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TRANSCAUCASIA AND NEOLITHIC OF SOUTH

OF EASTERN EUROPE

The authors examine the development of Transcauca-
sian archaeological cultures during the Early Holocene
and their relationship to the beginning of the Neolithic
in the south of Eastern Europe. The authors describe
the migration activity of carriers of the Kobuletian,
Darkvetian, Edzanian and Trialetian cultures. The role
of migrants in the process of Neolithization of Eastern
Europe is considered. The authors aim to show the re-
lationship of the Kukrek, Hrebenyky, Matveev Kurgan,
Shpan-Koba, Murzak-Koba cultures with the migratory
activity of the Transcaucasian population.

Key words: Transcaucasia, Early Holocene, migra-
tions, Neolithization, criteria of migration, pressure
flaking, backed bladelets, trapezes, lunates, triangles.

Introduction

The current state of the study of the Neolithic of
Eastern Europe is far from ideal. At present, the
theory of the Balkan-Danube origin (3ami3usk
1998; Kotosa 2002) of the Eastern European Ne-
olithic dominates. This situation has become pos-
sible as a result of the improper research method-
ology. Specialists, as a rule, discuss the Neolithic,
which has been already formed. However, the Ne-
olithization process is not rapid, the transition to
the Neolithic takes a long time. If we ignore this
fact, we will simply leave outside the research all
the events that had led to the transition of the Ne-
olithic way of life. Taking into account only the
migration activity of the carriers of the already
formed Neolithic traditions, we will never under-
stand what was going on at the beginning of the
Holocene. Separately should be noted the migra-
tion of the carriers of the Cris culture, who moved
into the basins of the Dnister and the Southern Buh
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at the beginning of the 6" millennium BC. Howev-
er, the Neolithic had been already developing by
that time for at least half a millennium. The migra-
tion of the Cris culture population could not have
led to the Neolithic in the south of Eastern Europe.
The development of the Matveev Kurgan and Ra-
kushechnyi Yar cultures begins at the Boreal-At-
lantic boundary, the Buh-Dnister culture begins its
development in the second quarter of the 7 mil-
lennium BC, the Donetsk culture — in the third
quarter of the 7" millennium BC, the Sursk culture
— in the late 7" millennium BC. The Neolithic in
the north of the Caspian Sea is also very old, its
development began according to the different data
at the beginning or in the middle of the 7" millen-
nium BC. Stone industries, which characterize the
above cultural phenomena are very specific, their
origin cannot be associated with the Balkan-Dnis-
ter region. The only exception is the stone indus-
try of the Buh-Dnister culture, materials of which
contain imports of the Cris culture. Nevertheless,
even these materials, as has been already men-
tioned, are very late.

The Neolithic of the south of Eastern Europe
demonstrates a rather stable development, when
population movements were slow, related to ad-
jacent territories. It was a diffusion of the popu-
lation connected with the movement in the north-
ern direction. The carriers of the Neolithic tradi-
tions thus pulled the autochthonous population of
the forest-steppe and forest zones into the new in-
formation system within which the Neolithic in-
novations were spread. Although the first impulse
of the Neolithization could not have been associ-
ated with such movements. The Neolithic emerges
at the beginning of the Holocene in the Near and
Middle East. The spread of the Neolithic traditions
had to be associated with the movement of popu-
lations from regions that were as close as possible
to the centers of the Neolithization. Transcaucasia
was just one of such regions. The purpose of the
article is to show how the carriers of the Transcau-
casian archaeological cultures were related to the
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centers of the Neolithization and how their migra-
tion to the south of Eastern Europe had led to the
beginning of the Neolithic.

Theoretical foundations and methods

The theoretical basis of our study is the idea of
understanding the Neolithic as an epoch of forma-
tion of global information networks, within which
innovations created in the Near and Middle East
were disseminated. Neolithic researchers list such
innovations and interpret the Neolithic as a sum of
such innovations. There is no need to list mentioned
definitions of the Neolithic, as they are well known.
We will mention only one of the modern definitions
of'this period, authored by L. L. Zalizniak: “The Ne-
olithic is the epoch of the birth and spread of a pro-
ductive economy (farming, cattle-breeding), the ar-
chaeological criterion of which is clay pottery. The
transition to a productive economy led to a radical
change in human history, for which it was called
the Neolithic Revolution. This important event di-
vides history into two great epochs — of the appro-
priating and producing economy” (translation —
V. O. Manko) (3amizusk ta ig. 2005).

This definition repeats the tradition of describ-
ing the Neolithic as a sum of attributes. What is the
disadvantage of such a definition of the Neolithic?
The Neolithic is not defined as an epoch; research-
ers only list the regional features of this chronolog-
ical period. L. L. Zalizniak’s definition describes
the peculiarities of the Neolithic of the Mountain
Crimea, the steppe, and the forest-steppe zones
of Ukraine. Even the North of Ukraine cannot be
squeezed into this definition. Farming of the Ne-
olithic in the forest zone has never been studied.

Many signs of the mentioned epoch may be enu-
merated, but such an enumeration will always re-
flect regional peculiarities and nothing more. Pot-
tery cannot be a sign of the Neolithic, as the Neo-
lithic had existed for two and a half thousand years
without pottery. We cannot list among the signs of
this period different techniques of knapping, be-
cause this account would also reflect regional pecu-
liarities. Even G. Childe did not avoid this mistake
when he listed the signs of the Neolithic Revolution
(Mansko 2013a). The signs such as the formation of
trading networks and weaving were on the same list.
Naturally, such features cannot be grouped together,
because they reflect completely different hierarchi-
cal structures. G. Childe mentions both pottery and
farming, as well as the development of religious and
magical ideas. However, the researcher understood

perfectly that the characteristics he listed hadn’t
arisen simultaneously and were not common to all
groups of the Neolithic population. Even farming
and cattle-breeding, which researchers perceive as
an indisputable feature of the Neolithic, were not a
necessary element. The development of the Pre-Pot-
tery Neolithic A (PPNA) perfectly demonstrates the
absence of this “obligatory”. If in the Sultanian, As-
wadian, Mureybetian cultures we see elements of
farming, the Nemrikian culture demonstrates the
presence of a developed hunting economy without
any elements of farming and cattle-breeding. Sure,
these branches of farming did appear in Nemriki-
an culture, although it happened already outside
the Pre-Pottery Neolithic A. The thing that united
different cultures of the first Neolithic phenome-
non into one area was the presence of common ele-
ments of material culture. The El-Khiam were com-
mon cultural elements of the material culture of the
PPNA. It can also be noted the presence of common
burial rites, common traditions of house-building,
and common magical-religious beliefs. The latter is
perfectly illustrated by the Gobekli Tepe temple, ac-
tively visited by the population of both the Near and
the Middle East.

As we can see, the PPNA is a global information-
al unity that has been steadily developing for more
than a thousand years. The presence of stable cultural
ties, the exchange of innovative technologies of stone
knapping and farming led to the emergence of the
first in the history of mankind Cultural-Historical Re-
gion (CHR). Such areas created all prerequisites for
the unification of material and spiritual culture over
vast areas. Does it mean that such unification had tak-
en place in reality? No, it doesn’t. Complete unifica-
tion had never come. The population of the separate
regions, carriers of different archaeological cultures
chose different innovative packages.

We should keep in mind that the tradition of pot-
tery manufacturing didn't arise in the Neolithic. The
population of the Far East invented ceramics in the
Late Palaeolithic. What happened to this cultural tra-
dition? This tradition disappears along with the pop-
ulation that created it. The CHR of the Neolithic
had provided continuity. The disappearance of one
or even several cultures that make up the CHR does
not lead to the disappearance of the cultural traditions
created within that or another archaeological culture.
The information network is never destroyed. Howev-
er, even if its destruction occurs, a new global infor-
mation network emerges on its place.

The mechanism of the CHR creation is insep-
arably connected with migrations of big or small
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Fig. 1. Early Holocene sites with backed bladelets.

M’lefaatian (Koztowski, Aurenche 2005): 1 — Ali Kosh; 2 — Chagha Sefid; 3 — Sabz; 4 — Tepe Guran; 5 — Sarab; 6 — Ganj
Dareh; 7 — Asiab; 8 — Karim Shahir; 9 — Jarmo; 10 — M’lefaat; 11 — Hajji Firuz. Kobuletian (Gabunia 1976; Nebieridze
1978): 12 — Bavra, Bavra 1, Bavra 2, Bavra-Ablari; 13 — Kobuleti, Khutsubani, Kvirike; 14 — Anaseuli 1; 15 — Darkvety
(layer V); 16 — Sosruko (layer M2, M1). Kukrek: 17 — Triitsia Cape; 18 — Shan-Koba (layer IV); 19 — Kukrek; 20 —
Vyshenne 1; 21 — Ivanivka; 22 — Frontove I-IV; 23 — Myrne; 24 — Trapivka; 25 — Kamiana Mohyla 1; 26 — Abuzova Balka;

27 — Konetspol; 28 — Varvarivka; 29 — Frumushykha; 30 — Kizlevyi; 31 — lhren 8; 32 — Dobrianka 1, 2, 3.

people groups, which bring innovation technolo-
gies to new territories. There are other ways of the
CHR creation, but we have discussed only migra-
tions yet, because only migrations led to appear-
ance of the Neolithic in south of East Europe.

The criteria of migration in archaeology were
indicated by L. S. Klein (Kneiin 1999, c. 52-71)

that are the following: the complex similarity (co-
incidence in the main typological characteristics);
the spontaneity, abrupt change of cultures at the
final point of migration; the possibility of joining
migration activity in time and space.

Based on the theoretical constructions of
L. S. Klein, we have been able to study the patterns

ISSN 0235-3490 (Print), ISSN 2616-499X (Online). Apxeonoeis, 2022, Ne 2 21



of industries distribution with various microlithic
complexes; evaluate the migration activity of their
carriers; find out the possibility of the participation
of migrants in the Neolithization of Transcaucasia
and Eastern Europe.

We observed four migrations, which connect-
ed Transcaucasia and Eastern Europe. These are:

1. The migration of carriers of the M’lefaat
culture of the Middle East (Hole, Flannary, Neely
1969; Hole 1977, 1983; Dittermore 1983; Howe
1983). Trascaucasia was a transitional region,
where Kobuletian culture (Manbko, UxarapamBuim
2020a; Chkhatarashvili, Manko 2020; Chkhata-
rashvili et al. 2020) appeared at the beginning of
the Holocene. The result of migration was the ap-
pearance of the Kukrek culture (Bexumosa 1951;
Snesuu 1984, 1987; Manbko 2013b) of the Ukrain-
ian steppe zone and the Mountainous Crimea.

2. The migration of carriers of Trialetian
culture of Western Turkey (Rosenberg 1994) and
Transcaucasia (Meshveliani et al. 2007), which
led to appearance of the Shpan-Koba culture
(SlaeBnu 1993) of the Mountainous Crimea and
rapids of the Dnipro River.

