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ABSTRACT

In the early eighth century B.C., Argishti I, King of Urartu, invaded
southern Transcaucasia and began a dramatic transformation of the regional
landscape previously occupied by local fortress-states into an imperial
province. This dissertation examines the landscape of the fortress-states of
the Early Iron Age in the Ararat and Shirak Plains and its rapid
transformation vmder the Urartian regime in order to develop a practical
approach to political authority sensitive to both the use of power and the
need for legitimacy. Rather than being inert stages for political processes, the
archaeological evidence from southern Transcaucasia suggest that landscapes
were active elements in Urartian political strategies for securing political
authority. Physical changes in the landscape altered the experience of space,
redefining relations between subjects and rulers indicative of imique
programs for deploying political power. The Urartian regime also produced
representational landscapes—scenes portraying gods and rituals against the
backdrop of an Urartian fortress. The landscape scenes found in state
produced media suggest that Urartian regimes sought to legitimize the
physical landscape in reference to a representational program which recast
their fortresses as sacred and transcendent rather than as instruments of
political domination. The production of the Urartian landscape in southern
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Transcaucasia changed over time as the constitution of Urartian political
authority changed. While Urartu's initial occupation of southern
Transcaucasia indicates the regime consisted of niunerous tightly integrated
institutional elements, by the reign of Rusa U in the seventh century B.C., the
internal organization of new fortresses suggests considerable disintegration of
institutional coherence. By attending to the ways in which landscapes are
actively involved in the constitution of political authority, this examination
of the Urartian occupation of southern Transcaucasia offers epistemological,
theoretical and methodological tools for circhaeological descriptions of
political authority.
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PREFACE

Over a decade ago, Paul Zimansky (1985: xiii) assayed the state of Urartian
studies writing, "Urartu has known many dark hours, and the present is one
of them." In some ways, this still holds true today; Urartu remains one of the
least investigated and, as a consequence, least imderstood, of the great states of
ancient southwest Asia. The revolution of 1979 halted the prolific German
surveys and excavations of Urartian sites within the territory of modem Iran.
Excavations in eastern Turkey have been problematic since World War I due
to continuing instability in the region, although they have recently enjoyed a
resurgence with several new survey projects and excavations at major sites.
The sole beacon of light through Urartu's many dark hours during the last
century of archaeological research has been provided by the research of Soviet
scholars in the Urartian provinces within the territory of modem Armenia
(formerly the Armenian S.S.R.). As the only empire of ancient southwest
Asia which extended its grasp into what was the Soviet Union, some of the
most influential Russian, Armenian, and Soviet scholars of the last century
have studied Urartian archaeology and epigraphy, including Nikolai Marr,
Josef Orbelli, Toros Toramanian, Ashkharbek Kalantar, Igor M. Diakonoff and
Boris B. Piotrovskii. Consequently, a large niunber of the most thoroughly
investigated Urartian sites are presently in Armenia. Furthermore, a
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significant number of pre-Urartian fortress sites in the region have also been
investigated, providing an unrivalled wealth of settlement and architectural
data for the Early and Middle (Urartian period) Iron Ages.
The study of Urartian state formation and administration has been, in
part, hamstrung by a simple lack of archaeological information. As Velli
Sevin, an Urartian scholar who has worked extensively in Eastern Turkey,
commented to me recently, we simply do not know enough about what came
before Urartu in its presumed homeland in Eastern Turkey and northwest
Iran to define the processes behind Urartian state formation (pers. comm.
1995). This is not the case with the Urartian provinces in modem Armenia.
The Urartian presence in southern Transcaucasia began with a series of
military campaigns which defeated nimierous local polities centered in
cyclopean stone fortresses. Yet this information simply begs more substantive
questions, both historical and anthropological.
The anthropological question explored in this dissertation inquires into
how governance is accomplished in relation to a reorganization of what can
be broadly described as the landscape—the experience and perception of
formal spaces. In order to provide a framework for investigating this
question, chapters 1 and 2 forward a theory of the relations between political
authorities and the spaces which they build, occupy, and raze. Chapter 3
provides a transition from the general anthropological question to the specific
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historical problem at issue through a chorography of southern Transcaucasia.
The orienting historical question posed in this dissertation is how did the
Urartians govern territories in southern Transcaucasia acquired through
military force? Chapter 4 describes the regional landscape prior to the
Urartian invasion and chapters 5 and 6 discuss the extensive transformation
of the Ararat and Shirak plains at the hands of Urartian authorities. From
these descriptions of landscapes emerges an understanding of how Urartian
political power operated within landscapes to maintain subject populations.
Chapter 7 broadens the geographic focus of investigation beyond southern
Transcaucasia to examine the role of landscape images, conmion in Urartian
royal media, in securing legitimacy for the landscape which supported the
Urartian regime. By exploring both the operation of power and programs for
securing legitimacy, this dissertation broadens traditional archaeological
approaches to the constitution of political authority, focusing less on idealized
models of what states look like and more upon an account of what states
actually do.
The diversity of sources drawn upon for this dissertation require a brief
note on transliteration. All translations from Russian texts were done by the
author except where dted otherwise. 1 have transliterated Cyrillic words
according to the gmdelines in the Oxford

Russian-English

Dictionary.

Ancient Assyrian words have been transliterated according to accepted uses

employed by Curtis and Reade (1995) unless otherwise noted. Urartian
toponyms are rendered as transliterated by Diakonoff and Kashkai (1981),
Arutyimian (1985), and Melikishvili (1960). Tittkish, French, and German
words have not been transliterated.
This research could not have been accomplished without the indefatigable
assistance of a large number of individuals in the archaeological commimity
in Armenia, my professors and fellow graduate students in the U.S., and the
curators of Urartian materials in several museums in Europe and Turkey.
The first phase of the research project reported in this dissertation was a three
month field-season in Armenia during the simraier of 1995 supported by a
dissertation improvement grant from the National Science Foundation
(#SBR-9424236) with additional support from the Institute of Archaeology
and Ethnography of Armenia. Originally intended as a collaborative
mapping project between The Armenian Institute of Archaeology and
Ethnography, the Armenian Commission for the Preservation of Historical
Monuments, and the Ancient Landscapes Project (the formal name of my
research program), the enthusiasm of colleagues in Armenia quickly
transformed our program into one which included extensive archival
research, non-systematic surface survey, and test excavations.
I first travelled to Armenia in 1992 as a participant in the AmericanArmenian excavations at the multi-component site of Horom. It is probably
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impossible to acknowledge everyone who contributed to the success of this
research either through painstaking efforts or through the simple hospitality
which made our program enjoyable. I must first thank Aram Kalantarian,
director of the Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography (lAE) and Koriim
Khafadarian, director of the Commission for the Preservation of Historical
Monuments, for their confidence and support. The most indispensable
members of the field research team were Ruben Badaljan (lAE) and
Andronik Kossarian (Institute of Architecture). As co-director of the field
research, Ruben did everything from securing the proper administrative
approvals to holding the prism pole while we mapped sites. More than
anyone else, Ruben is responsible for educating me in the history and
prehistory of the region. Andronik Kossarian was our architectural
consultant, artist, and driver. His work was tireless and his expertise in both
the mechanics and history of architecture invaluable.
Numerous members of the archaeological commimity shared their data
with me, giving me the opportimity to disseminate some information for the
first time. For this privilege I must thank Armen Tonikian (lAE, Shirak
Foundation), Haik Avetisian (Yerevan State University), Pavel Avetisian
(lAE), Stepan Esaian (lAE), and Simone Amayakian (lAE). Gayand
Hovanessian and Lusik Babikyan were patient in facilitating my work in the
cartographic archives of the Commission for the Preservation of Historical
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Monuments. Aram Gevorkian (lAE) and Mkrtich Zardarian (lAE) shared
their knowledge, opinions, and resources, for which I am very grateful.
Special thanks are due to the International Program for Anthropological
Research in the Caucasus directed by Phil Kohl of Wellesley College. I thank
him for the opportimities which he has given me and for his support of this
project. During the 1995 field season, Laurie Tedesco, Julie Kunen, J.
Cameron Monroe, and Raymond Der Avanessian took time from their
trenches at Horom to assist in mapping and test excavations at several nearby
sites. I thank them for their help. I also thank Avak Popikyan for clambering
over steep cliffe, surveying rod in hand. I particularly want to acknowledge
Eleanor Barbanes, the architect for IPARC, who graciously provided most of
the drawings from Horom.
The second phase of the field work described in this dissertation involved
docimientation and description of niunerous Urartian artistic representations
of landscapes housed in five museimis. This research was sponsored by the
Wenner-Gren Foimdation for Anthropological Research (grant #5937). A
number of individuals generously assisted my research either by facilitating
work in the museimis or by extending cordial hospitality. Stepan Aslanian
(Institute of the History of Material Culture, St. Petersburg) provided much
appreciated assistance during a cold January visit to St. Petersburg and I thank
Yuri and Mikhail Piotrovskii for facilitating my work in the Hermitage

(research at the Hermitage was supported by a grant from the University of
Arizona, Department of Anthropology). In London, I wish to thank the
Department of Western Asiatic Antiquities of the British Museum for giving
me access to their collections. In particular, I am grateful to Dominique
CoUon for her help. Patricia Kalensky facilitated my work in the Louvre's
Departement des

Antiquites Orientales, for which I extend my gratitude. At

the Prahistorische Staatsammlung (Munich), D. van Endert and Gisela
Zahlhaas helped me examine both the materials in their exteiwive photo
archive and artifacts in their collections. Stefan BCroU deserves special thanks
not only for his efforts in making my stay in Munich an enjoyable one but
also for sharing his knowledge of Urartian materials with me. In Istanbul,
thanks are due to Alpay Pasinli (Director) and Halil Ozek (Assistant Director)
of the Istanbul Archaeological Museums for allowing me access to their
collections. For the same privilege, I thaiUc Ilhan Temizsoy (Director) of the
Museimi of Anatolian Civilizations (Ankara).
Several individuals helped me prepare the project and subsequently
transform aU of these data into a coherent dissertation. Dave Stephen and
Chuck Bollong of Pima Community College offered their valuable experience
in archaeological mapping while Doug Gann helped me through AutoCAD
and William JoUey kept the computers running. I thank Ruth Van Dyke,
Mark Neupert, Brian McKee, Patti Cook, Sarah Herr, the members of the

Laboratory of Traditional Technology reading group, and the Maya seminar
for offering me constructive comments on my early drafts. Thanks also to
Catherine Sarther, who inked many of the drawings.
Grateful acknowledgement must be made to Dr. Emil Haury and Agnese
Haury. The program of fellowships for graduate students in the Department
of Anthropology which they founded enabled me to complete my graduate
program in a timely manner. I particularly want to thank Agnese Hauiy for
her enthusiastic support and encouragement.
I must extend my profound thanks to my committee. Pat Culbert and Ana
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CHAPTER 1
IMPERIAL ARCHIPELAGO

In perhaps the most important political tract of this century, Aleksander
Solzhenitsyn used a geographic trope to describe "that amazing country of
Gulag ^ which, though scattered in an archipelago geographically, was, in a
psychological sense, fused into a continent..." (Solzhenitsyn 1985: x). The
significance of this metaphor echoes beyond its literary effectiveness.
Solzhenitsyn was one of the first modem writers to suggest that political
regimes can be described in terms of the particular spaces they carve out for
themselves—^that states not only occupy land but operate by and through
landscapes. Rather than being prior to social forces, landscapes are "made" by
politically engaged agents. Furthermore, Solzhenitsyn's account effectively
demonstrated that the authority of Stalin's regime lay not only in the direct
experience of spaces occupied by state power—a system of punishment and
incarceration which stretched from the basement cells of the Luhyanka in
central Moscow, to the work camps of Kolyma in Siberia—^but also in the way
the spaces as a whole were perceived.
This dissertation examines the making of an "imperial archipelago"—a

1 An acronym for HnaBHoe tlnpaB/ieHne McnpasMTe/ibHO-TpynoBbix ilarepePi
(Main Administration for Corrective Labor Camps).

spatial organization of political authority which, though confined to small
"islands" in physical space, forwarded the appearance of coherence and
legitimacy. Through the specific organization of this archipelago, political
rulers attempted to redefine the inhabitants of a region subdued by force into
subjects of a large empire. The focus of the investigation is the landscape of
southern Transcaucasia (modem Armenia) and its transformation following
subjugation to invading Urartian armies in the eeirly eighth century B.C. My
thesis is that Urartian political authority in southem Transcaucasia was
predicated upon a vast transformation in the economic, social, and cultural
production of the regional landscape.

1.1 Urartu in Southern Transcaucasia
With characteristic hyperbole, Argishti I (c 780-760 B.C.)/ king of
Biainili—a powerful state which the Assyrians called 'XJrartu"—recorded the
beginnings of the occupation of southern Transcaucasia and the region's
integration as a province of empire, citing the transformations which he
made to the landscape:
For the greatness of god Khaldi, Argishti, son of Menua, speaks: I built
a majestic fortress, I gave it a name from my own—^Argishtihinili. The
earth was wilderness; nothing was built there; out of the rivers I built
four canals, vineyards, and the orchards were divided, I accomplished
many heroic deeds there. Argishti, son of Menua, powerful king, great
king, King of the state of Biainili, ruler of the dty of Tushpa (Melikishvili
1960).
In the century and a half which followed, Argishti's regnal heiis thoroughly
remade the region into an imperial archipelago, effectively transforming a
landscape formerly built aroimd small, local polities into a province of
empire.
Such shifts in the political status of southern Transcaucasia have not been
unusual in its history (and indeed continue today in the wake of the Soviet
collapse), contributing to the contradictory nature of the region. Historically,
southern Transcaucasia has been at once a well-travelled highway and an
isolated cul de sac, a land of dynamic populations and unrivaled
parochialism, both center and periphery; positioned on the northern limits of
southwest Asia and the southern reaches of Eurasia, southern Transcaucasia

belongs to neither. Although a frontier of Urartu's political expansion, in a
Icirger cultural context southern Transcaucasia cannot be marginalized as
isolated and fragmented. Instead, there are strong indications that it, along
with eastern Anatolia and northwestern Iran, was part of a highland
ecumene—"a region of persistent cultural interaction and exchange"^—as
early as the Early Bronze Age.
The region is difficult to define geographically as dominant geographical
boundaries have rarely inhibited travel. For the purposes of this
investigation, southern Transcaucasia is delimited by the Kura basin to the
north, the Shirvan and Mugan steppes to the east, the eastern edge of the Kars
plateau to the west and the Ararat massif to the south (figure 1.1). Based on
our current knowledge, the Urartian occupation of southern Transcaucasia
was largely concentrated in three provinces: the Sevan Basin, the Ararat
plain, and the Shirak plain. The latter two and their surrounding highlands
comprise a closely linked physiographic unit which is the primary geographic
focus of this dissertation.
The arrival of Urartian forces on the Ararat and Shirak plains was part of a

2 Kopytoff 1987: 10. A Greek word used in antiquity to denote the known or
inhabited world, ecimiene was introduced to anthropology by BCroeber (1948:
423) to describe the "total area reached by traceable diffusion influences from
the main higher centers of Eurasia...." More recently, the term has been used
by Hannerz (1992) to describe the flow of cultural meanings on a global scale.
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process of political coalescence and expansion that began in the Late Bronze
and Early Iron Ages. During the early first millennium B.C. the kingdom of
Biainili steadily pieced together an empire across the highlands of Eastern
Anatolia, gaining imprecedented political control over a vast area now
divided amongst the modem states of Armenia, Turkey, Iran, and Iraq. The
final centuries of the second millenniiun B.C. were extremely unstable, as no
single state filled the regional power vacuum left by the collapse of the
"superpowers" of the so-called "Amama" age. New populations flooded into
southwest Asia, laying the foimdations for both conflict and a future balance
of power.
State formation in the Armenian highlands was not limited to Urartu.
Throughout the region, small polities arose during the Late Bronze (c. 16001300 B.C.) cmd Early Iron (c 1300-780 B.C.) Ages, centered in cyclopean stone
fortresses perched atop high rock outcrops. In some areas, these polities
coalesced into larger confederations which rivalled the nascent Urartu.
Urartian inscriptions concerned with southern Transcaucasia describe a
number of local polities: Eriakhi and Quliani in and around the Shirak plain,
Aza and Etiimi in and aroimd the Ararat plain.
By the ninth century B.C., Biainili had embarked upon a systematic
campaign of expansion which ixltimately extended its borders from the
headwaters of the Euphrates to the shores of Lakes Sevan and Urmia. This
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process of state formation did not go unnoticed by Assyrian kings to the south
who named the emerging northern threat "Uruatri" (later, "Uratri"), "Nairi,"
and finaUy "Urartu".^
Urartian history has been generally divided into two phases, based on both
historical events and significant changes in archaeological materials.^ The
first phase, from the end of the ninth century to 714 B.C., was a period of
expansion and coalescence. By the reign of Sarduri H, Urartu had reached its
geographical maximum. Not coinddentally, it was also during this period
that the contest between Urartu and Assyria, primarily over the lands south
and west of Lake Urmia, developed. In 714 B.C., Sargon n of Assyria launched
a campaign into Urartu's provinces around Lake Urmia in an attempt to
destroy Urartian power in the region. He did so by decisively defeating the
Urartian king, Rusa I, at the battle of Uaush^ which effectively forced Urartu
3 The exact historical and geographical relationships between these terms is as
yet unclear.
4 Bamett (1982) and Piotrovskii (1959) define Urartu's two phases historically,
using Sargon II's campaign in 714 B.C. as the dividing point. IGeiss (1994)
employs a two-phase outline of Urartian history based upon changes in
fortress architecture; Azarpay (1968) defines a dual chronology (although
inserting a brief "transitional phase" immediately following 714 B.C.) of
Urartian art. KroU (pers. comm. 1995) has suggested Urartian ceramics also
change from eighth and ninth century forms to distinctive seventh century
types.
5 This conflict was recorded in Sargon's "Letter to Ashur" describing his
eighth campaign (Thureau-Dangin 1912). Currently the battle of Uaush is
thought to have taken place near Mt. Sahend in Northwestern Iran (Smith
1994; Zimansl^ 1990).

to retreat and reconstruct their authority. This period of reconstruction
reached its apogee in the early seventh century B.C. when Rusa n reasserted
Urartian power throughout the highlands through a series of vast building
projects both in the "core" area around Lake Van and in the peripheries.
The simultaneous growth of the Neo-Assyrian empire on Urartu's
southern flank has led most researchers to describe the Urartian state as a
product of Assyrian expansion either by invoking displaced trade routes
(Bamett 1956), struggles for control over resources (Levine 1976: 178; Saggs
1962), or the impulse to aggregate in the face of a military threat (Zimansky
1985). However, the timing of Urartu's emergence coincides more directly
with periods of Assyrian weakness, not strength (Smith 1993a). As Zimansky
(1985) has made clear, Urartu cannot be adequately understood as an 'Assyria
in the moimtains' as it was neither culturally, nor politically, a
"Mesopotamian" polity.
Two general models have been developed to characterize the political
organization of the Urartian state. The first suggests that Urartu was a highly
centralized state led by a king of singular authority who actively redistributed
resources and labor from the peripheries to the regional centers (Diakonoff
1952).^ A more recent model posits a much weaker central authority,
suggesting that the Urartian economy was highly decentralized and state
6 See also Adontz (1946) and Melikishvili (1951).
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political administration extremely limited (Zimansky 1985). The first model
emphasizes the use of coercive instruments of state authority while the
second implies that the power of the Urartian state derived primarily from
the consent of local rulers. Both of these models can muster support from the
archaeological and historical records. The opposition of the two models is
striking and unfortunately reflects, in part, the limitations of the available
historical sources. However, both are inherently unsatisfying as neither
addresses the central question of the means by which Urartu transformed
conquered peoples into political subjects nor accounts for historical change in
Urartian strategies of governance. This analysis of Urartian political
authority in southern Transcaucasia is an effort to move away from such
polarized models and towards a detailed investigation of how authority, not
simply dominance, was actually achieved and maintained.
Discussions of the Urartian occupation of southern Transcaucasia
generally describe Urartu solely as an occupjdng force—a martial state which
ruled through coercion (Piotrovskii 1959).^ According to this view, the
Urartian landscape in southern Transcaucasia was solely designed to coerce,
not to create, subjects of a routinized authority. This has become an
increasingly untenable reconstruction on both theoretical and historical
grounds. On a theoretical level, no polity can be held together solely through
7 See also Adontz (1946), Bumey and Lang (1972).

brute force as coercion simply exercises power, it neither regularizes political
authority nor creates political subjects. On a historical level, comparison with
the Assyrian empire, a polity which was also assembled through military
action, suggests that the use of force was only the beginning of a process of
administration. While armies were sometimes re-dispatched to rebellious
districts, they could not of themselves govern a conquered province. Hence
the need for a system of imperial deputies as well as extensive diplomatic
missions which often allowed a local potentate to retain power (Machinist
1992). To consider Urartu a military force alone is to over-simplify a complex
regime of power and authority.
Despite its apparent success in ruling southern Transcaucasia, by the
beginning of the sixth century B.C., Urartu had collapsed. A handful of
Scythian arrowheads found embedded in the walls of the Urartian fortress of
Teishebaini (near Yerevan) provides one of the few clues to the forces behind
Urartu's disintegration (Piotrovskii 1959: 240). So dramatic was this collapse
that Herodotus, writing only a century and a half later, made no reference to
Urartu. Although ostensibly part of the Median empire following the
Urartian collapse, there is little archaeological or epigraphic evidence for the
political status of southern Transcaucasia until it was incorporated into the
Armenian satrapy of the Achaemenid empire in the late sixth century B.C.
(Lang 1970:117).
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1.2 Terms and Definitions
Before proceeding too far, a number of oft-debated terms already employed
need to be clearly defined.®
As a focal concept which emerged in European political and social theory
during the 1960s, "power" has been forced to bear a tremendous theoretical
burden despite being a relatively straightforward concept. Power is simply the
ability to accomplish tasks. Political power is the ability to accomplish
political tasks which affect the economic, social, or cultural life of a defined
polity, such as organizing production, determining status, and facilitating
(and restricting) access to resources. The adjective 'political', while specifying
the domain of power's effects—the organization and administration of a
defined polity—does not restrict either the domain of power's operation or its
sodo-cultural sources. Thus political power can draw from religious sources
(e.g., deification of the ruler), from broadly cultural sources (e.g., invocation of
group identity), and from economic sources (e.g., monopolization of sources
of wealth), among others.
The ability to accomplish tasks does not in itself constitute governance.
Governance stems from a more complex concept, authority. Power which is

8 As this study draws on concepts from many disciplines including
anthropology, archaeology, geography, philosophy, sociology, and political
science, the definitions offered here may not be exactly the same as those
current in each discipline.

accepted as legitimate constitutes authority.^ Thus authority generally refers
to an institutionalized power. This power has been variably personified as
chiefs, kings, emperors, presidents, etc The term "rulers" is sufficiently
generic to encompass a ntmiber of political forms yet specific enough to
denote those who wield power. The term elites is not satisfactory as it tends
to denote those who enjoy an unequal share of social benefits imder a
particular regime of power, not those who actually govern.
The routinization of a political regime has been described by a number of
theorists in terms of the concepts of production and reproduction.^ °
Production and reproduction refer to the process by which practices and
beliefe are defined and constantly reaffirmed as acceptable or necessary aspects
of daily life. In other words, production sets up a state of affairs or set of
relations and reproduction guarantees their continuation over time and
across space. In political terms, reproduction ensures the continued existence
of a particular regime by continually affirming the social and economic bases
of the regime on the most quotidian level. The importance of the concept of
reproduction to political analysis lies in its relation to the concept of the
subject.
The subject has become a confused concept as a result of the confiation of

9 This definition follows both lhat of both Arendt (1958) and Weber (1968: 46).
10 See Althusser (1971), Corrigan and Sayer (1985), Willis (1977).

several meanings. A subject is simply one who must respond to the exercise
of power. The subject is thus the social target of power's operation and the
dialectical complement of the ruler—the one who exerts power. Subjects of a
political authority are those who must accede to its dictates and ensure its
reproduction by answering its commands.^ ^
Power makes its demands upon subjects by defining and constraining
their economic, political, religious, and social practices. The term practice has
been defined by Bourdieu as "the site of the dialectic between the op us
operatum and the modus operandi (Bourdieu. 1990: 50). In simpler terms,
practice refers to an "ongoing series" of activities undertaken by agents who
reflect upon the sodo-cultural meanings attached to their actions (Giddens
1984).
Landscape is perhaps the most difficult term to define because it is the
most familiar. Used by artists, architects, developers, geologists, geographers,
historians, and archaeologists, the term has varying denotations and
connotations. J.B. Jackson, foimder of the journal Landscape, has decried that
although he has spent a career talking and writing about landscapes, the
concept continues to elude him Qackson 1979: 153). Because landscape is used

11 The political relationship between subjects and rulers should not be
mistaken for that between masters and slaves. As Aristotle (1962: I.vii.), and
more recently Foucault (1979), have pointed out, subjects are not simply
dominated but are involved in their own subordination to rulers.
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in so many different contexts to further so many unique goals, it is inherently
ambiguous. Despite this ambiguity, the concept of landscape has emerged as
the centerpiece of an ongoing re-theorization of the cultural meaning of space
in the fields of geography and art history. As used in these contexts,
"landscape" denotes the totality of the external world as mediated through
subjective human experience (Cosgrove 1993). In more direct terms,
landscape is land transformed by human activity or perception. Land is an
objective concept, a physical solid which composes the surface of the planet;
landscape, at the most fundamental level, is land that himians have
modified, built upon, traversed, or simply gazed at.
Space in archaeology refers almost exclusively to physical spaces
describable in terms of Euclidean form. But what are we to make of the recent
proliferation of spaces in the social sciences and humanities: mental space,
literary space, the space of knowledge, engendered space, pictorial space,
colonial space, etc.? What are the dimensions of human space and how
should we discuss them? Following Lefebvre (1991[1974]), Harvey (1989) has
offered a framework for integrating spatial practices. This framework offers a
means of expanding archaeologically knowable spaces beyond built form.
Harvey (1989) divides spatial practices into three domains: material spatial
practices, representations of space, and spaces of representation. Material
spatial practices integrate the traditional fod of archaeological

investigation—such as settlement pattern, intra-site organization, and
structural analyses—seeking coherence across scalar levels. Interpretations of
spatial experience describe the movement of people across the landscape, the
distribution of resources and goods within and between sites, divisions in
settlements, and the formal reinforcing of social control.
Spatial practice extends beyond experience into the realms of perception
and imagination. In a political context, representations of space and spaces of
representation are the spaces of ideology. By manipulating the perception
and imagination of space, authorities forward a specifically hegemonic
description of society—one which legitimizes the established asymmetric
distribution of power. Through the use of landscape imagery found in texts
and artistic media, or even in the specific organization of the built
environment itself, political authorities forward an ideological agenda,
representing themselves within a broader world view. The inequalities vital
to the functioning of a social formation are naturalized within a larger frame
of reference—often a cosmology or a history—and universalized as
transcending the immediate demands of the political order.
Sharon Zukin (1991) has offered an illustration of how the different levels
of Harvey's grid of spatial practices intersect in a single context—Disney
World. Disney World represents a macro-level of social control that is
simultaneously perceived, experienced, and imagined. On the level of

physical space. Disney World has "stimulated a whole regional complex of
service-sector activities around tourism and real estate development" (Zukin
1991:230). As representation, Disney creates a fantasy landscape which
abstracts the desires of the powerless from the vernacular spatial practices of
main street in order to "project them as a landscape for mass visual
consumption," promoting a specific set of cultural meanings which
encourage social reproduction.^^ Main Street U.S.A., and the political
relations it entails, are thus cast as legitimate in reference to a set of cultural
values.

