly a real function. In the Early 
Empire, the count designated any character that is part of the entourage of the Emperor, a lawyer, a 
writer, or any other friend of the sovereign, although he had no political or military office. The Roman 
State distinguished some of them, those occupying army, comites rei militaris58, at the top of whom 
were the masters of militias. The title was also given to less important characters placed at the head of 
the army in secondary areas, from the military point of view, compared to those which were assigned to 
the magistri militum. A count could take the lead of several legions, or only a few detachments59. 

The Notitia Dignitatum and sometimes Ammianus Marcellinus attribute counts to Egypt and 
Isauria in the East, to Africa, to Britain, to Tingitana, to the region of Mainz and the Saxon shore, 
corresponding to the coast of Southeast Britain and Northwestern Gaul. For the less important and border 
provinces, the Roman State had planned the duces, one per province: Ammianus Marcellin signals their 
presence in Egypt, Phoenicia, Mesopotamia, Thrace and Moesia60. They were also placed under the 
authority of the count if there was one, and masters of the militias in all cases. They could receive 
important responsibilities. The title of dux can also be used to name any officer61. 

The Anonymous of Cyzicus (Pseudo-Gelasius) introduces the idea that Bacurius ordered a 
campaign against Saracens in the mountains of Palestine, which would have resulted in a brilliant 
victory62. These territories are probably the Sinai and the edge of the Negev where several groups, 
collectively known as Saracens, were practicing nomadism63. After the reorganization of the Eastern 
provinces by Diocletian in the late third century, Sinai became indeed a part of the Palaestina Tertia or 
Salutaris, created in 357-358, while the northwest part of the Sinai Peninsula was attached 
administratively to Egypt. After 297 the limes arabicus was also strengthened, especially in the region 
extending south from Bosra to the upstream part of the Wādi Sirhān, to prevent incursions by the 
warriors of the desert64; during the 360’s and 370’s, new forts were built in the area located at the south-
south-east of Bosra, to which belong the castella of Umm ej-jemal and Deir el-Kahf65.  

During the fourth century, a process of Christianization sprang up in the Sinaitic margins 
through pilgrimage and monasticism, particularly visible in the Jebel Musa site frequented by faithful 

                                                   
57 Rufinus of Aquileia, Ecclesiastical History, I, 10 / §236: “Haec nobis ita gesta, fidelissimus uir 

Bacurius, gentis ipsius rex, et apud nos domesticorum comes, cui summa erat cura et religionis et ueritatis, 
exposuit, cum nobiscum Palaestini tunc limitis dux, in Ierosolymis satis unanimiter degeret”. Translation adapted 
from THELAMON F. 1972: 8.  

58 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXVII, 10, 6 and 12, 13. 
59 LE BOHEC Y. 2006: 81. 
60 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XVI, 9, 2 ; XXIV, 1, 9 ; XXV, 1, 2 ; XXV, 8, 7 ; XXIX, 6, 

14 ; XXX, 2, 4 ; XXXI, 4, 9, 5 ; 1, 5, 6. 
61 LE BOHEC Y. 2006: 81 for this development. 
62 Anonymous (Pseudo-Gelasius) of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical History, III, 10, 21 : “<ὃς> σατράπης 

Ῥωμαίων καταστὰς καὶ ταῖς ἀκρωρείαις τῆς Παλαιστίνης κατὰ τῶν Σαρακηνῶν βαρβάρων ἐπιστρατεύσας 
πόλεμον ἄκρως ὅτι μάλιστα τὴν κατ’ αὐτῶν νίκην ἤρατο” : “[Bacurius] established as a commander of the 
Romans, led a campaign against the Saracens in the moutains of Palestine and won a major victory against them”. 
Personal translation. 

63 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XIV, 4; Expositio totius mundi, XX. 
64 THELAMON F. 1981: 128. 
65 THELAMON F. 1981: 134. 
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people66.  Rufinus of Aquileia reports the conversion in the 370’s of a Saracen tribe led by Queen Mauvia 
and identified as being the Tanūkhids67. This people would have led a series of attacks on the Roman 
fortified positions in Palestine and Arabia, and would greatly compromise the Roman army, commanded 
by the dux of Phoenicia as well as by the magister equitum Victor68. During peace negotiations, the 
Queen Mauvia (or Mavia) would have received, among others, Moyse, a loner ascetic living in an area 
neighboring Saracen territory, to be ordained bishop of his people, probably in the Sinai Peninsula69. It 
is therefore likely that Bacurius, in charge of the confines of Palestine, could build relationships with 
these Saracen communities, including those engaged in a process of Christianization.  

Operations in which Bacurius engaged in Palestine as a commander must have occurred only 
between his tribunate of a Palatine schola in Adrianople (August 9, 378), and June 388, days when the 
war began against Maximus, in which Bacurius was also involved. Moreover, a new revolt of the 
Tanūkhids broke out against Rome between 378 and 383, the latter date being that of the crushing of 
their uprising70. The presence of the magister militum Richomer in Antioch in 383 allows one to regard 
him as the commander of the military campaign against the revolted Tanūkhids71; as a dux of the limes 
in Palestine, Bacurius was therefore one of his employees in the conduct of repressive operations. The 
success of the Iberian prince probably favored his ascension through the military hierarchy in the 
Theodosian army. 

c) General of Theodosius against Maximus and Eugenius 

Socrates of Constantinople reports the role of Bacurius as a general (ὁ στρατηλάτης) in the 
service of the Emperor Theodosius twice. 

“Rufinus said having learned it [sc. the story of the conversion of the Iberians] from Bakkourios, 
who was initially a little king among the Iberians, but who then, by moving to the Romans, was established 
as a taxiarch on the army of Palestine. After that, he fought as a general with Emperor Theodosius against 
the tyrant Maximus”.72 

[Account of the Battle of the Frigidus] “Bakkourios, a general, took so much courage that he 
rushed with fighters on the front line to the side where the barbarians were under pressure; he breaks 
through the ranks of the enemies and puts to flight those who pressed them before”.73 

The first quotation refers to the war of Theodosius against the usurper Maximus (r. 383-388)74, 
which occurred from June to August 388, in which Socrates of Constantinople is the only one to involve 

                                                   
66 BLUMELL L. and alii 2014: 57-61. 
67 Rufinus of Aquileia, Ecclesiastical History, II, 6. SHAHID I. 1984: 203. 
68 Victor 4 according to JONES A. H. M. and alii 1971: 957-959. Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, 

XXVI, 5, 2; Zosimus, New History, IV, 2, 4. THELAMON F. 1981: 135. 
69 THELAMON F. 1981: 123-147. 
70 SHAHID I. 1984: 203-205. 
71 SHAHID I. 1984: 210-211. After their defeat, the Tanūkhids lost their supremacy on the Arabs for the 

benefit of the Salīhids. 
72 Socrates, Ecclesiastical History, I, 20, 20 : “Ταῦτα φησὶν ὁ Ῥουφῖνος παρὰ Βακκουρίου μεμαθηκέναι, 

ὃς πρότερον μὲν ἦν βασιλίσκος Ἰβήρων, ὕστερον δὲ Ῥωμαίοις προσελθὼν ταξίαρχος τοῦ ἐν Παλαιστίνῃ 
στρατιωτικοῦ κατέστη καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα στρατηλατῶν τὸν κατὰ Μαξίμου τοῦ τυράννου πόλεμον τῷ βασιλεῖ 
Θεοδοσίῳ συνηγωνίσατο”. Translation adapted from P. MARAVAL, 2003. 

73 Socrates, Ecclesiastical History, V, 25, 13: “Βὰκκούριος γὰρ ὁ στρατηλάτης αὐτοῦ τοσοῦτον 
ἐπερρώσθη, ὥστε σὺν τοῖς πρωταγωνισταῖς εἰσδραμεῖν, καθ´ ὃ μέρος οἱ βάρβαροι ἐδιώκοντο· καὶ διαρρήσσει μὲν 
τὰς φάλαγγας, τρέπει δὲ εἰς φυγὴν τοὺς πρὸ βραχέως διώκοντας”. Translation adapted from P. MARAVAL, 2006. 

74 KELLY C. 2015: 215-217. 
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Bacurius. On the war of Theodosius with Eugenius75 (393-394), the second quotation from Socrates of 
Constantinople shows the offensive role that Bacurius played, portraying a personality like that which 
Ammianus Marcellinus had described for the same character fighting in Adrianople.  