3. The migration of carriers of the Darkve-
ty culture of Transcaucasia (Nebieridze 1978;
Masnbko, Uxarapamsunu 2020b), which led to ap-
pearance of the Matveev Kurgan (Kpmkesckas
1992) and Hrebenyky cultures (3amizusax 1998) of
the Lower Don and south of Ukraine.

4.  The migration of carriers of the Edzani
culture (Gabunia 1976, 2001; Manko, Chkhata-
rashvili 2020) of Transcaucasia, which led to ap-
pearance of the Platovskii Stav (KaszakoBa 1973)
and Seroglazovka cultures (MenentseB 1975) of
the Lower Don and Lower Volga basins.

All these migrations had begun in Pre-Neolith-
ic times and led to the appearance of the Neolithic
in three of four occasions.

Waves of migrations from Transcaucasia
to the south of Eastern Europe
M’lefaatian migration.

M’lefaatian migration in Transcaucasia
(fig. 1). The M’lefaatian appears in Iran and Iraq
at the end of the Pleistocene (Table 1). If we dis-
regard the anomalous dates, the appearance of this
culture is associated with the Allered-Dryas III
boundary. The main sites of this culture are: M’le-
faat (Dittermore 1983), Karim Shakhir (Howe
1983), Jarmo (Hole 1983), Ganj Dareh, Asiab
(Koztowski 1999), Sefid (Hole 1977), Ali Kosh

(Hole, Flannary, Neely 1969), Chagha Sefid (Hole
1977), Hajji Firuz (Koztowski 1999), etc.

The main features of this culture are the following:

1. The use of hand pressure technique for ob-
taining blades, bladelets, and microblades.

2. The use of conic and bullet-like cores
(fig. 2: 1—7).

3. The main type of microliths are backed
bladelets and microblades (fig. 2: 8—21).

4. The use of burins of various types: angle
burins, angle bilateral burins, burins on truncated
faceted blades, bilateral burins on truncated facet-
ed blades, dihedral burins (fig. 2: 22—34).

5. Theuse of round and oval scrapers. The pres-
ence of end-scrapers in complexes (fig. 2: 35—42).

6. The presence of notched and denticulated
blades (fig. 2: 1—9), blades with fine retouch, per-
forators, chisels.

7. The presence of woodworking tools with
invasive flake retouching of ventral surfaces of
blades (fig. 3: 10—16).

8. Sporadic use of microburin technique
(fig. 3: 17—22).

9. The presence of asymmetric triangles in
early complexes (fig. 3: 23—33).

10. The presence of Kashkashok side-blow
blade-flakes (fig. 3: 34—36).

11. The presence of grooved tools.

The origin of the M’lefaatian is attributed to
the Zarzian culture, but this conclusion should
be treated with great caution. We attribute the
origin of the M’lefaatian to the Epipalaeolithic
of Afghanistan (Meadow 1989), where the tra-
dition of using of pressure technique emerged
as early as the Late Pleistocene. The earliest
M’lefaatian sites are dated in frames of Younger
Dryas (Table 1: 1—3).

The first migration was fixated at the very be-
ginning of Holocene, when there was observed
the appearance of the so-called Kobuleti culture
in Western Transcaucasia and Central Cauca-
sus. The main sites of this culture are Kobuleti
(Gogitidze 1977; 2008; Chkhatarashvili, Manko
2020a; Chkhatarashvili et al. 2020), Anaseuli 1
and II (Nebieridze 1972), Darkvety (layer 5) (Ne-
bieridze 1978), Bavra, Bavra 1 and II (Gabunia
2001; Gabunia, Tsereteli 2003), Bavra-Ablari
(Varoutsikos et al. 2017), Kvirike, Khutsubani
(Gogitidze 2008), Sosruko (layers M1 and M2)
(Bamsaraun, Axkputac 1957; Jleonosa 2021), etc.

Kobuletian flint and obsidian complexes
demonstrate full similarity with the M’lefaatian.
Both cultures developed synchronically during the
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Table 1. Radiocarbon dates.

Ne | DATE (BP | Lab. index Sample Site Context Publication
UNCAL)
Earliest M’lefaatian dates
1 108504200 Gd-4465 charcoal M’lefaat M’lefaatian Koztowski 1994
2 108904140 Gd-6150 charcoal M’lefaat M’lefaatian Koztowski 1994
3 10425+145 UCLA-305 ? Chagha Sefid M’lefaatian Hole 1977
Kobuleti culture
4 9960+140 LU-9477 bone Sosruko Layer 4 Golovanova et al. 2020
5 9945+35 IGANams-7988 bone Sosruko Layer M2 Jleonosa 2021
6 8670+30 BETA -393559 bone Bavra Ablari Level 4 Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
7 9420 £ 40 BETA -363172 charcoal Bavra Ablari Level 4 Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
8 9410 + 40 Poz-61370 charcoal Bavra Ablari Level 4 Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
9 9530 + 40 Poz-66742 charcoal Bavra Ablari Level 4 Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
10 | 10250 + 50 Poz-61367 tooth Bavra Ablari Level 5 Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
11 | 9700 +140 ? ? Bavra Culture level Varoutsikos, et al. 2017
12 9720+45 0S-90615 charcoal Anaseuli 1 Culture level Memsenuanu 2013
13 954040 0S-78999 charcoal Anaseuli 1 Culture level MemBenuanu 2013
14 8260+35 0S-78998 charcoal Anaseuli 1 Culture level Memsenuanu 2013
15| 8050+35 0S-78997 charcoal Anaseuli 1 Culture level MemBenuanu 2013
16 | 6840+35 0S-72158 charcoal Anaseuli 1 Culture level MemBenuanu 2013
17| 8670+100 SPb-3084 charcoal Kobuleti Level 2 Manko, Ckhatarashvili 2020
M’lefaatian complexes without geometrics
18 | 88504210 S-1174 charcoal Ali Kosh Ali Kosh phase Hole 1977
19| 8490490 Beta-118723 charcoal Ali Kosh Ali Kosh phase Zeder, Hesse 2000
Secondary appearance of geometrics
20 7655+75 GrN-6353 pottery Jarmo Pottery Neolithic Berger, Protsch 1973
21| 7410435 Tka-13814 bone Mushki Pottery Neolithic Nishiaki 2018
Near and Middle East complexes with Kashkashok side-blow blade-flakes
22 | 7770+150 Beta-8240 charcoal Gritille Phase B, PPNB Stein 1992
23| 7880+110 TK-859 ? Kashkashok 2 | Level 3, Proto-Hassuna Matsutani 1991
24 7730+90 TK-803 ? Kashkashok 2 | Level 3, Proto-Hassuna Matsutani 1991
25| 7490110 TK-860 ? Kashkashok 2 | Level 3, Proto-Hassuna Matsutani 1991
26 772050 GrN-24248 charcoal Sabi Abyad* Op. 1, level 2, Pre-Halaf | Akkermans, Verhoeven 2000
27 | 6930+45 GrN-26924 charcoal Sabi Abyad* | Op. II, level 2, Pre-Halaf | Akkermans, Verhoeven 2000
28 8155+45 GrN-8261 ? Bougras Level 4, Late PPNB Bernbeck 1991
29 7465+45 GrN-10589 ? Bougras Level 3-4, Proto-Hassuna Bernbeck 1991
30 | 7269+86 P-455 charcoal Hajji Firuz Layer D5, Late M’lefaatian Chataigner 1995
Caydni tools in the Transcaucasia
31 7915+25 PLD-30829 charcoal Lernagog 1 Pre-pottery Neolithic Arimura et al. 2018
32| 7855£30 PLD-30831 charcoal Lernagog 1 Pre-pottery Neolithic Arimura et al. 2018
33 7440+25 UCIAMS-40181 ? Areni 1 Pre-pottery Neolithic Petosyan at al. 2021
34 8080+90 GrN-8819 charcoal Cayonil Large room building phase Cambel 1980
Beginning of pottery making in the M’lefaatian culture
35| 7820+190 1-1494 charcoal Ali Kosh Pottery Neolithic Hole 1987
36 | 7220+160 1-1495 charcoal Ali Kosh Pottery Neolithic Hole 1987
Kukrek culture
37| 9740+60 Ki-6304 bone Vyshenne 1 Culture layer Zaitseva et al., 2000
38 | 9680+70 Ki-6264 bone Wshenne 1 Culture layer Zaitseva et al., 2000
The appearance of extended burials (M’lefaatian and Eastern Europe)
39 | 8040+90 UCLA-297 charcoal Chaga Sefid | Mohammad Jaffar phase Hole 1987
40 | 7955%50 O0XA-6199 human bone Mar’ivka Pre-pottery Neolithic Telegin et al. 2002
Donetsk culture
41] 7345460 |  Ki-6056 | humanbone | Klishnia 3 Grave 1 Manko, 2003