12 The cultural power of Disney World is reflected in its 1988 nomination as
one of the "50 ideas that changed the American baby" (Zukin 1991: 230).
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1.3 Authority, Landscapes, and Subjects
To describe the Urartian presence in southern Transcaucasia as an
"imperial archipelago" is to place the landscapes which Urartian rulers
produced between the exercise of political authority and the creation of
political subjects. As mediators between power and subjects, landscapes
organize physical activities and represent this organization within a broader
cultural frame of reference; they thus operate on both the levels of experience
(as physical spaces) and perception (as representations). This retheorization of
space broadens traditional understandings of political spaces; the operation of
political forces can be imcovered not only across varying scales of physical
space—the placement of settlements, the design of cities, the form of
architecture—but also in the media which represent these spaces, such as texts
and art.
A second theoretical consequence of analyzing a polity as an imperial
archipelago is that landscapes are imderstood as not only formally
constructed, but culturally produced. The construction of spaces defines
formal relations between elements (walls, streets, cities) by placing stone on
stone, brick on brick; the production of spaces assigns meanings to these
assemblies of built form. The production of space, as the French geographer
Lefebvre makes clear in his treatise of the same name, is a complex process
which occurs on many levels from the global to the individual. This

dissertation is primarily focused on the production of spaces on the level of
the political association. David Harvey has enimdated the principle which
undergirds this level of analysis: "Spatial and temporal practices are never
neutral in social affairs. They always express some kind of class or other
social content, and are more often than not the focus of intense social
struggle" (Harvey 1989: 239).
The organization and representation of space thus can be an effective
archaeological index of continuity and change in state strategies for
establishing and maintaining governance. Because landscapes are
instruments in enacting strategies for political rule, they will change over
time as political strategies change. As the bases for political authority change
over time, strategies for political control will also change, thus necessitating
further alterations in the landscape. The examination of landscapes is thus
an historical undertaking sensitive to change over time. The task of a critical
spatial analysis is to explore how features of a landscape are committed to
ensiuing the reproduction of a particular regime of power.
It must be acknowledged that this is a limited aspect of the production of
space in two respects. First, on the political level, this approach attends to the
spaces created in attempting to achieve domination; it does not address
avenues of resistance. This is not due to impoverished theory but to
problems in archaeological sources. An archaeological approach to
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documenting forms of resistance to political controls has not been adequately
outlined. The absence of a discussion of resistance here should not be taken
for an absence of resistance. Second, this approach does not discuss the
production of space on more refined anal3rtical levels such as the family or
the individual. While meaning at these levels is informed by political
strategies, the latter do not exhaust the meanings assigned to certain
"places"—specific locations infused with meaning.
This dissertation explores two evidentiary domains for the production of
space in southern Transcaucasia—physical landscapes and landscape images
in Urartian art. Physical landscapes organize daily activities by directing the
flow of goods and people and the social organization of practices. Aspects of
the physical landscape include the distribution of settlements, fortresses,
fields, and water control features across a region, the organization of streets,
districts and buildings within a city or viQage, and the relation of walls,
rooms, and corridors within individual structures. Physical landscapes
structure, organize, prohibit, constrain, and circumscribe all of our daily
practices; hence they are uniquely powerful instruments of political authority.
Representations of landscapes operate on the level of human perception.
A representation is, in the strictest terms, a set of appearances which have
been detached from their original place and time. But as John Berger (1972)
has made clear in a classic text blending artistic and social theory.
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representations not only convey a view of the world, they also convey a "way
of seeing" that world. Representations are thus politically engaged in that
they advance a certain perspective on the physical landscape. Consequently,
they are formidable tools for securing legitimacy in that they advance the
perception that a specific socio-political order is in harmony with a larger
system of cultural values, beliefs, etc. Historically, the media of
representations of landscapes have been diverse, including maps, paintings,
sculpture, and texts. In Urartu, representations of landscapes were carried in a
diverse array of media, both monumental and more portable.
It is important to note that physical landscapes are not produced
independent of significant constraints. The nature of the landscape changes
made by an invading political authority are inevitably predicated upon the
previous landscape, the nature of available construction technology, and the
position of the region in the larger political system. Construction is
constrained by what is already present and thus, over time, landscapes tend to
become palimpsests. Representation is similarly constrained by what
meanings are locally relevant. Thus the production of landscapes must be
explored diachronically.
The available technology constrains an invading polity's ability to remake
the landscape. The marks and traces of the Soviet period in modem Armenia
are of a fundamentally different order than those of the Urartian occupation.

in part as a result of the very different coitstruction technologies employed.
Analyses of the production of landscapes caimot ignore the means by which
they were constructed; as Frampton (1995) has cogently argued, landscapes,
and particularly the built environment, have a concrete reality which extends
beyond simply the assembly of spaces. Urartian building technology relied
not only upon significant improvements in masonry styles, but also on the
sodal organization of labor made possible through imperial conquest.
The position of the region within the larger imperiimi impacts the
production of landscapes in significant respects, by creating a directionality to
the flow of goods, meanings, and peoples across the region. Thus southern
Transcaucasia's status as a frontier of the Urartian empire placed different
constraints upon the production of landscapes than those at work in the
central regions around Lake Van. Similarly, the production of space along
the southern frontiers, where Urartu bordered Assyria, were shaped by
interpolity relations in a very different respect than on the northern frontier
where Urartu faced very different adversaries.
The organization of space is itself a constraint upon the exercise of power.
While instrumental in the definition of inequality and the maintenance of
authority, landscape recursively conditions the further exercise of power.
Landscapes are thus much more than artifacts of the conditions of their
production; they continue to be actively engaged in social reproduction.
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As a result of these constraints upon the relationship between space and
authority, analyses must be focused on particular cases. It is here that the
theoretical developments of geography and social theory in spatial analysis
intersect with archaeological investigations of ancient landscapes. In the next
chapter, I outline in more complete terms the theoretical apparatus involved
in detailing the operation of an imperial archipelago.
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CHAPTER 2
STATES AS LANDSCAPES

In 1929, the year the first wave of prisoners arrived in the Gulag
Archipelago, Georges Bataille proposed a radical socio-political role for the
built environment:
La prise de la Bastille est symbolique de cet 4tat de choses: il est difficile
d'expliquer ce mouvement de foule, autrement que par I'animosit^ du
peuple contre les monuments qui sont ses v^ritables maitres (Bataille
1929).!
While Bataille's interpretation of the defining moment of the French
Revolution certainly overstated the agency of the built environment,
empowering architecture as ruler rather than as an instrument of rulers, it
nonetheless presaged a perspective on spatial analysis developed almost fifty
years later. Bataille's analysis of the July 14, 1789 attack on the Bastille
provides a link between two distinct domains of social science inquiry—the
formation of states and the organization of landscapes.
Contained within the literary descriptions of both Bataille's Bastille and
Solzhenitsyn's Archipelago is a powerful sociological argument that political
regimes use landscapes as instruments in securing political authority.

1 'The storming of the Bastille is symbolic of this state of things; it is difficult
to explain the movement of the mob other than as the animosity of the
people against the monuments which are their true rulers."

However, within the sodal sdences, connections between landscape and
politics have been pursued piecemeal rather than as a coherent framework
for investigation (Soja 1985). The purpose of this chapter is to knit together
diverse epistemological, theoretical, and practical threads to define a coherent
understanding of the articulation of landscapes and political authority of use
to an archaeological investigation of an andent state. Drawing on sources
from diverse disdplines, I construct the following argument:
1. Space is a sodal, not an a priori or empirical, category.
2. Practices assemble spaces into landscapes.
3. Lfmdscapes reflexively regulate practices.
A. Political authority is not limited to public institutions.
B. Formation of political regimes is based on regulation of practice.
C. Political power operates by controlling the physical experience of spaces;
daims to legitimacy operate by influencing the perception of spaces.
Therefore, we can examine political strategies for securing authority by
examining their use of landscapes to regulate practice.
The argument defined by the above propositions can be simply
diagrammed as follows:
landscape

state

therefore:

state

it

It

it

practice

practice

landscape

The structure of the argument can be broken down as follows.
Propositions 1 and A above are both epistemological daims, rooted in the
philosophical reactions against purely empiridst approaches to sodal life and
are specifically intended to broaden the domain of inquiry by expanding the

relevant field of knowledge. Propositions 2 and B are theoretical in that they
propose a particular way in which landscapes and political regimes intersect
with day-to-day practices. Propositions 3 and C are practical considerations in
that they describe the operation of landscapes and states on a quotidian level.
The conclusion resolves the separate lines of argument, joining them
through their common basis in daily practice.
It is important to remember that while this study is situated within the
larger domain of the social sciences, it is specifically an archaeological inquiry;
it is primarily focused upon the material residues of social life. Thus a
guiding concern in assembling theoretical sources has been the strengths and
limitations of the archaeological record in the region; a number of theoretical
possibilities are left unexplored because they cannot accommodate either the
nature of the archaeological record or the limitations in how we currently
understand the materials which constitute the archaeological record.
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2.1 Landscape and Practice
1. Space is a social, not an a priori, category.
Reflecting on the treatment of space in social theory, the French theorist
Michel Foucault once lamented that prior to the 1970s, "Space was treated as
the dead, the fixed, the imdialectical, the immobile. Time on the contrary,
was richness, fecundity, life, dialectic" (Foucault 1980: 70). Geographer David
Harvey has lent epistemological depth to Foucault's complaint, positing that
the traditions of social theory emanating from Marx, Weber, and Smith,
typically privilege time over space assimiing:
either the existence of some pre-existing spatial order...or that spatial
barriers have been so reduced as to render space a contingent rather than
fimdamental aspect to human action (Harvey 1989: 205).
Harvey was, and continues to be, at the forefront of a critical movement in
geography that aims to "denaturalize" space—to expose its socio-political
content.
The last twenty-five years have been a watershed in spatial method and
theory, not only in the field of geography, but in history, architecture,
sociology, anthropology, and archaeology. While most practitioners of spatial
analysis would likely have argued a half-century ago that the focus of their
research was space itself, today most would probably suggest that their
primary concern is the significance of space for sodal life. The intellectual
tradition which the proponents of "social space" set themselves against was

neatly defined in one of the first treatises to explicitly link social theory with
geography: "Not so many years ago, the word 'space' had a strictly geometrical
meaning—the general feeling was that the concept of space was ultimately a
mathematical one. To speak of 'sodal space', therefore, would have sotmded
strange" G-efebvre 1974:1). The roots of this epistemological shift are best
explored through a brief historical review of the philosophy of space.
Space became an absolute category of human existence as a result of
Descartes's attacks on the Aristotelian legacy. The basic categories of
Aristotelian physics induded space (defined as relations between objects) as a
tool for dassifying reality: space is "the limit of a containing body at which it
is in contad with the contained.... an immovable vessel" (Aristotle 1955:
IV.4.210bl4). Space, for Aristotle, is not inunanent, but rather emerges as a
predicate to the transcendental substances which constitute the physical
world. Descartes overturned this tradition by grouping space with res
extensa—part of the external world of God not subjed to doubt—rather them
res cogitans. Space thus became an absolute category, a perspective endorsed
by Newtonian science: "Absolute space, in its own nature, without relation to
anything external, remains similar and immovable. Absolute space is the
sensoriimi of God" (Newton quoted in Garber 1995: 302).
Leibniz objeded to the absolute view of space enshrined in Newtonian
mechanics on both metaphysical and sdentific grounds. In its stead, Leibniz

defined a relational principle whereby spaces exist in objects themselves, as
they form an infinite series of physical relations. In other words, an object
exists only insofar as it represents within itself relationships to other objects:
"...space without matter is something imaginary.... Space is nothing else
but...an order of co-existence and is nothing at all without bodies..." (Leibniz
quoted in Garber 1995:303).
Kant, a student of Leibniz, retiuned to the question of the epistemological
status of space positing that it was a priori—universal, necessary, and
independent of experience. To illustrate that space was not an empirical
concept, Kant pointed out that in order to discuss certain sensations of the
empirical world and to differentiate between sensations, the empiricist must
already be able to differentiate the spaces which sensations occupy. Therefore,
"Space is a necessary presentation a priori underlying all outer
intuitions....Space is essentially one...Space is conceived as an infinite given
quantity" (Kant 1982:18). A mathematics of space was thus possible as the
exploration of general principles which structure space. Indeed, Kanf s
purpose in taking up the issue of space was to argue, contra Hume, that a
priori knowledge was possible in mathematics and science.
Empirical approaches to space developed alongside the Kantiansubstantive ones but did not venture into analysis. Instead, empirical
approaches to space largely consisted of description based on direct
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observation and measurement. To this end, empiricists developed a nimiber
of methodological tools to aid description, of which cartography, with its
assemblage of chronometers, sextants, levels, and compasses, came to be the
most prominent. Hence cartography, an empirical study, emerged separately
from geography, an explanatory approach to space in the Kantian tradition.^
The descriptive power of the map was considerable, rendering space
intelligible:
One of my tasks must be to make a full survey of the island, its distances
and its contours, and incorporate all these details in an accurate surveyor's
map....I shall not be content until this opaque and impenetrable place,
filled with secret ferments and malignant stirrings, has been transformed
into a calculated design, visible and intelligible to its very depths
(Toumier 1969: 66)
David Stoddart (1986: 33) has dated the origins of an empirical science of space
to 1769, the year Captain James Cook entered the Pacific. The sjmecdochic
power of the Endeavour lies in the ship's vast company of naturalists,
botanists, illustrators, and scientists which was both a harbinger of the
nineteenth century scientific traveling of Humboldt and Darwin and a bearer
of an intellectual tradition committed to direct observation, measurement,
detail, and accuracy.^

2 The distinction between a descriptive, cartographic, empiricism and an
explanatory, mathematical, substantivism should not be overdrawn as the
former, in the form of geometry and trigonometry, clearly informed the
latter.
3 cf. Glacken 1967: 620.
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During the mid-twentieth century, the Kantian tradition manifested in
attempts to define a set of general laws or principles which imderlay the
patterning of space. The search for such principles, best known to
archaeologists in the oft-dted work of central place theorists such as
Christaller (1966) and Losch (1954), culminated in the German geographer
Bartels's (1969) attempt to define the discovery of spatial laws as the goal of
geography.^ As Soja complains:
With its Kantian cogito mummified in neo-Kantian historidsm, modem
geography was reduced primarily to the acctmiulation, classification, and
theoretic^y innocent representation of factual material describing the
areal differentiation of the earth's surface (Soja 1988: 36-37).
Lefebvre offers a similar critique of empiricist attempts to formulate a science
of space:
To date, work in this area has produced either mere descriptions which
never achieve analytical, much less theoretical status, or else fragments
and cross-sections of space. ...though [these techniques] may well supply
inventories of what exists in space, or even generate a discourse o n space,
[they] cannot ever give rise to ^knowledge of space (Lefebvre 1991: 7.
Emphasis in original).
The strength of the empiricist approach Ues in its engagement with
specific places and with its methods of recording while the strength of the
neo-Kantian substantivists lay in their search for social content in the
organization of space. But both approaches have considerable flaws which
4 It is worth noting that Bartels's call to define spatial laws was contemporary
with similar theoretical appeals to positivism in archaeology (e.g., Schiffer
1976).
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spring directly from the epistemological status they assign to space. First, the
variability of physical spaces is generally explained away rather than
interpreted, compressing variability into monolithic typologies or reducing it
to the singularity of "law". Second, they displace the source of spatial
organization from human agents onto secondary causes such as the
environment or transcendental principles.
The most fundamental problem in both Kantian-substantive and
empiricist epistemologies is that if space is prior to the objects which inhabit
it, how does one move from spatial laws, mathematical topologies, or even
generative grammars^ to real physical spaces and then from these spaces to a
general theory of the constitution of society? Substantivist and empiricist
traditions have mistaken space for a thing in itself rather than as something
which emerges from social production. The reaction against both the
empiricist and substantivist traditions in the analysis of space has taken
numerous directions in the splintered philosophical climate of
postmodernism; however, most of the critiques have involved a necessary
himianistic turn: an attempt to understand spaces as they were constituted in
social life. It was as part of this drift towards imderstanding the meaning of
particular spaces that the term "landscape" gained significant analytical

5 For archaeological examples of these approaches to space see Fletcher (1978),
Hodder and Orton (1976), and Kent (1990).
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currency.

2. Practices assemble spaces into landscapes.
In rejecting space as ana priori and empirical category, many theorists
have examined the production of spaces in the course of sodal life. Although
theoretically diverse, structuralist (e.g., Bourdieu 1973, 1977), interpretive (e.g.,
Entrikin 1976, 1985; Lowenthal 1961; Tuan 1990), symbolic (e.g., Douglas 1972;
Fernandez 1979; Geertz 1977), phenomenological (e.g., de Certeau 1984; Relph
1981), feminist (e.g., Moore 1986), and even Marxian (e.g., Harvey 1973, 1989;
Leone 1987, 1988) approaches all broke with the substantivist and empiricist
epistemology to argue that spaces are constructed through practices.
David Harvey's Social Justice and the City is regularly cited as a landmark
study which imravelled the dominance of substantivist epistemology in
modem geography. In this work, Harvey defined a relative understanding of
space: "The view of relative space proposes that it be understood as a
relationship between objects which exists only because objects exist and relate
to each other" (Harvey 1973: 13). Harvey concluded in his ontological
reassessment that the nature of space cannot be defined in terms of itself, but
rather must be defined in its links with htmian practices. The question is not
therefore, "what is space", but rather how do humans create and use spaces in
varying ways and what is the source of this variation? Thus space was linked
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to explicitly historical and social processes.
Werlen (1993) provocatively remarks that a framework for spatial analysis
cannot be empirical or substantive because there is really no such thing as
'space'. He suggests the following definition:
Space is not an empirical but a formal and classificatory concept. It is a
frame of reference for the physical components of actions and a
grammalogue for problems and possibilities related to the performance of
action in the physical world (Werlen 1993: 3).
Consequently, the object of spatial analysis is not space itself, but rather the
spatial dimension of what Werlen calls "action," Lefebvre calls "praxis," and
Harvey calls "practices."
The work of de Certeau (1984) described the relationship between practice
and space on what he considered its most fundamental social level, the
individual agent. De Certeau describes space as a dimension of life that is
constantly assembled. The flow of individuals through a space, "footsteps in
the dty," is what creates and defines space: "Their swarming mass is an
innumerable collection of singularities. Their intertwined paths give their
shape to spaces. They weave places together" and in so doing actually create
the city through their daily movements and through the meanings which
they assign to these pathways. In other words, spaces are assembled through
the collection of individuals engaged in daily practices. De Certeau describes
this system of spatial production as a "pedestrian rhetoric" which composes

"a story jerry-built out of elements taken from common sajdngs, an allusive
and fragmentary

story whose gaps mesh with the social practices it

symbolizes" (de Certeau 1984:102)
According to de Certeau, the experience of physical spaces and the
meaningful perception of these spaces are inseparable elements of spatial
practice. The unity of experience and perception in spatial practice gave rise
to the concept of landscape. In 1951, J. B. Jackson penned a modest editoricil
for the inaugural issue of his new journal. Landscape, which today reads like
a manifesto for a humanistic, or at least sociological, approach to space.
Writing of the southwestern United States from the editorial offices in Santa
Fe, Jackson argued:
We think of ourselves as living surrounded by a vast and imtamed
wilderness of mountain and desert and canyon, and endless expanses of
sage. And so in a sense we do; but in a much more immediate sense we
live in the midst of what is perhaps the most completely man-made
landscape in the United States. It is one which four centtuies of European
settlement have labored tmceasingly to develop, and it is therefore the
perfect image of a certain way of Me... (Jackson 1951a: 3).
In a separate article in the inaugural issue, Jackson goes into more detail as to
what makes a landscape, suggesting that spaces not only have formal
characteristics, but that they also have meanings attached to them which
make them into landscapes. A century ago, he argued, "an absfraction, a
Euclidean line [was] drawn across the desert...." Today this line separates two
very different landscapes, "two ways of looking at the world and of living in

if (Jackson 1951b: 16). The forces which created these landscapes, Jackson
argued were social and psychological, because space emerges into landscape
through human perception: "south of the Rio Grande the world of man is
thought of as created in the likeness of a social theory and not, as with us, in
the likeness of an economic force" (ibid.: 24). Whatever the validity of
Jackson's specific conclusions, he clearly enunciated the theoretical utility of
the concept of landscape as lying in its ability to simultaneously refer to both
the physical experience and the sodal/psychological perception of spaces.
Just four years after Jackson published the first issue of Landscape, G. W.
Hoskins, an economic historian by training, pxihhshedTheMakingofthe
English Landscape. It is to this work that I refer in the sub-title of this
dissertation. Hoskins's contributions to the development of the concept of
landscape are three-fold. First, the book was organized as a history,
chronologically divided to highlight how the landscapes of modem England
are the product of distinctly historical processes. Second, in using the word
"making" to describe the origins of the landscape, Hoskins established that
the work was largely concerned with the nature of the activities—the
practices—which shaped the landscape. Third, while books about scenery and
the coimtryside had long been a staple of British publishing, Hoskins was the
first to address truly ordinary spaces, fields, roads, and villages. In this way,
Hoskins inaugurated a truly archaeological study of the visible world, one
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where successive occupations left their mark upon the environment, shaping
and reshaping it.
It was not until the 1970s that the contributions of Jackson and Hoskins
began to make an impact as the concept of landscape was incorporated into
the rejection of spatial substantivism and empiricism. Landscapes are not
only physical surroundings but also "an ensemble of material and social
practices ani their S)anbolic representation" (Zukin 1991: 16, emphasis mine).
Landscapes thus lie at the intersection of a broad range of spatial practices.
The importance of landscape as a theoretical concept lies in the way it deepens
spatial analysis historically and expands spatial analysis beyond physical space
into the meanings that are associated with spaces.

3. Landscapes reflexively regulate practice.
Returning to de Certeau's accoimt of individuals weaving together "cities"
as they walk through spaces in the course of their everyday lives, there is
something clearly missing from his account: not everyone has the same
ability to both construct physical spaces and assign meanings to them. There
are constraints upon the construction of landscapes, both the physical spaces
and the meanings associated with them. If not everyone can produce
landscapes, there is by definition a disparity in power. What makes the power
to produce landscapes socially significant is that landscapes reflexively place

limits on practices. Thus an ability to produce landscapes confers significant
power to influence, regulate, delimit, and control daily life.
The proposition that not everyone is equal in their ability to construct
physical spaces is self-evident. Construction of a single structure requires
considerable economic resources, a significant amount of knowledge about
architectural technology, recourse to a source of labor (this may or may not be
an economic transaction), and permission from regulating bodies (such as a
zoning board). Different projects require more or less of these elements and
thus it is not unusual to hear of individuals building a house or a bam, but it
would be unusual for an individual to build, for example, a network of roads.
Hence most of the spaces we move through in our daily Uves have been built
by organizations such as universities, corporations, and, most significantly
and pervasively, political regimes.
The proposition that there is inequality in the production of meanings
attached to particular spaces is perhaps less self-evident, but is clear
nonetheless. Inequality in the production of meaning has been a common
theme in cultural anthropology for some time, assuming a number of forms.
Sahlins (1976: 211) has argued that "there is a dominant site of cultural
production," which can be theorized as "a privileged institutional locus of the
symbolic process." The Marxian tradition in anthropology has more
spedficaUy located this privileged institutional locus in the apparatus of the
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state, describing asymmetries in the production of meaning as ideology,
hegemony, domination. In this vein, Bloch (1987) has suggested that many
rituals are a mustering of meanings to support political hierarchy and Wolf
(1984: 398) has argued that various modes for organizing labor, be they kinbased, tributary, or capitalist, "impart a cheiracteristic directionality, a vectorial
force to the formation and propagation of ideas."
The problem of agency in the production of landscapes has plagued the
social sciences for years; this is particularly true in archaeology, which has an
unusually difficult time envisioning actors behind the material world
recovered in excavations. Giddens has attempted to reconcile the opposition
of empiricist and "hermeneutic" philosophical traditions and in doing so has
made substantial explicit and implicit contributions to the theorization of
space. He describes a reflexive relationship between agent and social structure
where change in structure alters the conditions for the exercise of human
action and vice-versa. Paraphrasing Marx's famous dictum, he writes that:
The production or constitution of society is a skilled accomplishment of its
members, but one that does not take place under conditions that are either
wholly intended or wholly comprehended by them (Giddens 1976: 102).
What is at stake in the analysis of society is not an account of how structure,
in sociological terms, determines action nor how actions build structures, but
rather how "action is structured in everyday contexts and how the structured
features of action are, by the very performance of an action, thereby
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reproduced" (Thompson 1989: 56). In spatial terms, landscapes are not simply
built out of a collection of practices but simultaneously constrain the
possibilities for practice. By remaining within a given set of spatial
parameters, practices reproduce not only the spaces themselves but also the
sodal structures and political regimes which these spaces support.
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2.2 Power, Legitiinaqr, and Practice
The theoretical rehabilitation of space as a vital element of sodal life has
proceeded largely in relation to a political sociology concerned to de-mystify
the operation of political power. An expanded conceptualization of landscape
is largely irreconcilable with the traditional definitions of the constitution of
political authority; if the operation of power is visible across the landscape,
"the state" cannot be limited to a handful of institutions. This section offers a
critique of the institutional view of "the state" in both political sociology and
archaeology and describes a "cultural" perspective on the state which ties
political authority more broadly to daily practices.