On this war against Eugenius, the testimony of the poet Claudian (c. 370 - c. 404), although 
more vague, reflected nevertheless the presence of soldiers in the East countries in Theodosius’ army76. 
Claudian is here referring to the civil war between Theodosius and Eugenius (“abject client” v. 67) 
supported by Arbogast (“barbarian exile” v. 66). While the latter are despised, no mention being made 
about supports that the usurper had gathered in the West, Claudian gushes about Theodosius’ supports 
through a catalogue of his troops. The poet then takes pleasure in highlighting the scale of the Roman 
rule over the Eastern world: Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, Syria, Arabia, Media, Anatolia and the Caspian 
shores would have provided their own contingents. Of noticeable interest is the geographical inaccuracy 
of the author regarding the Phasis, river of Colchis corresponding to the current Rioni, as part of 
Armenia77. This inventory is more in line with the epic tradition than with historical data78, since the 
presence of the 20 000 Goths of Gaianas and Alaric has been concealed: these soldiers also paid a heavy 
price for victory, but subsequently become very cumbersome for their employers.  

This indication given by Claudian about the presence of Orientals, although dubious, can, 
however, be backed by sources attesting the presence of Bacurius in the ranks of the Theodosian army. 
The New History of Zosimus indeed completes the testimony of Socrates thereon, by mentioning the 
presence of a Bakourios among the generals commanding the Theodosian forces at the Battle of the 
Frigidus (5 and 6 September 394). The testimony of Zosimus in this regard poses several problems, to 
the point that the identification of this character with Bacurius in Rufinus and Ammianus Marcellinus 
has not been made without hesitation79.   

“Bakourios also had with them a part of the command; he was a native of Armenia, and it was a 
man devoid of any bad feeling and more trained to war; such was the way in which he [sc. Theodosius] fixed 
the choice of generals”.80 

We saw above that the mention of Armenia as Bacurius homeland should not be taken literally, 
given that Zosimus could either point through this the border territory of Gugark‘ / Somxit’i, or, as 
Claudian did, confuse the Armenian territory with another Caucasian area like Iberia. Further, once he 

                                                   
75 MODÉRAN Y. 2003: 154-155. 
76 Claudian, Panegyric for the third consulship of the Emperor Honorius, v.67-72: “Pro crimen superum! 

Longi pro dedecus aeui! / Barbarus Hesperias exul possederat urbes / sceptraque deiecto dederat Romana 
clienti. / Iam princeps molitur iter gentesque remotas / colligit Aurorae, tumidus quascumque pererrat / Euphrates, 
quas lustrat [H]alys, quas ditat Orontes: / turiferos Arabes saltus, uada Caspia Medi, / Armenii Phasin, Parthi 
liquere Niphatem”. This poem dates from the beginning of the year 396. 

77 The origin of this confusion dates back at least to Xenophon, Anabasis, IV, 6, 4, who during his 
description of his route in Armenia seems to designate by Phasis the Araxes, thinking that this river led to the river 
Phasis of Colchis, today Rioni in western Georgia. I. K. PARADEISOPOULOS, 2014: 220, 231. 

78 Zosimus, New History, IV, 57, 2, does not support the presence of Eastern troops. 
79 THELAMON F. 1981, 93, n. 19, considers as conditional Bacurius’ death at the Battle of the Frigidus 

reported by Zosimus, then (p.94) ignore it and qualifies Bacurius as an Iberian king who would have reigned 
“before 361 or after 395”. 

80 Zosimus, New History, IV, 57, 3: “Ἐκοινώνει δὲ τῆς ἀρχῆς αὐτοῖς καὶ Βακούριος ἔλκων μὲν ἐξ 
‘Αρμενίας τὸ γένος, ἔξω δὲ πάσης κακονθείας ἀνὴρ μετὰ τοῦ καὶ τὰ πολεμικὰ πεπαιδεῦσθαι - ἠ μὲν οὖν ἀρχαιρεσία 
τοῦτον αὐτῷ διετέθη τὸν τρόπον”. Translation adapted from F. PASCHOUD, 1979. 
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has completed the account of the battle, Zosimus returns to the singular figure of this general (στρατηγός, 
maybe in the sense of magister militum)81. 

“That same day, the allies of the Emperor Theodosius in their majority were killed, including 
Bakourios: among their generals, he faced the danger with the greatest courage, while the others, in an 
unexpected way, fled with survivors”.82 

The essential fact is that Socrates appears as the only author making obviously one character 
out of the Bacurius delivering the story of the conversion in Iberia and the Bacurius fighting in the 
Theodosian army. Although Zosimus is the only author to indicate the death of the general during the 
Battle of the Frigidus, since Socrates of Constantinople mentions only his presence in the confrontation, 
we can deduce that Bacurius in Rufinus and his successors is well comparable to the Bakourios of 
Zosimus, thanks to the link of identification carried out by Socrates of Constantinople. Bacurius’ death 
in 394 is consequently a certain fact, and constitutes a crucial factor in deciding the issues of 
identification which involve Bacurius facing his Armeno-K’art’velian namesakes83.  

Bacurius’ presence in Jerusalem mentioned by Rufinus has therefore not been continuous 
between 380 and 392, but was interrupted by various military and political activities to which the 
character took part. However, this career in the Roman army did not prevent Bacurius, far from there, 
from building bridges of cooperation and friendship with the civilian elite of the Roman East. 

III. – Bacurius, a sociable man: beliefs and conviviality 

Enjoyed as much among Christians as among Pagans, Bacurius appears as a man who managed 
to build relationships and win the friendship of characters as opposed as Rufinus and Libanius. The 
notion of conviviality tends to express this logic of togetherness between individuals who are not of the 
same religious allegiance, a life of relationships with its agreements, mutual contributions but also 
conflicting friction between the various components of a multicultural society. 

1) An inter-confessional sociability 

a) Friend of Christians 

Rufinus of Aquileia described Bacurius as “a very trustful man” (fidelissimus uir), “who took 
greatest care of religion and truth” (cui summa erat cura et religionis et ueritatis)84. Socrates of 
Constantinople and Theodore the Reader do not extend to the moral qualities of the character; as for 
Sozomen and Theodoret of Cyrus, they fail to report the identity of the one who reported the story of 
the conversion of the Iberians. However, the Anonymous of Cyzicus (Pseudo-Gelasius) evokes the “very 
loyal Bakkourios, a man filled with the fear [of God]” (ὁ πιστότατος Βακκούριος ὑφηγητὴς γέγονεν 
ἀνὴρ εὐλαβέστατος [...])85. Bacurius’ fides is underlined with insistence all the more since it is the 
guarantee of the validity of his testimony in the eyes of Rufinus of Aquileia and his successors.  

                                                   
81 See François PASCHOUD’s critical apparatus in his edition of the New History of Zosimus, Paris, 

1979: 463-464, n. 208. 
82 Zosimus, New History, IV, 58, 3 : « [...] κατ αὐτὴν τὴν ἠμέραν, τὸ μὲν πολὺ μέρος τῶν Θεοδοςίῳ τῷ 

Βασιλεῖ συμμαχούντων ἀποθανεῖν, καὶ τῶν στρατηγῶν Βακούριον ἀνδρειότατα τῶν σφετέρων προκινδυνεύσαντα, 
τοὺς δὲ ἄλλους παραλόγως ἄμα τοῖς περιλειφθεῖσι διαφυγεῖν ». Translation adapted from F. PASCHOUD, 1979. 

83 That’s the reason why, about Georgian inscription n. 1 found at Bir-el-Qutt in Palestine (dating from 
first half of the fifth century), the Christian Bakur mentioned on it could not be our Bacurius died several decades 
earlier. FÄHNRICH H. 2013: 179-180, n. 112. 

84 Rufinus of Aquileia, Ecclesiastical History, I, 10 / §236. 
85 Anonymous of Cyzicus (Pseudo-Gelasius), Ecclesiastical History, III, 10, 21. 
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This praise remains paradoxically imprecise on the confession professed by Bacurius, who was 
incidentally not specifically called Christian. Rufinus and his successors have thus retained an active 
spirituality, integrated, curious and respectful of Christianity, rather than a displayed confession in a 
partisan way. Such a choice of life combining piety and open mind seems allowing Bacurius not to limit 
his support to Christians alone, as is shown by the favor that this character received from some Pagans. 

b) Friend of Pagans 

If the first face of Bacurius is that of a witness to the expansion of Christianity in Iberia, through 
his account of the royal conversion in this country told to Rufinus86, then another side of this character 
appears through the testimony of the rhetor Libanius. This man was also frequented by Bacurius, the 
latter having met especially during a visit to Antioch probably in 391. Three mentions of Bacurius appear 
in correspondence of the professor of Antioch. One of these references is a letter from Libanius to 
Bacurius himself. 