ISSN 0235-3490 (Print), ISSN 2616-499X (Online). Apxeonocisa, 2022, Ne 2

23



No DATE (BP | Lab. index Sample Site Context Publication
° | UNCAL)
Donetsk culture
42 7405£70 Ki-6057 human bone Klishnia 3 Grave 1 Manko, 2003
43 | 6700+130 Ki-9436 pottery Zelena Homytsia 1 Culture layer Manko, 2003
44 | 6510+120 Ki-9435 pottery Zelena Homytsia 5 Culture layer Manko, 2003
45 | 6455+120 Ki-9434 pottery Zelena Homytsia 6 Culture layer Manko, 2003
46 | 7080+90 Ki-11635 pottery Velyka Pererva I Culture layer Manko, 2003
Trialetian culture
47 | 10800+220 Beta-46649 charcoal Hallan Cemi Pre-pottery Neolithic Rosenberg 1994
48 | 9535£75 OxA-12878 charcoal Hallan Cemi Pre-pottery Neolithic Rosenberg 1994
49 | 10400+60 RTT-4703 bone Kotias Klde Culture layer Meshveliani et al. 2007
50 |  9270+60 RTT-4698 bone Kotias Klde Culture layer Meshveliani et al. 2007
Shpan-Koba culture
51| 9575+45 GrA-50244 bone Shan-Koba Layer 4.4 Benecke 2006
52 | 9940450 KIA-3688 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 3.6 Suesuy 2004
53 | 10210+80 KIA-3687 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 3.5 Suesuy 2004
54 9930+60 Ki-5824 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 3.4 Snesua 2004
55 9890480 KIA-3685 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 3.2 Snesnu 2004
56 9760+60 KIA-3684 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 3.2 SueBnu 2004
57 9730450 Ki-5823 bone Shpan-Koba Layer 2.5 SueBuu 2004
58 979050 KIA-3683 bone Shpan-Koba Croii 2.4 Suesuu 2004
59 | 10060+105 OxA-3807 human bone Vasylivka 3 Cemetery Zaitseva at al. 2000
60 | 9980+100 OxA-3808 human bone Vasylivka 3 Cemetery Zaitseva at al. 2000
61 | 10080+100 OxA-3809 human bone Vasylivka 3 Cemetery Zaitseva at al. 2000
Caucasian Epipalaeolithic with trapezes
62 | 12953+150 SPb-1215 ? Mesmayskaia Layer 1-3 I'onosanosa u zip. 2021
63 | 13 820+200 LU-9901 ? Mesmayskaia Layer 1-3 T'onosanosa u jp. 2021
64 | 11 200+110 Ki-14280 ? Satanay Layer 2b T'onosanosa u ap. 2021
65 | 10 020+160 GIN-14706 ? Dvoynaia Layer 6 T'onosanoBa u nmp. 2021
66 | 11 830+160 GIN-14703 ? Dvoynaia Layer 6 TonoBanoBa u np. 2021
67 | 11 7204320 LU-10114 ? Psituaghe Layer 2 T'onoBanoBa u np. 2021
68 | 14 640+350 U2AM-630 ? Apiancha Layer 4 T'onoBanosa u ap. 2021
69 | 14 490+70 OxA-27498 ? Satsurblia Layer B TonoBanoBa u ap. 2021
Darkvetian culture
70 | 8170+25 IGANams-987b ? Sosruko Layer M1 Jleonosa 2021
71 8940+30 IGANams-7987a ? Sosruko Layer M1 Jleonosa 2021
72 | 8780+170 LU-9167 ? Sosruko Layer 4 Golovamova et al. 2020
The earliest Eastern European sites with trapezes on pressing blades
73 7075+45 GrA-50242 bone Shan-Koba Layer 3.3 Benecke 2006
74 | 8210480 Ki-15178 bone Razdorskaia 2 Culture Layer T'openuk u np. 2014
75 7505+210 GrN-7199 bone Matveyev Culture Layer Kpmxkesckas 1992
Kurgan 1
76 | 7515+120 BIn-588 bone Soroki 1 Layer 3 Mapxkesuu 1974
77| 7420480 BIn-587 bone Soroki 1 Layer 2 Mapkesuu 1974
The appearance of trapezes on pressing blades in Eastern Transcaucasia and Middle East
78 | 7500+ 30 BP | TAAA-160722 ? Damyjili Cave Unit 5 Nishiaki et al. 2019
Near East sites related with Edzani culture origin
79 | 12200+150 OxA-2137 ? Nahal Sekher 23 Late Ramonien Grosman 2013
80 | 12610+130 OxA-892 ? Neve David Geometric Kebara Kaufman 1988
81 | 13400+180 OxA-859 ? Neve David Geometric Kebara Kaufman 1988
82 | 12840+140 OxA-1772 charcoal | Jilat 22. Phase C Geometric Kebara Housley 1994
83 | 13040+180 OxA-1771 charcoal | Jilat 22. Phase C Geometric Kebara Housley 1994
European sites related with Helwan retouch lunates
84 ‘ 8125+120; Le-6869 bone Rassypnaia 6 ‘ Platovskii Stav culture ‘ Lp16puit 2008
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N DATE (BP | Lab. index Sample Site Context Publication
® | UNCAL)
European sites related with Helwan retouch lunates

85| 7130+170 Le-6226 charcoal Kremenaia 2 Platovskii Stav culture Lpi6puii 2008

86 | 7440160 Le-6956 charcoal Kremenaia 3 Platovskii Stav culture e16puit 2008

87 | 7060+190 Le-6871 charcoal Kremenaia 3 Platovskii Stav culture Lp16pnit 2008

88 7255195 Ki-7663 bone Kairshak 5A Seroglasovo culture Komapos 2002

89 | 7950490 Ki-14133 pottery Kairshak 3 Seroglasovo culture Bri6opaos 2008
90 7560+90 Ki-14500 pottery Kugat 4 Seroglasovo culture Bri6opror 2008
91| 7680+100 Ki-14501 pottery Kugat 4 Seroglasovo culture Brioopnos 2008

early Holocene and transformed in other culture
phenomenon after the Event.

Most ancient sites of the Kobuletian are: Sosru-
ko (layers M1(4) and M2) (Table 1: 4—5), Darkve-
ty (layer 5), cluster of sites near Bavra (Table 1:
6—11) and lower layers of Anaseuli 1 (Table 1:
12—16). This phase of development can be char-
acterized by the presence in complexes of archa-
ic geometrics (lunates, trapezes, triangles), which
demonstrate contacts with carriers of the Zarzian.
Later lunates and trapezes of the early M’lefaatian
and early Kobuletian disappeared with the disap-
pearance of the Zarzian (Table 1: 17—19).

We observe the full absence of lunates and tra-
pezes in the M’lefaatian and Kobuletian complexes
during the 9—8" millennium BC (cal). The site of
Jarmo (Hole 1983) gives us an excellent picture of
the secondary appearance of geometric microliths
in the M’lefaatian complexes. This event occurs to-
gether with the appearance of pottery and cannot
be dated by the time earlier than the beginning of
the Atlantic (Table 1: 20). Secondary appearance
of geometric microliths was a global process. The
traces of this process can be observed in materials
of Mushiki in Fars (Nishiaki 2018) (Table 1: 21).

Approximately at the same time in the M’lefaat
complexes the so-called “Kashkashok side-blow
blade-flakes” appear. The same processes are seen in
Western Georgia. The materials of the Kobuleti site,
dated by the beginning of the Boreal, demonstrate
the absence of geometric microliths. The Kash-
kashok side-blow blade-flakes appear in the materi-
als of the Kvirike and Khutsubani sites. These sites
are associated with the beginning of the Atlantic.
The dates of these sites are not available, but the pal-
ynological columns from the Khutsubani show us a
very warm and humid climate. This circumstance re-
liably considers the later age of the sites in contrast
to the arid boreal climate of the Kobuleti.

The time of presence of the Kashkashok side-
blow blade-flakes in the Kobuletian complexes
characterized dates of the Near and Middle East

complexes in frames of the end of the Boreal and
the beginning of the Atlantic (Table 1: 22—30).
The abovementioned blade-flakes are associat-
ed with a specific method of blade segmentation,
when a wooden hummer is struck on the dorsal
side of the plate on a stone anvil. This technique
of blade segmentation was used to obtain narrow
blade segments. The place of the chipping was re-
touched. As a result, “cores” remained after the
blade processing was completed. Such “cores”,
similar to trapezes with semi-step ventral retouch-
ing, were found in the Eastern Ukraine in layer 1 of
Sabivka 1. This complex contains undoubted signs
of the Kukrek culture: bullet-like cores, points
with microburin spalls, bilateral truncated facet-
ted burins and etc. The appearance of the Kash-
kashok side-blow blade-flakes technology is asso-
ciated with the pre-pottery stage of the Kukrek de-
velopment, so, once again, there can be observed
the process of parallel development of the M’le-
faatian, Kobuletian and the Kukrek.

The appearance of pottery in the M’lefaatian
and in Kobuletian occurred at the same time at the
beginning of the Atlantic (Table 1: 20—21). The
ancient pottery of Jarmo (layers 4 and 3) (Hole
1983) and Mushki (Nishiaki 2018) is connected
with the first half of the 7" millennium BC (cal).

The appearance of pottery at the Kobuleti site
is observed in the complexes of two circular dwell-
ings, which overlapped the Boreal layer. We have
not obtained absolute dates so far, because the
dwellings were excavated in the summer-autumn
of 2021. Nevertheless, we have markers in the
complexes that indicate the age of the dwellings.

These markers are the findings of Cayonii tools
— bladelets with two partly backed edges, which
were found in Cayodnii Tepesi (Ozdogan 1994; Ca-
neva et al. 1994) at first. Such tools appeared in the
10" millennium BC (cal) and disappeared in the
7" millennium BC (cal).

Here should be noted the time when the Cayonii
tools appeared in Transcaucasia. At present, there
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Fig. 2. M’lefaatian (A), Kobuletian (B) and Kukrek (C): 1—7 — bullet-shaped and conic cores; 8—21 — backed bladelets; 22—
34 — burins; 35—42 — scrapers. 1—2 — Karim Shakhir (Howe 1983); 3, 11—13, 25—27, 30—31, 37, 40 — Kobuleti; 4 —
Sosruko (Golovanova et al. 2020); 5, 14—15 — Kvirike; 6—7 — Kukrek (Vekilova 1966); 8—10 — Ganj Dareh (Nishiaki 2016);
16—18, 28, 32—34 — Dobrianka 1 (Zaliznyak et al. 2013); 19—21 — Triitsia Cape (IueBuu 2017); 22—24, 28, 35—36 — Jarmo
(Hole 1983); 38—42 — Dobrianka III (Zaliznyak et al. 2013).
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can be named several dated complexes with these
tools: Kmlo (Arimura, Chataigner, Gasparyan
2009; Arimura, Gasparyan, Chataigner 2012), Ler-
nagog 1 and Areni 1 (Arimura et al. 2018). The site
of Kmlo, unfortunately, has been excavated not
carefully enough. As a result, we have a huge range
of dates throughout the Early and Middle Holocene.
Such wide dating should be used with the utmost
caution. The dates of the Lernagog 1 and Areni 2
(Table 1: 31—33) sites that are associated with the
beginning of the Atlantic, show us a compact series.
We have every reason to consider these dates as the
time reflecting of the Cayonii tools manufacturing
in Transcaucasia. Unfortunately, the obtained set of
dates is presented in the publications only in graphic
representation. Only two dates of Areni 2 are pub-
lished in a traditional form and shown in Table 1. It
can be seen that the dates of the mentioned sites cor-
respond to the Large-room building subphase of the
Cayonii (Table 1: 34).

It is extremely important to note that the speci-
fied subphase of the Cayonii is not connected with
pottery. So, it can be suggested that the pottery and
Cayonii tools appear in the materials of the Kobu-
leti culture as a result of co-existence of different
systems of cultural interaction at the beginning of
the Atlantic.

The starting point of pottery making correlat-
ed with appearance of grooved tools in Kobule-
tian pottery. These tools are absolute analogies of
grooved tools of the M’lefaatian sites of Ali Kosh
and Sabz (Hole, Flannary, Neely 1969; Nishiaki,
Darabi 2018). Most numerous findings of grooved
tools are connected with layers of Mohammed Jaf-
far (Hole, Flannary, Neely 1969) phase, which is
dated in frames of the beginning of the Atlantic
(Table 1: 35—36).

To sum up, the parallel development of the
M’lefaatian and Kobuletian demonstrate full ac-
cordance with L. S. Klein (Kietiz 1999) criteria
of migration.

1. Complex similarity (coincidence in the
main typological characteristics). We described its
criteria and indicated ten features, which proved
the similarity of two cultures. It should be added
that the cultures demonstrate not only similarity,
but also synchronicity of development. Some el-
ements of material culture appear or disappear at
the same time.

2. Spontaneity, abrupt change of cultures at
the final point of migration. We haven’t found the
predecessors of the Kobuletian in the territory of
Transcaucasia. Any archaeological culture doesn’t

contain elements of similarity with the Kobuletian,
which appears in a ready-made form and suddenly.