A. Political authority is not limited to public institutions.
The concept of "the state" is both old and new. While classical Greek
philosophers discussed and detailed the nature and purpose of the poI is, the
"state", as a generalized subject of empirical research, did not appear in
western political discourse until the Enlightenment. Even at that time the
state was not the centerpiece of political debates. Theorists more commonly
spoke of "government" and "nation"—concepts which emphasize their own
historical and geographical spedfidty.^ Yet by 1919 Lenin (1943: 649) was able
to credibly argue that "nearly all political disputes and differences of opinion
6 e.g., Voltaire's (1733) Letters Concerning the English Nation.
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now turn upon the concept of the state."
However, in attempting to pin down the state as a general analytical
category, the central issue of what states d o has been largely obscured. As a
result "the sociological explanation of the state is replaced by the sociological
reduction of the state."^ This theoretical tiun has been largely the result of
the separation of power and authority from the general domain of dvil
sodety. Two of the major founders of the sodological tradition, Marx and
Weber, both reified this distinction. As Engels (1969:158) argued, the state
arises out of the deavage of dvil sodety into dasses; when this rupture is
dosed, the state will cease to exist. For Weber (1968), bureaucracy is complexly
linked to sodety in general through a series of institutions in which the
bureaucracy serves to insulate authority from sodety at large through its
iiUierently conservative tendendes.
The influence of the Weberian tradition in modem political sodology has
focused investigations of power and authority largely on institutions of
governance such as the bureaucracy, the ruler, and the military. Runciman
(1983) has argued that political sodology arises in the separation of the state
from sodety. In the sodological view (pace the Durkheimian tradition)
political institutions exhaust the concept of the state and the state, as the
institutionalization of political authority, is just one of a host of sodal
7 Sartori quoted in Abrams (1988: 64).

institutions.
According to Rundman, the state emerges from "nonstate" sodeties when
four conditions are fulfilled:
spedalization of governmental roles; centralization of enforceable
authority; permanence, or at least more than ephemeral stability, of
structure; and emandpation from real or Active kinship as the basis of
relations between the occupants of governmental roles and those whom
they govern (Rimdman 1982: 351).
Notice that at no point in this description of political authority is there any
mention ot activity. There is no indication that the state actually does
anything other than occupy a structural position. Even in discussions of the
exercise of political power, a uniquely active concept as I have defined it here,
theorists of the Weberian tradition assimie it to be a structural concept rather
than one which actually establishes a relationship of domination between
ruler and subject.®
For Rundman there are three (and only three) "forms of power": control
over sources and distribution of wealth, attribution by others of superior
prestige, and command of means of physical coerdon (Rundman 1982: 361).
Rundman is certainly in line with sociological tradition in that he attends
only to the form of power, not its actual operation. According to Mann (1986),
who has enlarged upon Rundman's categories, there are four "sources" of

8 Weber himself had a much more processual concept of authority than later
followers such as Parsons and Smelser (1956).

power: ideology, economy, military, and political organization. But like
Rundman, Mann is largely unconcerned with how power is exerdsed and
instead attends only to the structural integration of each of his ideal types.
The perspectives of both Rimdman and Mann are of considerable historical
and practical interest as they bring a fine lens to the institutions of political
authority. However, they fail to accoimt for the actual creation of political
subjects, a process which takes place across society as a whole.
The study of ancient states has come to be similarly problematic, largely as
a result of the sociological legacy. While early twentieth century theorists
tended to see the hand of palace or temple authorities in every aspect of
ancient southwest Asian society^ the overturning of the Tempelstadt
model^° during the 1960s led to an extended period during which theory has
significantly diminished the state's role in daily life.^^ Recent theories of
ancient state formation and expansion have tended to be less concerned with
emergent controls promulgated by political authorities and more concerned
with the activities of an "independent" sphere of merchants, traders, and
professionals.^^ Today, the ancient state has largely disappeared except as an
agent of war, a collector of taxes, and a coordinator of occasional building
9 e.g., Childe (1952) and Deimel (1930).
10 See Diakonoff (1956), Gelb (1969), Jacobsen (1970), and Oppenheim (1964).
^ 1 e.g., van de Mieroop 1992; Postgate 1992.
12 e.g. Algaze 1989, 1993; Weiss and Young 1975.

projects, leaving the question of daily rule deferred or, in some cases,
displaced onto a mythical free-market. There have been few attempts to
describe explicitly how certain authorities secured their power and what the
practical implications of this power were.
In an iconoclastic essay, Philip Abrams highlighted the fundamental
problem in modem investigations of states:
We have come to take the state for granted as an object of political practice
and political analysis while remaining quite spectacularly unclear as to
what the state is. We are variously urged to respect the state, or smash the
state or study the state; but for want of clarity a^ut the nature of the state
such projects remain beset with difficulties (Abrams 1988: 59).
Abrams's argiunent is that by separating the realm of the political from the
realm of the social, the state has been reified to become a concrete object. This
concreteness, Abrams argued, is misplaced. He proposes that the object of
study should be the state-system—"a palpable nexus of practice and
institutional structure centered in government and more or less extensive,
imified and dominant in any given sodet)^'—and the state-idea— "a message
of domination—an ideological artefact attributing unity, morality, and
independence to the disunited, moral, dependent workings of the practice of
government" (Abrams 1988: 81f.). Abrams expresses in many ways the same
understanding of the state as that described by Solzhenitsyn in the Gulag
Archipelago—a regime simultaneously experienced as a disjointed system of
domination and perceived as a unified, moral, and monolithic program.
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Moreover, the distinction between state-idea and state-system roughly
corresponds to the separation of power and legitimacy described in chapter 1
for the constitution of political authority.
The significance of Abrams's rejection of traditional sociological
definitions of political authority is twofold. First, by moving authority out of
a handful of institutions and into the general social milieux the exercise of
political power is described as taking place on a very basic social level. As a
result, the operation of power (state-system) can be uncovered in the
traditional domain of dvil society: in private houses, in material production,
in social relations. Second, attempts by political authorities to alter the
framework for perceiving society—the state-idea—are not epiphenomenal
but rather a vital part of the process of state formation. Indeed, it is extremely
difficult to locate an examination of an ancient state which considers the
state-idea even relevant to the issue of political formation or administration.

B. Formation of political regimes is based on the regulation of practice.
Such Greek philosophers of the late first millennium B.C. as Plato,
Aristotle, the Stoics, and the Epicureans argued that politicd authority and
society were coterminous. No social life could exist outside of some form of
political authority, suggesting that the ancient states which they observed
were not limited associations. The Utopian Republic described by Socrates
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gave the state extensive authority over all aspects of social life including
family, religion, the arts, and economy. The primacy of the poIis was stated
more programmatically in Aristotle's Politics, in which he declared that "the
state is both natural and prior to the individual" (Aristotle 1962: Lii), The
famous statement that "man is a political animal" was an ontological
conclusion, a comment upon the very essence of human nature rather than a
practical consideration as it is often misread; humans, for the early Greek
philosophers, were in every respect defined by their political associations.
Corrigan and Sayer (1985) have taken up the critique of political sociology
forwarded by Abrams in investigating English state formation. They describe
state formation as a "cultural revolution," "highlighting in their analysis the
ways in which everyday state routines, rituals, activities, and policies, which
are themselves material cultural forms, constitute and regulate the social
making of meaning and of subjects" (Alonso 1994: 380) They thus attend not
only to the workings of the state-system as it re-organized the daily activities
of the English people, but also the state-idea: "making this conscience
collective is always an accomplishment, a struggle against other ways o/
seeing, other moralities, which express the historical experiences of the
dominated" (Corrigan and Sayer 1985: 6, emphasis added).
The central problem of political authority in the ancient state was the
transformation of individuals into subjects of power; this process of

subjectification was not limited to a "public" arena of coercion and consent.
To this end, the deployment of force and the manufacture of consent were
only partial (albeit critical) elements in more comprehensive hegemonic
programs of state discipline which suffused all aspects of sodal life. Rather
than exhausting the disciplinary mechanisms of the state, coercion and
consent were, and are, only the most public manifestations of state
hegemony. The analytical utility of the concept of hegemony lies in its
examination of the historical processes by which the political weaves itself
through the practices of everyday life. More specific to our research,
hegemony gives us a compelling theoretical position for describing how the
Urartian state of first millenniimi B.C. east Anatolia redefined populations in
southern Transcaucasia as subjects of an intrusive state authority.

C. Political power operates hy controlling the physical experience of spaces;
claims to legitimacy operate by influencing the perception of spaces.!^
The question remains, however, as to how power operates on a practical
level, thus bringing us back to the production of landscapes. This is the
question which French philosopher Michel Foucault has addressed in the
context of his historical investigations. For Foucault, physical bodies
13 Note how this argument differs considerably from Braunfels (1988)
observation regarding urban form that cities designed themselves as
reflections of both forms of government and ideals of political and
cosmological order.

comprise the most basic level of power's operation, much as for de Certeau
the individual was the basic imit of spatial production. Foucault argues that
power operates by creating subjects in two explicitly spatial ways: controlling
an individual's physical movement and regulating the perception of spaces.
Foucault illustrates the control exerted by explicitly political forces in a
number of historical periods.
In Madness and Civilization, Foucault documents how tixeancien
regime, having been undermined by Enlightenment values of order and
rationality, was replaced by a new organization of power which carved out
spaces unique to its strategies for domination. Foucault describes how the
medieval ship of fools, a floating repository for the insane, was replaced in
1656 by houses of confinement, such as the Hopital General in Peuis. The
purpose of confinement was to remove from general society those deemed to
be sources of instability and chaos: the insane, the poor, the physically ill, the
mentally ill, criminals, those who could not work due to handicap or old age,
the indigent, and the "deviant" were systematically removed from the
population and confined. What is perhaps most compelling about the great
houses of confinement of the seventeenth century is that for the next two
centuries, this program consumed by far the largest portion of public
construction resources in building poorhouses, workhouses, orphanages,
almshouses, prisons, hospitals, and asyliuns (Markus 1993: 95). Within

months of the opening of the Hdpital General in Paris, more than one
percent of the population of the dty was confined there:
From the very start, one thing is clear: The Hdpital G^n^ral is not a
medical establishment. It is, rather, a sort of semijudidal structure, an
administrative entity which, along with the already constituted powers,
and outside of the courts, decides, judges, and executes (Foucault 1984:
125).
Foucaulf s work demonstrates that the body exists within spaces constantly
infused by political power, but the particular "disciplinary technologies" used
by regimes—the actual spatial forces brought to bear upon the body—are
historically variable. The uniqueness of the modem era is that the spaces
which modem political regimes create are organized to exercise power under
the guise of a "faceless, rational, technocratic (and hence more systematic)"
power rather than the "personalized and arbitrary" regimes of the medieval
age (Harvey 1989: 213).
Foucault's most interesting contribution to spatial analysis is his
discussion of how individuals transform themselves into subjects of political
power through their perceptions of space. By controlling the perception of
certain spaces, political authorities encourage individuals to submit
themselves to a regime of power. The classic architectural example of this is
Jeremy Bentham and William Reveley's design of the "panopticon"

14 The panopticon has been discussed by a number of authors including
Foucatdt (1979), Evans (1971), and Markus (1993).
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Originally designed to solve a supervisor shortage in his brother's naval
factory in Russia, Bentham went on to apply the same principle to a number
of structures, including factories and prisons. The building consisted of a
circular, multilevel perimeter of cells occupied by a prisoner, a worker, etc. At
the center of the circle was a tower in which the supervisors were positioned,
affording them constant surveillance over the occupants of the ceUs. It is the
threat of constant surveillance that Foucault points out manipulates the
perception of space so as to encourage individuals to transform themselves
into subjects of powen
Hence the major effect of the panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of
conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning
of power...that this architectural apparatus should be a machine for
creating and sustaining a power relation independent of the person who
exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up in a power
situation of which they are themselves the bearers foucault 1979: 201).
In the light of Foucaulfs histories, de Certeau's spaces appear naive and
decontextualized, his agents absurd in their formidable "will to assemble
landscapes'. Power clearly intrudes on how we physically move through
spaces and how we perceive spaces. Foucaulfs historical approach
underscores that the modem era is not imique in the links forged between
space and political power, although it is tmique in the particular nature of
this relationship.
One aspect missing in Foucaulfs account, however, is how economic

inequalities are reified by landscapes. One of the most intriguing of the
economic explorations of space is Sharon Zukin's Landscapes of Power.
Zukin argues through a series of case-studies of the American landscape that
the economic flow of capital is complexly related to the flow of culture.
Rather than particular spaces simply being "symbols of capitalism", "spaces
are the capital of symbolism" (Zukin 1991: 260). Not only do landscapes
organize the movement of physical bodies and the flow of goods, they also are
powerful symbols of political, economic, and cultural systems. As such, they
are potent tools in forwarding what Abrams (1988) called a "state-idea" for
legitimating authority.
The problem of legitimacy has never been expressed more succinctly than
by Rousseau:
Man is bom free, and everywhere he is in chains. How did this change
occur? I do not know. What can make it legitimate? I believe I can
answer this question. But the social order is a sacred right that serves as
the basis for ^ others. However, this right does not come from nature; it
is therefore based on convention. The problem is to know what these
conventions are (Rousseau 1978: 46-47).
Rousseau's was in fact a radical manifesto as it questioned the divine right of
kings, the dominant framework for securing legitimacy in eighteenth-century
France.
In twentieth-century political science, three general theories of legitimacy
have predominated. The more traditional theories attempt to restore a
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doctrine of "legitimacy [that] derives from something outside the range of
himian deeds" (Arendt 1958: 82). In contrast, sociological theories of
legitimacy acknowledge the "conventional character of modem life" but limit
the problem of legitimacy to the relationship between citizen and state
(Connolly 1995: 279). For example, Kateb (1984) argues that the question of
legitimacy must be restricted to the consent of the political subject to the way
political power is organized and deployed. In opposition to both the first and
second theories, Habermas (1973) has insisted that the cultural domain in
which the question of legitimacy arises must be substantially broadened. The
conventionalization of norms and standards, he argues, has penetrated all
aspects of daily practices. Practices once thought to be governed by traditions
or impersonal "market forces" are in reality shaped by power and politics.^®
Habermas's is a powerful argiunent and one of considerable
anthropological utility. He posits that when practices are at odds with the will
of the subjects, the regimes which these practices support must mystify
them—alter the perception of the meaning of these practices—or else face a
crisis in political authority. The legitimacy of particular regimes (though not
necessarily their ability to maintain order) depends upon their ability to

15 The politicization of everyday life does not presume, as Sahlin's (1996: 404)
has suggested, that politics and power exhaust the meaning or content of
everyday life.

synchronize practices which perpetuate the inequalities vital to the state
within a discursive framework which generates the consent of subjects. This
description coincides generally with Gramsd's (1971: 182) description of the
"third moment" in the historical relation of sodal forces. In this moment,
"the dominant group is coordinated concretely with the general interests of
the subordinate groups" insofar as the general interests of a regime are
perceived by its subjects as coterminous with their own interests.
In this way, aspects of sodal life previously thought to be outside of
investigations of legitimacy are linked to a bundle of practices normatively
tied to political authority. Issues of income distribution, structure of labor,
the relationship with regional ecology, and religious belief are describable in
terms of the legitimation strategies of political rulers. From such an
expansive view of the problem of legitimation, the field of inquiry indudes
investigation of how landscapes, as creations of political authorities, were
legitimated.
One aspect of the critiques of empiricist approaches to the analysis of
landscapes has been that they concentrate exdusively on physical space and
not upon the multiplidty of ways in which spaces are part of the sodocultural flow of ideas, beliefs and norms. Here spatial analysis enters the
traditional domain of the hiunanities as it is in philosophy, literature,
theology, and the arts that perceptions of the world, and the role of humans

in that world, are expressed. Images which synthesize physical spaces and the
complex meanings associated with those spaces are common throughout
history. The English term "landscape" was in use by the early seventeenth
centiuy as a technical term for painters to denote a picture representing
natural inland scenery. But the term quickly came to also mean simply the
object of one's gaze: "In my mentall and private Peregrinations, taking a view
and land-scape...of all the famous Courts and Cities of the world."^®
While representations of landscapes can include textual descriptions,
maps, and visual images, it is the latter that were the primary media of
Urartian authorities. I should be clear that what is of interest to this study are
not the responses to certain politically generated images (that inquiry must be
left for a study of resistance) but rather the political goals which the images
were meant to forward.^ ^
Most modem investigations of the role of images in sodal life trace their
intellectual roots to the German theorist Walter Benjamin. Benjamin (1968)
argued that modem techniques for reproducing images have separated the
work of art from its roots in tradition and inserted it into the domain of
politics, making the image a servant of regimes of power. Writing under the

16 Parkes, W. il6l2)Curtaine-Dr. quoted in The Oxford English Dictionary
(Simpson and Weiner 1989).
17 See Freedberg (1989) for a study of the types of responses to images.

shadow of fascism in pre-war Germany undoubtedly conditioned Benjamin's
historical perspective; however, politics and images have long enjoyed a close
relationship.
The landscape historian Denis Cosgrove (1993) has pursued the social,
cultural and political roots of representations of landscapes in a critique of
post-Renaissance realism in Western art. While realist painting claims to
depict the world "as it is", Cosgrove has argued that realism's claims are "both
illusory and ideological, and moreover the product of a particular phase of
history" (Thomas 1993: 21). The principles of realist landscape art emerged
from the methodological developments in linear perspective, formalized in
Alberti's (1992) Delia Pittura in 1435. Described as a means for revealing
"truth" (since by rendering space, the artist was accessing Newton's
"sensorium of God"), landscape painting's rendering of space as an objective
vision was a crucial aspect of contemporary politics of both northern Italy and
Flanders where powerful factions were set on destroying the traditional
hereditary notions of land tenure and replacing them with a conunodified
landscape. Thus Cosgrove argues that landscape painting was an integral
aspect of the triumph of early capitalism over feudalism in that it altered the
meanings associated with land.
Mitchell (1994) has outlined the basic principles of what he calls "imperial
landscapes," landscapes bound up in the processes of not only domestic
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politics but also with imperialism. To this end, Mitchell proposes a nimiber
of theses on landscape including:
1. Landscape is not a genre of art but a medium.
2. Landscape is a med^imi of exchange between the human and the
natural...as such it is like money: good for nothing in itself, but expressive
of a potentially limitless reserve of value.
3. ...landscape.-.conceals the actual basis of its value. It does so by
naturalizing its conventions and conventionalizing its nature.
4. [Landscape] is both a represented and presented space...both a real place
and its simulacrum (Mitchell 1994: 5).
Representations of spaces—landscape images—carry messages from a sender
to a receiver (a la semiotic theory). The power of these representations lies in
their mediating position between the natural and human worlds; from this
vantage point, representations of spaces are able to conceal their origins in the
socio-political world, presenting themselves as images of the natural order of
things. As a result of their extraordinary ability to simultaneously carry a
message and conceal its origins, landscape images are powerful tools in
strategies for securing legitimacy.
To reiterate the argtunent presented here, spaces are social productions
which are assembled into landscapes through practices. These landscapes
reflexively regulate practices, conferring on them significant power to
regulate experiences and influence perceptions. Political authorities are
predicated upon establishing controls over both the physical experience of
space and the perception of landscapes. To these ends, regimes utilize the
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practical power of landscapes, in order to organize the daily practices and
exploit the symbolic potential of landscapes, in order to secure legitimacy.
This perspective on the constitution of political authority through regulation
of landscapes demands the promulgation of methods for defining not simply
the structure of space in the past, but, more importantly, the implications of
particular landscapes for movement within and between spaces. These
methods are discussed in the next section. Furthermore, methods are
required for assessing the political programs conveyed in landscape images.
These methods are discussed in chapter 7.
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2.3 Methods of Landscape Analysis
Lefebvre's and Foucaulf s theoretical and historical contributions to the
study of space produced an increasing concern among architects and urban
plaimers with spatial architectonics—the ways in which spaces define specific
patterns of movements. Analysis of the spatial organization of practices has
been assisted by the development of several methods for identifying and
measuring patterns in the distribution of settlement and assembly of spatial
architectonics.
The distribution of settlements across a landscape can be described in
terms of two metric dimensions: location and size of settlements. Location in
relation to topography and/ or natural features can be easily described using a
univariate version of the location quotient (LQ; Barber 1988). This measure
simply describes the ratio of settlements in one area to those in another. For
example, if four fortresses occupied the right bank of the river and two the left
bank, the LQ of the fortresses of the region would be A/B=4/2 or 2.0. An LQ
value approaching 1.0 indicates an even distribution of settlement between
areas A and B. Location quotients significantly greater or less than one
suggest a bias in the distribution of settlement between the two areas.^®
The analysis of regional site sizes has been most clearly articulated by

18 In order to describe change in location quotients over time, the geographic
parameters defining areas A and B must remain constant.

Johnson (1973), who theorized that the size of sites, when analyzed across a
region, revealed the level of political integration indicative of a society's
evolutionary stage of development. Regions whose settlements were
divisible into four identifiable "tiers" of site sizes represented states; three
tiers defined chiefdoms, two tiers tribes, and regions where settlements were
all roughly the same size were organized into bands (cf. Service 1962). While
Johnson's articulation of size and political organization is both theoretically
and methodologically problematic, size of settlements is certainly a relevant
variable of landscapes. Metric size must, however, be defined on the basis of a
proscribed space (e.g., area circumscribed by town walls) in order to be
comparable since the distribution of materials defining the broader category of
the "site" can be profoundly affected by local formation processes.
Architectonic relations within a settlement can be clearly distilled from
complex built environments by spatial graphs which represent spaces as
circles linked by pathways (fig 2.1).^^ These graphs immediately reveal the
overall depth, niunber of levels between the exterior and furthest space of the

19 The procedures of spatial analysis described here were originally defined by
Hillier and Hanson (1984). These techniques have since been revised by
Markus (1993) who divorced them from Hillier and Hanson's extremely
problematic generative theory of social space. Underlying these techniques
are two key assumptions; that space is a continuous, structured aspect of daily
practice and that differential access to spaces, their "permeability", embeds
differential socio-political power in built space. Both assumptions fit
comfortably within a practice-centered approach to landscape.
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interior, of the built environment under consideration. Two spatial variables
of particular interest to this study are the symmetry and distribution of spaces.
Spaces are defined as symmetric when pathways link all spaces; asymmetry,
in contrast, implies depth in that some spaces are accessible only through
others. Spaces are distributed when they are linked by more than one
nonintersecting pathway; nondistributed spaces, conversely, have few
pathways creating branching structures with numerous dead-ends (fig 2.2).
By attending to overall organization of spaces, the symmetry of a built
environment reflects the degree of integration between different spheres of
practice. Integration can be interpreted in relation to distinct functional
groups (visitors and owners, such as in a store), social groups (such as rich
and poor or male and female), or institutions.^® The distribution of spaces is
less a measure of the overall system than a description of relationships
between particular spaces. Distribution thus measures the potential of
individual spaces to be used as points of control within the overall
architectonics of a built environment.
The symmetry (integration) of a built environment can be quantified by
measuring the depth of a space from all other spaces in the system. As
defined by Hillier and Hanson (1984), relative asymmetry (RA) values

20 Markus (1993) has assembled mmierous examples of how spatial
integration in buildings marks social differences.
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compare actual depth with how deep a built enviromnent could theoretically
be given the total number of spaces. RA values are calculated by first defining
the mean depth (MD) for the system from a given point by assigning depth
values to every other space in the system depending upon the nimiber of
steps away from the original point. Thus all spaces adjacent to the original
point will have a depth value of 1, those one step away, a value of 2, etc The
mean depth from that point can then be calculated by summing the depth
values and dividing by the number of spaces in the system (k), minus one
(the original space). With mean depth calculated, the RA value for a space
can be worked out using the following formula:
RA=2fMD-l)
k-2
RA values are between 0 and 1 with high values reflecting a greater degree of
asymmetry (low integration). In order for these values to be comparable with
other built environments of different sizes, each RA value must be divided
by a constant tabulated by Hillier and Hanson (1984:112) to produce real
relative asymmetry (RRA) values. RRA values are both above and below 1,
but again, higher values indicate a greater degree of asymmetry.
The measure of distribution (control) quantifies the number of neighbors
for each space relative to the neighbors of each adjacent space. Each space
gives 1/n to its neighbors, where n equals the number of adjacent spaces. The
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values received by each space from its neighbors are then summed to give the
control value for that space. Spaces with control values greater than one
indicate a nondistributed space (one in which control is potentially strong)
while values less than one suggest distributed spaces where control is weak.
None of the measures described above can completely describe the spaces
which they purport to represent. Nor are they appropriate to use in all cases.
Qualitative aspects of the landscape including style of construction,
settlement layout, and topology are equally vital aspects of description and
interpretation. Quantitative and qualitative approaches to landscape analysis
are valuable only insofar as they are useful in identifying patterns in the
relationships between spaces which may be indicative of the operation of
political power.