“Your letter came to us while we were just talking about you, as we do to keep the circle of friends, 
and as the good opportunity that comes to praise your person gives us immense joy. As subjects of praise, 
one pleads in favor of your righteousness and of your belief that the gods see and know everything that 
happens on Earth, another one praises your moderation and the fact that you master your desires more than 
your soldiers, a third finally praises your wisdom that gives victory to your weapons. We are told that your 
soul was never afraid of any danger. But the largest of your merits seems to me that you like speeches and 
each of those who work on them; and that makes you the favorite of these gods, who have interest in the 
speech; they have interest in them, because that is their gift. Among these species of flowers so we stayed, 
and you were the meadow on which they grew, this is where the messenger got me your letter in the hands, 
which provides evidence of your love for speeches. Indeed, if the man who cultivates the art of war honors 
and carries in his heart the man of speeches, honoring him not only by his thought, but also by what he 
writes – how could it not come from a man who honors the rhetoric by what constitutes the lot of orators? 
However often I am about to write you, and yet some reason stopped me, not always the same, but still any 
reason, and it is also the same reason that the gods have sent you to increase your happiness. Because it is 
not the same to write a letter and answer a letter”.87 

The letter would intervene shortly after Bacurius’ travel to Constantinople in 392 after his 
appointment to the position of comes domesticorum by Theodosius88. It raises the question of Libanius’ 
relationship with the military. While in general, men-at-arms were despised by the Antiochian professor, 
as being presented as rude, greedy for booty, and mostly uneducated, Bacurius would represent 
– according to Bernadette CABOURET – “a counter-model”89, with his qualities of justice, moderation, 
self-control, wisdom, piety and love of literature. The fact that Libanius appears favorable to a cultivated 
general, even a barbarian one, demonstrates that the cultural factor prevails over the ethnic factor in 
terms of criteria for categorization of others in the Roman East elites’ mentalities. In this letter, we guess 
interested motive, namely the quest by Libanius for an ally able to defend the cause of a Paganism deeply 
undermined since the reversal of the emperor in favor of the supremacy of Christianity in the Empire90. 

                                                   
86 Since Rufinus was present in Palestine between 380 and 397, Bacurius could tell him this story only 

between 380 and 394. VESSEY 2004: 318-327.  
87 Libanius, Letters, n. 1060 in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. Translation adapted with Rebecca 

LAFFIN’s help from G. FATOUROS and T. KRISCHER ed., Munich, 1980, 72: 180-183.  
88 G. FATOUROS and T. KRISCHER ed. 1980: 461-463. RAPP S. H. Jr. 2014: 73, suggests an earlier date, 

380. 
89 CABOURET B. 2012: 433. 
90 Since the emperor’s penance before Ambrosius at Christmas 390, Theodosius operated a turning point 

in his religious policy by giving overall support to official Christianity institutions. New measures were taken 
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However, it appears disturbing to read Libanius praising Bacurius’ belief in “that the gods see 
and know everything that happens on Earth”, the same uir fidelissimus who gave to Rufinus of Aquileia 
the account of the Iberian conversion to Christianity. The way in which the very pagan Zosimus 
portrayed him favorably might also suggest that Bacurius had not completely broken with the pre-
Christian beliefs. It seems fruitless to try to see a hypothetical conversion of Bacurius to Christianity 
from the time of his correspondence with Libanius and his encounter with Rufinus of Aquileia. Indeed, 
Bacurius was comes domesticorum of Theodosius when the professor of Antioch praised his respect for 
the gods, and only dux of the limes of Palestine – the previous grade – when he delivered his testimony 
to Rufinus, according to the latter (cum nobiscum Palaestini tunc limitis dux). A conversion in the 
reverse direction (from Christian to Pagan) is also unlikely, since Rufinus’ account was written in the 
very first years of the fifth century, namely after Bacurius’ death91.  

Regardless of the intimate content of the beliefs of Bacurius, which remains inaccessible to us, 
it is nevertheless remarkable that this man could make use of them to attract such laudatory opinions, 
especially from personalities as contrasted as Libanius and Rufinus. What is more, two other mentions 
of Bacurius in another two Libanius’ letters attest that the orator did not double talk about this character. 

“A nice letter came to us, from someone good through someone good, having well received it from 
you through Bakourios, brilliant as much by the body than by what he gave to his similar soul. I had not 
ordered it to you, but you, for love of us, you thought of doing it on your own in having sent up to here the 
diligent Bakourios [...]”.92 

“Bakourios, having delivered Aristaenetus’ letter, since he had been persuaded to do it with pleasure, 
said that this one was for you, from Leontius. [...]” 93 

These letters show a Bacurius amicably deigning to serve as a messenger between some 
Libanius’ correspondents: Aristaenetus (II) of Antioch94, born in 371, an alumnus of Libanius, to whom 
he was related, briefly held the post of prefect of the city of Constantinople somewhere between June 25, 
392 and February 27, 393; Leontius (VI) was also a former student related to Libanius as well as 
Aristaenetus (II), and become consularis Phoenices in 39295. So Bacurius tied familiar relationships 
with influential figures of the senior administration in the eastern part of the Roman Empire, links that 
probably contributed to his rise in the military hierarchy. 

2) Faith and politics: Bacurius’ projects for Iberia  

a) The story of the Iberian conversion - a plea for a Roman intervention in Caucasia? 

Bacurius’ periods of presence in Palestine, roughly between 380 and 392, are contemporary 
with the reign of Theodosius (r. 379-392 on the East, and 392-395 on the Empire). The time coincides 

                                                   
against Paganism: in February 391, sacrifices and visits to the temples were prohibited. on 8 November 392 was 
completely prohibited the worship to the pagan gods. CHUVIN P. 1991: 63-95. 

91 THELAMON F. 1972: 5. 
92 Libanius, Letters, n. 1043 to Aristaenetus: “Ἧκεν ἡμῖν γράμματα καλὰ παρὰ καλοῦ διὰ καλοῦ, παρὰ 

σοῦ καλῶς ἔχοντα διὰ Βακουρίου τοῦ λάμποντος μὲν τῷ σώματι, ψυχὴν δὲ ὁμοίαν ἐκείνῳ παρεχομένου. Σὺ δ’ 
ἡμῶν ἐρῶν οὐκ ἀρκεῖν σοι τοῦτο νομίζων προσέθηκας σαυτῷ τὸν χρηστὸν Βακούριον [...]”. Greek text from 
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, Irvine: University of California, 2001-. Personal translation. 

93 Libanius, Letters, n. 1044 to Leontius: “Δοὺς τὴν ἐπιστολὴν τὴν Ἀρισταινέτου Βακούριος, ἐπειδὴ 
ἀνέγνωστό τε καὶ μεθ’ ἡδονῆς, αὕτη δὲ ἔφη σοι <παρὰ> Λεοντίου. [...]”. Greek text from Thesaurus Linguae 
Graecae, Irvine: University of California, 2001-. Personal translation. 

94 Aeristaenetus II should not be confused with Aristaenetus I, who was the best friend of Libanius, dead 
in the earthquake of Nicomedia on 24 August 358. 

95 See the commentary on Libanius delivered in G. FATOUROS and T. KRISCHER ed. 1980: 461-463. 
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with a phase of negotiations with the King Šāpūr III to address the issue of Armenia. Wishing to avert 
the Persian danger, Theodosius was induced to conclude a treaty of peace and friendship, whereby 
Armenia was split between two Arsacid puppet kings. This Treaty of Acilisene, probably concluded in 
387, yielded four fifths of the Armenian area to the kingdom protected by the Persians96. The fact that 
the territories bordering the Iberia north and northwest have been included in this area of Iranian 
influence has probably raised concerns among the pro-Roman Iberian elites to which Bacurius belonged.  

If one reads the story of the Iberian conversion through this political reading, it would be 
possible to detect a message intended for the Emperor Theodosius and his successors. The closing of 
the narrative on the Iberian embassy to Constantine would in this sense defend a model of the good 
emperor attentive to the interests of the Church everywhere it grows. The integration of Iberia into 
Christianity would counterbalance its belonging to the Iranian world, and would arouse a political 
response from the guarantor of Christianity: namely the Roman emperor. The fact that the story narrating 
the appearance of Christianity in Iberia was developed in a Roman context, by a high-ranking officer 
benefiting from privileged links with the imperial Court and the ruling elite, very probably inspired a 
political reading of a religious phenomenon that was much less so before its recovery and its restatement 
by Bacurius. Certainly, once transcribed in the forms of ecclesiastical history, this episode tended to 
become more of the celebration of the work of the universal Church rather than a program of imperial 
strategy in the Caucasus. However, can we believe that Bacurius told his story to Rufinus only? It 
remains an open question, for lack of sources, but an affirmative answer would tend to give back all its 
political content to the first context of the reception of this story. 