3. The possibility of joining migration ac-
tivity in time and space. The M’lefaatian appeared
at the end of the Allered or at the beginning of the
Dryas III. The Kobuletian appeared at the very begin-
ning of the Preboreal. The distance between the start
and end points of migration is no more than 500 km.

Thus, here is a proven fact of migration of the
M’lefaatian carriers to Transcaucasia.

Kobuletian migration to the south of Eastern
Europe.

The analysis of the Early Holocene materials in
the territory of the south of Eastern Europe shows
us that Transcaucasia was not the final point of mi-
gration of the M’lefaatian carriers. At the begin-
ning of the Holocene, there can be noted the ap-
pearance of the Kukrek culture in the Mountainous
Crimea and in the steppe zone of Ukraine. When
evaluating the coincidence in the main typologi-
cal characteristics of the M’lefaatian, Kobuletian
and Kukrek, there might well be used the list of
ten points written above. The presence of a large
series of the so-called Kukrek-type inserts is one
of the features of the Kukrekian. Nevertheless,
the use of similar implements for woodworking is
also recorded in the M’lefaatian and Kobuletian,
only to a lesser extent. Probably the usage of the
Kukrek-type inserts was the result of the migrants’
adaptation to the conditions of the Crimean Moun-
tains, where the most ancient Kukrek culture sites
(Vyshenne 1, Ivanivka, Kukrek) (Bexunosa 1951;
SneBnu 1987) were recorded (Table 1: 37—38).

Preboreal sites of the Kobuletian and M’le-
faatian are connected with the presence of Trial-
etian artefacts. The Kukrek culture is not an ex-
ception. The Trialetian artefacts are present in the
Vyshenne 1 site complex. This is a fragment of
an asymmetric triangle and a scalene resembling
a triangle. The classic Trialetian triangle is pres-
ent in the Ivanivka complex. The Kukrekian com-
plexes with the Trialetian features occur in the
steppe zone of Ukraine too. The Trialetian trian-
gles are found in the Dobrianka (3ami3usk Ta iH.
2013) cluster complexes. The dating of the Prebo-
real-Boreal boundary corresponds to these finds.
There can be observed the evidence of availability
of Zarzian artefacts in the early Kukrek. The Abu-
zova Balka complex has a series of low symmet-
rical lunates. Thus, it can be seen that in the ear-
ly M’lefaatian, Kobuletian and Kukrek complex-
es there is the same evidence of cultural contacts
with the Zarzian and Trialetian carriers. This cir-
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Fig. 3. M’lefaatian (A), Kobuletian (B) and Kukrek (C): 1—9 — notched blades; 10—16 — woodworking tools (blades with
ventral retouch of utilization); 23—33 — trialetian microliths; 34—36 — cores of kashkashok side-blow blade-flakes. 1—3, 10—
11, 17—18 — Jarmo (Hole 1983); 4—7, 12, 19 — Kobuleti; 20—22, 29—33 — Dobrianka 1 (Zaliznyak et al. 2013); 23—25 —
Karim Shakhir (Howe 1983); 26—28 — Bavra (Gabunia 1976); 35 — Kvirike; 36 — Sabivka 1 (upper level).

cumstance is an additional evidence for the migra-
tion of the M’lefaatian population.

The disappearance of the Zarzian and Trialetian
features in the Boreal times is observed. All these
features are absent in the Kukrekian Boreal com-
plexes of Kamiana Mohyla 1 (Jarunenkol986),
Myrne (Cranko 1982) and Thren 8 (Tenerun 1985)

sites. Thus, we have proofs of parallel develop-
ment of three cultures in the Boreal times too.
The Preboreal-Boreal boundary was marked
by an important event. It can be noticed the
parallel appearance of extended burials in the
M’lefaatian and Kukrek complexes. Unfortu-
nately, there is no evidences about the buri-
al rites of the Kobuletian carriers, because at
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present the Kobuletian cemeteries have not
been found yet.

The appearance of extended burials at the Ali
Kosh and Chagha Sefid (Hole, Flannary, Neely
1969) sites in the layers associated with the Mo-
hammad Jaffar phase (Boreal-Atlantic boundary,
Table 1: 39) can be noticed. The appearance of the
early Mariupol type burials (Mar’ivka, Vasyliv-
ka 2, Osypivka, Table 1: 40) occurs at the begin-
ning of the Atlantic. Thus, the parallels can be seen
in the development of the two cultures, which ev-
idences that the connection of migrants with the
Motherland persists after two thousand years after
the initial migration.

As in the Kobuletian, M’lefaatian and Kukrek
assemblages are related with findings of grooved
tools known as “chovnyky” in Ukrainian histo-
riography. The appearance of grooved tools took
place in the pre-pottery stage of development
of the Kukrek culture in complexes of Thren 8§,
Kamiana Mohyla 1, Sursk Island 5(III), Popiv
Mys. Pottery sites of the Kukrek is linked with the
grooved tools findings too (island sites of the Dni-
pro River rapids, sites of Zelena Hornytsia claster
at the Siverskyi Donets) (Ty6onbieB 2013).

The grooved tools from Zelena Hornytsia
claster of sites demonstrate full similarity with
such tools from pottery objects of the Kobuleti and
with Mohammad Jaffar phase layers of Ali Kosh
and Sabz in the Middle East.

Kobuletian Historic-Cultural Region.

As we can see, the initial migration of the M’le-
faatian carriers led to the creation of a stable cul-
tural unity, which developed in the 9—7" mil-
lennia BC. The synchronous development of the
M’lefaatian, Kobuletian and Kukrek is an indica-
tor of the fact that stable cultural ties between the
regions of the Middle East, Western Transcaucasia
and South-Eastern Europe had been preserved for
three millennia.

What mechanisms ensured these cultural links?
We can only speculate on how this unity was main-
tained. It is possible that the initial migration only
opened the way for further migrations of the M’le-
faatian carriers. It is quite possible that reverse mi-
grations had taken place. Scenarios when the in-
habitants of the Middle East or Transcaucasia vis-
ited remote regions of Eastern Europe cannot also
be ruled out. This topic should be the subject of
a separate scholarly study. In any case, we must
state the existence of the Kobuletian Historic-Cul-
tural Region (KHCR), which was a global infor-
mational unity that ensured the penetration of in-

novative technologies from the Middle eastern re-
gion into Transcaucasia and Eastern Europe. The
area of distribution of the Kobuletian was a kind of
bridge, a transit territory through which innovative
technologies reached Eastern Europe. Our choice
of the name of the KHCR is based on this fact.

What are the main characteristics of the KHCR?

1. This HCR appeared as the result of migration.

2. Migrations in other regions had not led to
appearance of informational network, in frames of
which new technologies were distributed.

3. All parts of the KHCR demonstrate the
tendency of parallel development.

4. The existence of the KHCR was the con-
dition of the Neolithization process of Transcauca-
sia and south of Eastern Europe. Only global in-
formational network provided the appearance of
new methods of stone knapping, stone tools mak-
ing and changes in husbandry.

5. The existence of the HCR does not ex-
clude the possibility of the formation of temporal
networks outside of the HCR. The KHCR creates
synthetic cultural traditions with the Zarzian, Tri-
aletian, late Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB) etc.
at different periods of its existence. Such networks
are temporary and disappear along with the disap-
pearance of the cultural phenomena that took part
in the formation of temporal networks.

6. Two ways of the HCR creating are known:
integrationist and expansionist. The KHCR shows
us the expansionist type of the HCR creation, asso-
ciated with the formation of networks by carriers
of the same cultural tradition during the penetra-
tion on new territories.

7.  The destruction of the KHCR at the end
of the 7" millennium BC had not led to the com-
plete disappearance of cultural traditions. Individ-
ual parts of the KHCR are integrated into new cul-
tural phenomena. In particular, the late carriers of
the Kukrek cultural traditions are integrated into
the new HCR known to us as the “Dnipro-Donets
Historic-Cultural Region” (DDHCR).

8. The KHCR became the basis for the cre-
ation of several Neolithic archaeological cul-
tures. These are the M’lefaatian of the Middle
East, Catalhoyilik (a component), Odisha culture
of Transcaucasia, Sursk and Donets cultures of
Ukraine (Table 1: 41—46).

Trialetian migration.

Trialetian culture and Transcaucasia (fig. 4).
The term “Trialetian” appeared in 1975, when
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Trialetian sites Trialetian migrations

Transcaucasian Trialetian sites Transcaucasian Trialetian migration

Shpankobian sites Spankobian migration

Fig. 4. Early Holocene sites with asymmetric triangles.

Trialetian, Caspian and Anatolian variants: 1 — Komishan; 2 — Hotu; 3 — Belt; 4 — Ali Tappeh; 5 — Dam-Dam Cheshme I
and Il; 6 — Djebel; 7 — Kailu; 8 — Hodje-su; 9 — Nevali Cori; 10 — Hallan Cemi; 11 — Demirkoy; 12 — Kortic Tepe; 13 —
Hasankeyf Hoyiik; 14 — Gusir Hoyiik; Trialetian, Transcaucasian variant: 15 — Chokh; 16 — Zurtaketi; 17 — Kotias Klde;
Mixed Trialetian and Kobuletian complexes: 18 — Bavra; 19 — Darkvety (layer V); Shpan-Koba: 20 — Shpan-Koba; 21 —
Fatma-Koba (layer III); 22 — Shan-Koba (layer IV); 23 — Su-At 3; 24 — Frontove 3; 25 — Vasylivka 1 and 3.

N. Gabunia published materials of the Edzani 2. The presence of asymmetric triangles
and Zurtaketi sites in Georgia (Gabunia 1976).  (fig. 5: 1—9).
Most common features of the Trialetian culture 3. The presence of bitroncated facetted
are the following: blades with backed edges (fig. 5: 10, 31—32, 42).
1. The usage of methods of direct and indi- 4. The presence of asymmetric lunates
rect percussion in cores reduction strategy. (fig. 5: 11—13, 41).
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Fig. 5. Trialetian (A) and Shpan-Koba (B): 1—20 — Kotias Klde (Meshveliani et al. 2007); 21—27 — Shan-Koba (layer 5)
(after D. Yu. Nuzhnyj); 30—41, 43—44, 47—50 — Shan-Koba (layer 4) (after D. Yu. Nuzhnyj); 28—29, 42, 46 — Vasylivka 3
(Nuzhnyj 2007); 45 — Vasylivka 1 (Nuzhnyj 2007).

1—9 — asymmetric triangles; 10, 31—32, 42 — bi-truncated facetted blade with backed edge; 11—13, 41 — asymmetric lunates;
14—16, 33—40 — bladelets with bipolar abrupt retouch; 17—18, 43—46 — truncated facetted blades; 19—21, 47 — symmetric
triangles; 48—50 — microburins.
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5. The presence of bladelets with bipolar
abrupt retouch (fig. 5: 14—16, 33—40).