2.4 Summary
As a result of the arguments—epistemological, theoretical, and
practical—presented in this chapter, a "space" has been opened for an
archaeology of the Urartian landscape which unveils the operation of
political strategies in the physical spaces of southem Transcaucasia and the
landscape images of Urartian royal media. In the next chapter, I turn to
southem Transcaucasia to describe how the landscape of the region—its
physical and representational spaces—have been historically produced.
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CHAPTERS
SOUTHERN TRANSCAUCASIA: FRONTIER AND ECUMENE

Detailing their observations for BCing Louis XIV, two travellers
independently recorded strikingly different impressions of the southern
Transcaucasian landscape;
Everything there is ruined, deserted, or uncivilized. Every one there
breathes only of tyranny and slavery in the dvil state, and self-interest,
superstition and ignorance in religion G^ucas 1731: 246).
Our learned men may judge as they please; but as I have never seen a
more beautiful Country than the neighborhood of Three-Churches
[Echmiadzin], I am strongly persuaded that Adam and Eve were created
there (de Toumefort 1717: n, 325).
A crossing-place of continents and a hostile, impenetrable country, Edenic
paradise and postlapsarian wasteland, southern Transcaucasia has historically
been rendered in conflicting terms as observers have noted contrasting
elements of a complex landscape.
One geographical representation of southern Transcaucasia prominent in
nineteenth and twentieth century travel literature describes the region as a
frontier separating competing great powers:
The siunmit of Little Ararat is the meeting point of the Russian, Persian,
and Turkish empires, and everyone knows that borderlands have been
from time immemorial the haunts of dangerous and turbulent
characters... (Bryce 1896:204).
Bryce's description highlights the production of the landscape of southern
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Transcaucasia out of the relation of political forces on the margins of Eurasia
and southwest Asia. The array of forces he noted in the nineteenth century
was geographically similar in the early first millennium B.C. The dash of
polities from the Zagros (Media), Anatolia (Urartu), and the Eurasian Steppe
(Cimmerians and Scythians) rendered the southern Transcaucasian landscape
as a geo-political frontier, a meeting place of competing regimes with rival
agendas for extending the reach of their authority.
The term frontier refers simultaneously to a region and a boimdary. It is
the latter sense of the term which the historian Owen Lattimore (1940)
employed in his study of the "oscillating frontier" between Imperial China
and nomadic groups of Inner Asia. However, for both historians and
anthropologists, the frontier is above all a term of political geography
denoting a zone of weakened political authority.^ This weakness arises from

1 Unlike the American frontier according to F. J. Turner's (1972) seminal
account. Early fron Age Southern Transcaucasia was not "the edge of the
unused" (Fox quoted in Pierson 1972). Nor did it provide a clash between
humans and a natural environment unfamiliar to the heartlands of the
expanding polities. However, like Turner's American frontier, the southern
Transcaucasian frontier was a key element in the constitution of the political
center. The definition of frontier used here also departs from Wallerstein's
(1974) concept of a periphery to an expanding world system. While the
economic exchanges highlighted by the world-systems approach were
certainly vital aspects of the deployment of political power, the southern
Transcaucasian frontier was not structured by a dialectic between developed
and under-developed regions. Rather, it codesced out of the competition
between regimes tore-develop southern Transcaucasia to suit their pcurticular
interests.

a number of possible sources including an absence of institutions, local
resistance (often facilitated by distance from a political center), or from interpolity competition. The particular organization of political weakness stems
largely from the historical process behind the frontiers creation. Kopytoff
(1987: 9) dtes two types of frontiers, an external frontier created by the
extrusion of political forces into culturally foreign regions (such as the
American frontier) and an internal frontier created by migrations into
"politically open areas nestied between organized societies." Urartian
southern Transcaucasia does not fit comfortably into either category: as a
conquered province, the region certainly appears to be an external frontier, yet
a closer look at the archaeological record suggests that the representation of
the cultural ties within the highland of eastern Anatolia and southern
Transcaucasia is more complex.
A second representation of the southern Transcaucasian landscape
derived from ancient textual and geographic sources (such as Ptolemy's [1991]
second century A.D. geography of the known world) describes it as
continuous with, and relatively imdiHerentiated from, the neighboring
highlands of eastern Anatolia. Archaeological evidence from as early as the
fourth millennium B.C. suggests that the highlands of southern
Transcaucasia and eastern Anatolia constituted an ectunene. Ecumene, a
term originally used by ancient Greek geographers to denote the inhabited
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world, refers to "a region of persistent cultural interaction and exchange"
(Kopytoff 1987:10). ^ The concept of ecumene does not presume a cultured
unity in the region but rather intensive cultural sharing.
The definition of a highland ecumene suggests that the Urartian frontier
in southern Transcaucasia was more complex than simply a case of external
conquest. These two representations of southern Transcaucasia—frontier
and ecumene—provide a regional context for the landscapes of the Early Iron
Age and Urartian period which we will examine in the following chapters.

2 "Ecumene" is similar to the concept of "interaction spheres" coined by
Caldwell and Hall (1964) to describe "social, ideological, and trade connections
among populations" (Yoffee 1993).
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3.1 Geography and Landscape
Transcaucasia' is itself a politically loaded geographic representation
referring to the land beyond the Caucasus, a distinctly Russo-centric
perspective. The Caucasus range, with peaks which climb over 5000m.,
traverses over 1100km. from the Black Sea to the Caspian Sea along the
northern end of the Caucasian isthmus, separating the Eurasian steppes firom
southwest Asia. The Caucasus and Transcaucasia continue to be shaped by
the tectonic action of the Arabian and Eurasian plates, a collision which has
thrown up the Caucasus, folding the underlying bedrock and erecting high
volcanic peaks. The volcanic activity which raised Mt. Ararat and Mt Aragats,
to name only two, covered southern Transcaucasia and eastem Anatolia with
a sea of lava, leaving behind vast deposits of basalt, tuff, and obsidiem.^
Transcaucasia (fig. 3.1) lies to the south of the Great Caucasus ridge,
extending across four nations—^Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and a small
portion of northeastern Turkey—and three disputed provinces—^NagornoKarabakh, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. Transcaucasia is ecologically diverse,
ranging from the sub-tropical Colchidian depression in the west, to the high
mountains in the south, to the arid steppes in the east. Climate is similarly
variable, with average annual rainfall varying from ca. 2,500mm. on the
3 The devastating December 1988 earthquake centered near Spitak in north
central Armenia imderscored the fact that southern Transcaucasia remains a
land in formation.
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Black Sea coast near the modem dty of Batumi to less than 200mm. on the
Apsheron peninsula of eastem Azerbaijan.^ In southern Transcaucasia, the
period of heaviest precipitation is between March and mid-May but, while
simuners are dry, heavy snows can fall during the winter (Lynch 1901).
Distinct provinces in Transcaucasia are most readily defined by elevation
and by the Kura and Araxes river drainages. Southern Transcaucasia is most
readily defined as the Middle Araxes river and its drainages: a region of
rugged upland mountains and high plateaus (fig. 3.2). Average elevation is
between 1200 and 1800m. above sea level (a.s.l.), dipping below 1000m. only in
the Ararat plain. In contrast, the highlands of northern Transcaucasia are
defined by the Upper and Middle Kura river and its drainages. Western
Transcaucasia (the Colchidian depression, drained by the westward flov^g
Rioni and Inguri rivers) and eastem Transcaucasia (the steppes of Azerbaijan,
crossed by the lower Araxes and Kura as they sprint to the Caspian) are both
low-lying areas which had strong cultural ties to each other in antiquity
(Koshelenko et al. 1985).® Southern Transcaucasia and eastem Anatolia

4 Climatic and environmental information on the region can be found in
nimierous sources including; Bumey and Lang 1972; Glumac and Anthony
1992; Kohl 1993; Plashchev and Chekmarev 1978.
5 For a discussion of the prehistory of the middle Kura and western
Transcaucasia see Braund (1994), Lordkipanidze (1979), and Miron and
Orthman (1995); for a general overview of the prehistory of Transcaucasia see
Glxmiac and Anthony (1992).
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comprise a distinct physiographic unit defined by elevated plains surrounded
by high mountain ranges which I will simply refer to as 'the highlands'.^
The Urartian occupation of southern Transcaucasia was focused in three
geographic provinces: the Lake Sevan basin, the Ararat plain and
surrounding highlands, and the Shirak plain and its surrounding highlands.
While the Sevan basin is comparatively isolated—separated by the peaks of
the Gegham range—the Shirak and Ararat plains comprise a distinct
physiographic unit encircling the south and west slopes of Mt Aragats. It is
this unit that comprises the primary geographic focus of this dissertation.^
The Ararat and Shirak plains are two of the largest expanses of level, arable
land in highland southem Transcaucasia, rivaled only by the Lori plateau.
The Ararat plain is bound by mountains on three sides. To the north and
south loom the extinct volcanoes of Mt. Aragats (4090m.) and Mt. Ararat
(5165m.) while to the east, the Kotaik foothills rise into the Gegam range. To
the west a series of step-like uplifts—the Shamiram and Talin plateaus—lead
to the Shirak plain. The Shirak plain is bordered by Mt. Aragats to the east,
the Shirak and Pambak moimtains to the north and the Kars plateau to the

6 Also referred to as 'the Armenian highlands,' this designation is not
appropriate in reference to the pre-Armenian periods discussed here.
7 For details of new research into the Urartian and pre-Urartian occupations
of the Lake Sevan region, see Bisdone (1994).
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west.®
The rivers of the Ararat and Shirak plains, with few exceptions, are located
at the bottom of steep gorges. Described in Virgil's Aeneid as "the river that
will not suffer bridges/' the largest river in the Ararat plain and southern
Transcaucasia is the Araxes. Feeding into the Araxes are numerous rivers
and streams including the Razdan (the sole outlet from Lake Sevan), the
Kazakh (which flows down the slope of Mt. Aragats), and the Azam (which
drains the Gegam range). The Shirak plain is bisected by another river which
empties into the Araxes, the Akhourian.
Southern Transcaucasia, in addition to sharing geographic contiguity and
a similar terrain with the highlands of eastern Anatolia, also shares a similar
climate. Ancient accounts of the highlands repeatedly emphasized the
severity of the winter weather:
...while they were spending the night here [at the royal dty of the
Armenian satrap] there was a tremendous fall of snow, so much that it
covered over both the arms and the men Ij^g on the ground (Xenophon
1972:193).
Contrary to expectations, winter weather came on as early as the autumnal
equinox, with storms and frequent snows, and, even in the most clear
days, hoar frost and ice, which made the waters scarcely passable through
the ice-breaking and cutting the horse sinews... (PlutarA 1914: XXXII).
While the ancient accoimts undoubtedly indulge in some degree of

8 The Kars plateau, although somewhat higher in elevation than the Shirak
plain, is not separated from it by any major physical barrier.

hyperbole, the area's climate can be bitterly cold in winter yet still reach over
40°C in some places during summer.
Although very little systematic environmental reconstruction has been
attempted for the highlands during the late second and early first
millennium B.C., one major aspect of the landscape appears to have altered
just preceding or during the early first millenniiun B.C. There are indications
that a significant amount of the deforestation which has left much of the
region completely denuded today began in the early first millennium B.C.
across much of Anatolia and Transcaucasia. Deer antlers in such late second
millennium B.C. contexts as the Hittite capital of Hattusas in central Anatolia
(Bumey and Lang 1972) and the southern citadel at Horom in the Shirak
plain (Badaljan et al. 1994:18) indicate significant stands of forest still
remained at this time.^ In contrast, deer remains from the Urartian fortress
on the north hill at Horom are far less prevalent, suggesting a significant
reduction of the nearby forestland coincident with, or prior to, the Urartian
incorporation of the area.
Rivers and moimtain ranges constrain much of the travel into, out of, and
between the Shirak and Ararat plains (fig. 3.3). There are two northern routes

9 Badaljan et al. (1994) report that almost 20% of the faunal assemblage from
the Early Iron Age occupation on the south hill at Horom was comprised of
red deer bones and antlers in a condition which Dr. S. Bokonyi suggested
indicates local stands of dense forests.
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into the Shirak plain. The primary route from the Kiura basin follows the
course of the Debed river through forested mountain ranges to the eastern
edge of the Lori plateau and from there follows the Pambak river traversing
the narrow valleys between the Bazum and Pambak ranges. The route then
passes along the southern flank of the Shirak moimtains, into the Shirak
plain. A second northern route descends from the Djavakheti Plateau of
southern Georgia along the western foothills of the Djavakheti mountains,
following the course of the Akhourian river into Shirak. To the west, several
routes from modem Erzurum and Erzincan join the Kars Plateau and then
descend with relative ease into the Shirak plain. Eastern routes are generally
blocked by Mt. Aragats; however, one important passageway fraverses the
narrow plateau between Aragats's northern slope and the Pambak range,
turning south into the Aparan Plateau. Following the course of the Kasakh
river, the route crosses between the east slope of Aragats and Mt. Arailer
descending into the Ararat plain.
A second route connecting the Ararat and Shirak plain crosses the Talin
uplift either at a narrow defile near the modem village of Mastara,^® or
follows a more complicated path of interconnected valleys between the
modem villages of Kannrashen, Gamaovit, and Samakhpyur. Eastern routes
into the Ararat plain frace the Kagizman ravine and the Araxes River
10 The route followed by the modem road.

between steep mountain ranges, joining the Ararat plain where the
Akhourian empties into the Araxes. Southern pathways into the western
Ararat plain are blocked in the west by Mt. Ararat but facilitated in the east by
the Araxes plain. One route does traverse the western slope of Great Ararat,
entering the plain near the modem town of Igdir. A less rugged route from
the south follows the Araxes past Nakhichevan and into the Ararat plain.
Both of these southern routes pass dose to the modem town of Maku.
Passage into the Ararat plain from the east is obstructed by the Gegam
mountains. The simplest eastern route descends from the northem shore of
Lake Sevan, following the Razdan river to enter the Ararat plain near
Yerevan. Passage into the Ararat plain from points southeast of Lake Sevan
fraverse the mountains of Zangezur and Nagomo-Karabakh along a limited
number of winding trails. One path cuts across central Zangezur from
modem Goris to Ekhemadzor and follows either the Nakhichevan or the
Arpa to the Araxes.
While the topography of the region certainly limits the routes available
for regular travel, it does not cut off commtmication. Indeed, by forcing
travellers into a few pathways, the topography may encourage greater
communication than a broad open plain. It is a prominent fallacy in the
archaeological literature that limited routes of commvmication conspire to
isolate a region; even landscapes without dramatic relief to impede
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movement tend to develop and maintain only a handful of well travelled
pathways (e.g., caravan routes into Mesopotamia from the west). We must
also distinguish between long distance movements and local travel.
Discussions with local villagers on the slopes of Mt. Aragats revealed that
shepherds and their flocks travel great distances across the mountain
landscape with little difficulty.
The dichotomy between long-distance and local interactions brings us
again to the twin representations of southern Transcaucasia as a political
frontier and cultural eciunene. It is important to keep in mind that, while
these two representations operate on different scales of analysis, they are both
vital to how we imderstand the context of the changes made to the landscape
of the Ararat and Shirak plains by Urartian regimes.
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3.2 Frontier
In the year 1450 B.C, southwest Asia was beginning an unprecedented era
of internationalism. Known as the "Amama Age" in reference to a library of
political correspondence recovered at el-Amama, Egypt, this brief period
witnessed complex political interactions across southwest Asia and
northeastern Africa. Much of the region was divided amongst four "super
powers". New Kingdom Egypt had expanded north to occupy much of the
Levantine coast;^^ the Kassites ruled Babylonia and Chaldea; the Hurrian
kingdom of Mitanni confrolled most of northern Mesopotamia and Syria;
and the Hittites established their authority across much of cenfral Anatolia.
The epi-center of this conflict was solidly in the Syro-Mesopotamian steppes
and its political frontiers were dispersed and fractured. Southern
Transcaucasia was not directly involved in this configuration of the geo
political scene.^^

The New Kingdom refers to the approximately five centuries (1540-1070
B.C.) of the 18th-20th dynasties.
12 There are, however, some interesting remains from the Amama Age that
have been recovered from southern Transcaucasian sites. Two seals
recovered from graves at Metsamor, in the Ararat plain, have inscriptions
suggesting they came from Kassite Babylonia (one was apparently a gift from
the Egyptian Pharaoh Amenhetep HI to Kurigalzu of Babylonia). In addition,
an onyx frog (a religious symbol known in other southern Transcaucasiem
and eastern Anatolian contexts) bearing the name of Ulam Buriash, also a
Kassite king, was foimd in a separate burial at Metsamor (Khanzadian 1995;
Khanzadian and Piotrovskii 1992; Khanzadian et al. 1992).
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By the early centuries of the first millennium B.C., this political geography
was changing. The Kassite dynasty in Babylon, plagued by weaknesses
exacerbated by the resurgence of Assyria, collapsed entirely by the mid-twelfth
century B.C. (Tadmor 1979); the combination of Assyrian and Hittite military
power destroyed Mitanni by the beginning of the eleventh century B. C.
(Wilhelm 1989). In Anatolia, Eg5^t, and Syro-Palestine, extensive migrations
of groups collectively known as Sea-Peoples^^ caused serious disruptions
which are thought to be responsible for the collapse of the Hittite empire
(Yakar 1993) and the destruction of a number of smaller kingdoms such as
Hatti, Cyprus, and Ugarit (Sandars 1985).
In the wake of the collapse of the Amama Age and the invasions of SeaPeoples, political relations assimied a more complex geography marked by the
emergence of new regimes. Assyria continued to dominate Mesopotamia,
northern Syria, and the Levant, and Egypt remained a formidable power,
having repulsed the Sea Peoples (although at the cost of a general retreat from
southwest Asia). But new political forces were emerging in the early first
millennium B.C., reconfiguring the political geography of southwest Asia and
defining a new political frontier across southern Transcaucasia.
Scythian tribes arrived on the western Eurasian steppe by the eighth
13 Individual groups encompassed by the designation "Sea-Peoples" are
identified, particularly in Egyptian texts, as Philistines, Tyrrhenians,
Etruscans, Sardinians, and others (Hallo and Simpson 1971).
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century B.C., crossing the Caucasus and entering southern Trzinscaucasia soon
thereafter (Esaian and Pogrebova 1985). Texts from the archives of the
Assyrian king Esarhaddon (681-669 B.C.) include a letter from the Scythian
king Partatua requesting an Assyrian princess as a wife (RoUe 1989). The fact
that Esarhaddon apparently agreed to this request suggests that the Scythians
had already become a potent force in southwest Asian politics.
The chronology of the Scythian advance is poorly documented due to the
ephemeral nature of many of the sites. However, a reconstruction of
Scythian and Cimmerian movements across the Caucasus suggested by
Krupnov (1954) brings most of the branches of Scythian movement across
southern Transcaucasia. Esaian and Pogrebova (1985) record 74 Scythian sites
(settlements, earthwork fortresses, burials, and significant finds) south of the
Caucasus, 41 of which are in highland southern Transcaucasia.^^
To the southeast of southern Transcaucasia, the political geography of
western fran, until approximately 700 B.C., was dominated by three
kingdoms: Elam on the southwestern lowland steppe, Ellipi in Luristan in
the cenfral Zagros Moimtains, and Mannea to the south of Lake Urmia in the
northern Zagros (Levine 1987: 231). There must have also been a small
Median kingdom in the region; after 700 B.C., it appears that the Medes were
14 Of the sites docimiented in southern Transcaucasia, 11 were located in the
Ararat plain, 4 in the Shfrak plain, and 3 on the southern shore of Lake Sevan
(Esaian and Pogrebova 1985).
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able to absorb other Zagros polities, gaining formidable power such that by 614
B.C. they were able to assail the weakened Assyrian heartland and sack
Nineveh.
South of southern Transcaucasia, in Anatolia, political geography
following the collapse of the Hittite Empire was primarily constituted aroimd
a series of competing groups and confederacies imtil the coalescence of Urartu
by the mid-ninth century B.C. Numerous studies of Urartian toponyms have
provided a partial reconstruction of the local Early Iron Age polities for the
period immediately preceding Urartian expansion. The most powerful of the
pre-Urartian highland polities appear to have been Diauehe, which
controlled the area around modem Erzurum, and Nairi, a political
confederacy located to the south of Lake Van which may have developed into
the Urartian state (see Salvini 1995: 18-24). In southern Transcaucasia, the
Shirak and Ararat plains (and their surroimding foothills) appear to have
been divided between three dominant polities: Kuliani, Aza, and Etiimi. It is
worth noting that, despite the geo-political complexity of the age and the
region, theories of Urartian state formation which focus primarily upon
Assyrian involvement in the highlands (e.g., Zimansky 1985) neglect a broad
array of other political forces both outside of the highlands and within them.
As a result of the changes in the political map between 1450 and 600 B.C.,
the frontiers of political conflict shifted dramatically. The dominance of
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Assyria pushed the fragmented

old Mesopotamian frontiers,

most of which

had been initially defined during the third millennium B.C (primarily, but
not solely, through Akkadian imperial expansion), out of lowland southwest
Asia, defining a continuous and coherent frontier along the foothills of the
northern and eastern highlands. In addition, a second frontier emerged
between the new populations coming across the Caucasus, the Zagros polities,
and the dominant polity of eastern Anatolia, Urartu. While the final collapse
of the great ancient empires of southwest Asia, marked by the triumph of
Alexander the Great in the late fourth century B.C, dissolved the old frontiers
of lowland Mesopotamia, the frontier running through southern
Transcaucasia has persisted in varying forms to the modem era.
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3.3 Ecumene
Paradoxically, while the highlands of southern Transcaucasia and eastern
Anatolia have repeatedly been divided amongst competing polities, strong
cultural ties have continued to link them together.
Cultural exchange across the highlands exploded during the Early Bronze
Age (ca. 3600-2000 B.C.), marked primarily by the florescence of Kura-Araxes
ceramics^ ^—a distinctive complex of black-bumished wares with few
antecedents in known Aneolithic sites (Kushnareva and Chubinishvili 1970:
145), suggesting it was introduced to the area rather thtui developed internally
(Kushnareva 1993).^^ At the time of its greatest extent, the Kura-Araxes
cultures extended well beyond the two rivers that named them. To the north
they crossed the Caucasus and spread to the Caspian litoral (Abakarov 1993;

15 Referred to by Bumey and Lang (1972) as the "Early Transcaucasian
Culture".
16 Although a number of sites have l)een found with Kura-Araxes levels
immediately overlaying Aneolithic occupations, such as Geoytepe, Kyultepe,
Shengavit, and perhaps Velikent, the disjuncture in settlement and material
culture from the Aneolithic to the Early Bronze Age remains more
pronoimced than evidence of continuity. The origins of the initial spread of
Kura-Araxes styles has been the subject of considerable speculation. Sagona
(1984) locates the Kura-Araxes homeland in the middle Kura valley, dating
the beginnings of the complex to approximately 3600 B.C. Bumey and Lang
(1972) point to sites such as Shresh-Blur II and Shengavit E, both near
modem Yerevan, as possible lod of the earliest appearance of Kura-Araxes
ceramics. Mustering considerably more evidence, Kushnareva (1993) has
pointed to the flatlands of the south Caucasus cind possibly the northeastem
Caucasus as possible Kura-Araxes homelands. Despite these hypotheses, to
date, the orgins of Kura-Araxes cultures remain elusive.
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Gadzhiev 1991); to the south, the Kura-Araxes cultures reached the
headwaters of the Euphrates River (aroimd modem Malatya and Elazig), the
shores of Lake Van, and southeast to the shores of Lake Urmia (the sites of
Geoytepe and Yaniktepe) (Kushnareva 1993) and into the Zagros moimtains
as far as the site of Godin Tepe (level IV; Yoimg and Levine 1974).
Kushnareva (1993) cogently suggests that, given the extensive regional
variability, particularly in ceramic forms, Kura-Araxes is better imderstood as
a group of inter-related cultures rather than as a single monolithic entity. Yet
despite the variability in form and design the materials from the highland
areas of southern Transcaucasia and eastern Anatolia consistently displayed
the least variation between their assemblages (Sagona 1984).
Settlement densities increased in the region and the curvilinear
architecture of the Neolithic yielded to rectilinear structures with
differentiated interiors. The circular structures characteristic of Neolithic
settlements yielded to, or incorporated, rectilinear configurations of stone or
wattle and daub walls. At both Shengavit (Amiran 1965) and Yanik Tepe
(Bumey 1961), where the circular form persisted well into the Early Bronze
Age, rectilinear rooms and courtyards intruded upon the repertoire of
architectural forms. In the well documented sequence of Early Bronze Age
domestic architecture from Pulur, north of Erzincan (Kof ay 1976), circular
structures persisted during the Early Bronze Age, but not in clearly domestic

108
contexts, perhaps denoting the form's relegation to a spedal function
structure (e.g., granary). Houses from Korucutepe (Kelly-Buccellati 1974 ; van
Loon 1978) displayed affinities with many aspects of southern Transcaucasian
domestic architecture, such as benches and a hearth with supports (andirons).
At Norguntepe (Hauptmann 1974), the E. B. I architecture was of wattle and
daub construction with space undivided within the rooms. The E. B. DI
levels at Nor§untepe (Vn-Vm) contained streets over one meter wide
dividing differentiated residential complexes made up of rooms for storage
(marked by large jars), cooking (ovens and hearths), and sleeping (benches)
(Sagona 1984).
The Middle Bronze Age witnessed a dramatic alteration in the highlands
landscape. Although the timing varied locally, at the end of the third
millennium and the beginning of the second, population declined and
settlement patterns changed drastically, leading to the abandonment of most
settlements (Kohl 1993: 125).^^ Prominent in the archaeological record of
southern Transcaucasia are sites such as Garni and Armavir whose
stratigraphy indicates an occupational hiatus between Kura-Araxes and Late
Bronze/Early Iron Age occupations. To date only two coherent regional
cultures have been defined for the Middle Bronze Age—Trialeti and western
^7 A few sites were occupied continuously through the third and early second
millennia B.C. including Haridj (Khachatrian 1975) and several sites around
modem Elazig.
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Caucasian (both located in modem Georgia). The remainder of the Caucasus,
as Kushnareva (1993) points out, has been described archaeologically as
groups of sites without explicitly drawn cultural links.
In southern Transcaucasia archaeological information on the Middle
Bronze Age is generally limited to the mortuary data from cemeteries and
kurgans.^® Although surveys in the area west of Lake Van have failed to
identify a significant MBA presence (e.g., Rothman 1992 in the Mu§ region; cf.
French and Summers 1994), investigations east of the Lake have recovered
examples of painted pottery similar to that in southern Transcaucasia
(Cilingiroglu 1984). Iranian Azerbaijan was apparently the region of greatest
stability in settlement pattems through the third and second millennia.^ ^
This stability may have been fostered by the cities of the Solduz and Ushnu
plains which acted as entrepots in the copper trade between Transcaucasia and
Mesopotamia (Bumey and Lang 1972).
Two very different models have been formulated to explain the radical
social, cultural and economic changes visible in the archaeological record.
The first argues that Middle Bronze Age cultures arose out of evolutionary