Whatever may have been the religious convictions of Bacurius, his friends, Christian as well as 
Pagan, leads to believe that his action was not monopolized by a confessional factor. As a result, his 
account of the conversion of Iberia to Christianity was not so much aimed to celebrate a religious 
phenomenon already half a century old when Bacurius was supposed to say it, as it was to keep Iberia 
in Theodosius’ political agenda while the Treaty of Acilisene was being negotiated. Replacing Bacurius 
in the political history of international relations helps to capture the attitudes of these pro-Roman Iberian 
elites towards their hosts as well as about ideas dominating the minds in these host communities.  

b) Bacurius’ arrival to Valens’ Court  

In March 368, the orator Themistius visited Marcianopolis, a city not far from the Danubian 
border in Thrace. It is in this place that the emperor Valens, engaged in a campaign against the Goths, 
celebrated the fifth anniversary of his ascension to the throne (quinquennalia)97. The public attending 
the ceremony was largely made up of soldiers. Despite the martial nature of the circumstances, the eighth 
discourse of Themistius, titled Πενταετηρικός and pronounced on this occasion, is essentially devoted 
to the issues of tax justice and governance. On behalf of his fellow senators, Themistius expressed 
implicitly and skillfully his disagreement on the warmongering policy led by the sovereign, arguing that 
economic and financial problems should take precedence over those of the defense against external 
enemies. From Themistius’ perspective, the Roman state isn’t able anymore to provide the means for a 
policy of conquest: such means also benefited small groups of individuals, while the benefits of a policy 
of tax fairness and repopulation of the countryside would concern the whole of the Empire if such 
measures were implemented98. Nevertheless, Themistius shall save the image of the military as an 

                                                   
96 STEIN E. 1959: 205. 
97 I disagree with HOFFMANN D. 1978: 314, who chooses March 369. The quinquennalia were indeed 

celebrated at the beginning of the fifth year of reign, and not at the end of the fifth year. CHASTAGNOL A. 
1980: 106. As Valens was called to join on the imperial throne his brother Valentinian in March 28, 364, the fifth 
year of his reign began March 28, 368.  

98 See introductory note to speech n. 8 of Themistius in R. MAISANO ed. 1995. 
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instrument of imperial glory. It is in this last tone that takes place a passage describing a body of mounted 
archers, the flagship of Valens’ army, then the arrival of a character who, although not named, presents 
several details that could remind one of Bacurius.  

“Only yesterday I saw an army, better trained than any chorus. Homer is obviously quite outdated 
in admiring Menestheus as one fit to handle infantry and cavalry. The poet did not know the ordered 
movement of your phalanx, the instinctive understanding of your cavalry or those trained to live with their 
weapons, nor was he ever struck with joyful amazement at such a sight. He would, I believe, mock the story 
of the line and the dove99, having seen the mobile archers who, leaving the reins to their steeds, shoot more 
accurately than those with their feet on the ground. It is not surprising that Priam called Agamemnon blessed 
for bringing so many Phrygian soldiers from Greece100. Now in your case, there is a man who, rejecting his 
ancestral throne – and that of no obscure kingdom – comes as a wanderer to bear arms: a good omen of 
victories in the East”.101   

If Themistius doesn’t explicitly associate the two facts, it would be tempting to assume that this 
ex-king or this prince, come to serve Valens, has been, someway or another, bound with a corps of 
mounted archers. These archers could have been recruited by his own care, unless he was himself part 
of them, maybe as a commander, such a hypothesis would bind the mounted archers in Themistius’ 
speech with the schola scutariorum sagittariorum appearing a decade later at the battle of Adrianople 
and commissioned by Bacurius, always on behalf of Valens102. 

A future participle qualifies the position occupied by this royal prince: δορυφορήσων, “intended 
to be a bodyguard [literally spear holder]”, apparently poorly compatible with the hypothesis of a body 
of mounted archers. The δορυφόρος operates at the base as a Greek equivalent of the Latin protector 
domesticus103, namely, an officer belonging to a privileged body attached to the service of the emperor 
and his staff104. It seems that during the 360’s there was a schola domesticorum, formerly known as 
schola protectorum, bringing together the cavalry of the imperial guard105. These Palatine scholae 
consisted partly of soldiers of foreign origin106. Admittedly, all units of elite riders were armed with 
spear and shield, except the sagittarii employing bows and arrows. However, it is possible that 

                                                   
99 In Iliad, XXIII, 850 and following, an archery competition was given on the funeral games in honor of 

Patroclus, where a bird was attached by a link. Teucer missed the bird and cut through the rope with his arrow, but 
Meriones won the prize for killing the bird in flight. Libanius means so that Homer would make fun of his own 
story, and the exploits of Valens’ mounted archery Valens would surpass those of heroes in Iliad who stood on the 
floor. HEATHER P. J. and J. MATTHEWS 2004: 31 n.55. 

100 Iliad, III, 164-190.  
101 Themistius, Speeches, 8, §116a-c/174-175 = HEATHER P. J. and J. MATTHEWS 2004: 31, slightly 

modified. See n. 56 p.31 for the identification of this character with Bacurius. 
102 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXXI, 12, 16. On the other hand, Themistius, Speeches, XV, 

§6-189C, evokes of the “slingers and archers” appearing in conjunction with the “contingents of Armenians and 
Iberians” of the Roman army (οἱ σφενδονῆται καὶ οἱ τοξόται οὐδὲ Ἀρμενίων ἶλαι οὐδὲ Ἰβήρων). In case the prince 
would be not part of this unit of mounted archers when Themistios gave his speech, it is possible to simply imagine 
a career development leading Bacurius to exercise successively in the scutarii and the sagittarii. We saw however 
also that the formulation of Ammianus was vague enough to leave open the possibility that Bacurius ordered the 
scutarii, and not the sagittarii, in the battle of Adrianople.  

103 DELMAIRE R. 2008: 38. 
104 BABUT E.-C. 1914: 267-269. 
105 BABUT E.-C. 1914: 262-265. 
106 See especially for the reign of Constantius the testimony of Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, 

XIV, 7, 9: the protectores are cited together with scholae palatinae, scutarii and gentiles, i.e. the units of the 
Palatine guard, shields-holders and “foreigners”. 
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Themistius wouldn’t have used δορυφορήσων in its strict sense of “carrying the spear”, but in a more 
generic one, to serve in the imperial guard, regardless of the weapon107. 

Another decisive argument for the identification of this prince in Themistius with Bacurius: the 
portrait of the man described by the orator at Marcianopolis corresponds perfectly with what is known 
of Bacurius from the indications of Rufinus of Aquileia and his successors of ecclesiastical history, 
because each of these documents deals with a man of royal rank come to serve the Empire in the Eastern 
army. The fact that neither the precise identity of this character nor the kingdom from which he is 
supposed to come are mentioned in Themistius could be explained by the fact that this information was 
already known to the audience of high-ranking military officers. It is likely that this man himself 
attended Themistius’ speech. If he was Bacurius, a very probable hypothesis, this would be a 
confirmation of the favorable image enjoyed by this character in elite circles of the Roman East, thus 
corroborating Libanius’ evidence.  

Three points can be drawn up from the admittedly allusive Themistius’ indications about the 
circumstances of the emigration of this royal character. The phrase “τὰ σκῆπτρα ὑπεριδὼν τὰ πατρῷα”, 
with an aorist participle meaning literally “having looked down”, and that can be translated as “having 
despised / scorned / given up the paternal scepter”, seems to suggest that the reason that led this 
character to emigrate in the Empire must have more to do with a voluntary departure than a forced exile. 
On the other hand, the presence of an adjective referring to the legacy of the ancestors to qualify the 
royal power held by this character could mean that this man would not have the opportunity to exercise 
the kingship, but that he was destinated to. Finally, the way by which Themistius praises the arrival of 
this prince in the Roman army suggests that this was, at the time when the speech n. 8 was pronounced, 
a recent event. 

For the first two reasons given above, the possibility that this warrior of royal rank in Themistius 
designates the king Sauromaces in Ammianus Marcellinus can be reasonably excluded108. Sauromaces’ 
fall was the upshot of Sasanian intervention during a period of Iranian supremacy in South Caucasia 
after Julian’s defeat, although we cannot determine with certainty whether the departure of the Iberian 
king had been or had not been included in the terms of the Treaty of Jovian with the Persians July 10, 
363. One hypothesis would be to see in this passage of Themistius’ speech the praise of king Sauromaces 
working to recover his throne, efforts which would eventually lead to the campaign led by Terentius in 
370109. However, some details in Themistius’ text don’t seem to correlate with Sauromaces’ situation. 
The departure of the latter was obviously forced; as a result, the Iberian king couldn’t have “despised 
the scepter of his ancestors” that he sought to recover with the help of the Romans. Moreover, the 
mention of the paternal scepter would appear somewhat incongruous if it applied to a king who had 
already ruled before emigrating in the Empire, which is precisely the case for Sauromaces.  