6. The presence of truncated facetted blades
(fig. 5: 17—18, 43—46).

7. The presence of symmetric triangles
(fig. 5: 19—21, 47).

8.  The usage of microburin technique (fig. 5:
48—150).

In 1999, S. Koztowski described the Triale-
tian and compiled a list of the most important sites
(Koztowski 1999, p. 140). He associated with Tri-
aletian culture the sites of Edzani (Georgia), Hal-
lan Cemi (Turkey) (Rosenberg 1994), Belt, Hotu
(Coon 1951, 1952), Ali Tappeh (Iran) (McBur-
ney, Payne 2014), Dam-Dam Cheshme 2 (Turk-
menistan) (MapkoB 1966), Chokh (Dagestan, Rus-
sia) (AmupxanoB 1987). S. Kozlowski described
the most important features of the Trialetian. The
blade detachment connected with methods of indi-
rect percussion and with usage of conic and sub-
conic cores. The main features of retouched instru-
ments are the presence of big end-scrapers, dentic-
ulated pieces, truncated blades, retouched blades,
perforators, backed blades, asymmetric triangles,
lunates and trapezes.

Not all the Trialetian features are equivalent. In
our opinion, the main is the presence of asymmet-
ric triangles, most of which differ from similar tri-
angles of the Zarzian complexes in size.

The new Trialetian sites became known after
the publication of S. Koztowski.

In 2007, materials from the Kotias Klde site in
Georgia were published (Meshveliani et al. 2007).
The excavations showed that the use of indirect
percussion is not a necessary characteristic of the
Trialetian.

In 2016, materials from the Komishan site
in Iran were published (Jayez, Vahdati Nasab
2016). The authors proposed to consider the
Mesolithic of the South Caspian Sea outside the
Trialetian framework. Perhaps, the authors are
right. Nevertheless, the origin of the Mesolithic
of the South Caspian and the Trialetian is relat-
ed to the Zarzian. If there are differences, they
are insignificant.

We should pay attention to the presence of the
Trialetian artefacts in the complex of Darkvety
(layer 5) (Nebieridze 1978; Korobkova 1996).

We cannot agree that the Edzani site in Georgia
relates to the Trialetian. We are confident that the
site materials reflect a more ancient cultural phe-
nomenon, as we will write about below. For the
moment it should be noted that the publications

of the staging materials often do not reflect the
specifics of the typology of the geometrical com-
plex. Only the primary publication of M. Gabunia
(1976) is correct.

The list of the Trialetian sites by S. Koztowski
does not include Zurtaketi in Georgia. The Trial-
etian chronology shows that this industry devel-
oped between the Dryas III and the beginning of
the Atlantic (Table 1: 47—50). The Late Trialetian
represented materials of Dam-Dam Cheshme 2
and Chokh. The Late Trialetian and Chokh that are
connected with the use of pressing technique of
blades detachment. Nevertheless, the use of press-
ing technique is not a staged feature of the indus-
try. The same characteristics are found in the Final
Pleistocene Komishan complex.

The relative chronology of the Trialetian (af-
ter Koztowski 1999, p. 141) was founded on the
geometric microliths typology. S. Koztowski is
sure that the oldest complexes are associated with
asymmetric triangles and segments, the further de-
velopment of the industry correlates with the ap-
pearance of low long symmetric trapezes, and at
a later stage the dimensions of the trapezoids be-
come smaller.

Unfortunately, only one full-fledged Triale-
tian complex is known in Transcaucasia. This is
the Kotias Klde site. The Zurtaketi complex is un-
representative, and the connection between Edzani
and the Trialetian is doubtful.

The Kotias Klde site (Meshveliani et al.
2007) is situated in Western Georgia in karstic
cave on limestone Mandaeti plateau on the
Kvirila River. The Trialetian complex was re-
vealed in stratigraphic layer B (grey clay in-
terspersed with limestone fragments). About
5000 artefacts of flint and obsidian were found,
512 tools among them.

The flint-knapping technology consisted of
22 cores. There are one-platform prismatic cores,
two-platform cores with opposite platforms, and
multiplatform cores. Typology of cores is like ty-
pology of Halan Cemi complex (Table 1: 47—48,
which is contemporary with Kotias Klde (Table 1:
49—50). It is even more surprising that the con-
clusions about the knapping methods turned out to
be different for Halan Cemi and for Kotias Klde, as
we have already written above.

Microlithic complex of the Kotias Klde is
the most interesting. There are 13 backed blade-
lets, 45 truncations and 46 geometric microliths.
Backed bladelets have bipolar retouch on edg-
es. Truncated facetted bladelets have bipolar re-
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touch on edges and on truncated parts of blade-
lets. A lot of geometric microliths are asym-
metric triangles with bipolar or single abrupt
retouched sides. There are two symmetric trian-
gles, elongated trapeze and asymmetric lunate.
The fabrication of geometric microliths relat-
ed to the usage of microburin technique. There
are three microburins in the complex. The age
of the complex is indicated within the end of the
Dryas III and Preboreal.

Consequently, the Trialetian culture appeared
in Eastern Anatolia, South Caspian and in Western
Transcaucasia at the end of the Pleistocene.

The only Trialetian burial found at the Kotias
Klde should also be mentioned. The extended bur-
ial of a man connected with the Trialetian layer is
dated in frames of the very beginning of the Prebo-
real (Jones et al. 2015).

Trialetian migration to the south of East
Europe.

The beginning of the Preboreal connected with
appearance of the Shpan-Koba culture (SneBuu
1993) in the Mountainous Crimea and at the Dni-
pro River rapids. The main sites of the Shpan-Ko-
ba culture are Shpan-Koba, Shan-Koba (layer 1V),
Ala-Chuck, Su-At 3 (the Crimea) and Vasylivka 1
and 3 cemeteries (the Dnipro River rapids).

The Shpan-Koba site in the Crimea has got the
oldest radiocarbon dates. The most ancient com-
plex of the mentioned site appeared in a fringe of
the Dryas IIl — Preboreal, other dates are con-
nected with the Preboreal. Flint complexes of
the Shpan-Koba (layers 1—4, 1—5, 2—1, 2—2,
2—3, 2—4, 2—5) and Shan-Koba (layer 1V) are
the most representative and well dated (Table 1:
51—58). The typological analysis of these com-
plexes demonstrates the full similarity with the
Trialetian complexes of Transcaucasia. The pres-
ence of asymmetric triangles with traces of mi-
croburin spalls, truncated facetted blades, blade-
lets with abrupt bipolar retouch can be observed.
They see less diagnostic Trialetian features in
these complexes: the presence of asymmetric lu-
nates and microburins.

The findings in burial complexes of Vasyliv-
ka 1 and 3 cemeteries give us an opportunity to
detect correlation of microliths of the Trialetian
types with the types of burials. Vasylivka 3 cem-
etery (Cromsip 1959a) (Table 1: 59—61) is con-
nected with two types of burials. These are flexed
and extended burials, which have similar radi-
ocarbon dates in frames of the Early Preboreal.
Vasylivka 1 cemetery (Cronsp 1959b) is connect-

ed only with flexed burials. All findings of the Tri-
aletian microliths (Hyxumit 2007, c. 144) corre-
lated only with flexed burials of both cemeteries.
Large number of such microliths was found in
people’s bones. Only three microliths were found
in areas of extended burials, but only one of those
microliths was not connected with bone’s damag-
es. In this occasion authors correlate the usage of
the Trialetian microliths with carriers of extend-
ed burials tradition. This fact is not unexpectable,
because an extended burial was found at the area
of Kotias Klde.

The authors have no idea, who had left flexed
burials in the Dnipro River rapids area. Maybe,
carriers of the Shan-Koba or Osokorivka cultures
are connected with this tradition. The indication of
this fact is a task for the future studies.

The main types of the Vasylivka cemeteries mi-
croliths are the following: asymmetric triangles
with microburin spalls or their parts, asymmet-
ric triangles, truncated facetted blades, blades and
bladelets with abrupt bipolar retouch. It should be
noted that full similarity of the Dnipro rapids, the
Crimean Mountains and Western Transcaucasia
complexes is a real fact.

The radiocarbon dates of the Shpan-Koba com-
plexes show the long-term existence of the culture
in the Mountainous Crimea since the beginning of
the Preboreal to the end of the Boreal and episodic
appearance in the Dnipro rapids. The appearance
of the Murzak-Koba culture in the Crimea may be
the result of the beginning of the pressure flaking
usage, since the style of microliths production was
changed. This hypothesis hasn’t got proofs yet.

The Trialetian migration was one of the possi-
ble ways of the future appearance of the Neolith-
ic in Eastern Europe, which was not realized. If
the Kobuletian migration led to formation of the
first Neolithic cultures in the Atlantic, the devel-
opment of the Shpan-Koba culture was stopped on
the pre-pottery phase. It’s a big surprise, because
the Trialetian cultures of the West and East Caspi-
an reached the Neolithic phase. In our opinion, this
occasion was possible in the Caspian region, as the
relations with carriers of the other culture were ab-
sent in this region.

Darkvetian migration.

Darkvetian culture and Transcaucasia (fig. 6).
The Early Holocene sites with trapezes in West-
ern Transcaucasia the authors called the “Darkvety
culture”. The main sites of this culture are Darkve-
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M’lefaatian sites Darkvetian diffusion

Darkvetian sites Darkvetian migration

Hrebenyky sites Hrebenyky migration

Fig. 6. Holocene sites with trapezes.

M’lefaatian: 1 — Djarmo (layers 1—3); 2 — Ali Kosh (Mohammad Jaffar phase), Chagha Sefid (Mohammad Jaffar phase); 3 —
Sabz; 4 — Sarab; 5 — Jari B; 6 — Mushiki.

Darkvety: 7 — Darkvety (layer IV); 8 — Jvartskhma; 9 — Melouri ; 10 — Pirveli Gali; 11 — Zemo Lemsa; 12 — Apiancha.
Matveyev Kurgan and Hrebenyky cultures: 13 — Frontove 4; 14 — Murzak-Koba (layer III); 15 — Fatma-Koba (layers [V—
III); 16 — Shan-Koba (layer III); 17 — Tuba 5; 18 — Myrne; 19 — Kamiana Mohyla 3; 20 — Hrebenyky; 21 — Hirzhove; 22
— Kazanka; 23 — Matveyev Kurgan 1, 2; 24 — Razdorskaya 2; 25 — Soroki 1, 2.

ty (layer IV) (Nebieridze 1978), Jvartskhma The main features of the Darkvety stone indus-
(Mawnbko, Uxarapanuiau 2020b), Melouri, Pirveli  try are the following:

Gali (Kalandadze 1986), Zemo Lemsa (BopoHos 1. The presence of pressure flaking based on
1984), Sosruko (layer 4) (Golovanova at al. 2020;  flat monofrontal and prismatic cores usage (fig. 7).
Manbko, Uxarapamsunu 2021), Apiancha (lay- 2. The aim of pressure flaking is the obtain-
er 1) (Ueperenu u ap. 1982). ing of blades and bladelets.
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Fig. 7. Darkvetian (A) and Matveyev Kurgan cultures (B). Cores.
1—4 — Jvartskhma; 5—6 — Sosruko (layer M-1) (Golovanova et al. 2020); 7—8 — Tuba 5 (Tenixenko 2005); 9—10 —

Matveyev Kurgan (Kpmwxuesckas 1992).
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3. The presence of low symmetric trapezes
or trapezes-rectangles with abrupt retouch on sides
(fig. 8: 1—19,22—25, 27—43).