^8 Kurgans are a distinctive form of mortuary architecture composed of
mounds of earth and piles of stone covering a central burial chamber typiceilly
built of wood or stone.
19 In the Urmia basin, our best information on the Middle Bronze Age comes
from Hasanlu VI (Dyson 1975), Geoy Tepe (periods D and C; Burton-Brown
1948), Dinkha Tepe IV (Hamlin 1974), and Haftavan Tepe (Bumey 1975).
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developments in local Caucasian cultures (Kuftin 1946)^ while a second
model looks to incursion of new peoples, such as the Hurrians, or more
generally, Indo-Europeans, into the region (Bumey 1958; Melikishvili 1965).
The prominence of equestrian artifacts in the archaeological record of the
Middle Bronze Age has led some to explain the radical change in settlement
patterns in reference to a dissolution of the social structures of the village
with the intrusion of horse domestication (Diakonoff 1984: 16), while others
look to transformations in subsistence practices which forced a greater
reliance upon animal pastoralism (Kohl 1993). Furthermore, the
accumulation of wealth in Middle Bronze Age mortuary complexes such as
those found a Lchashen, Karashamb, and Lori-berd,^® indicates a degree of
socio-political differentiation imseen in the highlands during the Early
Bronze Age societies, suggesting the introduction of radical inequalities in
access to wealth and resources vital to the formation of ancient states.
The archaeology of the Urartian region during the Middle Bronze Age is
dangerously incomplete and even the chronology of the period is unstable
(Kushnareva 1993) but some evidence does exist which ties the highland
region together. Bumey and Lang (1972: 96) contend that the distribution of
diagnostic, but elusive, polychrome ceramics and of metalwork (particularly
20 Most of the material from Lchashen and Karashamb remains unpublished
(although see Oganesian [1992]); for the materials from Lori-berd see
Devedzhian (1981).

bronze axes—^Deshayes [1960:204-210] types Jl, J4a, and J4b) defines a "unified
material culture" extending &om Transcaucasia to the Urmia basin. The
presence of stylistic unity in both metal and ceramic styles suggests that the
highland ecumene, which had developed over the previous millennia, did
not disintegrate with the collapse of settlement patterns but rather was still a
force in the constitution of the landscape as the first states appeared during
the mid to late second millennixmi B.C.
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3.4 Sununaiy
The two spatial representations explored above, frontier and eoimene, are
not contradictory. While the former attends to the development of southern
Transcaucasia's global position in relation to an array of political forces, the
latter describes the regidar cultural interactions which tied southern
Transcaucasia to the neighboring highlands of eastern Anatolia. Thus we can
say that while the socio-political distance between the expanding Urartian
empire and local polities was quite large, the cultural distance between them
was small. Both aspects were fundamental not only to Urartian strategies for
establishing their authority in the region, but also to the development of local
states. It is to these early states and the landscapes they created that we turn in
the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
FORTRESS-STATES OF THE EARLY IRON AGE

In numerous inscriptions, Argishti I, the first Urartian king known to
have campaigned in southern Transcaucasia, described the Ararat and Shirak
plains as a "wilderness".^ Paradoxically, these inscriptions also recorded a
landscape crowded with regional confederacies, local kingdoms, and fortified
cities. The making of an Urartian landscape in southern Transcaucasia
proceeded from the landscape which preceded it; the fields and forests,
fortresses and canals, cemeteries and vacant lands which the Urartians
encoimtered during their initial occupation of the region and recorded in
seemingly contradictory impressions, comprised a canvas on which the
Urartians would overlay the elements of their authority.
An overview of the organization of the pre-Urartian landscape is thus
vital to defining the changes made by the Urartian state. Described by
Piotrovskii as "a period of cultural blossoming and independent
development,"^ the five centuries prior to the Urartian invasions witnessed
the construction of a unique landscape organized to facilitate the
reproduction of local political authorities. Re-constructing this landscape was

1 See, for example, Melikishvili (1960: #136, #137, #138, #143).
2 Piotrovskii quoted in Khachatrian (1975: 127).
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perhaps the most formidable challenge which the Urartians faced in
attempting to transform southern Transcaucasia into a province of empire.
The Early Iron Age was an era of political intensification in southern
Transcaucasia, involving a broad extension of political power into daily life.
Centered in settlements perched atop defensible rock outcrops and
surroimded by walls of cyclopean stone masonry, numerous elements of the
landscape of fortress-states endure, providing a rich, if incomplete,
archaeological record.
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4.1 Landscape and Built Fonn
The reconstruction of quotidian movements across space and the political
means by which these movements were directed, restricted, and redistributed
relies upon formal recording and description of site distributions, settlement
architecture, and other elements of the created environment. The cyclopean
fortresses built throughout the highlands during the late second and early
first millennia B.C. have attracted considerable archaeological attention to the
study of Early Iron Age architecture. Surveys, both systematic and
imsystematic, have recorded a large number of fortresses in southern
Transcaucasia and particularly in the Shirak and Ararat plains (fig. 4.1).^
However, large-scale excavations in the region have historically been focused
on Urartian citadels and not pre-Urartian fortresses. Cemetery sites such as
Lchashen and Artik, not stratified settlements, have more often been the
primary sources of knowledge of the material culture of the early fortressstate period. As a result, the chronological and typological organization of the
formal elements of the landscape require some review and emendation.

3 Stone fortresses have been documented throughout Transcaucasia,
including northeastern Armenia (Esaian 1976), southern and central Georgia
(Lordkipcmidze 1989; Pitskhhelauri 1984) and western and southern
Azerbaijan (Kohl pers. comm.).

taihin »^«l

Ht. Ar«g£\fl
MIWOw
'

51b5n* Mt. Ararat
3925n+

lil

Figure 4.1
Major Surveys In
Southern Transcaucasia

kilometers
0

llin Syatemallo

10

20

Survey
K Unayslemailo Survey
(itn) Citalion

117

4.1.1 Chronology
Numerous archaeological chronologies have been proposed for both the
era of the early fortress-states as a whole and for specific sites and material
categories.^ All of these are relative chronologies as few absolute dates are
available for this time period. In an influential and oft-dted synthesis,
Martirosian (1964) outlined a detailed chronology for southern Transcaucasia
(table 4.1) based upon stylistic sedations of ceramic and metal artifacts,
primarily from mortuary contexts.
Table 4.1
Archaeological Chronology of Martirosian (1964).
^denotes mortuary site, *denotes settlement
Period

Dates

Key Sites

Late Bronze I

13th-12th centuries B.C.

Tazakend"f",
Lchashen^^, Artik+

Late Bronze n

12th-llth centuries B.C.

Golovino"''

Late Bronze m

llth-lOth centuries B.C.

Takia+, Leninakan^,
Akhpatat, KarmirBlur*

Early Iron Age

9th-8th centuries B.C.

Karmir-Blur*, Evklu^

Martirosian separated the late second millennium B.C. into three phases
4 In addition to the general chronologies discussed here, several works
address the material chronologies of more restricted areas such as the Shirak
plain (Khachatrian 1975) and northeast Armenia (Esaian 1976). A nimiber of
analyses address temporal change in a single material type (such as Esaian
[1966] on weapons and Piggott [1968] on wheeled vehicles) or in a single site
inventory (su^ as Kuftin [1946] on the Trialeti material and Esaian and
Oganesian [1969] on the materials from the Dilijan collections).
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of Late Bronze Age followed by a single phase of the Early Iron Age. Bumey
and Lang (1972) attempted to generalize Martirosian's chronology to the
entire highlands (table 4.2), pairing it with Dyson's (1973) Iron Age I and 11 for
northwestern Iran.^ However, their problematic schema illustrates the
numerous difficulties entailed in disarticulating a Late Bronze Age from an
Early Iron Age in an archaeological periodization of highlands material
culture. The overlap of Dyson's Iranian Iron Age I period with Martirosian's
entire Late Bronze Age of southern Transcaucasia suggests either a dramatic
regionalization of material culture styles or a failure in the construction of
regionally viable chronologies, perhaps attributable to terminological
confusion. Given the well-documented similarities between Transcaucasian
and Iranian material culture of the late second and early first millennia B.C.
(Pogrebova 1977), the latter seems a more plausible explanation.
Retention of the traditional three-age system has complicated chronologybuilding; the transition from bronze to iron metallurgy in the highlands was
a slow process of expanding the repertoire of forms accomplished in iron
rather than a rapid, dramatic abandonment of bronze.^ Metal implements
5 Dyson's Iranian chronology was based primarily on Hasanlu V-IQ materials.
See Levine (1987) for a review of the Iranian Iron Age material.
6 From the earliest excavated remains, it appears that iron was used only
sparingly in a limited number of items, such as pins found in the preUrartian settlement at Karmir-Blur which date to c 1100 B.C. Metsamor, a
site apparently heavily invested in the production of bronze, continued to
operate its extensive furnaces until perhaps 900 B.C. Even in Urartian times.
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are, therefore, an insecure basis for a chronology/ Ceramic styles have
proven similarly unreliable. Recent evidence from pre-Urartian and
Urartian contexts at Horom suggest that local ceramic styles display a
substantial continuity from the beginning of the era of early fortress-states
through the Urartian occupation and even into the sixth century B.C.®
(Badaljan et al.1994).
Table 4.2
Archaeological Chronology of Bumey and Lang (1972).
+denotes cemetery, *denotes settlement
Period

Dates

Key Sites

Late Bronze Age I

1300-1150 B.C.

Lchashen*, Metsamor+,
Kultepe(Nakhichevan)+
Adiaman (Getashen)*

Late Bronze Age n

1150-1000 B.C.

Metsamor^*

Late Bronze Age III

1000-900 B.C.

Karmir-Blur*,

Iron Age I

1350-1000 B.C.

Hasanlu*

Iron Age 11

1000-800 B.C.

Hasanlu*

although iron became the medium of choice for weapons and armor, bronze
continued to be produced and used in vast quantities in decorative items.
7 Metal implements are also subject to considerable recycling which
systematically prevent their regular deposition in the archaeological record.
8 A recently completed dissertation by Sergei Mandrikjan of the Institute of
Archaeology in Yerevan has begun to address this problem, defining several
markers of ceramic stylistic change which divide the Early Iron Age into two
phases from 1400-1100 B.C and 1100-800 B.C.
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Table 4.3
Archaeological Chronology of Pogrebova (1977).
Period

Dates

Key Sites

Description

Iron I

c 1400-1000 B.C.

Lchashen, Artik,
Kirovabad Kurgans,
Karabakh Kurgans;
Parallels with:
Sialk A, Hasanlu V

Introduction of
iron technology to
a limited range of
items. Bronze
predominates in
most functional
categories (e.g.,
weapons)

Iron n

c. 1000-800 B.C.

Leninakan cemetery,
Mingechaur cemetery
(Kedabek burials);
Parallels with:
Sialk B
Hasanlu IV

Adoption and
spread of iron
throughout
material classes.
Bronze continues
to be used in many
artistic contexts.

Pogrebova (1977: 26) has cogently suggested that the available artifactual
materials simply are not robust enough to support a highly detailed internal
chronology for the late second and early first miQennium B.C. Instead, she
proposes collapsing the entire era between the end of the Middle Bronze Age
and the arrival of Urartian forces into a single period—the Early Iron Age
(Table 4.3). From her analysis of weapons, horse-fittings, ceramics, and
burials from both Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran she argues for an
Early Iron Age I period from the fourteenth to twelfth centuries during which
iron first entered the metallurgical repertoire of southern Transcaucasian
technologies. The Early Iron Age II period witnessed the adoption of iron for
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use in a more general array of items, particularly weapons. However, bronze
remained an important component of metal production in Transcaucasia
through the first millennium B.C
I will follow Pogrebova and refer to the period from 1300-800 B.C. as
simply the Early Iron Age. However, while Pogrebova's outline is convincing
in its minimalism, like Martirosian's (and by extension Bumey and Lang's)
chronology, it relies primarily upon mortuary data, excluding architectural
and settlement information and thus offering few insights into the
production of the Early Iron Age landscape. None of these archaeological
chronologies directly address variation in the primary elements of the
landscape of the early fortress-states—their cyclopean defensive walls.

4.1.2 Fortresses
Stone fortresses have been a feature of southern Transcaucasian regional
settlement at various times from the late-second millennium B.C. through
the Middle Ages (A.D. 400-1400). Numerous ancient fortifications were
reconstructed centuries, or even millennia, after their initial occupations,
creating a palimpsest of fortification design and masonry styles across a single
site. While each historical epoch has a very distinctive "ideal" masonry style
(fig. 4.2), it is often difficult to assign less than "ideal" constructions to a
particular era. The morphological consequences of variation in quality of
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materials and workmanship have not been well assayed, problematizing the
use of architectural information from imexcavated Early Iron Age fortresses.
While a large nimiber of Early Iron Age fortresses are known from
archaeological surveys, only a handful have been extensively excavated;
however, those sites which have been excavated (and particularly those few
cases which have been dated by C-14) do provide a basis for a description of
elements of Early Iron Age fortresses. Recently, Smith and Kafadarian (1996)
have defined a set of general morphological characteristics which seem to
distinguish fortifications of pre-Urartian polities in southern Transcaucasia
from those of succeeding eras which can be summarized as follows:
1. Forfress Location: Late Bronze and Early fron Age fortresses were
invariably perched atop high rock outcrops; none have been found on sites of
low relief. Unfortunately, Early Bronze Age, Middle Iron Age, Urartian, Early
Armenian, Roman Period, and, occasionally. Medieval, stone fortresses were
also on similar sites—often superimposed over an Early fron Age fortress.
While location is not a sufficient condition to date a fortress to the Early fron
Age, it can be useful in excluding some fortresses from consideration.
2. Forfress Design: Early fron Age fortresses were terrain dependent; their
layout responded most immediately to the topographic contours of the site,
generating an irregular built envfronment. This is in dramatic confrast to the
sfraight lines and right angles typical of most Urartian and subsequent
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fortresses. Terrain dependence is visible where walls turn with the steeper
slopes of their sites or are set perpendicular to the slopes, and where masonry
walls yield simply to steep rock faces to ensiure defense of the site. PreUrartian fortresses often employed a series of cyclopean walls set at irregular
intervals down the slope of an outcrop to augment the primary wall
surroimding the citadel.
3. Construction Technology: Several aspects of Early Iron Age
construction technology set fortresses of this period apart from later periods.
First, Early Iron Age fortresses have only a few, if any, projections from the
wall plane (e.g., buttresses or towers). While buttresses have been
documented in Early Iron Age walls, particularly from the Sevan region
(Mikayelyan 1968), they are placed at irregular intervals and are generally set
at oblique angles to the plane of the curtine.^ Second, the uncut cyclopean
stones of Early Iron Age fortresses contrast with the ashlar or semi-ashlar
masonry used in the construction of many later fortresses. The stones of
Early Iron Age fortress walls are generally not dressed, causing significant
variability in wall thickness, but the stones are occasionally roughly shaped,
particularly where a wall turns slightly to foUow the terrain. Third, Early Iron
Age fortresses often use smaller stones to fill gaps in the wall face where the

9 A curtine is the portion of wall between two projections from the wall
plane, such as towers, bastions, or buttresses.
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primary stones do not closely connect. As a result. Early Iron Age fortification
walls rarely have stones laid in identifiable courses.
Despite a general acknowledgement of the variability in Early Iron Age
fortress design, there have been few organizing frameworks offered.
Kafadarian (1972, 1984) has proposed a four stage outline of the development
of Early Iron Age fortification styles (table 4.4 and fig. 4.3). This relative
chronology is primarily based upon two innovations in fortification layout—
bastion-like angles in the curtine and buttresses. According to Kafadarian, the
earliest fortifications were simple irregular curvilinear walls of mediimisized stones (phase A), such as those at Samakhpyur East (fig. 4.3a).
Table 4.4
Kafadarian's Chronology of
Early Iron Age Fortification Architecture
Phase

Type Site

Description

A

Samakhpyur East

Non-cyclopean;
curvilinear layout, no
angles.

B

Veriberd

Tme cyclopean masonry,
curvilinear layout with
angled wall faces.

C

Dzoragyukh, Samakhpyur
(Mets Herd)

Cyclopean masonry,
curvilinear layout, angles
replaced by thick, closelyspaced buttresses

D

Samakhpyur
(Pokr Berd)

Cyclopean masonry,
curvilinear layout,
smaller, more broadly
spaced buttresses.

a. Sarnakhpjnir Eaai

e. DseragTukh

d. SamakhpTur
Pekr-B«rd

Figure 4.3
Kafadarieoi's Chronology
of Early Iron Age
Fortifications
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A new phase (B) began with the introduction of sharply angled walls to
the Early Iron Age builders' repertoire, as at the site of Veriberd (fig, 4.3b). The
final phases (C and D), in evidence at Mets Berd and Pokr Herd (fig. 4.3c,d),
witnessed the introduction of wall buttresses, providing an intermediary
stage between the cyclopean constructions of the Early Iron Age and the
regularly buttressed, semi-ashlar and ashlar constructions of the Urartians.
New evidence has raised a number of questions about Kafadcirian's
developmental sequence. First, test excavations made by the Ancient
Landscapes Project during the simimer of 1995 at the site of Veriberd,
Kafadarian's category 8 type site, have called into question his assignment of
the standing architecture at the site to the Early Iron Age. Although our
trenches did reveal a level of Early Iron Age construction, this level appears
to have been destroyed prior to the construction of the visible architectural
remains. Based upon the ceramic evidence recovered (fig. 4.4), the cyclopean
fortress which stands on the site was built during the late Hellenistic or
Classical Armenian Period (3rd-lst centuries B.C.).
Second, categories C and D in Kafadarian's chronology raise a typological
problem. In the context of a large sample of Early Iron Age fortresses, the
buttressed walls of Kafadarian's types C and D appear to be similar variants on
the same theme rather than distinct types. Given the irregularity of most
buttressed Early Iron Age fortresses, it is difficult to conceive of spacing as an
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informative typological dimension. While it does seem likely that the
buttressed walls were late developments, there is little indication that they
can be considered links with the Urartian fortification sequence, as Kafadarian
suggests. Rather, as is argued in chapter 5, Urartian fortifications in southern
Transcaucasia differ in dramatic ways from their predecessors.^ °
Although a number of corrections must be made to the details of
Kafadarian's chronology, its overall outline remains useful as a basis for
defining an expanded typology which takes into account a nimiber of formal
elements including site topography, fortress layout, and masonry. Based
upon the extensive inventory of Early Iron Age fortress architecture collected
by the Ancient Landscape Project in the summer of 1995, 1 suggest a
quadripartite typology of southern Transcaucasian Early Iron Age fortress
architecture (table 4.5; fig. 4.5).^^ This typology separates the corpus of known

10 There is considerable speculation as to the architectural sources of the
Urartian practice of buttressing. Since these architectural elements are visible
on Urartian constructions prior to their invasion of southern Transcaucasia,
the buttresses may have been borrowed fi-om the Urartians by local southern
Transcaucasian polities rather than vice-versa.
n While morphological differences between each type undoubtedly represent
some form of developmental chronology of Early Iron Age architectural
engineering and design, this does not necessarily correlate exactly with period
of occupation. Architecture, in contrast with ceramic and metal styles, is a
more permanent artifact and as a result does not fall easily into the battleshipcurve distributions considered characteristic of chronological markers subject
to frequency seriation. In addition, we do not find evidence of each type across
southern Transcaucasia, which suggests that some of the variability described
in the revised typology may be regional, not temporal.
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A. Shamiram Type

B. Pemzashen Type

C. Tsakhkaovit Type

D. Sevan Type

Figure 4.5
Revised Typology of
Early Iron Age Fortifications
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Early Iron Age fortress sites into four groups: Shamiram, Pemzashen,
Tsakhkaovit, and Sevan. The names of the first three groups derive from
type-sites which best exemplify the features of the group; the name of the
fourth group derives from the region where the style of construction has been
best documented (Mikayelyan 1968).
Table 4.5
Revised Typology of Early Iron Age Fortress Architecture
Designation

Key Sites

Shamiram

Shamiram,
Garni n

Pemzashen

Pemzashen,
Aragatsotn,
Tsitsemakaberd

Tsakhkaovit

Horom South,
Tsakhkaovit, Keti,
Masmalar,
Gamaovit South

Sevan

Pokr Berd,
Tufashen,
Sevaberd,
Kyurdi Kol,
Aloyi Kol

Description
Location: End of promontory
Construction: Medium-sized
unworked stones
Layout: Walls cross promontory
Location: Steep outcrops and
promontories
Construction: Medium-sized stones
Layout: Single circuit of fortifications
Location: Steep outcrop
Construction: Cyclopean masonry
Layout: Multiple circuits of
fortification walls
Location: Steep outcrop
Construction: Cyclopean masonry with
buttressed walls, right angled comers
Layout: Single and multiple circuits of
fortification walls

The most proniinent aspect of Shamiram-type fortresses, such as Garni II,
and Shamiram itself (fig. 4.5a), is their location at the end of promontories,
surrounded on all sides but one by steep drops into river gorges. Fortification
construction is limited to a wall (or series of walls) which defends the single
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route of access. The masoiuy at these sites is generally restricted to noncyclopean, unworked stones set without defined courses. Construction
requires little engineering and reflects only moderate investment in design
and organization. It is the overall fortress layout of the Shamiram-type
fortresses which distinguish them from the Pemzashen-type.
Fortresses of the Pemzashen type are located on both promontories and
atop isolated rock outcrops. Sites such as Aragatsotn, Pemzashen and
Tsitsemakaberd are defended by a single fortification wall set in a circuit at the
top of the outcrop (fig. 4.5b). Often, as in the case of Aragatsotn, a small
second circuit encloses an upper citadel. The masonry of Pemzashen-type
fortifications is more substantial but cannot be described as truly cyclopean.
Often, steep rock cliffs are incorporated into the fortification design.
Tsakhkaovit-type fortresses, such as Horom South, Tsakhkaovit, and Keti,
were true cyclopean^ ^ constructions which included several circuits of
fortification walls descending the slope of the citadel (fig. 4.5c). Tsakhkaovittype fortresses are the most numerous form dated to the Early Iron Age. The
distinctive spider-web-like layout is perhaps the most emblematic
architectural signature of the era.
Lastly, the Sevan type includes fortifications which use buttresses to add

12 Cyclopean masonry uses large, irregular stone blocks which have been only
roughly shaped (Leidk 1988).
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additional support to the engineering of the fortification walls and to divide
the face of the wall, providing additional lines of sight for defenders against
potential attackers (fig. 4.5d). The design can be said to be more "carpentered"
in the sense that regular angles bespeak a significant investment in planning
the outline of the site. In most cases, the line of walls no longer follows the
contours of the terrain, indicating that design became more separated from
specific locales. The terrain of Sevan-type fortresses was considerably less
dramatic than the high outcrops and steep sided promontories of the
previous three types, suggesting a decrease in reliance upon topography for
defence; however, the design of Sevan-type fortresses gave them considerably
more architectural strength.
The remains of twenty-seven well-dated Early Iron Age fortresses have
been recorded in the highlands overlooking the Ararat and Shirak plains, and
eighteen of these have been thoroughly mapped (four by the Ancient
Landscapes Project in 1995). Appendix B presents descriptions of all
seventeen sites. The Armenian Commission for the Preservation of
Historical Monuments has tentatively dated the remains of thirty-four
fortresses surrounding the Shirak plain and over 31 surrounding the Ararat
plain to the Early Iron Age; however, most of these sites have not been
rigorously examined and many may date to later periods (Kafadarian pers.
comm.).
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4.1.3 Other Landscape Elements
4.1.3.1 Unfortified settlements:
Few non-fortress settlements are known from the Early Iron Age and
none has been well mapped (fig. 4.6). Level 11 at Mokhrablur, a site located on
the Ararat plain, has been dated to the late second/early first millenniimi B.C
The settlement consisted of pis6 (tempered clay or mud) houses containing
the remnants of what Areshian (1978) describes as an agricultural village
lacking pronounced evidence of internal status differentiation. A second,
possibly unfortified. Early Iron Age settlement in the region was the preUrartian settlement at Karmir-Blur, found imdemeath the remains of the
great Urartian dty, Teishebaini. Martirosian (1961, 1964) reported on the
excavation of a handful of domestic structures with at least two occupation
levels. The remains of unfortified settlements have also been excavated at
Artashat^^and in a deep sounding at Dvin (Kushnareva 1977). The former
remains unpublished while the Dvin materials are extremely limited.
The lack of imfortified settlements is a regrettable gap in the current
archaeological record of the Early Iron Age. The reason for this gap is not
readily apparent. Ntmierous, less substantial. Early Bronze Age sites have
been located, suggesting that natural formation processes are not to blame for
the lacuna in settlement types currently represented for the Early Iron Age.
13 Tonikian pers. com. 1995.
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One culprit may be the tendency of Urartian and many later builders to scrape
off the surface before building. As at Horom North, this scraping seems to
have destroyed an Early Iron Age settlement near the surface but left
untouched the more deeply biuied Early Bronze Age deposits.