The date of Sauromaces’ arrival in the Empire could be practically coincident with that of 
Bacurius, even if we don’t know precisely when Sauromaces was expelled from his throne: Ammianus 
Marcellinus places it at the reversal of Šāpūr II, after this Persian sovereign was shown to be “during 
some time friend of the Romans” (cum suis paulisper nobis uisus amicus), and was interested in Armenia 

                                                   
107 DELMAIRE R. 2008: 40. Moreover, the fact that the official designation of the Palatine schola of 

mounted archers is “Scola scutariorum sagittariorum”, “schola of scutarii and archers”, could explain this trend 
of Greek authors to designate the imperial guards only as carrying spears and shields. A limit to this argument in 
our case is that Themistius mentions explicitly Valens’ mounted archers and therefore could have said simply that 
the prince was part of them, if it had been the case. 

108 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXVII, 12, 1-4 and 12, 15-18. 
109 BAYNES N. H. 1910: 637-638, opts for 371. 
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once again. In the sequence of events described by the author of the Roman History, Sauromaces’ 
expulsion is placed after the capture and death of the Armenian king Aršak II, tortured by the Persians 
in the jails of the fortress Agabana. This capture is set commonly in 367110, however, the matter is 
discussed111. It would give for the arrival of Sauromaces a possible date in 367, 368 or 369. In the case 
of low dating from Norman H. BAYNES112 — namely during Sauromaces’ expulsion in 369, the arrival 
of this Iberian king would intervene after Themistius’ speech, disabling at the same time his hypothetical 
identification to the royal prince mentioned by this orator.   

The alternative hypothesis to see in Themistius’ royal character prince Pap113, king of Armenia 
(r.367/368-374) doesn’t seem to surpass Bacurius’ track. This Pap, son of the king Aršak II, could escape 
from the besieged citadel of Artogerassa to reach Roman soil, where he was greeted by Valens, who 
allowed him to reside in Neocaesarea, a city of Pontus. This episode is placed by Ammianus 
Marcellinus114 in the direct continuation of the story narrating Sauromaces’ expulsion, suggesting that 
these two events were almost coincident. However, as pointed out by Dietrich HOFFMANN, Pap was 
only a high-ranking refugee who obviously was not hired as a bodyguard in the imperial service115. 
Consequently, if the royal prince in Themistius can be identified with Bacurius, his arrival in the Empire 
can be dated to 367 or during the first three months of the year 368. If one accepts that the arrival of 
Bacurius occurred shortly after the Persian intervention drove Sauromaces from his throne in favor of 
Aspacures, we could interpret it as a sign of a migration of Iberian pro-Roman elites fleeing the new 
plan introduced by pro-Sasanian elites supported by the Persians. 

Epic Histories allege that around 370, shortly before the restoration of Sauromaces’ power and 
the partition of Iberia, sparapet Mušeł, a sympathizer of the Romans, led a campaign against what should 
be supporters of the Sasanians in South Caucasia. Now in this campaign, Mušeł “seized and beheaded 
the bdeašx of Gugark‘, who had formerly served the king of Armenia and subsequently revolted”116. It 
is highly probable to locate the reasons of this reversal operated by the bidaxš of Somxit’i / Gugark‘ in 
the particular context of 367-368, marked by the fall of the allies of Rome in Armenia with the capture 
of Aršak II, as well as in Iberia by the exile of Sauromaces117. The Armeno-K’art’velian marchland from 
which Bacurius left had therefore tipped in the pro-Sasanian camp as it changed allegiance for 
Aspacures’ protection. The chances are high that some members of this pro-Roman Caucasian elite, 
notably Bacurius in Gugark‘ / Somxit’i marchland, were reluctant to see their territory exposed to the 
appetites of the pro-Sasanian parties emerging especially in the monarchy of Mc’xet’a, and would have 
sought a necessary support to counter the risks of destabilization induced by political and military 
changes in South Caucasia at the end of the 360’s. Bacurius’ arrival in the imperial army thus occurs at 
a crossroads in the Iberian history when the question arises of a new Roman intervention in the Caucasus 
to overthrow King Aspacures protected by the Sasanians. The testimony of Themistius evokes implicitly 
the presence of Iberian protagonists enjoying a close relationship with the community leaders of the 
imperial Court of the East, able to influence the foreign policy of the Romans.  

Beside these casual factors, cultural features can be detectable in what appears to be a real family 
tradition for sending young Iberian nobles to the imperial Court in order to receive an education for 

                                                   
110 See the chronology of Arsacid sovereigns’ reigns in Armenia delivered by LANG D. M. 1983: 517-

518. 
111 BAYNES N. H. 1910: 636 refuses to date this event before late 368 or even the beginning of 369. 
112 BAYNES N. H. 1910: 637. 
113 About this Pap, see JONES A. H. M. and alii 1971: 665-666. 
114 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXVII, 12, 5-10. 
115 HOFFMANN D. 1978: 307-318. 
116 Epic Histories, V, 15 = N. G. GARSOÏAN transl.: 201, very slightly modified. 
117 Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman History, XXVII, 12, 1-4. 
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fighting and ruling. A network seems to be implemented on at least three generations from Bacurius, 
including Subarmachios, Pharsamanios and Nabarnugios. Even if we know clear links only between 
these last two characters, respectively great-uncle and nephew, it is not impossible to see in this 
succession the testimony of a longer chain of intergenerational solidarity, in that a young Iberian 
performing his military training path would be supported upon arrival in the Empire by an older relative 
occupying a higher rank, taking on the role of guardian (მზრდელი, mzrdeli) or foster father 
(მამამძუძე, mamamżuże), a typically Iranian educational institution118. As for the Romans, they could 
find a pool of senior officers, talented and loyal, able to ensure the recruitment and management of 
auxiliary units whose composition may have been ethnically dominated, and whose expertise was 
recognized and appreciated in the Roman army. The fact that these princes have likely received an 
education of the letters, including Greek, the main language of communication with Armazian in Iberia, 
was also sure to please the refined elites of the Roman East. 

It is difficult to draw all the conclusions about Bacurius’ background and identity with certainty. 
The numerous homonyms concerning this name as well as the gaps in our documentation complicated 
the demonstration aimed to identify the same figure and distinguish it from that of other Caucasian 
princes. Nevertheless, the Bacurius frequented by Rufinus and Libanius would have every chance to 
designate a unique character, having served in the Roman army in the last third of the fourth century, 
before falling during the Battle of the Frigidus. In any case, there is no definitive evidence, in my 
opinion, to demonstrate that there would have been rather several Bacurius having gained such notoriety 
in the Empire. On the other hand, the man who reported the story of the conversion of the Iberians is 
properly distinguished from the Armeno-K’art’velian bidaxšes and Iberian kings active in the early 
decades of the fifth century. If Sauromaces and Pap could return to their homeland in 370 with the 
expedition led by the dux Terentius, Bacurius did not go back to his country, possibly for the greatest 
happiness of the historian, who otherwise may not have known the story of the conversion of the Iberians 
transcribed by Rufinus of Aquileia and his successors. Whatever it is, the most memorable of Bacurius’ 
legacies remains without doubt this figure of the captiua, modestly hatched in this first story, from which 
a long and rich tradition developed into the cycle of St. Nino.  
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Revaz Kvirkvaia

ARTIFACTS FROM LEGHVANI 

The village Leghvani is located in west Georgia, Imereti, Kharagauli municipality. In 1978, ar-

tifacts and human bones were accidentally found during the agricultural activities in the place 

called “Vefkhvadzeebis Gora” (NW part of village). The artifacts are now preserved in Kharagauli 

municipal museum and are known as Leghvani hoard, however, they apparently belonged to the 

grave assemblage.

The collection consists of 55 items, 54 of them were made of bronze and one from silver (statu-

ettes of wild goat, deer, bull, rams, and uncertain animals (Pl. III. Photo 19-25); also pendants (Pl. 

I-1 (1-179); 2 (179); 21 (178); 11,12 (177); 24 (477); 13 (185); IV-37 (1-167. Photo 1-6; 11), ear ring (Pl. 

I-20), finger ring (Pl. I-8 (183); 23 (184). Photo 7-8), fibulae (Pl. I-16 (185); 17 (185); 19 (185). Photo 

12), belt-buckles(Pl. II, Photo 13-15), mace-head(Pl. I-10 (173). Photo 17-18), and the artifacts of un-

certain function (Pl. I-9 (6960); 4 (6961); 22 (6958); 14 (6959); III-33 (6702).). Taking into account the 

parallels of these artifacts, the collection can be dated to the 2nd-3rd cent. AD.

The region is rich with casually found artifacts (some of them are preserved at Kharagauli mu-

nicipal museum) and archaeological sites of above mentioned period. It should be noted that dur-

ing the first centuries AD the region was an important, frontier part of strong Iberian kingdom and 

was supposedly ruled by king’s governor (Pitiaxes). The burials of these high ranked officials with 

rich grave assemblages were found in the beginning of the 20th century, near the v. Leghvani, in the 

v. Bori (most of artifacts are preserved in Hermitage, St. Petersburg, Russia). Nevertheless, archaeo-

logical excavations were not conducted here.