4. The presence of lunates with Helwan re-
touch in early complexes (fig. 8: 20, 26).

5. The presence of truncated facetted blades,
which were used like blanks for trapezes manu-
facturing.

6. The presence of end-scrapers on blades,
oval and round scrapers on flakes, angle burins,
notched bladelets.

7.  Thepresence of polished tools (fig. 8: 21, 44).

The origin of the Darkvety culture is connected
with the Transcaucasian Epipalaeolithic. The tradi-
tion of trapezes with two retouched sides usage is
observed in the South Caucasian Final Pleistocene
of Apiancha (layer 2); complexes with trapezes
are known in the Final Palaeolithic complexes of
the Northern Caucasus (Mesmayskaia, layer 1—3;
Satanay; Dvoynaia, layers 4—6; Psytuaje, layer 2)
(Table 1: 62—67) (TonoBanoBa u ap. 2021). How-
ever, complexes with trapezes are absent in neigh-
boring regions of the Middle East after the disap-
pearance of the Zarzian culture.

Perhaps, the Darkvety culture has got deeper
roots. The archaic feature of the Darkvety micro-
lithic complexes is the presence of trapezes-rec-
tangles with three sides with abrupt retouch. This
type of trapezes is the ancient type of geometric
microliths of the Transcaucasia. The trapezes with
three retouched sides are known in complexes of
Apiancha (layers 5 and 4; Table 1: 68) and Satsur-
bliya (layer B; Table 1: 69). In L. Golovanova’s
and other researchers’ opinion the origin of this
type of trapezes is connected with the Geometric
Kebaran (I'omoBanora u ap. 2021, ¢. 95-96).

The oldest complex of the Darkvety culture is Sos-
ruko (layer M1(4)) (Manko, Chkhatarashvili 2021).
This complex contains of flat one-platform monof-
rontal cores for obtaining blades and bladelets with
hand pressing methods and low symmetric trapezes
on pressed blades. Radiocarbon dates in frames of the
beginning of the Boreal is associated with this com-
plex (Table 1: 70—72). Probably, the appearance of
the Darkvety complex in the Central Caucasus is con-
nected with themovement of carriers' traditions of the
Epipalaeolithic of the Northern Caucasus and with
contacts of carriers of the Kobuleti culture, the peo-
ples of which used the pressure flaking.

During the Boreal the carriers of the Darkve-
ty culture inhabited the territory mountain systems
in Guria (Jvartskhma) and Imeretia (Darkvety, lay-
er 4). The pressure flaking was not good developed

in the Boreal time. The co-existence of traditions of
direct percussion and hand pressing techniques can
be observed. All these complexes consist of arte-
facts, which have got the Kobuletian origin. These
are bilateral angle burins and conic cores. The
proofs of contacts of the Kobuletian and Darkve-
ty cultures carriers in the Kobuletian complexes are
fixated. The series of symmetric trapezes was found
at the site Anaseuli I (Korobkova 1996).

The beginning of the Darkvety culture develop-
ment, the appearance of axes and chisels from soft
kinds of stone are also marked (fig. 8: 21).

Further development of the Darkvety culture
had been connected with complexes of Melouri,
Pirveli Gali and Zemo Lemsa in Abkhazia. This
phase was characterized with the domination of
the pressure flaking technique. Complexes of this
phase can be dated in frames of the beginning of
the Atlantic (7" millennium BC). Trapezes with
flat invasive retouch are absent in complexes of
this phase. The latter fact is a proof for the dating
not later then the end of the 7" millennium BC,
when the described type of trapezes appeared and
became the leading type in the Neolithic complex-
es of the Transcaucasia.

Migration of carriers of the Darkvety cul-
ture in the south of Eastern Europe.

The co-existence with neighboring culture hab-
itation groups (the Kobuletian, Late Trialetian,
Edzanian cultures) had taken place during the Bo-
real since the appearance of the Darkvety culture.
This situation stimulated the migration process-
es. The main way of the migration related to the
Crimea, Lower Don River basin, North Azov Sea
region. The first appearance of the Darkvety car-
riers is observed in the Crimea, where complexes
Frontove 4 (Manbko 2013b), Murzak-Koba (lay-
er III), Fatma-Koba (layers IV—III), Shan-Ko-
ba (layer III) (bubukoB, Cranko, Koen 1994),
Frontove 1 (Manko 2013b) marked this process.
These complexes are mixed with materials of the
Murzak-Koba culture, however, clear Darkve-
ty complexes in sublayers of the Murzak-Koba
and Fatma-Koba are recorded too (Manbko 2018,
2019). The earliest stage of the Darkvety migra-
tion is dated in frames of the second half of the Bo-
real (Table 1: 73).

The Sea of Azov hadn’t appeared during this time
yet. A large number of the Crimean rivers related to
the Lower Don basin and were the good ways in the
Lower Don area (Razdorskaia 2, [{piopuii 2008).
First Darkvety complexes were fixated in this region
at the end of the 8" millennium BC on a fringe of
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Fig. 8. Darkvety (A) and Matveyev Kurgan cultures (B): 1—19, 22—25, 27—43 — trapezes; 20, 26 — lunates; 21, 44 — polished tools.

1—4 — Jvartskhma; 5—15, 21 — Melouri (Kalandadze 1986); 16—18 — Pirveli Gali (Kalandadze 1986); 19—20 — Zemo Lemsa (BopoHos
1984); 22—26, 44 — Rozdorska 2 (I{p16pwuit 2008); 27—37 — Tuba 5 (Tenbxerko 2005); 38—43 — Matveyev Kurgan (Kprkresckast 1992).
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the Boreal and Atlantic periods (Table 1: 74). Fur-
ther movement of the Darkvety population led to in-
habitation of the areas of the Siverskyi Donets ba-
sin (Tuba 5) (Tenixenko 2005) and the North of the
Sea of Azov basin (Matveev Kurgan 1 (Table 1: 75)
and II, Kamiana Mohyla III) (KpmwkeBckas 1992;
Ty6onbueB 1995). This cluster of complexes was
named the “Matveev Kurgan culture”. All complex-
es of this culture contain series of prismatic and flat
monofrontal cores from pressed blades and blade-
lets, symmetric trapezes and trapezes with three re-
touched sides. The complex of Razdorskaia 2 is con-
nected with the presence of a small number of lunates
with Helwan retouch. The microliths, which were
made from soft kinds of stone, are found too.

The tradition of clustering complexes with tra-
pezes from pressed blades and bladelets led to the
usage of titles the “Hrebenyky culture” and the
“Buh-Dnister culture”, when the North-Western
Black Sea, Buh, Dnister and Lower Danube basins
sites are under discussion. This occasion, in our
opinion, mark the process of creation of unneces-
sary terms. In reality, the Hrebenyky and the ear-
ly Buh-Dnister complexes are full copies of com-
plexes of the Darkvety and the Matveev Kurgan
cultures. The Hrebenyky sites marked the move-
ment of the Darkvety inhabitants in the second half
of the 7" millennium BC (Table 1: 76—77).

The Darkvety migration had led to the speed
process of the Neolithization of the Mountinous
Crimea and the steppe zone of the south of Eastern
Europe. This process is related to creation of the
Hrebenyky Cultural-Historical Region, which is
connected with Transcaucasia and Eastern Europe
and made conditions for the distribution of the Ne-
olithic innovations in husbandry.

Darkvety culture diffusion in areas of the
Middle East.

We have already written that the carriers of the
Kobuletian and the Darkvety cultures came into
contact over a long period of co-existence. We can
trace this process outside of the Transcaucasia as
well. The emergence of the tradition of geometric
microlithic production in the Middle East in the
early Atlantic can be observed too. However, the
direct connection between the carriers of the two
cultures cannot be considered, since the appear-
ance of trapezes is accompanied by the appearance
of lunates. It can be mentioned only about the indi-
rect influence of the carriers of the Darkvety indus-
try on the development of the M’lefaatian culture.
The mechanism of this indirect influence can be
identified. Understanding such a mechanism be-

comes possible by analyzing the materials of the
Armenian sites Lernagog 1, Areni 1 (with lunates
only) and II (Petrosyan et al. 2021) and Azerbaija-
nian site Damjili Cave (Nishiaki et al. 2019).

The Armenian sites are connected with presence
of lunates in complexes. Materials of the Damji-
li Cave characterized the presence of trapezes and
lunates. The analysis of microliths of the Damyji-
li Cave show us the uniting of two technologies of
microliths production. The lunates of the Damyjili
Cave demonstrate the similarity with lunates of the
Armenian sites. These are symmetric lunates with
bipolar retouch on arches. The trapezes of the Dam-
jili Cave demonstrate similarity with the Darkvety
microliths. These trapezes are symmetric with low
or semi-high proportions, made without the usage
of microboring technique. There is a trapeze with
three retouched sides. This fact makes it possible
to formulate a hypothesis about the formation of a
mixed cultural tradition in the Transcaucasia. This
tradition could arise based on the interaction of the
Darkvety and Lernagog industries. The carriers of
this tradition could have influenced the change in
the appearance of the M’lefaatian culture.

The data of absolute chronology show that our
hypothesis may be correct. The Transcaucasian sites
have radiocarbon dates within the very beginning of
the Atlantic (Table 1: 31—33, 78). The appearance of
trapezes and lunates in the M’lefaatian complexes is
associated with the Atlantic time too. The Jarmo and
Mushiki complexes are especially important for us.
The appearance of microliths in Jarmo is connected
with pottery complexes (Table 1: 20). The complex of
the Mushiki is well dated in frames of the middle of
the 7" millennium BC (Table 1: 21). These dating has
good corresponding pottery complex date of Jarmo.

The thoughts expressed are only a hypothesis
that needs to be tested further. Nevertheless, only
the presence of mediated connections with the
Middle East can explain the rapid Neolithization
of the carriers of the Darkvety traditions both in
the Transcaucasia and Eastern Europe.

Edzanian migration (fig. 9).

Edzani complex and the origin and devel-
opment of the Edzani culture.

For a long time, wrong interpretation of this
complex hindered the solution of one of the most
difficult issues of the Transcaucasian archaeolo-
gy — search for the origin of local Neolithic cul-
tures. M. K. Gabunia investigated the Edzani site
in 1962—64 (Gabunia 1976). The site was found
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Near Eastern Epipalaeolithic sites Near Eastern Epipalaeolithic migration

Edzanian sites Edzanian migration

Platovskii Stav and Seroglasovo cultures Platovskii Stav culture migration

Fig. 9. Final Pleistocene and Holocene sites with Helwan retouch lunates.