4.1.3.2 Mortuary Architecture:
Mortuary architecture was a pronounced element of the pre-Urartian
landscape (fig. 4.7). With the resettling of southern Transcaucasia in the Late
Bronze Age, large cemeteries, sometimes containing over one himdred
separate graves, appeared in the Shirak and Ararat plains, often in direct
association with contemporary settlements, such as at Metsamor (Khanzadian
1995, 1996), Shamiram, and Horom (Badaljan et al. 1993). Kromlechs are the
most prevalent grave architecture in Late Bronze/Early Iron Age cemeteries,
replacing ihekurgans of the Middle Bronze Age.^^ Akromlechis a shallow
burial chamber, often lined with stone or clay, surrounded by a low circle of
stones. The fcrom/ecfi cemeteries reinforce the impression of a conmiitment
to specific locales during the Early Iron Age and the centrality of fortresses
with which they were associated in contemporary social life.

i4fCurgans, large burial chambers covered with mounds of stones and earth,
continued to be built in some places in southern Transcaucasia during the
Late Bronze Age, including those at Borsunlu, along the northern bank of the
Kura river east of Kirovabad.
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4.1.3.3 Irrigation Works:
Extensive irrigation works were recorded along the southern slope of Mt.
Aragats (fig. 4.8a) and the western slopes of the Gegham range (fig. 4.8b) by a
series of archaeological surveys conducted in the 1920s and 1930s.^^ These
constructions included collecting lakes, reservoirs, dams, and channels along
with a large number of marking stones speculatively referred to as vishaps}^
"fish-like representations of the god of water" (Kalantar 1994: 30). Channels
were fed by snow-melt and were not connected with the river systems which
descend Mt. Aragats and the Gegham range. Kalantar (1994) dated these
constructions to the pre-Urartian fortress-states, noting that the courses of the
waterways are closely associated with the remains of pre-Urartian cyclopean
fortresses. While many pieces of the irrigation system remain, such as the
Black Lake near the summit of Mt. Aragats, little has been done to provide
further documentation of the extent, capacity, and organization of preUrartian irrigation systems in the Ararat plain. Such an investigation might
give us considerable information regarding the social and political
organization of agricultural production and, perhaps, land tenure.
15 Surveys on Mt. Aragats were conducted in 1924-26, 1931, 1934 and 1935;
Gegham surveys were conducted in 1929 and 1933. The first surveys were led
by N. Marr and later continued by A. Kalantar. The most thorough
documentation of the results can be found in Kalantar (1994) and Marr and
Smimov (1931).
16 Kalantar (1995: 22) describes u is/zaps as "stone monuments, similar to
menhirs, but with a smoothed surface...."
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4.1.4 Form and Political Authority
In a review of the southern Transcaucasian archaeological sequence. Kohl
concluded that:
The settlement, together with the cemetery, data at sites such as Metsamor
on the Ararat plain west of Yerevan, leave no doubt that there existed a
Late Bronze/Early Iron state formation in Transcaucasia preceding that of
the later Urartians (Kohl 1993: 128).
While the basic formal elements of the Early Iron Age landscape certainly
evince the traditional dimensions attributed to ancient states since Childe
(1950), formal description alone is not sufficient to suggest how these states
secured political authority. Still unexamined are the specific ways in which
the authorities assembled built forms into coherent landscapes enabling them
to exert power. As outlined in chapter 2, a practice-centered approach to
political authority looks to specific interrelations between the formal
elements of the landscape for clues about the practical architectonics created
out of political strategies. Political power regulates the physical experience of
spaces through the production of specific geographic relations between formal
elements of the created environment. Polities do not simply occupy a string
of adjacent spaces, but instead define coherent landscapes. Although our
view of the period is incomplete, it is possible to reconstruct aspects of the
Early Iron Age landscape of power.
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4.2 Landscape of Power
Defining regimes of power behind ancient landscapes is not simply a
problem of form, but a problem of architectonics, of how formal elements
were linked together. Thus in considering the production of landscapes of
power in pre-Urartian southern Transcaucasia, we must model the practices
which linked formal elements of the landscape. The use of power by
authorities to control practices can be addressed in reference to nimierous
geographic relationships. First, the relations of dominance and subordination
between authorities occupying distinct settlements across a region define the
scale of political control and thus the overall political organization of the
landscape. The outlines of polities, the flow of elite trade, and the dynamics
of regional militarism are spatial practices which follow from this regional
geography. Second, the links between political centers and the countryside
provide a broad outline of the powers of the polity itself. The specific
demands of state authorities upon subjects are manifest in the geographic
relations between political center and countryside. Lastly, political centers
represent the most montunental expressions of political power. The
organization of the political center provides a glimpse into the internal
workings of the state.
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4.2.1 Polities
Thanks to the numerous archaeological surveys which have been
conducted over the last half-century in southern Transcaucasia and
throughout the highlands, we can create relatively complete maps of the
regional distribution of Early Iron Age fortified settlements, particularly in
the Ararat and Shirak plain regions (fig. 4.9).^^ Despite the completeness of
survey coverage, there have not been any systematic attempts to interpret the
distribution of Early Iron Age fortress sites in southern Transcaucasia in
relation to political organization.
It should be noted that by looking only at the distribution of the
fortresses—not smaller sites, cemeteries, etc.—we are most likely looking at
only one aspect of a larger settlement system—that most intimately linked to
political authorities. Furthermore, due to the lack of tight chronological
control, settlement maps of the period represent a palimpsest of five centuries
of state formation and collapse.
Defining the political geography of a region is not a geometric problem of
17 Surveys in the highlands region include: Bumey (1957) in eastern Anatolia,
Kleiss (1976, with Kroll 1977, and others) in northwest Iran, Areshianeta/,
(1977) along the southern slope of Mount Aragats, and Esaian (1976) in
northeastern Armenia. Toramanian (1942) provided some of the earliest
dociunentation of many sites. Surveys in northwestern Armenia during the
1930s (Adzhan, GyuzaUan, and Piotrovskii 1932) and along the southern
shore of Lake Sevan (Piotrovskii and Gyuzalian 1933) recorded many Early
Iron Age and Urartian sites. See also the expansive, three-volume
compendiimi of eastem Anatolian architecture by Sinclair (1987),
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shape, as studies which have misappropriated empiricist models^® suggest,
but an architectonic problem of movement. Fimdamental to this regional
architectonics are the location of settlements and the ways in which they were
interconnected.
Location, in topographic terms, is a strikingly homogeneous trait of Early
Iron Age fortresses of the Ararat and Shirak plains,^ ^ As figure 4.9 (and table
4.6) dramatically illustrates, all but one pre-Urartian fortress (Metsamor) were
located on the mountain slopes surrounding the plains above the 1000m
contour. Using a univariate version of the location quotient (LQ) developed
by geographers (Barber 1988; see section 2.3 above), we can quantify the
regional bias of fortresses. Defining the highlands^® as area A and the plains
as area B produces a LQ value of 5.0, indicating a very strong locational bias
towards the surrounding highlands over the plains.^^ The mean elevation
above sea level of Early Iron Age fortresses of the Shirak plain region is
1938.7m and 1455.3m for the
18 For example, see the studies in Renfrew and Cherry (1986).
19 Complete locational data for Ararat and Shirak plain sites of the Late
Bronze and Early Iron Ages can be found in Appendix A.
20 Defined as 200m above the level of the centr^ plain. For the Ararat plain,
area A includes all sites above 1000m, while for the Shirak plain, area A is
restricted to elevations above 1700m.
21 To reiterate, LQ is calculated as the ratio of total sites in area A divided by
the total number of sites in area B: XA/I^B. If LQ approximates 1.0, it suggests
there is no locational bias. LQs significantly greater than 1.0 indicate a strong
bias towards locating sites in area A. An LQ approaching 0.0 would suggest a
bias towards area B (see section 2.3).
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Table 4.6
Elevations of Early Iron Age Fortresses
Site

Elevation Above Sea Level

Aigabats

1586m

Aragatsotn

2100m

Elar (Darani)

1378m

Gamaovit South

2285m

Gyamrez

1640m

Horom South

1734m

Keti

1944m

Metsamor

870m

Pemzashen

2000m

Sagmosavan

1753m

Samakhpyur East

2000m

Samakhpyur Mets Berd

2000m

Samakhpyur Pokr Berd

2000m

Samakhpyur West

2000m

Shamiram

1140m

Tsakazar

1976m

Tsakhkaovit

2189m

Tsitsemakaberd

1061m

Tufashen

1843m

Variberd

2080m
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Ararat plain fortresses.^^ This locational bias has generally been interpreted
as a product of the militarism of the era, suggesting that the slopes of Aragats,
the Shirak, and the Gegham range provided security from raiding and
conquest. This view is supported by an historical overview of changing
settlement in the region. Extensive settlement on the Ararat and Shirak
plains foUowing the Early Bronze Age and prior to the Medieval period is in
evidence only at times of considerable political stability such as that provided
by the Paces Persica (546-331 B.C.) and Armenia (190-69 B.C.).
Comparison of the sizes of Early Iron age fortresses, although
methodologically problematic,^^ does provide a useful index of the potential
for regional political integration. Figure 4.10 displays a dotplot of Early Iron
Age site sizes from Ararat and Shirak sites. As is immediately apparent, from
the continuxmi of site areas, no clear hierarchy emerges from this sample of
fortresses. While there is imdoubtedly a lower tier of small unfortified sites,
such as Mokhrablur, which remains imdoctmiented, the potential for
politiccd integration in the region was low. In the absence of regional

22 The elevation of the Ararat plain itself, at 900m, is considerably lower than
that of the Shirak plain at 1500m. It is of interest that the average elevation of
the fortresses above the surrounding plain is roughly equal in both cases,
between 400m and 500m.
23 One constant problem with the site-size approach lies in defining what
constitutes a site. For purposes of comparability, 1 have used the area
enclosed by fortifications (either built or natural) to designate a site (see
section 2.3).
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integration, each fortress was likely the center of an autonomous or semiautonomous polity. Urartian inscriptions seem to support this
reconstruction, regularly pairing descriptions of southern Transcaucasian
polities with the name of a single dty, or fortress:^^
land of Ulua...city of Dara (Melikishvili 1960: #131)
land of Qulia—dty of Duruba (Melikishvili 1960: #132)
land of Eriahe...city of Erdaniu (Melikishvili 1960: #133)
The few political confederations reported in southern Transcaucasia by
Urartian texts seem to have been extremely weak and ephemeral (unlike the
powerful confederacies of Diauehe and Nairi in eastern Anatolia).^^ Thus the
pre-Urartian landscape appears to have been divided amongst numerous
local polities centered in cyclopean fortresses.
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Dotplot of Early Iron Age Site Sizes
The irrigation systems dociunented by Kalantar also provide intriguing
clues as to the nature of interactions between Early Iron Age polities. The
Gegham and Aragats irrigation systems recorded by Kalantar were composed
of a nimiber of independent networks of canals and reservoirs (fig. 4.8). On
24 All transliterations of Urartian toponyms have been taken from Diakonoff
and Kashkai (1981).
25 See Arutyunian 1985.
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the west slope of the Gegham range, Kalantar's records suggest that seven
separate irrigation systems delivered water to the eastern Ararat plain while
four or five independent systems descended the southern slope of Mt.
Aragats. No canals were documented which cut across the Gegham system
and only the eastern Mt. Aragats system has any evidence of cross-channel
integration. These data suggest not only that irrigation itself was overseen by
independent polities, but that agricultural production on the Ararat plain was
also divided between rival states.^^
As the evidence from cemeteries and the fortresses themselves suggest,
much of the interaction across the Highland Late Bronze / Early Iron Age
landscape was hostile. While substantial evidence for long-distance trade has
been recovered in cemeteries and settlements, the overwhelming evidence
describing regional exchange indicates that violence may have been the most
prevalent coin.
As one consequence of their location, pre-Urartian fortresses were
crowded into a relatively small area. Even allowing for our inability to clearly
distinguish contemporaneity of settlement, the occupations at many of these
sites certainly overlapped, creating a unique geography of regional
interactions. Specific routes of interaction between these polities are difficult
26 For a discussion of the importance of the spatial organization of irrigation
across a regional landscape, see the landmark studies in southern
Mesopotamia by Adams U965) and Adams and Nissen (1972).
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to discover; to date, no road networks have been documented in the Ararat or
Shirak plains.^^ While routes into the Ararat and Shirak plains were
described in chapter three, internal pathways between Early Iron Age
fortresses have not been documented. However, given the particular
topography of the Ararat and Shirak plains and Early Iron Age settlement,
inter-relations between political centers would have taken place almost
exclusively in the highlands.
The most important of the trade items exchanged across the southern
Transcaucasian landscape were undoubtedly metal products—copper, arsenic,
and tin for bronze production, and iron. The sources of these materials are
not weU-known, restricting our ability to map this trade.^® It is of considerable
relevance for the Ararat and Shirak plains, however, that Metsamor, a site
located on the Ararat plain proper, was a metal production center as early as

27 Advances in satellite imagery, such as that provided by the Shuttle Imaging
Radcu- (SIR-Q project may raise the potential for detecting ancient roads in the
near future. At present however, the resolution of the best generally
available satellite images remains over 10m/ pixel, considerably wider than
we would expect trade roads to have been.
28 The volimtie of metal goods produced in the Caucasus during the late
second and early first millennium B.C is staggering. The bronzes from a
handful of sites excavated in northern Ossetia (collectively referred to as the
"Koban culture") number over 40,000 objects (Domanskii 1984; Tekhov 1977).
Broadening the sample to include the Caucasus and Transcaucasia in general,
the amount of metal production is astounding. Such a volume suggests
regular access to sources of tin, but there is considerable debate as to whether
sources were local and exhausted in antiquity, or foreign (Chemykh 1992;
Kohl 1993).
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the Middle Bronze Age and operated into the first millennium B.C. Twentyfour smelting furnaces have been excavated at the site and the remains of
metal slag and "foimdry wastes" from across the site suggest that a large
portion of the settlement was dedicated to metal production (Khanzadianef
al. 1973). Production on this scale must have been designed to create

siirpluses for exchange with other settlements both locally and beyond.
Metsamor is the only known case of what we might call a regional economic
center in Early Iron Age southern Transcaucasia.
Due to the imeven nature of the published materials, Metsamor is an
extremely difficult site to assess.^^ No plan of the Early Iron Age settlement
has been published. Excavations have yielded snapshots of functionally
distinct areas of the site—industrial/metallurgical area, temple area—^but
have not allowed the development of a coherent understanding of how these
aspects were integrated politically. Similarly, it is equally difficult to assess
Metsamor's regional political role. While its distinctive location on the plain
marks it as unusual, it is difficult to relate it to other sites. While metal
production was likely responsible for the economic distinction and social
stratification visible in the rich graves foimd in the associated cemetery, it is
29 Khanzadian, the principal excavator of Metsamor, has recentiy published a
volume on the Middle and Late Bronze Age graves at the site (1995), and a
volimie on the Early Iron Age cemetery is forthcoming. Publication of
discoveries on the settlement remains limited to the original Metsamor
volimie (Khanzadian et al 1973).
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difficult to extrapolate this evidence of internal hierarchy into a model of
Metsamor's external relations. While it is clearly an exceptional site, there is
little to suggest that Metsamor exerdsed political power beyond its immediate
area.
The evocative descriptions of the conquest of rival lands and dties
contained in Urartian inscriptions have prompted niunerous attempts to
assodate andent names with modem places through investigations of
Urartian toponyms.^® Urartian inscriptions, particularly those dating to the
reign of Argishti I, do provide a great deal of basic information on the names
and nature of the poUties they encountered in their invasions (fig. 4.11).^^
Display inscriptions^^ of Argishti I in the Shirak plain report the
destruction of two lands along with their assodated towns. An inscription
from northern Shirak (Mannashen) boasts of the defeat of the country of
Eriahe and its town, Erdaniu?^ ]nst to the northeast, the apparently
unconquered country of Ishqigulu may have been located in the upper
Pambakh valley (Arutyimian 1985). A second inscription of Argishti I in

30 The most detailed of these toponym studies is Arutyimian (1985) but see
also Diakonoff cmd Kashkai (1981).
31 While this information is interesting and in some cases instructive, it is
important to keep in mind that Urartian place names may have had no
relation to indigenous names—Urartu itself was an Assyrian name.
32 Inscriptions carved into rock faces or stelae intended for public display.
33 'To the great god Khaldi Argishti says: I destroyed the coimtry of Eriahe,
destroyed the dty Irdaniv up to the coimtry of Ishqigulu" (Melikishvili 1960:
#133).
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southern Shirak, along the western slope of Mt. Aragats in the modem
village of Spandarian, refers to the coxmtry of Qulia and the defeat of its
fortified town, Duruba.^^
Inscriptions also report specific "countries" and their cities in the
highlands around the Ararat plain and east to the shore of Lake Sevan. An
inscription from the site of Elar records the defeat of Ulua and the dty of Dara
(identified as the pre-Urartian settlement at Elar) as part of an Urartian
campaign against Etiune. Etiune appears to have been a loose confederacy of
polities extending across the northern Ararat plain and west to Lake Sevan
(Diakonoff 1984). Another country within the Ararat plain region was Aza, a
country which apparently stretched from the Ararat plain near Armavir
northeast into the surrounding highlands along the Razdan river,^^ Just
across the Araxes, Inscriptions of both Menua and Argishti I refer to
campaigns against Erikuakhi, located on the northern slopes of Mt. Ararat
(Diakonoff and Kashkai 1981). A final toponym of relevance to a discussion
of the Ararat plain region is a reference to the country of Giarniane in an
inscription from the Hellenistic period site of Garni (Melikishvili 1971: #386).
Perhaps as a result of the dominance of Assyrian epigraphy in studies of

34 "Argishti says: I destroyed the city of Duruba of the land of Qulia"
(Melikishvili 1960: #132).
35 Inscriptions mentioning Aza have been recovered from both ArgishtihinUi
(Melikishvili 1960: #142) and Teishebaini (Melikishvili 1971: #448).
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the late second and early first millennium B.C, the term "tribe" has often
been used to describe pre-Urartian social organization in the highlands.
However, as Diakonoff (1984: 44) has pointed out, Hittite, Assyrian, and later
Urartian sources only rarely mention "tribes"—geographically dispersed
groups united by ethnicity. Instead, these sources describe "countries"^^ and
their major "towns" (which, given the archaeological data, should probably be
interpreted as "fortified towns"

Urartian texts (and Hittite and Assyrian

texts as well) suggest that each "country" constituted an autonomous polity
which could, and often did, act in confederation with surroimding countries
(usually to resist Urartian expansion).
It should be clear from this survey of the regional geography that the
landscape of these countries was somewhat peculiar. Political centers were
not in the geographic centers of their territories and the Unks between
elements of each polity followed an essentially vertical course, from plain to
moimtain, rather than a horizontal one. These dimensions of architectonics
internal to the polity define the relations between fortress and countryside.

36 Hitt. utne, Urart. ebane, Assyr. matu or nagu (Diakonoff 1984: fn. 12)
37 The singular is denoted by the logogram, URU. See Zimansky (1985: 65) on
the connotations of the term.
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4.2.2 Fortress and Countryside
In the discussion of the interconnections between spatial and political
theory in chapter 2, it was argued that the socio-political significance of
locational geometry is secondary to regional architectonics—the movement
of peoples and goods—which formal relations define. In other words, polities
are less defined by the shape of their borders than by the direction of the flow
of people and goods, taxes and tribute, within them. In the ancient Near East,
there are relatively few cases of polities staking out the physical boundaries of
their control.^® Millard (1987) has suggested that the extensive lists of
toponyms compiled in the texts of ancient Near Eastern states from the midthird millennimn B.C. until the Roman era were the equivalents of lexical
outlines of polity borders. The primary concern of these lists was to record
debts and obligations to the political center, the same purpose which was later
graphically rendered by cartographers in the form of maps.^^ A landscape of
power can thus be described in terms of the flow of people and goods which it
structures.
The limited distribution of political centers of the early fortress-states
38 The surveys of Roman engineers were the earliest well documented
attempts to fix and graphically represent (through maps) political boimdaries
(Dilke 1987).
39 Wood (1992) persuasively argues that maps link land with a host of
political obligations from taxes and military service to postal delivery and that
from this ability to reify socio-political relations, maps gain considerable
power to accomplish socio-political goals.
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defined a distinctive relationship between fortress and countryside.
Movement must have proceeded along an essentially vertical axis from the
moimtain slopes to the plains below. Given the complex irrigation systems
designed to bring water off the mountain slopes, it is apparent that the
primary area of agricultural production in Early Iron Age polities was down
on the plain.^® We can infer that agricultural products and peoples engaged
in agricultural production must have moved along an axis up the flanks of
the mountains to the fortresses. Given that the distance between the
fortresses and the leading edge of the Ararat plain was in most cases 10-15km
across steep terrain, agriculturalists were probably not conunuting from
fortresses to fields but rather occupied small settlements on the plain itself.
Several Early Iron Age settlements in the Shirak region, such as Aigabats and
Horom South, were built much closer to the edge of the plain. Pastoral
production,'^^ in contrast, was likely confined to the less desirable agricultural
land along the moimtain slopes.^^ However, it is difficult to document
40 The Shirak and Ararat plains continue to be two of the richest agricultural
districts in southern Transcaucasia. The Shirak plain, "Armenia's
breadbasket", primarily produces wheat and barley, while the limited
subtropical conditions of parts of the Ararat plain allow for the cultivation of
a more diverse array of products including figs, pomegranates, cotton,
apricots, and olives with the help of irrigation (Curtis and Simy 1995: 45).
41 Faunal evidence from Horom south suggests that cattle were the primary
livestock with smaller herds of sheep and goat (Kohl pers. comm.).
42 Modem pastoralists in the region are among the few who regularly
traverse the mountain slopes, although sheep and goats often are allowed to
forage on marginal lands near the base of the mountains and in villages.
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archaeologically the spatial distribution of pastoral production.
Two immediate conclusions follow from this reconstruction of spatial
practices. First, the primary axis of movement in early fortress-states was
vertical. The needs of the political center—such as defense—defined the
primary axes of movement, not an abstract geometry. Second, it seems likely
that this dimension of daily practice was not simply geographic but was
actually a meaningful dimension of political life. It is rare to encounter a case
of such well-defined geographical separation of the parts of a political
system—e.g., political center and countryside—^which follows a singular
dimension of topography. In other words, politiod stratification appears to
have echoed topography with political elites at the higher elevations and
subjects on the plain. The mountains, we can argue, were thus the domain of
state authority and the source of its commands. Furthermore, while fortress
sites were inaccessible to rival polities, they were also inaccessible to their
subjects.
Having considered the inter-polity and intra-polity spatial practices and
the landscape which organized these practices, let us now turn to the
fortresses themselves for a consideration of spaticd practices within the Early
Iron Age political centers.

158

4.2.3 Fortresses
The built environment of the fortresses was the most dramatic and
indelible expression of the ability of rulers to command the labor and
resources of subjects and to evoke their domination over the landscape. The
most immediate dimension of these fortresses is their inaccessibility, created
by a combination of topography and cyclopean masonry walls. The overall
median surface grade of Early Iron Age sites was 30.8%, ranging from 42.5% at
Keti to 19.8% at Tufashen (table 4.7).^^
Fortresses of the Shamiram type are architectonically the least complex of
the Early Iron Age political centers. Their architecture parallels that at the
Early Bronze Age site of Haridj. Two fortresses of this type are known from
the Shirak and Ararat plains: Garni n and Shamiram. The remains of Garni
n (not mapped) are located on an inaccessible promontory across from the
better known Hellenistic period site of Garni, in the Gegham foothills along
the eastern edge of the Ararat plain. Vertical diffs drop from the flat plateau
into the steep gorge of the Milli and Garni rivers. Entrance to the site from
the northeast was blocked by a single stone wall. Shamiram (fig. 4.12) was
constructed along very similar lines, although the exact outline of the Early
Iron Age settlement has been obscured by later constructions. Located on the
43 This standardized computation is based upon surface grade calculations for
eight profile lines radiating from the walls of a fortress along the cardinal
directions.