The region ruled by Pitiaxes could be divided into smaller units (supposedly small river gorges), 

which should have their rulers too. The village Leghvani is located in such small gorge – Leghvanula, 

which, according to its location, could be the center of such micro-region.

The social differentiation in Georgia of the first centuries AD is reflected on burial inventory.  Def-

initely, Leghvani collection cannot be considered as a burial inventory of the highest state officials, 

but is not a property of poor. Supposedly it could belong to the aristocracy of this micro-region.

One more artifact, casually found in the vicinity of Leghvani fortress and preserved in Kharagauli 

municipal museum is the bronze open socketed spear, dated to the Late Bronze- Early Iron Age 

(photo 35). To the same period belongs the Colchian bronze axe preserved in the Georgian Na-

tional Museum also found in the vicinity of Leghvani (photo 36).In addition, in the place called 

“Tkhmelnaris seril” (SW part of the village) the stone walls of a big settlement are preserved. Here 

Late Bronze Age and Medieval period pottery was found during the field surveys.   

In conclusion, we can say that the v. Leghvani is an interesting place in archaeological point of 

view and its excavations can give an interesting information about the ancient history of Georgia.
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Pl. I - 1 (1-179). Bronze pendant; 2. (179).  Bronze pendant;  3. (180). Bronze spear;  4. (6961).Bronze 

stem;5. (181).Bronze bracelet;  6. (1-182). Bronze ring; 7. (1-182). Bronze ring.

Pl. II - 8 (183). Bronze ring; 9 (6960); Fragment of bronze artifact; 10 (173). Bronze mace ; 11 (177). 

Bronze pendant ; 12 (177). Bronze pendant ; 13 (185). Bronze pendant ; 14 (6959). Bronze pendant 

; 15 (6957 Fragment of bronze buckle.

Pl. III - 16 (185). Bronze Phibula ; 17 (185). Bronze Phibula ; 18 (185). Bronze Phibula (Fragment) ; 19 

(185). Bronze Phibula ; 20 (6962). Bronze ear-ring ; 21 (178). Bronze pendant ; 22 (6958). Bronze stem 

; 23 (184). Bronze finger-ring ; 24 (477). Bronze pendant ;

Pl. IV - 25 (1-1). Bronze buckle ; 26 (1-164). Bronze buckle; 27 (165). 

Pl.  V - 28 (1-169). The statuette of deer, bronze; 29 (1-170). The statuette of ram, bronze; 30 (1-168). 

The statuette of unidentified animal, bronze; 31 (1-145). The statuette of ox, bronze; 32 (1-172). The 

statuette of wild goat’s head, bronze; 32 (6702). The fragment of unidentified artifact, bronze; 34 

(1-173). The statuette of wild goat’s head, bronze; 35 (1-171). The statuette of ram, bronze;

Pl. VI - 36 (1-166). Disc-shaped silver artifact; 37 (1-167). Bronze pendant ;

Pl.  VII - 38(1-534). Bronzespear ; 39(16-51 :1) Bronze axe.

Photos:

1. Bronze pendants (Leghvani) ; 2. Bronze pendant (Leghvani) ; 3. Bronze pendant (Leghvani) ; 

4. Bronze pendant (Leghvani) ; 5. Bronze pendants (Leghvani) ; 6.B Bronze pendant ((Leghvani) 

; 7. 26 (1-164). Bronze finger-ring (Leghvani); 8. Bronze finger-ring (Leghvani); 9. Bronze bracelet 

(Leghvani); 10. Bronze ring (Leghvani); 11. Bronze pendant  (Leghvani); 12. Bronze Phibulae (Legh-

vani); 13.Bronze buckle (Leghvani); 14.Bronze buckle (Leghvani); 15.Bronze buckle ((Leghvani); 

16.Fragment of bronze buckle (Leghvani); 17.B Bronze mace (Leghvani); 18.Bronze mace (Legh-

vani); 19.Statuettes of deer, bronze (Leghvani); 20. The statuette of ram, bronze (Leghvani); 21.The 

statuette of ram, bronze (Leghvani); 22.The statuette of wild goat’s head, bronze (Leghvani); 23. 

The statuette of ram, bronze (Leghvani); 24.The statuette of ox, bronze (Leghvani); 25.The statuette 

of unidentified animal, bronze (Leghvani); 26.The fragment of unidentified artifact, silver (Legh-

vani); 27. Pot, Clay ( Bori); 28. Jug, clay (Bori); 29. Bronze buckle (Ghoresha); 30.Bronze buckle (Qroli); 

31. Bronze Phibula; (Ghoresha); 32. Bronze buckle (Vakhani); 33.The fragment of pot, clay (Chrdili); 

34.The statuette of ram, bronze with stibium (Lashe). 35. Bronze ring (Leghvani); 36. Bronze axe 

(Leghvani).
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Goderdzi Narimanishvilli

POTTERY OF 7th  CENTURY BC - 7th  CENTURY AD FROM EAST GEORGIA

The article refers to the technology of production, chronology, typological classification and 

stylistic characteristics of pottery of 7th century BC – 7th century AD from east Georgia, where 27 

species of pottery were distinguished.

Main typological ranges and the development of shapes of vessels are discussed in the arti-

cle. On the basis of formal–typological classification and compatibility of typological ranges; also 

shapes, technology and ornamentation of vessels 9 chronological groups were distinguished 

among the pottery of 7th century BC – 7th century AD.  The formal–typological classification made 

clear which species and types of vessels were characteristic for each chronological group; the area 

of their spreading and the line of development.

According to their function following main groups can be distinguished: household, kitchen-

ware, tableware, vessels for traveling and ritual vessels.

This is the first part of the article, the second one will be published in the next issue of the Jour-

nal.

***

Giorgi Makharadze

IBERIA-COLCHIS IN THE DIADOCHOI ERA

In the summer of 323 BC Alexander the Great suddenly died. This led to the collapse of his great 

Empire. In the autumn of 323 BC Media Atropatene became independent. In  the spring of 322 a 

revolt broke out in Armenia. It was led by the high priest of Armavir Aramazd temple - Magi Mer-

gam, a former Satrapy Orontes of Darius III Armenia (Armenian Ervand, Georgian Iared-Iaredos-

Iarvand) and Ardoardy. According to the old historical tradition, he was married to the sister of 

the last Hayk king Vahe (who did not have an heir) and claimed the Armenian throne. The rebels, 

led by Ardoard and Magi Mergam, expelled Neoptolemos from Armenia, who was appointed as 

Satrapy of Armenia by the Empire regent. He found refuge in Cappadocia. 

Thus, even the nominal government of the Macedonians fell in Armenia and in the country of 

Alarodians. During the rebellion, two “big” people living in Satrapy of Armenia - Matienes and 

Saspers, did not appear. In respect of Matienes, we can say that in the spring 322 BC positions 

of the Macedonians were still sufficiently strong to completely lose the control on “The Royal 

Road”, which was the main highway of the Empire. It is not accidental that the south-west part 
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of Armenia, in particular Mati ena eventually became a part of Seleucid Kingdom called the Sa-

trapy of Ar menia. As for Saspers, they are mentioned in the sources before the revolt. 

According to Strabo, Alexander the Great sent his commander Molon to Svispirit, who was 

defeated and killed in the battle. The Armenian uprising was organized after Magius Mergam, 

Ardoard and Orontes had united. How did Saspers manage to start a revolt without allies and 

defeat Macedonians? Such a change in the balance of forces must have been caused by the 

migration of Meskhetians, which happened after the battle of Gaugamela in 331-325 BC in vac-

uum of the Macedonian government. Of course, it was a pure venture. Objectively, there was 

no force in the Empire capable of opposing Perdiccas (Royal Army). However, the Diadochi 

period was the time of  adventurers. 

Azo, who according to old Georgian historical tradition led the migration of Meskhetians, is 

exactly this type of person and Alexander  the Great’s hetairos (Patrick). Apparently, in 325 BC, 

when Alexander the Great appointed Persian Mihdrate as the Satrap of Armenia, Azo was ready 

for a war and did not obey him. This was followed by a punitive expedition (not later than in 

the spring of 323 BC), which ended in defeat. But, what was the life of  heteiros without luck? The 

death of Alexander the Great in 323 BC and the loss of Armenia and the country of Alarodians 

in the spring of 322 BC  showed that the risk was justified. Although Neoptolemeus managed to 

recover positions in  Armenia, but he could not find time for Saspers. 