Ramonien and Geometric Kebara: 1 — Har Harif K-V; 2 — Ein Quadis 2; 3 — Nahal Sekher 23; 4 — Wadi el-Jilat; 5 —
Karaneh 4 (layer D).

Edzanian: 6 — Edzani; 7 — Gumurishi, Chkhortoli; 8 — Kistriki; 9 — Nighnaia Shilovka; 10 — Satanai, Chagai, Dvoinaia; 11
— Ovechka, Khadjokh.

Platovskii Stav and Seroglazovo cultures: 12 — Frontove 1 (layer III—I); 13 — Rassypnaia 6; 14 — Khutor Kurganni; 15 —
Tsiganitsa; 16 — Tu-Buzgu-Khuduk 1; 17 — Kharba; 18 — Kugat 4; 19 — Kairshak 1, 3; 20 — Seroglazovo; 21 — Kulagaysi;
22 — Dghangar; 23 — Varfolomiivka (layer III); 24 — Zhukovska 1, 2; 25 — Dolzhyk, Murzina Balka; 26 — Platovskii Stav;
27 — Zimovniki 1.1; 28 — Kreminna 2, 3.

in Eastern Georgia under a basalt canopy, situ-  brown soil deposits. The thickness of the cultur-
ated 23—25 m above the left bank of the Ktsia-  al layer was 10—40 cm.

Khrami River. The height above the sea level is Initially, the researcher had assumed a Pleisto-
1600 m. The cultural layer was found in dark  cene age, but later it was assumed that the site was
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of the Mesolithic age. The materials were attributed
to the Early Holocene Trialetien archaeological cul-
ture (Gabunia 1976, 2001; bagep, Lieperenu 1989).
This conclusion was speculative in fact. One of the
arguments in favor of the Mesolithic age was the
presence of geometric microliths. M. K. Gabunia
considered that trapezes and lunates had just ap-
peared in the Mesolithic. At present, it is well
known that this is not the case and that their appear-
ance relates to the Final Pleistocene.

The main features of the Edzanian complex are:

1. The usage of direct percussion methods
of core reduction (fig. 10). The usage of two- and
one-platform monofrontal flat cores, which char-
acterize two stages of core reduction. The presence
of conic cores. This type of cores may relate to in-
direct percussion methods.

2. Geometric microliths are a major part of
the complex of hunting weapons. These are asym-
metric triangles (fig. 11: 8—11), lunates with
abrupt retouched arches and lunates with Helwan
retouched arches (fig. 11: 1—7, 22—33), long tra-
pezes with two or three retouched sides (fig. 11:
12—14, 45—47).

3. Nongeometric microliths (fig. 11: 34—
39) include bladelets with abrupt retouch, truncat-
ed facetted blades with abrupt retouch on edges.

4. The presence of tanged points (fig. 11:
13—16, 44).

5. Two main types of scrapers (fig. 11: 17—
18, 48, 50): end scraper on blades and oval or
round scrapers on flakes.

6. Two main types of burins (fig. 11: 19—21,
49, 51): angle burins on broken blades and burins
on truncated facetted blades.

7. The presence of notched blades, perfora-
tors and chisels.

8. The microburin technique using (fig. 11:
40—43).

The geometric complex is unique and unparal-
leled in other Transcaucasian Epipalaeolithic com-
plexes. The combination of asymmetrical trian-
gles, elongated trapezes and lunates with Helwan
retouch is found nowhere else. This circumstance
allows considering that the Edzani complex relates
to a specific type of stone industry, characterizing
a separate archaeological culture.

When M. K. Gabunia published the Edzani
complex, she pointed out that many types of tools
have analogies in the Epipalaeolithic complexes
of the Near and Middle East (Gabunia 1976). This
conclusion was correct. Lunates with Helwan re-
touch, elongated trapezes and asymmetric trian-

gles have counterparts in Ramonien, Geometric
Kebaran and Early Natufian cultures.

The Late Ramonien culture in the Near East
territory has got a big similarity with Edzani. A
complex similarity between the two industries is
visible. The best-known complexes of the Late Ra-
monien industry are Nahal Sekher 23, Har Harif
K-V, Ein Qadis 2 (Goring-Morris 1987, p. 204-
256), which existed in the Belling or Dryas II (Ta-
ble 1: 79). All the above complexes contain a se-
ries of the so-called Ramonien points, which re-
semble asymmetrical Edzani triangles. Common
components are lunates with Helwan retouch and
archbacked blades. There are series of microburins
in complexes too. In addition, parallels in the core
reduction system are observed. Especially interest-
ing for us are the complexes, where two-platform
monofrontal flat cores, one-platform monofrontal
flat cores and one-platform conic cores were re-
vealed. As we can see, the core reduction system in
the two industries is almost identical. It is difficult
to imagine what prompted the late Ramonien car-
riers to migrate to the Transcaucasia, but the simi-
larities are so striking that they cannot be ignored.

There are also undoubted similarities between
the Edzani culture and the Geometric Kebara com-
plexes. We use the publication of assemblages of
the Nahal Sekher 22, Shunera 1, 111, XII B, Azariq
II, XVI, XVIII (Goring-Morris 1987), Neve David
(Yeshurun et al. 2015). The mentioned complex-
es existed at about the same time as the late Ra-
monien complexes (Table 1: 80—81). The latter
contain a series of elongated trapezes with three
retouched sides, as well as a series of asymmetric
trapezes with the same characteristics. The Kha-
ranch Geometric Kebara complex (layer D) (Mu-
heisen 1988) should also be mentioned. The elon-
gated trapezes of the Kharaneh D form the basis
of the geometric complex of the site, resembling
Edzani trapezes stylistically and repeating their
proportions.

An important problem is the presence of
tanged points in the Edzani complex. We usu-
ally associate such points with the PPNB. How-
ever, the Edzani tanged points are not associat-
ed with the Neolithic. The shape of the points
and the characteristics of their blades show that
they could not be associated with the navyform
cores of the PPNB. Tanged points first appear at
the Wadi el-Jilat 22 site in Jordan (Garrard, Byrd
1992). The shape of these points resembles that
of Edzani points. Thus, this element comes from
the Near East too.
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Fig. 10. Edzanian (A) and Late Ramonien (B). Cores.
1—7 — Edzani (Gabunia 1976); 8—10 — Har Harif K-V (Gorring-Morris 1987); 11—12 — Ein Qadis 2 (Gorring-Morris 1987).
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Fig. 11. Edzanian (A), Late Ramonien and Geometric Kebaran (B): 1—7, 22—33 — lunates; 8—11 — asymmetric triangles; 34—
39 — ramonien points; 12—14, 45—47 — trapezes; 13—16, 44 — tanged points; 17—18, 48, 50 — scrapers; 19—21, 49, 51 —
burins; 40—43 — microburins.

1—21 — Edzani (Gabunia 1976); 22—25 — Ein Qadis 2; 26—27, 48—51 — Har Harif K-V; 286—43 — Nahal Sekher 23
(Gorring-Morris 1987); 44 — Wadi el-Jilat (Garrad, Byrd 1992); 45—47 — Karaneh 4 (layer D) (Muheisen 1988).
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The presence of parallels between the Edzani
industry and the Geometric Kebara and late Ra-
monien complexes shows a deep connection be-
tween the Epipalaeolithic of the Transcaucasia
and the Near East. It would be tempting to link
the Edzani and Natufien industries. It is with the
Natufien we associate lunates with Helwan re-
touch. However, this type of tool is the only ele-
ment of similarity. It seems that the influence of
the Natufien on the formation of the Edzani in-
dustry is indirect, the result of interaction with
the late Ramonien.

Development of the Edzanian culture.

The Edzani culture continues to exist in the Ear-
ly Holocene. We are dealing with a rather rare phe-
nomenon when a synthetic archaeological culture,
which emerged because of migration, does not dis-
appear with the disappearance of those archaeo-
logical cultures that took part in its formation.

The Gumurishi (fig. 12: 1—6; fig. 13: 1—25)
and Chkhortoli sites (Kalandadze 1986) are asso-
ciated with the early Holocene times.

The typology of these complexes demonstrates
a full similarity with the Edzani, but the appear-
ance of pressed flaking methods is a proof of the
Holocene age.

The development of the Edzani culture in
Transcaucasia ends in the 6" millennium BC
only. The most recent monuments are associat-
ed with the appearance of pottery. These sites
are Kistrik (Jlykun 1950), Nizhnyaia Shilovka
(Solov'ev 1967), Ovechka (Kamenernkmii 2001)
and etc. Even in the most recent sites of the Edza-
ni culture a stable combination of two types of
geometric microliths can be observed. The com-
plexes contain trapezes with three retouched
sides and lunates with Helwan retouch. An inno-
vative feature of the complexes is the use of dor-
sal flat invasive retouch for the design of geomet-
ric microliths.

Thus, the Edzani culture was a very stable cul-
tural phenomenon, emerging in the Final Pleisto-
cene and surviving until the mid-Atlantic. At the
same time, the significance of the Edzani culture
goes far beyond the Transcaucasus, as we record
the spread of the Edzani population on the Lower
Don and Lower Volga basins.

The migratory activity of the Edzani culture
carriers.

At the Boreal-Atlantic boundary, the Edzani
population exhibits extraordinary migratory activ-
ity. The first path relates to the development of the
Lower Don and Manych basins. The second route

relates to migration to the territory of the North
Caspian Region. The Manych Passage, which at
that time connected the Black Sea and the Caspi-
an Sea, was used to penetrate the North Caspian.

The sites with Helwan retouch lunates were called
the Platovskii Stav culture in the basin of the right
bank of the Kuban, in the Lower Don basin and in
the lower basin of the Siverskyi Donets. We will de-
scribe materials from the most informative sites only.

The ancient site with the Helwan retouch lunates
in Eastern Europe is Rassypnaia 6 (pi0puii 2008)
in the basin of the left bank of the Manych River.
The site has a radiocarbon date in frames of the very
beginning of the Atlantic (Table 1: 84). The Rassyp-
naia 6 site is characterized by tongue-shaped and
cylindrical cores, lunates with Helwan retouch, lu-
nates with abrupt retouched arches, trapezes with
three retouched sides. Some trapezes have notches
on low bases. The Rassypnaia site complex repeats
all the basic types of cores and tools of the Early
Holocene Edzani culture of the Transcaucasia. The
geographical location of the site is approximately at
the fork of two roads, at the crossroads to the Don
and to the North Caspian Sea.

In the basin of the Lower Don and Siver-
skyi Donets there are the Platovskii Stav sites
Kremennaia 2 and 3 (Ilstopuii 2008) (fig. 12:
7—11; fig. 13: 26—52), Platovskii Stav (Ka3akoa
1973), Murzina Balka (Bputtok 2006), Dowzhyk
(T'openux, IllecrakoB, Bukynunaa 2005), Zimovni-
ki I.1 (Topemuk 1984). Judging by the available
dates (Table 1: 85—87), the Platovskii Stav cul-
ture existed at the beginning of the Atlantic in the
frames of the 7" millennium BC. It appears that
this culture was displaced from the Lower Don and
the Siverskyi Donets region by the carriers of the
Lower Don culture.