Shamiram uplift along the northwest edge of the Ararat plain, Shamiram
was built on a promontory protected on three sides by steep cliffs (although
the distance to the canyon below is less than that at Gami). Several successive
lines of regularly spaced defensive walls controlled access to the site from the
east.
Table 4.7
Median Surface Grade of Early Iron Age Fortresses
Site

Median Surface Grade

Aigabats

30.6%

Aragatsotn

23.7%

Elar G^arani)

332Yo

Gamaovit South

33.4%

Gyamrez

233%

Horom South

265%

Keti

42.5%

Pemzashen

41.1%

Samakhpyur East

40.1%

Samakhpyur Mets Berd

20.0%

Samakhpyur Pokr Berd

30.8%

Samakhpyur West

30.6%

Shamiram

25.0%

Tsakhkaovit

36.9%

Tsitsemakaberd

41.1%

Tuf ashen

19.8%

Variberd

35.2%

Overall Median Grade

30.80%

Figure 4.12
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The overall architectonics of Shamiram-type fortresses are relatively
straightforward. Topography was used to create a single axis into the site,
which was easily regulated by a simple stone wall. Shamiram itself expanded
upon this basic pattern, creating several distinct components to the site, each
separated by a stone fortification wall. While Shamiram itself has been
extensively excavated (although it remains largely unpublished), it appears
that only the lower foundations of the fortification walls could be securely
dated to the Early Iron Age, the rest of the settlement having been destroyed
by later rebuilding.^^ Unfortimately, no fortresses of the Shamiram-type have
been extensively excavated to date, so we have little idea of the internal
organization of the sites.
The remains of fortresses of the Pemzashen-type have been foimd at five
sites in the Ararat and Shirak plains: Aigabats, Pemzashen, Tufashen,
Aragatsotn, and Tsitsemakaberd. Test excavations at the site of Aigabats in
1995 indicate that the fortifications, originally built during the Early Iron Age,
were rebuilt in the late second/early first millenniimi A.D. Aigabats is
located on a western spur of Mt. Aragats, directly overlooking the Shirak
plain (fig. 4.13; plate 4.1). Like Shamiram-type fortresses, Aigabats was built
upon a promontory, affording access from the southwest. However, unlike
Shamiram-type fortresses, the walls at Aigabats circumscribed the entire
44 p. Avetisian pers. comm. 1995.
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promontory. Although rebuilt in the late Middle Ages, initial excavations in
1995 suggest that this rebuilding merely added new courses of stone without
altering the layout of the site. Two gateways, to the southwest and west,
provided access to the fortress, suggesting two axes through the site.
Pemzashen, the type-site for this group, was also constructed on a steep
sided promontory (fig. 4.14; plate 42). Located on the northern edge of the
Talin highlands which separate the Ararat and Shirak plain, the Early Iron
Age walls at Pemzashen circumscribed the promontory with a single line of
fortifications. Although partially destroyed by later occupations, the visible
walls at Pemzashen are very similar in layout to those at Aigabats. While
evidence of ancient gateways is spotty, one entrance to the site may have been
at the very tip of the promontory (northwestern end). On another ridge to
the northeast of the fortress are the remains of a large cemetery otkromlechs
associated with the site.
Tufashen (fig. 4.15; plate 4.3) is one of the more unusual of the known
Early Iron Age fortresses. Located on a low tuff outcrop which is slowly being
devoured by a stone-quarry on the southern edge of the Shirak plain, the
topography of the remaining site is uncharacteristically low in relief. The
eastern approach to the site has a grade of only 4%. The fortifications of the
site are equally peculiar. While the northern wall segments are "typical" of
Early Iron Age constructions in their masonry and plan, including the use of
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in situ natural boulders as defensive works (on the southwestern side) the
linear, well-carpentered eastern wall is unusual. Test excavations at the site
in 1995 revealed only occupations dating to the Early Iron Age based upon the
recovered ceramic materials (fig. 4.16). While the gateways into the site have
not been established, it seems likely that there was an opening in the eastern
wall. The easy accessibility of this site in comparison with the other Early
Iron Age sites of the region raises numerous questions regarding the position
of Tufashen in the regional landscape. Similarities in location and
topography with Metsamor suggest Tufashen might have been similarly
unique in the context of the Shirak plain, while the irregular style of
fortification construction suggests that the site was constructed over an
extended period of time and by different builders.
Aragatsotn and Tsitsemakaberd comprise a imique subset of the
Pemzashen-type fortresses intermediate in form between them and the truly
cyclopean fortresses of the Tsakhkaovit-type. Aragatsotn (fig. 4.17) lies at an
elevation of over 2100m along the southern slope of Mt. Aragats, overlooking
the Ararat plain. The fortress was constructed atop a steep rock outcrop.
Surmounting the main citadel is a small upper citadel. Both the main and
upper citadels were surrounded by walls of cyclopean stone, creating
concentric lines of fortification walls. Tsitsemakaberd (Fig. 4.18; plate 4.4),
which overlooks the Razdan river gorge in central Yerevan, was built along
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similar lines. Within the line of primary fortifications, a secondary line of
wall defined a small upper citadel.
Both sites suggest an increased internal stratification in access to the
fortress. The walls defending the upper citadels at both Tsitsemakaberd and
Aragatsotn provided no additional security from external threats; with no
independent source of water, the upper citadels could not be held once the
main citadels had been conquered. Rather the upper citadels suggest an
increased stratification in access to areas of the site and perhaps a repetition of
the formal elements of the cyclopean fortress in reference to a single purpose
structure. Unfortunately, Tsitsemakaberd is now largely destroyed by modem
construction and Aragatsotn has not been systematically explored.
The most numerous Early Iron Age fortresses were those of the
Tsakhkaovit-type. The lines of radiating walls of cyclopean stone outlined
sequences of terraces creating complex architectonics. Tsakhkaovit (fig. 4.19;
plate 4.5), the type-site, is the largest of the Early Iron Age fortresses in the
Shirak and Ararat plans. Located just east of the Shirak plain on the northem
slope of Mt. Aragats, the fortress overlooks the route between the Shirak
plain and the Aparan plateau. Tsakhkaovit was composed of several
interconnected lines of fortification walls which descended the slopes of a
roughly circular rock outcrop. The primary line of fortifications
dromiscribed the main citadel while several successive lines of
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interconnected walls descended the slopes of the outcrop. This layout created
several successive terraces surrounding the citadel. Although it is difficult to
define circulation within this complex without extensive excavations, it is
clear that the gradations in spaces within the Early Iron Age fortresses,
outlined in a more basic form at Aragatsotn and Tsitsemakaberd, was fully
developed in the layout of Tsakhkaovit. Several segments of (yclopean walls
are also visible south of the main outcrop along with a considerable niunber
of secondary buildings (which may or may not be associated with the fortress).
A number of sites closely resemble in plan the fortress at Tsakhkaovit.
Two fortresses near the village of Samakhpyur and the fortress at Gyamrez
share the same pattern of radiating lines of fortress walls down the slopes of a
roughly circular rock outcrop. At Samakhpyur East (fig. 4.20), secondary walls
radiated down the slope, from a single cyclopean cross wall. Entrance to the
citadel seems to have been through a simple open gateway on the southeast
comer of the citadel. Samakhpyur West (fig. 4.21), 650m distant from
Samakhpyxir East on a bearing of 278°, was buUt on very similar lines with
radiating secondary walls anchored to two cross walls. On the northwestern
end of the citadel, the cyclopean walls give way to a steep outcrop of rocks. In
addition, an upper citadel surrounded by fortifications recalls Aragatsotn and
Tsitsemakaberd. Access to the site was through a block gate on the eastern
end of the citadel. Gyamrez (fig, 4.22), an Early Iron Age fortress in the
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Gegham foothills, sits atop a topographically less imposing outcrop, yet
closely resembles the Samakhpyiir fortresses in overall plan. Several lines of
secondary walls radiate from two lines of walls built perpendicular to the
terrain which extend from the primary walls surroimding the dtadel.^^
The fortresses at Horom South (fig. 4.23) and Gamaovit South (fig. 4.24)
also share many characteristics with Tsakhkaovit. Cyclopean walls descend
the slopes of rock outcrops at regular intervals, interconnected by crossing
walls. These two sites are distinguished simply by the elliptical shape of the
topography which stretched the fortifications along a roughly east-west axis.
The Early Iron Age fortresses at Keti (Sgnakhner)^^ and Variberd were
built in a style closely resembling Tsakhkaovit but with unique secondary
citadels. Set atop a high outcrop in the foothills of the Shirak range, the main
fortification wall at Keti circumscribed the perimeter of the citadel (fig. 4.25;
plate 4.6). Two open gateways (one flanked by small buttresses) afforded
access to the upper citadel. The remains of secondary fortification walls can be
seen in a number of places but have not preserved as well as at Tsakhkaovit.
A small second citadel to the southwest was enclosed by secondary
45 The Tsakhkaovit-type has also been documented in northeastern Armenia
at Masmalar (Esaian 1976).
46 Three settlements have been documented around the modem village of
Keti. Krakari Sar and Gomer both date to the first half of the third
millenniiun B.C. Only Sgnakhner dates to the Early Iron Age (Petrosian 1989:
11-13). Since only Sgnakhner is imder consideration in this work, I will refer
to it simply as Keti.
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fortification walls. Remains of a sizeable room block are clearly visible from
the surface. At Variberd,^^ located on a western spur of Aragats, just south of
Pemzashen, the fortified main citadel is complemented by a large fortified
terrace to the south (fig. 4.26). Both the citadel and terrace were surrounded
by descending lines of secondary fortifications.
Lastly, fortresses of the Sevan-type differ in significant respects from all of
those discussed above. Three fortresses of this type are known from the
Shirak and Ararat plain region, Mets Berd (fig. 4.27), Pokr Berd (fig. 4.28), and
Elar (fig. 4.29).^® Pokr Berd and Mets Berd were located on a southwestern
spur of Mt. Aragats while Elar was built atop a prominent outcrop in the
Kotaik uplands. The topography of the sites is only marginally related to the
layout of fortifications. The fortifications at neither site take particular
advantage of location or seem to have factored topography into site layout.
Unlike sites of the Pemzashen or Tsakhkaovit types, where walls balanced on
topographically specific lines, the Sevan-type fortresses only loosely follow
the topography, suggesting that decisions regarding site layout were made
without extensive consideration of specific places. The most distinctive
aspect of the Sevan-type fortresses is the buttresses which project at irregular

47 Variberd should not be confused with Veriberd. Both are located on the
southern outskirts of the village of Lemakert, but the standing fortifications
at Veriberd date to the late first millennium B.C., not the Early fron Age.
48 'Berd' is an Armenian word meaning "hill".
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intervals and oblique angles from the wall face. The exact function which
these buttresses served is not clear. While Kleiss (1994) has argued in
reference to Urartian fortifications that buttresses serve no structural or
strategic purpose, this may not be the case for Early Iron Age fortresses
(indeed, it is probably not the case for Urartian fortresses either, see below).
The cyclopean masonry of pre-Urartian fortresses (in contrast with Urartian
ashlar and semi-ashlar masonry) was considerably less stable since the stones
were not dressed or set into level courses. Furthermore, the walls at Mets
Berd and Pokr Berd were almost 6m thick in some places, substantially greater
than the l-3m tjqjical of most Early Iron Age architecture, suggesting an
association between wall dimensions and buttressing.
Excavations at a number of sites indicate that Early Iron Age fortresses
contained numerous distinct building complexes related to the functioning of
the state.^^ While it is imfortunate that no one fortress site has been
completely excavated, it is possible to assemble a composite picture of the
basic activities which took place within the stone walls of the Early Iron age
fortresses. The internal walls of the fortresses were built of imworked basalt
49 Early Iron Age fortresses in the Shirak and Ararat plains which have
hosted excavations include: Keti (Petrosian 1989); Horom (Badaljancfa/. 1992,
1993, 1994), Shamiram (unpublished), Metsamor (Khanzadianefa/. 1973;
Khanzadian 1995), and Elar-Darani (IQianzadian 1979). The Ancient
Landscape Project conducted test excavations at Tufashen, Veriberd and
Aigabats and construction activities exposed materials at Tsitsemakaberd
(Esaian 1969).
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while floors were made of either basalt paving stones or pis^.
Excavations at both Horom South (operations Ml-9) and Keti have
uncovered substantial evidence of possible "religious" activities on the
citadels. At Horom South (fig. 4.30) the rooms in the eastern half of the
operation M excavations may have comprised a small temple or shrine
complex; the raised platform on the southern end of the easternmost room
and the separate entryways from the two rooms immediately to the west
suggest the type of differential access to spaces within a single room foimd
only in sacred spaces and recall the bent-axis approach of second and third
millennium B.C. Mesopotamian temples (Timca 1984). In room 1 at Keti,
Petrosian (1989) discovered a stone idol in the center of a room with a stone
platform against the eastern wall.^° The shrines with elaborate altars
excavated at Metsamor (Khanzadianeta/. 1973) are perhaps the clearest
expression of the association between religious spaces and Early Iron Age
fortified citadels.
The discovery of an extensive collection of worked bone and antler in the
western room in operation M at Horom South suggests that fortress citadels
may have also hosted some production facilities, particularly those related to
finely made goods. A delicate antler chair/table leg, several points made of

50 Numerous stone "idols" have been found in Armenia at late second/early
first millenniimi sites (Petrosian 1989: 29)
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antler along with forty-five ankle and fifty-six metatarsal bones of cattle and
red deer, some perforated, suggest the western room of operation M hosted
considerable bone and antler working (Badaljanefa/. 1994: pi. IQe). The
discovery of an extensive metallurgical workshop within the citadel at
Metsamor suggest that production activities of many kinds took place within
Early Iron Age fortresses.
Excavations at Metsamor have opened large exposures indicating a range
of other activities which took place within its cyclopean walls. A plethora of
large storage vessels suggest an extensive, if as yet uiuneasured, storage
capacity. Interestingly, the storage facilities of Metsamor were not highly
concentrated, as they were at such Urartian sites as Argishtihinili West.
Early Iron Age fortresses stored goods collected from the polity, were
centers of production for finished products in various media, provided
protection from assault for peoples and goods, and were likely the residences
of political rulers. The location of these activities within the rather limited
space defined by the fortress walls suggests that political authorities exerted
strong control over them.
The architectonic relations between built forms discussed above do not
exhaust the Early Iron Age landscapes of power. As the corpus of
archaeological and architectural information grows, we will be able to refine
and expand the descriptions offered above. Nonetheless, from an analysis of

the organization of space, a clearer picture of the nature of political power
the region has emerged. To imderstand authority in these polities, it is
necessary to turn to the means by which legitimation was secured.
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4.3 Landscape and Legitimation
While the assertion of political power by Early Iron Age fortress states is
manifest in the landscape, the means by which these polities secured their
legitimation remains unclear. Given the very coarse chronological control
archaeologists have established over the period of early fortress-states, and the
limited extent of excavations, it is difficult to assess how authorities
legitimized the specific organization of practices and the significant demands
placed upon subjects described above. In taking an overall view of the period
and the materials which we do have, two aspects are particularly suggestive.
First, the excessive trappings of militarism associated with Early Iron Age
authorities, both in settlements and burials, indicate the prevalence of a statesponsored martial ideology. As early as the Middle Bronze Age, the
implements of war and the riches of authority seem to have been tightly
linked. Numerous high-status graves of the Early Iron Age include
armaments such as swords, mace-heads, axes, and chariots. The association of
a socio-political elite with mounted warfare is well-documented among the
Hurrians of Mitanni (north Syria) and has been speculated to have diffused
from there into southern Transcaucasia (Diakonoff 1984).^^ A martial
ideology would be a powerful tool in legitimating the landscape described

51 Hurrian texts identify the maryannu as a noble class of moimted warriors
(Wilhelm 1989).
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above and guaranteeing sodal reproduction; a breakdown in support for the
authorities in the ruling fortress would leave subjects open to predation 6x>m
neighboring polities.
The discovery of religious spaces within the walls of all three citadels in
the region which have been excavated is also suggestive as to how early
fortress-states secured their legitimacy. The close association of religious and
political spaces suggests that ruling authorities were concerned to integrate
their power with a larger Early Iron Age world-view. This is perhaps most
dramatically illustrated at Metsamor, where an extensive group of temple
buildings were found on the northwestern edge of the citadel (Khanzadianef
al. 1973). Unfortunately, it is difficult to go beyond this simple association of
state and religious spaces due to gaps in the archaeological record.
While we can say little about how early fortress-states secured their
legitimacy, the existing archaeological record does suggest the centrality of
links between the landscape, world-view, and political legitimacy in the
constitution of Early Iron Age society.
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4.4 Conclusions
Very little of the southern Transcaucasian landscape encountered by the
Urartians appears to have been a "wilderness", a land untouched by humans.
Rather, prior to the Urartian invasions, numerous polities ruled the Ararat
and Shirak plains from stone fortresses in the surrounding highlands.
Relations between fortress and countryside largely proceeded along a vertical
axis, linking highland to plain, while interpolity interactions were focused in
the rarefied atmosphere of the moimtain slopes. As political centers, early
fortress-states were centers of economic production and religion. The
legitimacy of these polities may have been linked to both a martial ideology
and the religious controls afforded by the association of political authorities
with religious spaces. The pre-Urartian fortress-states left indelible marks
upon the landscape and, concomitantly, a complex socio-political legacy
which the Urartians confronted in establishing their authority in the region.
In turning to the Urartian conquest and the changes in the landscape which
followed, we should keep in mind that this process of construction also razed
a landscape assembled over the prior five hundred years.
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CHAPTERS
THE MAKING OF THE URARTLAN LANDSCAPE:
THE EXPANSIONARY PERIOD, 786-714 B.C.

In his epic survey of the dty in history, Lewis Mumford (1961: 423) praised
the Tuscan town of Siena as a spontaneous, natural creation which grew
organically in response to the natural contours of the countryside; a built
environment whose form should be interpreted first and foremost as a
response to the dictates of the natural environment. Thirty years later, a reanalysis of the sources of Siena's urban form suggests that its landscape was in
fact "one of the most highly regimented designs of medieval urbanism"
(Kostoff 1991:10). In a similar manner, the dramatic topography and rigorous
climate of the highlands of eastern Anatolia and southern Transcaucasia
have obscured the role of Urartian state authorities in making the landscape.
As a result, landscape has often been ignored in deference to land in models
of Urartian political structure.
As outlined in chapter 1, two primary models currently describe the
political organization of the Urartian state. The first (Adontz 1946; Diakonoff
1952; Melildshvili 1951) suggests that Urartu was a highly centralized state led
by a king of singular authority who actively redistributed resources and labor
from the peripheries to regional and imperial centers. In contrast, Zimansky
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(1985) posits a much weaker central authority, suggesting that the Urartian
economy was highly decentralized and state political administration displaced
onto local rulers. Neither model addresses the central question of the
creation of political subjects. Instead, authority is seen as arising
unproblematically from the tip of a lance or a gesture of submission.
Furthermore, while both the historical and archaeological records point to a
watershed in Urartian political history following a period of internal unrest
around 714 B.C, neither model of Urartian political structure accommodates
possible changes in political strategies. Moreover, both models describe
Urartian political organization in monolithic terms, admitting no regional
variability. It is noteworthy that the centralized model was advanced
primarily by archaeologists and epigraphers in Armenia while the weak-state
model has been advanced by scholars whose primary experience is with
Urartian sites in Iran. This contrast may reflect regional variation in Urartian
strategies of governance or may arise from the tendency of Western
researchers to advance frameworks influenced by liberal political theory,^
while frameworks of their Soviet (^uaRussicm and Armenian) coimterparts
owe a greater intellectual debt to Miirxist theories of the state (Gellner 1988;
Trigger 1989: ch.6).
This chapter addresses the first era of the Urartian occupation of the Ararat
1 i.e., the tradition from Locke and Voltaire to Berlin and Rawls.

plain (c 786-714 B.C), attending to the reproduction of spatial practices
following the conquest of Early Iron Age polities. Far from being inert
reactions to a dominating topography, the Urartian landscape, Uke that of
medieval Siena, was a highly regimented creation, designed to facilitate
governance and to assert power.
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5.1 Historical Overview
The political history of the Urartian state can be easily subdivided into
three periods defined by the historical records and reflected in the landscapes
produced by state authorities: formative, expansionary, and reconstruction.
The formative period extended from the earliest hints of highland state
formation found in Assyrian texts (c. 1300 B.C.) to the earUest known
inscription of King Sarduri I (c 840 B.C.). It was during these centuries that
Urartu coalesced as a centralized political regime. The expansionary period (c.
840-714 B.C.) witnessed Urartu at its zenith, its borders stretched by successive
imperial campaigns to their furthest extent and leaving Urartian dominance
in the mountains north and northeast of Mesopotamia uncontested. This era
was brought to a close by an internal political crisis prompted by successive
defeats of Urartian forces by Assyrian and Cimmerian armies. The final
period of the Urartian state (c. 710 to collapse during the late seventh century
B.C.) witnessed a renaissance of Urartian political authority followed quickly
by decline, defeat, and collapse. The focus of this chapter is the expansionary
period during which Urartu first conquered and occupied the Ararat plain.
Chapter six focuses on the reconstruction of Urartian power in the seventh
century B.C., when Urartu embarked on a massive building program which
transformed once again the southern Transcaucasian landscape.
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5.1.1 An Overview of the Formative Period, c. 1300-840 B.C
The sodal, cultural, and economic forces behind the coalescence of the
kingdom of Urzuiu are a matter of extensive debate but rather limited
evidence. At this time we simply do not have enough archaeological
information from eastern Anatolia for the period 1300-900 B.C. to define the
course of proto-historic Urartian political development. While it seems
likely that the fortress-states in evidence in southern Transcaucasia were also
integral parts of the Early Iron Age landscape of eastern Anatolia, there is
insufficient comparative material to confirm or reject this hypothesis.
In the absence of archaeological investigations of late second / early first
millennium sites in eastern Anatolia, a skeletal outline of Urartian state
formation can only be inferred from the limited and heavily biased references
to the area in the extant Assyrian sources.^ Epigraphic investigations have
attempted to decipher clues to highland state formation contained in
Assyrian references to pre-Urartian polities, but have been frustrated

by the

vague and shifting geographical referents of Assyrian toponyms and by long
gaps between Assyrian expeditions to the region.
Assyrian military adventurism in the highlands began during the reign of
2 Hittite sources are generally too early and geographically too limited to be of
use in describing state formation in eastern Anatolia, but see Garstang and
Gumey's (1959) Hittite geography for a discussion of such mid-second
millennitun polities of the Upper Euphrates and Pontic regions as Azzi,
Hayasa, emd Isuwa.
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Shalmaneser I (1273-1244

who referred to campaigns in the lands of

"Uruatri",^ hypothesized to be an early variant of "Urartu" (Salvini 1967).
Following these victories, Shalmaneser proceeded to mop up the remains of
Mitanni, defeating king Shattuara H, annexing much of northern Syria, and
dispersing the Hurrian elite to moimtainous regions to the north.^
Shalmaneser's successor, Tukulti-Ninurta I (1243-1207 B.C.) referred to these
Hurrianized mountain regions as "Nairi" (Bamett 1982: 329). The kingship of
Nairi was later included as part of an Urartian royal titulary (see below) and
thus the kingship of Nairi has been assimied to be connected with the roots of
the Urartian state.
References to both Nairi and Uruatri occur sporadically in Assyrian
inscriptions through the mid-ninth century B.C (Table 5.1). In some
inscriptions (e.g., Grayson 1987:A.0.77.1), Nairi and Uruatri appear to be
general geographical designations while in others (e.g., Grayson 1987:
A.0.87.1), they appear to denote polities, or confederacies of polities united in
3 Accession dates for Assyrian kings before 1132 B.C. are those suggested by
Harper et d. (1995). Dates for kings following 1132 B.C., beginning with
Ashur-resh-ishi I, have been taken from Curtis and Reade (1995). Spellings of
Assyrian names have also been taken from these sources.
4 Also spelt '^ratri". According to Shalmaneser I, Uruatri was composed of
eight polities: Himme, Uatqun, Masgim (or Bargim), Salua, Halila, Luhu,
Nilipahri, and Zingim (Grayson 1987: A.0.77.1).
5 A vital part of the Hurrian state was the Maryannu, an elite class of horseriding warriors (Wilhelm 1989). The maryannu have often been pointed to
as key bearers of Hurrian culture following the collapse of Mitanni (Speiser
1953; Wilhelm 1989).
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their resistance to Assyrian hegemony. In the first known reference to the
state of Urartu, Shalmaneser HI claims to have attacked and destroyed the
royal fortress of "Aramu the Urartian", a much-touted victory recorded on
the Black Obelisk (Luckenbill 1989: 202) and Kurba'il Statue (Wilson 1962)
from Nimrud and depicted on the bronze gates from Balawat (King 1915).^
Table 5.17
Historical Chronology of the Formative Period
Assyrian King

Date B.C.

Campaign Against

Select References

Shalmaneser m
858-824 B.C.

858

Kakia king of Nairi

858,856,844

Aramu the Urartian

Luckenbill 1989:
232
Luckenbill 1989:
200-210

Ashumasirpal II
883-859 B.C.

Early 9th
century

Nairi
Urartu

Grayson 1987:
A.0.101.1,17,30

Adad-nirari n
911-891 B.C.

Late 10th
century

Uratri
Nairi

Grayson
1987:A.0.99.2

Ashur-bel-kala
1073-1056 B.C

C.1070

Uruatri

Grayson
1987:A.0.89.2

Tiglath-pileser I
1114-1076 B.C

C.1114

23 kings of Nairi
60 kings of Nairi

Grayson 1987:
A.0.87.1,3,4,15,16

Tukulti-ninurta I
1243-1207 B.C

late 13th
cent.

40 kings of Nairi lands

Grayson
1987:A.0.78.5

Shalmaneser I
1273-1244 B.C

C1273

8 lands of Uruatri

Grayson
1987:A.0.77.1

As table 5.1 suggests, Assyrian involvement in the highlands of eastern
Anatolia was infrequent and episodic prior to the ninth century B.C. By this

6 For complete accounts of references to Uruatri and Nairi in Assyrian
inscriptions see Melikishvili (1954), Salvini (1967), and Wartke (1993).
7 Campaign dates are those proposed by Bamett (1982) and Salvini (1995).
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time, Urartu had already emerged as a state of considerable local power.
Assyrian expeditions to the highlands are thus of questionable import to the
political development of the region. Indeed, rather than Urartu coalescing in
response to Assyrian incursions, as Zimansky (1985) has suggested, it seems
more likely that Assyrian campaigning in the highlands quickened during
the ninth century in response to the emergence of a threatening new rival on
its northern flank.