During the internecine he supported Perdicca’s opponents, because he hoped that Evmen 

Cappadocia, Paphlagonia and the Black Sea exit would remain to him. Thus, the army marched 

to Cappadocia. But, in the spring of 321 BC Evmen prevailed and Neoptolemeus was killed 

in the battle. Ardoard announced himself as the king of Armenia and the country of  Alarody 

became independent as well. In 219 BC, after Antipater’s death, anew internal war broke out in 

the Empire, during which  Ardoard supported  Antigon. He had no other choice. Antigone was 

in Asia Minor with his huge army and represented a real threat. “The Georgian” supported Ev-

men, who had been granted the right of recognition of local dynasty king by the royal family. It 

was determinant for the “Georgian”. During the existence of Armenian kingdom Antigon did 

not represent a real threat.
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***

Ana Gabunia

ROMAN ENGRAVED GEMS FROM THE COLLECTION OF  
GEORGIAN NATIONAL MUSEUM

 The article is the sixth volume of glyptic materials from the Collection of Georgian National 

Museum. The Catalogue includes 24 Roman gems dated to the 1th -4th centuries AD. Gems are pre-

served in the glyptic department of Simon Janashia State Museum. Part of the collection of these 

gems comes from the excavations (Mtskheta Tomb, Mtsketa-Samtavro, Urbnisi, Tkhoti cemetery, Jin-

vali cemetery), while the other part is found by accident.

 Glyptic materials are dated according to their style of engraving, shape of the ring and other 

materials found in the grave. The depictions of the intaglios are defined, which helps us to find out 

which deities were popular, what symbols were used in a daily life and how people from Georgia 

followed the fashion of roman society in 1th -4th centuries AD.

Illustrations:

Pic 1. Inv. #28-51:15. Intaglio, garnet, with the depiction of Apollo. Mtskheta Tomb.

Pic 2. Inv. #1118. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of dog. Mtskheta, Samtavro.

Pic 3. Inv. #1117. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Nemesis. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 4 . Inv. # 1119. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Asclepius. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 5a. Inv. # 1150. Intaglio, nicolo, with the depiction of portrait. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic  6a. Inv. #1115. Intaglio, garnet, with the depiction of mask. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 7. Inv. #1265. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of horse in chariot. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 8. Inv. #1000. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of portrait. found by accident in Kareli.

Pic 9. Inv. #1113. Intaglio, garnet, with the depiction of portrait. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 10a. Inv. #1112. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Eros. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 11. Inv. #1116, Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of dolphin and fish. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic 12a. Inv. #1120. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of krater. Mtskheta, Samtavro. 

Pic  13. Inv. #1202. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of hand. Urbnisi. 

Pic  14. Inv. #1203. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of ears of wheat. Urbnisi. 

Pic 15a. Inv. #1134, Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of two-clasped hand. Tbilisi. 

Pic 16. Inv. #1001. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of goddess. Found by accident in Ruisi.

Pic 17. Inv. #1221. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of two-clasped hand. Found by accident 

in Tskneti.
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Pic 18a. Inv. #1198. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of two-clasped hand. Urbnisi.

Pic 19a. Inv. #1199. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of horse. Urbnisi.

Pic 20a. Inv. #1200. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of krater with ears of wheat. Urbnisi.

Pic 21a. Inv. #1201. Intaglio, glass, with the depiction of Hermes. Urbnisi.

Pic 22a. Inv. # 1228.  Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Nemesis. Jinvali cemetery, 1971.

Pic 23a. Inv. #999. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Athena. Found by accident in Sagaredjo.

Pic 24a. Inv. #1223. Intaglio, cornelian, with the depiction of Hermes. Tkhoti cemetery. 

***

Davit Lomitashvili, Besik Lortkifanidze, Nikoloz Murghulia, Paul Everill, Ian Colvin

FORTRESS OF KHUNTSI

The village of Khuntsi is located in the Martvili municipality of Samegrelo, western Georgia, on 

the west bank of the Tskhenistskali River, on the road that links Martvili, Khoni and Kutaisi. A few 

short sections of wall on Kukiti Hill (known locally as ‘Najikhu’, translating roughly from Mingrelian 

as ‘ruins (remains) of a castle’) indicate the presence of a fortress. Six years ago, the installation 

of amobile phone mast and associated infrastructure without consultation with the appropriate 

archaeological agencies revealed and damaged archaeological structures. Animal bone and frag-

ments of pottery were retrieved, and are currently stored in the school in Khuntsi. It was informa-

tion from a local school teacher, Zoya Gadelia, that led the Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokal-

akevi to investigate the site in 2015.

Agathias of Myrina or Scholasticus, a sixth-century Byzantine historian, is among those who 

described military engagements in west Georgia in AD 542 between Byzantium and its Laz al-

lies on the one side, and the Sassanid Persian Empire on the other. It was part of a confrontation 

that lasted for more than 20 years, and contemporaneous accounts describe it as the ‘Great War of 

Egrisi’. Agathias refers several times to the fortress of Onoguris, which was strategically important 

to both the Byzantines and the Iranians, and he notes this as the ancient name of the place, known 

as Hagios Stephanos in his day (Stepantsminda in Georgian, Saint Stephen in English).

In the 1980s, the Nokalakevi expedition undertook archaeological excavations at Abedati for-

tress, in the Martvili district, and publications linked the site with Onoguris. In recent years, this 

issue was discussed by A. Pailodze, who, in studying the work of Agathias and the geographic de-

scriptions, stated that it was impossible to identify Abedati with Onoguris because of the distance 

from Kutaisi. He also noted that the mountain ridge of Unagira begins at the border with Imereti, 

near the village of Matkhoji on the opposite bank of the River Tskhenistsqali from the hill of upper 

Khuntsi, known as ‘Najikhu’. Pailodze reported some standing remains on the hill at Khuntsi, which 
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he suggested might be the remains of Onoguris, but he did not excavate.

An archaeological evaluation, through the excavation of four test pits, was undertaken by a 

small team from the Anglo-Georgian Expedition to Nokalakevi in 2015, referring to the site as 

Khuntsistsikhe (‘the fortress of Khuntsi’). The initial aim was to examine archaeological layers inside 

the possible fortress, to study the stratigraphy and to retrieve finds in order to determine a site 

chronology. Investigation of the site was significantly expanded in 2016, with five trenches de-

signed to shed further light on the structural remains indicated by the test pits. This archaeological 

work revealed more information on the size and scale of the fortifications, exposing a 25m-length 

of wall along the northern edge of the crown of the hill. Excavations also produced a large number 

of fragmentary fifth- to sixth-century ceramics, including amphorae, dergi (cooking vessels), pithoi 

(large storage vessels) and ceramic building material. 

A trench at the top of the hill revealed a hydraulic mortar floor with a finely ground ceramic 

pozzolan— an additive that produced a more durable, waterproof surface—contained within fur-

ther substantial stone walls. To the west of this building, an adult male skeleton was revealed. He 

had been buried in a supine position, with the head to the west and the arms crossed across his 

abdomen. Within the adjacent building, areas of tiled surface survived, as did four fragments of 

rectangular column bases. When a small hole unexpectedly appeared in the floor of this building, 

it was possible to observe elements of a vaulted space underneath. It is certainly conceivable that, 

rather than representing a tower within the fortress as was first thought, this building was a chapel 

with a vaulted crypt.

Illustrations:

Pic. 1. The territory of Khuntsi fortress aerial photo.

Pic. 2. Remains of octagonal structure.

Pic. 3. The burial revealed under the floor of the structure.

Pic. 4. Fragments of north wall of the fortress.

Pic. 5. Ceramic containers from north part of the fortress.

Pic. 6. Building ceramics from the structure in the citadel

Pic. 7. The view from Khuntsi fortress to the east – r. Tskhenistskali gorge and mountain Khvamli.
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***

Vakhtang Sharberashvili,  Giorgi Chaduneli

ARTIFACTS OF CLASSICAL PERIOD FROM KASPI MUSEUM

The archaeological collection of  Kaspi municipal museum is rich and includes the items of all 

periods  (from stone Age to Medieval Period).  The artefacts of Classical Period (5th century BC – 4th 

century AD) are also represented in the Collection. The article briefly reviews some interesting items 

of Classical Period preserved in Kaspi municipal museum (for the list see illustrations).

Illustrations:

Pl I – 1,2.  Fragments of red painted pythoses from Tsikhiagora; 3. Red painted jug from 
v.Akhaltsikhe; 4. Cattle-like jug, clay, Tvaladi ; 5. Flask, wattle from flax, Kavtiskhevi, Sakaraulo seri 
burial ground; 6. Red painted jug from Kaspi; 7. Red painted smallpot from Kaspi;  8. Vessel with conic 
bottom from Kaspi;

Pl II – 1. Gilt silver disk from Sasireti; 2.Silver neck-ring from Sasireti;  3. Pear-shaped jug, clay,  from 
Sasireti; 4. The depiction on the jug from Sasireti;

Pl III –  The sculpture of Dyonisus from Kodistkaro;

Pl IV – Bronze oinochoia from Zemo Khandaki;

Pl V – 1,2. Bronze Buckle from Gostibe; 3,4. Silver bowl from Gostibe;

Pl VI – 1-3 . Golden adornments from Okami;  4. Silver rhython  from Khovle.