Only the complex of Zimovniki 1.1 site is as-
sociated with pottery production. There is no evi-
dence of cattle-breeding or farming. The migration
of people from the Transcaucasia seems to have
been linked to the desire to continue the traditional
way of life, based on hunting and gathering.

A second group of migrants travelled along the
Manych River to the North Caspian Sea region.
There are many sites with Helwan retouch lunates
in the North Caspian Sea region. We will mention
only the most informative sites, the complexes of
which have been reliably dated.

There is a problem with the interpretation of
complexes with Helwan retouch lunates in the
North Caspian region. Here, sites of the Serogla-
zovo culture (MenenteeB 1975), sites of Khar-
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tures (B). Cores.
1—6 — Gumurishi (Kalandadze 1986); 7—11 — Kreminna 2 (I{pi6puii 200

Fig. 12. Edzanian (A) and Platovskii Stav cul
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Fig. 13. Edzanian (A) and Platovskii Stav cultures (B): 1—10, 26—37 — lunates; 11—14, 16—21, 38—47 — trapezes; 15 — a
triangle; 22 — a tanged point; 23—24, 51—52 — scrapers; 23, 49—50 — burins.

1—25 — Gumurishi (Kalandadze 1986); 26—52 — Kreminna 2 and 3 ([pi6puit 2008).
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ba-type (Beibopros 2008), Istai and Zhe-Kalgan
types (BacunbeB u ap. 1988) are distinguished,
which are considered “mesolithic”, as they are not
connected with the production of pottery. Many
authors write about several cultures within the
Neolithic, i.e., they divide sites with similar flint
complexes and sites with pottery. The tendency to-
wards fragmentation of the cultural phenomenon
appears to be entirely unjustified.

In our opinion, the presence of sites with and
without pottery is due to the function of the sites.
The radiocarbon dates indicate that sites with
ceramics have older dates than the “pre-pot-
tery sites” (Kairshak 5A, Table 1: 88) (Komapos
2002). For this reason, we use the term the “Se-
roglazovo culture” for all sites with Helwan re-
touch lunates.

The most ancient site of the Seroglazovo cul-
ture of the North Caspian is Kairshak 3 (BeiboproB
2008) (Table 1: 89). There is a series of absolute
dates within the very beginning of the Atlantic.
The complex has conical and tongue-shaped cores,
end- and round-scrapers, perforators, lunates with
Helwan retouch, trapezes with three or two re-
touched sides. As we can see, all the main compo-
nents of the Edzani industry are also traced in the
North Caspian Region.

Very informative is the Kugat 4 complex
(Ko3un, Komapor 1989), dated from the mid
7" millennium BC (Table 1: 90—91) and Kair-
shak 1 (BeiboproB 2008). Here, together with the
traditional lunates with Helwan and symmetric tra-
pezes with retouched low base we found asymmet-
ric triangles.

Thus, we state the fact that a giant Histor-
ical-Cultural Region (HCR) was formed as a
result of population migrations from the Tran-
scaucasia in the 7" — first half of the 6" mil-
lennia BC. This HCR was the result of migra-
tions along the mountain passes of the Caucasus
and major waterways (Don, Siverskyi Donets,
Kuban, Manych, Volga). At the end of the 7%
millennium BC, this HCR covered the territo-
ries of Western Transcaucasia and the Caucasus,
the Lower Don and the Siverskyi Donets basins,
the Kalmyk and the Northern Caspian area. The
population of those regions had common ele-
ments of material culture.

Conclusion

To summarize, four main events, connected
with migratory activity of the Trascaucasian in-
habitants, had taken place in the Early Holocene.
Only one of these migrations hadn’t led to the ap-
pearance of the Neolithic cultures in Eastern Eu-
rope (Trialetian). The result of three other migra-
tions was the development of first Neolithic cul-
tures in the south of Eastern Europe. However, the
development of the Trialetian culture had led to
appearance of the Chokh Neolithic culture in the
Western Caspian region.

All migration activities didn’t have Neolithic
features at the beginning of population movement
process. Migrations were not the reasons of Neoli-
thization, but prerequisites of this action. Migration
activity had led to the creation of Historical-Cul-
tural regions, in which boarders of the informative
continuity emerged. This continuity provided a con-
stant flow of new information to the regions that the
migrators were mastering. This reality formed a cul-
tural and perhaps linguistic continuity within which
the Neolithic innovations could spread.

This occasion must explain to us that the Ne-
olithization process was not the result of migra-
tion, diffusion or the result of cultural exchange.
This process was indicated with preliminary result
of inhabitation of carriers of similar traditions on
the boundaries of some neighboring regions. Its in-
habitation created a zone, which we can name the
“Oikumene”. This zone may be characterized like
an area, which was a contact for the whole peo-
ple, which had a similarity in origin, in elements of
the language. Peopling of this zone was a player in
sustainable unity, in frames of which movements
were multidirectional.

Our main conclusion is the following: one-vec-
tor migrations can not lead to the new quality of
life, can not lead to the Neolithization. Only mul-
tivector replacement of people must lead to the be-
ginning of the Neolithic way of life. The begin-
ning of the Neolithic in Eastern Europe cannot be
the result of one migration process. The sums of
a large number of migrations can create the back-
ground to the constant flow of information about
the new achievements of the Neolithic Revolution
and their integration among the new settlers.
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1 Kanouoam icmopusmux nayk, cmapuuuil HayKosuii cCrigpooimmuk 6i0oiny apxeonozii Kpunty ma Higniuno-3axionozo Hpuuopromop's,

Incmumym apxeonozcii HAH Yxpainu.
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3AKABKA334 TA HEOAIT CXIAHOT €BPOIIN

[Touatok rosoneHy OyB MOB'SI3aHUIA 13 cepiero Mirpailiii HaceneHHs 3akaBkas3si Ha TepuTopito CxinHoi €Bpornu. Mu BifzHaYaeEMO
Y4OTHpPU MacmTabHKUX Mirpamii: HociiB KOOyJIeTChKOI, TPHANIETCHKOI, JapKBETCHKOI Ta €3aHCHKOI KyIbTYp.

INoxomkeHHs KOOyneTchKoi Ky IbTypu roB's3ane i3 Cepenriv CxonoM. Kam'stHa iHIyCTpist XapaKTepu3y€eThCsl HAsIBHICTIO TEXHIKN
PYYHOTO BIJTHCKY, 3aCHOBAaHOI Ha BUKOPHCTaHHI KOHIYHHX Ta ONIBLENOMIOHMX HYKJIEYCIB, a TAKOX 3aCTOCYBAaHHSM IUIACTHHOK i3
TIPUTYIUIeHMMH Kpasmu. KybTypa cdopmyBanacs Ha modarky npebopeaity. Po3ceneHHs1 HOCIiB KOOYIIeTCEKOI KyJIbTYpH HPHU3BENO
JI0 TIOSIBH KyKpeLBbKOi i TOHEeIbKoi Ky IbTyp Ha TepuTopii ['ipcbkoro Kpumy Ta crenooi 3ouu ITiBHiuHO-3axigHOro [IpnaopHoMop's.

Tpuanercpka KyabTypa moxoauTs 31 CxinHoi Anaronii Ta ITiBnennoro Iprkacmiro. KynbTypa XapakTepu3yeTbest BAKOPUCTAHHIM
TEXHOJIOTIT y/TapHOTO PO3IIETUICHH H PO3IIEIUICHHS 32 IOTIOMOT0k0 TTocepetHIKa. MIKpOTiTHYHI KOMIUIEKCH XapaKTepH3yI0ThCs Ha-
SIBHICTIO aCHMETPUYHNX TPHKYTHHKIB 1 cermeHTiB. Mirparist Ha Teputopito ['ipcekoro Kpumy Ta noporis [Iginpa noyanacst Ha Mexi
TUIEHCTOLIEHY-TOJIOIEHy i TIpU3BeNa JI0 MOSIBH IIITaH-KOOMHCHKOI KYJIBTYpH, IO iCHyBaja 1o KiHI Oopeaty. He BuKITOUYeHO, 110
Myp3aK-KOOWHCBKa KyJIbTypa Kpnmy 3'sBrtacst BHACHIIOK PO3BUTKY TPUAIETCHKHX TPaIMIIii MIMaH-KOOMHCHKOT KyJIBTYPH.

JlapkBeTcbKa KyJbTypa € aBTOXTOHHOIO KyJbTyporo 3akaBkasss. Kam'sHa iHZyCTpist XapaKTepU3YeThCSI BUKOPHCTAHHIM
PYYHOTO BiATHCKY ¥ HAsIBHICTIO CIUIOIIEHHX HYKJIEyciB. MiKpOJIITHYHI KOMIUIEKCH MIPE/ICTABIICHI B OCHOBHOMY TpATeIisIMH, SIKi
BUTOTOBJISUINCS 3 BIITHCKHHX IUIACTHH.

[epecenenHs HOCIIB JapKBETCHKOI KyJIbTYpH B CepeIuHi Oopeary MpHU3BeIIo 10 HOsIBH MaTBi€BOKYPraHCHKOI, TPeOeHHKIB-
CBKOi Ta Oyro-gHicTepchkoi KynbTyp IliBHIuHO-3axinHoro [IprdopHOMOp's i [Iprazos's.
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[osiBa eA3aHCHKOT KyJBTYpH HOB's13aHA 3 (PiHAILHIM IDICHCTOIICHOM, a Ti ()opMyBaHHS — 3 SMINAICOTI THYHAMHE KyJIbTypamMu bimzb-
koro Cxony. Po3miereHns HykIieyciB 30iHCHIOBATIOCS YAAPHIM METOOM. MIKpOIITHYHI KOMIUIEKCH XapaKTepU3ye HasBHICTb CErMEH-
TiB 13 TeJTyaHCHKOFO PETYIIIIII0, HU3bKUX TParlelii, aACHMETPUYHMX TPUKYTHUKIB. Mirpaliisi HOCIiB KyJIbTYpH Modasacs Ha Mexi Oopeairy-
aTJIAHTUKYMY Ta IPU3BeNia 0 TOSIBH IUIATOBOCTABCHKOI Ta Ciporiia3iBchkoi KyabTyp Ha HmkapoMy Jlony Ta B [liBHiuHOMY IIpHKacii.

Mirpauii 3akaBKa3bKOT0 HaceIeHHs B PaHHBOMY T'OJIOLCHI CTAIH IepeyMOBOIO MONANBINOT HeomiTuzanii CxixHoi €Bponm.

Knrouosi crosa: 3akaexasss, paunii 2onoyen, miepayii, Heonimusayis, Kpumepii miepayii, 8iOMUCKHA MeXHIKa
PO3ujenieHts, NIACMUHKU 3 RPUMYNIeHMU Kpaamu, mpaneyii, ceemenmu, mpuxkymHuKu.
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