***

Ketevan Ramishvili, Zebede Shatberashvili

RICH BURIALS OF LATE ROMAN PERIOD FROM THE V. OKAMI

In 1974 in the south-western extremity of the village Okami (Central Georgia, Kaspi municipali-

ty) a large quadrangular tomb  (# 1) was accidentally discovered during earthworks. Small scaled 

archaeological excavations were undertaken here during the same year. The trench near the recent 

find revealed another tomb (# 2). In the tomb # 1 one deceased was buried. It was built of flat lime-

stone slabs (measuring 2,1 X 0,75 m.). 

The burial assemblage included golden finger-ring, golden ear-ring with pearls and unidentified 

golden item. In the second burial man and women were buried. The tomb was roofed by limestone 

slabs and the walls were built of cobblestones (measuring 2, 3 X– 2,35 m.). The burial assemblage 

of grave #2 included golden medallion, golden coin of the Roman Emperor Diocletian,  two pairs of 

golden ear-rings with pearls and a glass unguentarium. The Aureus of Diocletian gives a Terminus 

Post Quem, which is the beginning of the 4th century AD.

Illustrations:

1-5. The grave assemblage of tomb # 2;

6-8. The grave assemblage of tomb # 1.
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***

Nutsa Kipiani 

THE RED FIGURE CRATER

       The aim of this article is to publish the calyx crater from the collection of red figure vases kept 

in the fund of West European Art of the Georgian National Art Museum. Despite of being out of 

archaeological context it deserves an interest thanks to its high artistic value. On one side (A) of the 

crater the three figure dionysiac scene is depicted, on the other side (B) we see two figure compo-

sition of the so-called palestra theme. The comparable study of the crater leads us to assume that 

this vessel can be dated to the middle of the IV cent. B.C.

***

Marine Pirtskhalava

BOUTEROLLE FROM THE SETTLEMENT OF TRELIGOREBI

The bone bouterolle was discovered over the course of archaeological field work in 2005 at 

the settlement of Treligorebi (NW part of Tbilisi) in the layer which dates from the 2nd  half of the 

7th  - 6th  c. BC. It is a scabbard chape of an oblong shape, on both sides of which figures of antitethi-

cal felines are carved. The animals are represented in profile, they are laying in the characteristic 

posture, stretched over the bended legs. The study of the shape of the bouterolle, as well as of the 

postures, of the composition and of the style of feline figures has shown, that the bouterolle from 

Treligorebi is one of the earliest specimens of felines images interpreted in the specific Scythian 

manner; stylistically they are close to images of felines on various objects from Ziwiye and despite 

the variety of compositions and postures, evince a stylistic unity with them; at the same time these 

feline figures bear features which lead us to the world of Luristan bronzes.

Illustrations:

Pl. I. The bone bouterolle from Treligorebi: side A and B, photographs and drawings.

Pl. II. 1-5. The scabbard chapes of so-called half-oval shape with feline figures. 6. The bone so-called 

divider from Kelermes. 7-11. The feline images on the items from Ziwiye. 12. The gold bouterolle 

with antitethical felines’ fugures. 13. The bronze scabbard chape from Fascau. 14. The bone chape 

from Karmir-Blour.

Pl. III. 15. Bone items in shape of birds with hyperbolical eye and curved beak. 16. Bronze horse-

shoe shaped item with feline figure from Jhurovka. 17. The bone spoon with felines’ figure from 

Darevka. 18. The bone handle of knife with felines’ figure from Malgobek.

Pl. IV. 19-24. The feline figures from the world of Luristan Bronzes. 25. The so-called cock-heads 

adorning felines figures frm Luristan.
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Semoklebebis ganmarteba    •    ABREVIATIONS:

akc – arqeologiuri kvlevis centri.

aZ – arqeologiuri Ziebani.

bam Sromebi – baTumis arqeologiuri muzeumis Sromebi, baTumi

g.k. _ gliptikis kabineti.

enimki – enis, materialuri kulturisa da istoriis institute.

iberia-kolxeTi – saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumi. saqarTvelos klasikuri da ad-
remedievuri periodis arqeologiur-istoriuli kvlevani.

iaexis – istoriis, arqeologiis, eTnografiisa da xelovnebis istoriis seria.

kae Sromebi – kaxeTis arqeologiuri eqspediciis Sromebi.

kaZ - kavTisxevis arqeologiuri Zeglebi.

mse – masalebi saqarTvelos eTnografiisaTvis

mska _ masalebi saqarTvelosa da kavkasiis arqeologiaSi.

mski _ masalebi saqarTvelosa da kavkasiis istoriisaTvis.

sakZ – savele arqeologiuri kvleva-Zieba.

sdsZ – samxreT-dasavleT saqarTvelos Zeglebi.

sigk - saqarTvelos istoriuli geografiis krebuli.

sikZa – saqarTvelos istoriisa da kulturis ZeglTa aRweriloba.

sin _ saqarTvelos istoriis narkvevebi.

smam _ saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa akademiis macne, istoriis, arqeologiis, eTno-
grafiis da xelovnebis istoriis seria.

sms - sazogadoebriv mecnierebaTa seria.

ssmae _ saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis arqeologiuri eqspediciebi.

ssmm _ saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis moambe.

ssmm – s. janaSias saxelobis saqarTvelos saxelmwifo muzeumis moambe, Tbilisi

qc - qarTlis cxovreba.

Zm – Zeglis megobari.

Ziebani – Ziebani saqarTvelos arqeologiaSi.

АО – Археологические Открытия.

ВДИ – Вестник древней истории.

Икиаи - Известия  Кавказского историко- археологического института.

МАК- Материалы по археологии Кавказа.

МАР - Материалы по археологии России.

МИА – Материалы и исследования по археологии СССР.

ПАИ – Полевые археологические исследования.

СА – Советская археология.

САИ - Свод археологических источников, Москва

AA – Archaologischer Anzeiger.

LIMC – Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae

RM – Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archaologischen Instituts , Romische Abteilung

AGSM – Annual of Georgian State Museum
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informacia avtorebisaTvis

saqarTvelos erovnuli muzeumis oTar lorTqifaniZis sax. arqeologiis centris 

JurnalSi _ `iberia-kolxeTi~, saqarTvelos klasikuri da adremedievuri periodis 

arqeologiur-istoriuli kvlevani (IBERIA-COLCHIS, Researches on the Archaeology and His-

tory of Georgia in the Classical and Early Medieval Period), samecniero xasiaTis statiebi ibeWd-

eba. statiebi qarTul (inglisuri reziumeTi) da inglisur enaze miiReba; daaxloebiT 

18 gverdi. am raodenobaSi Sedis: ZiriTadi teqsti, literaturis sia, tabulebis aR-

weriloba da tabulebi. redaqcias unda Cabardes statiebis eleqtronuli versia da 

misi amonabeWdi. gverdis zoma, standartuli, A4; fonti (Srifti) – _! Kolhety, an  AcadNusx. 

zoma – 11. striqonebs Sua intervali _ 1,15. damowmebuli literaturis miTiTebis 

wesi: teqstSi miTiTeba kvadratul frCxilebSi unda iyos. MmagaliTad _ [lorTqi-

faniZe 1987: 129, tab. I, sur. 5]. boloSi, literaturis sia unda iyos anbanze dalagebuli 

(qarTuli, laTinuri da sxv.) _ avtoris gvari, inicialebi, gamocemis weli, saTauri, 

gamocemis adgili. MmagaliTad _ lorTqifaniZe oT. 2002: Zveli qarTuli civilizaci-

is saTaveebTan. Tbilisi. perioduli gamocemis an krebulis miTiTebisas win daurTe 

_ kreb. Jur. da Tu SesaZlebelia redaqtoris gvari; aucilebelia gverdebis miTiTe-

ba. MmagaliTad _ Gamkrelidze G. 1998: Ein Rhyton mit Gutterdarstellung aus der Kolchis. - Archao-

logische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan, Band 30, Berlin, S. 211-216. Tu erTsa da imave avtors 

erT weliwadSi ori an meti naSromi aqvs gamoqveynebuli, isini unda dalagdes anban-

ze. M magaliTad _ Шелов Д. 1956 a; Шелов Д. 1956 b. calke gverdze unda iyos warmodge-

nili gamoyenebul SemoklebaTa ganmartebis sia. moTxovnebi ilustraciuli masalis 

mimarT: fotoebis eleqtronuli versia _ JPEG formatSi,  maRali xarisxis, aranakleb 

300 rezoluciis. grafika _ TIFF an JPEG formatSi, aranakleb 500 rezoluciis. tabu-

lebs Tan unda axldes aRwera. statia unda Cabardes arqeologiis centris, Jurnals 

_ `iberia-kolxeTi”- saredaqcio sabWos mdivans maia Carkvians an marine kvaWaZes.
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