5.1.2 The Beginnings of Urartian Expansion
Marking the transition in Urartian political development from the
formative (cl300-850 B.C) to the expansionary period (850-714 B.C.), the
earliest known inscription of the Urartian royal dynasty was carved in
Assyrian on a rock wall on the western end of the Urartian capital dty of
Tushpa, located just outside the modem city of Van (fig. 5.1):
Inscription of Sarduri, son of Lutipri, great king, powerful king, king of the
Universe, king of the country of Nairi, the king without equal, the
wonderful pastor, fearless in battle, the king who subdues the unruly. [I],
Sardiiri, son of Lutipri king of kings who received tribute from all Ae
kings. Thus speaks Sarduri, son of Lutipri: I brought this stone from the
dty of Aliimu [and] erected this wall (Melikishvili 1960: #1)

Figure 5.1

Outline of Urartian Citadel at Van (Tushpa)
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Table 5.28
Urartian Kings of the Expansionary Period
Urartian King
Rusal
son of Sarduri
c 730-714/713
Sarduri II
son of Argishti
756-C730
Argishti I
sonofMenua
786-756

Synchronism

Assyrian Kings
Sargon n
721-705

714 Ursa, Rusa

Shalmaneser V
726-722

Ashur-nir£u-i

Tiglath-pileser m
744-727
Ashur-Nirari V
754-745

743, 745 Sarduri
Argishtu, Argishti

Menua
son of Ishpuini
810-785/780

Ashur-dan HI
772-755
Shalmaneser IV
782-773
Adad-nirari III
810-783

Co-regency
Ishpuini and Menua
c.820-810
Ishpuini
son of Sarduri
c.830-820

821 Ushpina

Shamshi-Adad V
823-811

Sarduri I
son of Lutipri
c.840-830

832 Seduri the Urartian

Shalmaneser m
858-824

The dynastic relationship between Aramu, Lutipri, and Sarduri is unclear.
While Sarduri clearly states that he is the son of Lutipri, it is unknown
whether Lutipri was himself a previous king. It has been suggested that
Lutipri was simply the religious title or throne-name of Shalmaneser Hi's
8 Compiled from Salvini (1995), Wartke (1993), and Zimansky (1985).
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"Aramu the Urartian" (Riemschneider 1965; Van Loon 1966). However, at
present Urartian dynastic history cannot be extended beyond Sarduri I (table
5.2).
The extent of Sarduri's construction activities and the geographical
breadth of his political authority are difficult to assay. Epigraphic and
architectural evidence from Tushpa (Van Kale), suggest that Sarduri founded
the citadel as the capital dty of his kingdom and built much of the surviving
fortification walls.^ The walls of the inner citadel and the so called "harbor
wall" of Sardursburg were constructions of Sarduri.^ ° There is Uttle evidence
that the area of Urartu's direct control during Sarduri's reign extended
substantially beyond the plain of Van and the articulation of Tushpa with the
earlier polities of Nairi and Uruatri remains opaque.
Sarduri's successor, his son Ishpuini, appears to have carried out an
extensive political reorganization and begtm Urartu's imperial expansion.
Repudiating the use of Assj^an as the language of royal records, Ishpuini
instituted the use of a modified version of cuneiform to record the Urartian
language (Melikishvili 1964). Bamett (1982) has suggested that Ishpuini
instituted significant religious reforms as well, adopting the city-state of
9 The primary circuit of fortification walls now visible at the site was built
during the Middle Ages.
10 Unfortimately, no detailed topographic and architectural plans of the
Urartian capital have been published, but see Tarhan and Sevin (1992) and
Tarhan (1994) for reports on the recent research at the site.
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Musasir, a venerated center of worship for the god Khaldi thought to be
located in the upper reaches of the Upper Zab River,^^ as a vassal state,
elevating Khaldi to the national deity, and transferring the cult of Khaldi
from Musasir (which was then renamed Ardini after a minor deity) to the
capital at Tushpa.
Ishpuini's program of military expansion was backed by a political strategy
of occupation realized through reconstructions of the surroimding landscape.
Fortresses at Anzaf, Zivistan and along the road from Van to Patnos (fig 1.1)
defended the primary access routes to the Van plain and Tushpa (fig. 5.2).
From this well-secured base, Ishpuini, ruling as co-regent with his son
Menua, inaugurated a program of aggressive expansion (fig. 5.3). The
violence of Ishpuini and Menua's expansionary policy is most dramatically in
evidence at the site of Hasanlu Cevel IV) which was attacked, looted, and
burned in a brutal assault by Urartian forces aroimd 810-805 B.C. (Dyson and
Muscarella 1989; Muscarella 1989; cf. Medvedskaya 1988).

The general location of Musasir has been clear since the discovery of
bilingu^ Urartian-Assyrian inscriptions at Kelishin and Topzawa which are
clear in stating that they were erected close to the territory of Musasir.
Boehmer and Fenner (1973) have suggested that the dty of Musasir itself lay
at Mudjesir, 18km. north of Rowanduz, just west of Topzawa (1973). Their
identification rests upon the results of initial archaeological investigations
which documented fortifications and ceramics dating to the Early Iron Age as
well as the similarity of modem and ancient place names. Zimansky (1990: fn
11) is skeptical of this identification but offers no compelling coimterarguments or better location for the site.
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Ishpuini and Menua constructed a line of fortresses running north-south
from modem Maku to the southern shore of Lake Urmia to occupy the
conquered lands. Six fortresses have been identified by inscriptional evidence
as constructions of the late ninth century B.C. (fig. 5.2): Danalu (Kleiss 1975),
Duchgagi(Kleiss 1978), Qiz Qale (Kleiss 1973), Qaleh Oghlu (Kleiss and
Hauptmann 1976), Zingir Qale (ibid.), and Qalatgah (Muscarella 1971).
Ishpuini was the first ruler in southwest Asia to back the process of conquest
with a strategy of political control marked by systematically planned lines of
fortresses, a policy continued by his son Menua (Bamett 1982).
Following his ascendancy as sole monarch, Menua reinforced the system
of fortifications in the Van area (fig. 5.2) with additional fortresses at Korzut,
Muradiye, Karahan, and most likely at Aznavur (Kleiss and Hauptmann
1976). However, Menua's construction activities in the Van area were not
restricted to fortresses. Civil construction projects included dstems,
granaries, wine cellars, and canals. Recent investigations by Oktay Belli
(1994a, 1994b) have documented an extensive network of dams, canals, and
artificial lakes built in the Van area by the Urartians. Foremost among these
constructions was the misattributed Semiramis canal constructed by Menua
which was built to carry fresh water seventy-five kilometers from the Ho^ap
Valley to Van and is still in use today.
Menua also inaugurated an aggressive program of fortress construction
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northwest of Lake Van. These fortresses were most likely directed against
Urartu's primary regional rival, Diauehe. Little is known about Diauehe
except through Urartian inscriptions where it appears as a regular target of
Urartian campaigns. Toponymic reconstructions suggest that Diauehe was
located in the vicinity of modem Erzurum, extending into the ^oroh river
valley.
In the late ninth or early eighth century B.C, Menua turned his attention
northwards to the Ararat plain. He made preparations for expansion into
southern Transcaucasia in two areas: the northern slope of Mt. Ararat and the
upper Araxes to the northwest. During the waning years of his reign, Menua
campaigned extensively against the land of Erikua(khi) (Melikishvili 1960:
#30) on the northern slopes of Mt. Ararat, defeating them and establishing
the fortress of Menuahinili at Ba§bulak on the south bemk of the Araxes
(Kleiss and Hauptmann 1976). To the northwest, Menua significantly
reduced the strength of Diauehe, forcing its king, Utupurshi, to surrender
several cities and render tribute (Melikishvili 1960: #36). With Diauehe
scolded, if not pacified, to the west and Menuahinili as a secure staging post,
Menua laid the groundwork for the invasion of the Ararat plain, which was
accomplished by his son Argishti.
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5.1.3 Urartian Expansion into Southern Transcaucasia
Argishti I is thought to have ascended the Urartian throne around 786
and wasted no time in building upon the territorial gains of his father.
In his second regnal year, Argishti embarked upon a northern campaign
which took Urartian forces into southern Transcaucasia for the first time.
Turning first to the northwest, Argishti again quelled the neighboring
kingdom of Diauehe, extracting a heavy tax. Continuing to the north,
probably along either the Kars or Upper Araxes river valleys, Argishti
recorded in his annals (Melikishvili 1960: #127) the defeat of six countries^ ^
which took him onto the Kars plateau as far as the basin of Lake Cildir.^^
Argishti then crossed into southern Transcaucasia, most likely descending to
the Shirak pleiin near its northern edge and then fording the Akhourian
River near modem Amasia (fig. 5.4). Argishti's crossing into southern
Transcaucasia was recorded in his annals and in a display inscription at
Marmoshen (Ganlidja), both of which boast of the defeat of the coimtry of
Eriakhi and its fortress-dty, Erdaniu (MeUkishvili 1960: #133). Following the
12 There is some disagreement regarding Argishti's accession year (cf. Bamett
1982; Salvini 1995); however, it seems genei^y agreed that Argishti assumed
control of the kingdom in either 786 or 780 B.C
13 The countries of Bia, Igane, Khusha, Sirimutara, Tariu, and Zabakhae. The
Urartian determinative "KUR" meaning country or land (Melikishvili 1960)
was used before almost all proper names of territories, leaving its meaning
vague (Zimansky 1985: 93).
14 Both Arutyunian (1985) and Diakonoff and Kashkai (1981) place these
polities in the Kars area.
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defeat of Eriakhi, the various sources for Argishti's second campaign diverge.
His annals then record an assault upon Abune, a polity which has been placed
back in the upper Araxes area O^iakonoff and Kashkai 1981), leaving a sizeable
ellipsis in the campaign record. However, a second annalistic account of
Argishti's reign, found on a stela at the Surb Sakhak church in the Van area
(Melikishvili 1960: #128), and a display inscription from Spandarian
(Gtdidjan), suggest instead that Argishti may have continued south across the
eastern Shirak plain. In the Spandarian inscription (ibid.: #132), the king
celebrated the defeat of the country of Qulia and the dty of Durubane. The
Surb Sakhak inscription suggests that the Urartian army, following the defeat
of Qulia, skirted the southwestern slope of Mt. Aragats, crossing into the
Ararat plain (most likely through the defile near modem Mastara) and
engaged with the allied countries of Etiuni. A conservative reading of the
extemt materials suggests that, following a brief engagement, the Urartian
force left the Ararat plain, travelling back up the Araxes via Katarza and
finally Abtme.^®
^5 Some scholars have suggested that Argishti conquered all of the Ararat
plain in a single campaign, travelling as far as the western coast of Leike
Sevan, and thus attribute the display inscriptions at Elar and Lchashen to this
second campaign as weU (Bamett 1982). However, it seems odd that no
mention of Etiuni is made in reference to the second campaign in Argishti's
annals if his campaigning in the Ararat plain was so success^l—
understatement of military achievements was not a hallmark of Iron Age
monarchs. Instead, the Elar and Lchashen inscriptions seem to fit better with
the geography of the fifth campaign.
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The following year, Argishti's annals of his thitxl campaign do mention
the defeat of the coimtries of Etiuni and Etiukhi However, these expeditions
do not appear to have been particularly extensive and the annals of the third
campaign are geographically quite confusing. However, by the conclusion of
the fifth campaign it is clear that the Ararat plain had been conquered and the
making of an Urartian landscape in the Ararat plain had begtm.
According to Slattery (1988), Argishti's fifth campaign started from
Verachram, where Argishti had constructed a sizeable fortress and a bridge
across the Araxes river (Kleiss 1974), but it is also possible the expedition
began at Menuahinili. Based upon the local topography and Argishti's
annals, I suggest that the fifth campaign travelled up the Abovian river to the
northwestern shore of Lake Sevan (fig. 5.4). Three display inscriptions mark
this course: at Garni, an inscription on a stone stela marked the defeat of
Giamiane of the country of Silu (Melikishvili 1971: #386), at Elar (Dara)
Argishti recorded the defeat of the country of Uluane (Melikishvili 1960:
#131), and at Lchashen where he defeated the dty of Ishtikuniu (ibid.: #134).^^
On his return to the Ararat plain, Argishti recorded founding a new fortress,
"Irpuni" (Erebimi), marking the beginning of direct Urartian rule over the
16 Note that this reconstruction of Argishti's fifth campaign differs from that
of Bamett (1982), who mistakenly ascribed inscriptions of Rusa I from NorBayazit (Kamo) and Tsovinar to the reign of Argishti I based on unreliably
early dates for a number of Sevan fortresses suggested by Bumey and Lang
(1972).
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Ararat plain;
For the greatness of god Khaldi, Argishti, son of Menua, built this majestic
fortress; and gave to it the name Irpuni (Erebuni); [Erebuni] was built for
the greatness of the country of Biainili and for the pacification of the
enemy countries. Argishti speaks: The earth was v^demess; I
accomplished great deeds there. For the greatness of god Khaldi, Argishti,
son of Menua, powerful king, BCing of the lands of Biainili, ruler of
Tushpa (Melildshvili 1960: #138).
Argishti also records that 6,600 prisoners from his previous year's campaign
in the west were settled at Erebuni.
Having conquered the Ararat plain, Argishti's campaigns were focused
primarily to the west and south (where he apparently clashed with Assyrian
troops).^^However, Argishti also extended Urartian control over the Ararat
plain, constructing another, much larger fortress, on the Ararat plain in his
eleventh regnal year, to which he gave his name. The construction of
Argishtihinili (dty of Argishti), in the country of Aza, was recorded both in
his annals (Melikishvili 1960: #127) and in a fotmdation inscription foimd
near the site:
For the greatness of god Khaldi Argishti, son of Menua, says: I built a
majestic fortress, I gave it a name from my own—^Argishtihinili. The
earth was wilderness; nothing was buUt there; out of the rivers I built four
canals, the vineyards, and orchards were divided. I accomplished many
heroic deeds there. Argishti, son of Menua, powerful king, great king,
king of the state of Biainili, ruler of the dty of Tushpa (Melikishvili 1960:
#137).
17 The records of Shalmaneser IV mention several conflicts with Urartu
between 781 and 774 B.C. Most of these conflicts probably took place in Mana,
south of Lake Urmia (Salvini 1995: 62).

214

As the founding inscription of Argishtihinili suggests, Urartian construction
in the Ararat plain was not limited to the apparatus of occupation, but also
included extensive dvic works.
Argishti I was succeeded in 756 B.C by his son Sarduri II whose annals,
rediscovered by a Russian expedition led by N. Marr and J. Orbelli in 1915,
were inscribed on stone stelae set into rock niches on the eastern end of Van
Kale (Marr and Orbelli 1922; Melikishvili 1960: #155).^® Although Sarduri n
did record campaigns in the Ararat plain to pacify the recalcitrant Etiuni,
these were intended to reinforce Urartian authority, not to establish it. The
focus of Sarduri's expcuision in southern Transcaucasia was the Lake Sevan
basin. Sarduri II's annals and several display inscriptions record his victories
over Abiliani and Ueliku (Melikishvili 1960: #155), Tulikhu (ibid.: #160), and
Arquqi (ibid.: #161), located on the southem and southwestern shores of Lake
Sevan. Sarduri n also took Urartian armies far to the north in two campaigns
against Kulkha (known to the Greeks as Colchis), located in western Georgia,
returning through the Shirak plain to discipline Eriakhi.
Sarduri II's building activities in southem Transcaucasia appear to have

18 Though the in situ stelae were incomplete, they were supplemented by two
stela found being re-used as building stones, one at Izolu (Melikishvili 1960:
#158) and the other in the ruins of the church of Surb Pogos in Van (ibid.:
#156).
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been comparatively limited.^ ^ Although inscriptions from

Argishtihinili and

Erebuni document Sarduri's improvements to these settlements, including
the construction of a granary, a residence, a temple of Khaldi, and new
vineyards, there are no fortresses which bear Sarduri's signature.
Sardiui n was succeeded by his son, Rusa I, the last dynast of the
expansionary period.^^No aimals survive from Rusa's reign; however, one
of his first targets seems to have been the Sevan basin, where numerous
polities submitted to him. Rusa then built fortresses at Nor-Bayazit
(Melikishvili 1960: #265), on Sevan's western shore, and Tsovinar (ibid.:
#266), to the south. The former was named the dty of Khaldi while the latter
bore the name "dty of Teisheba" (Urartian god of war, second to Khaldi in the
pantheon).21

19 The best known fortress attributable to Sarduri n is Sardurihinili at modem
Qlavugtepe (fig. 5.2; Erzen 1988).
20 Some researchers have alleged that Rusa I might have usurped the
Urartian throne, dting an inscription of Rusa I's which Sargon n daims to
have read beneath Rusa's statue at Musasir. According to Sargon, this text
read: "With my two horses and my charioteer and wi^ my two hands I
conquered the kingdom of Urartu" (Luckenbill 1989: 98). However, Rusa's
own inscriptions dearly prodaim that he was Sarduri's son, daiming
legitimacy in reference to primogeniture.
21 For a detailed accoimt of the Urartian pantheon, see Amayakian (1990).
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5.1.4 Crisis and Instability
The bulk of Rusa's energies were turned towards the south where a
powerful anti-Assyrian bloc of northern polities headed by Urartu was
pressing on Sargon II in both the north Syrian highlands (where Sargon's
own son-in-law, Ambaris of Tabal, had joined Rusa) and in the contested
province of Mana south of Lake Urmia (where Rusa supported a coup d'etat
to install an anti-Assyrian regent). In 714 B.C, Sargon set out to reassert
Assyrian hegemony in Mana and confront Rusa.^^ This eighth campaign of
Sargon's climaxed in perhaps the single most significant battle of the early
first miUenniiun. Sargon surprised the Urartian forces on the slopes of Mt.
Uaush (Mt. Sahend), east of Lake Urmia, crushing Rusa's army and forcing
the Urartian king to flee for his life.^^
While still reeling from this defeat and the political turmoil which
followed, Assyrian reports suggest that Urartu was attacked by Cinmierians
crossing the Caucasus into southwest Asia from the Eurasian steppe. In
reporting Cimmerian raids to Sargon H, an Assyrian informant wrote: 'The
whole land of Urartu is exceedingly afraid" (Waterman 1930: #112). Assyrian
reports suggest that in their initial engagement, Rusa's tattered forces were
22 Niunerous reconstructions of the geography of Sargon's campaign into
Urartu have been proposed. For cogent discussions of the geographical issues,
see Levine (1977) and Zimansky (1990).
23 For a speculative discussion of the tactics employed at the battle of Mt.
Uaush, see Smith (1994).
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soundly defeated and nine of his governors and their detachments were
killed (Waterman 1930: #197). While Rusa was not able to defeat the
Cimmerians, it does appear that he was able to successfully deflect them
westward into central Anatolia, where by 709 B.C. they were menacing
Phrygia (RoUe 1977).
Assyrian intelligence reports recovered from Nimrud (ancient Kalhu)
indicate that an insiurection within the Urartian ruling elite followed Rusa's
defeat at the hands of the Assyrians and the raids of the Cimmerians; Rusa's
own commander-in-chief led a rebellion of provincial governors (Waterman
1930: #444). Following a decisive confrontation, Rusa succeeded in quelling
the rebellion, thus preserving the dynasty:
Twenty chief officers with [Naragie, the rebel], who have spoken against
the king, have been captured. Now the king of Urartu has entered the dty
of Tushpa. He has shut them up. The remaining people who proceeded
with them, both officers and veterans to the number of one hundred,
have been killed. (Waterman 1930: #144)
But Rusa's reign did not endure much longer and Urartu's era of expansion
came to an end, its imperial designs checked by Assyria in the south and
Cimmerians (later Scythians) crossing into Transcaucasia from the north.^^

24 Sargon suggested in his accoimt of the eighth campaign that Rusa died
upon hearing of the Assyrian sacking of Musasir (Luckenbill 1927: 99).
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5.2 Landscape and Built Form
Urartian fortifications in southern Transcaucasia are extremely distinctive.
With their well-carpentered^^ layout and unique system of buttresses,
Urartian fortified settlements are clearly distinguishable from preceding and
subsequent eras of fortress construction in the region. Urartian ceramics, a
suite of distinctive forms and styles which contrast significantly with local
wares, provide reliable markers of almost two centimes of Urartian
occupation (Avetisian 1992; Kroll 1976). Lastly, the inscriptions of the
Urartians often provide extensive information regarding which king
authorized construction and when.
Urartian fortifications were built of stone and, in some instances, of stone
and mudbrick. The walls were generally built directly on the groimd, within
shallow construction trenches, or on stepped cuttings into exposed bedrock.
While several examples of casemate walls are known in Urartu, most are
simply "a socle of stone, composed of larger stones on two sides of a core of
smaller packed stones..." (Forbes 1983:13). The stones are layed into welldefined courses, each approximately 0.5m high. The facade of the wall was

25 As defined in the previous chapter, carpentered refers to the straightness of
lines of walls, sharpness of angles, and overall attention to the regularity of
constructions (Tuan 1990).
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typically interrupted by regularly spaced buttresses and towers.^^ Forbes (1983:
16) suggests that these projections were spaced approximately 10m apart and
projected Im from the curtine; however, most southern Transcaucasian
constructions are not so regular. Representations of Urartian fortresses in
both Assyrian and Urartian art (see ch. 7) indicate that the superstructure of
the fortresses were capped by a decorated cornice and regularly spaced
crennelations. Various estimates of the height of Urartian fortress walls vary
from 13.0-15.0m (Lang 1970:138) to as much as 20.0m (Ogiin 1967: 484).
The sources of Urartian building styles have been only poorly defined.
Oganesian (1955: 36) has suggested that Urartian masonry derived from a
strong Hittite influence. Forbes (1983: 13) has noted similarities in
construction techniques between Urartu and Assyria. Adzhan et al, (1932)
and Oganesian (1961) have noted that the development of fortress
architecture in southern Transcaucasia articulates directly with Urartian
masonry; however, as noted in chapter 4 above, this connection may not be as
direct as has been implied. Without more detailed investigations of pre26 Buttresses are flat projections from the curtine which traditionally served
numerous structural purposes including providing "a retaining force against
the lateral thrust of a heavy wall" and to support the load of rafters and beams
which form upper stories (Leick 1988: 39). Kleiss (1994: 132) has argued that
buttresses in Urartian constructions have no "strategic or static fimction.
Their sole purpose is to divide the waU-face." However, this view merely begs
the question, why was it desirable to divide the wall face, an answer to which
most logically must be found in Urartian strategies of fortress defense or in
their structural engineering.
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Urartian fortresses in eastern Anatolia, it is difficult to define the
development of Urartian construction techniques. However, the long
tradition of cyclopean fortress construction known from southern
Transcaucasia does suggest that internal architectural developments were of
greater import than encoimters with Hittite or Assyrian building traditions.
Urartian fortress architecture is traditionally defined by a handful of
criteria: straight carpentered walls of regular thickness intersecting at right
angles, rectangular buttresses of regular thickness set at regular intervals,
often complemented with several larger bastions or towers, and ashlar stone
masonry. While the available inscriptions allow greater resolution in dating
Urartian constructions than was available for the preceding Early Iron Age,
historical records do not record construction dates for every fortress, canal, or
building. Several studies have sought to provide a chronological
interpretation of the sources of variability in Urartian fortress construction.
Developmental chronologies of Urartian defensive architecture have been
forwarded by Kleiss (1994) and Kafadarian (1984). Kleiss's chronology (fig.
5.5b), based largely upon the extensive materials collected during his surveys
in northwestern Iran,^^ divides Urartian defensive architecture into two
phases. Fortresses of the early phase, contemporaneous with the
27 Kleiss's reports of his surveys are invaluable sources of information on the
nature and distribution of Urartian settlements in that region (Kleiss 1973,
1974,1975,1976,1981; Kleiss and KroU 1977,1978,1979,1992).
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expansionary period (c 840-714 B.C.), were distinguished by an emphasis on
right angularity and carpentered walls (indicative of extensive planning), a
disregard for the local terrain, and rectangular comer and curtine towers (or
bastions).^® Between each tower, one to four simple buttresses, set at irregular
intervals, protruded from the wall-face. Kleiss's second type dates to the
seventh century B.C. and is distinguished by the adjustment of fortress walls
to the terrain, the absence of large towers, and curtine walls with facades
broken only by rows of evenly spaced buttresses. While Kleiss's system is
praiseworthy in its attempt to broadly describe numerous aspects of defensive
architecture, his outline seems to work only in the eastern provinces of
Urartu (those in modem Iran). Its reliability in eastern Anatolia is as yet
undemonstrated, and it does not fit with the material from southern
Transcaucasia, where towers appeared only in later fortresses.
Kafadarian's four stage chronology of Urartian defensive architecture (fig.
5.5a) is primarily based upon the changing morphology of buttresses and
towers. His outline begins with rectilinezir walls and regular butfresses such
as those found at Argishtihinili, a site well dated by inscriptions to the early

28 A bastion is a projection in the fortification wall which allows defenders to
overlook a wide area of the surrounding approach. Towers differ from
bastions in that the former extend well above the fortification wall itself. It is
difficult to archaeologically distinguish between these functionally similar, if
architecturally different, constructions since walls are rarely preserved to their
full height.
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eighth centtuy B.C In Kafadarian's second type, suggested by the walls of the
fortress at Aznavur (Patnos), north of Lake Van (Bumey and Lawson 1960:
192), large towers project inward as well as outward. This form of tower was
carried over, according to Kafadarian, into the early seventh century B.C. at
sites such as Teishebaini (also securely dated by inscriptions) where they were
supplemented by intervening buttresses. Lastly, Kafadarian points to large
comer towers and intervening buttresses, such as those found at the site of
Aragats, as the latest style of Urartian defensive architecture. Kafadarian's
outline is essentially the opposite formulation from that advanced by Kleiss,
with large comer towers coming towards the end of the sequence rather than
the beginning.
Kafadarian's chronology, although based primarily on materials from the
Ararat plain, does not entirely fit all of the Transcaucasian material. The site
of Upper Oshakan defies Kafadarian's categories. Althoughthe style of its
construction suggests the fortress was in the eighth century B.C., the
excavators muster a wealth of evidence indicating that the fortress was
constructed in the seventh century B.C., during the later phase of Urartian
occupation (Esaian and Kalantarian 1988: 9-10).
Neither Kafadarian's nor Kleiss's schemes can compress all of the
variability in Urartian defensive architecture into a single chronology. The
profound disagreement between Kleiss's and Kafadarian's outlines suggests
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that there may have been considerable regional variability in Urartian
defensive architecture. Accounting for this variability, and linking it to the
development of defensive architecture in eastern Anatolia, should be a focus
of continuing architectural research. Since my investigation focuses upon
Urartu in southern Transcaucasia, it seems most practical to adopt
Kafadarian's chronology, with some reservations, since the example of Upper
Oshakan suggests that chronology alone cannot account for all of the
variability in Urartian defensive architecture, even within the limited
domain of southern Transcaucasia.
Given Kafedarian's chronology and the extant epigraphic data. Eight
fortified settlements constructed in the Ararat plain can be attributed to the
expansionary period of the eighth century B.C These were: Argishtihinili
(east and west fortresses), Artashat (hiQ H), Aramus, Dovri, Erebuni,
Metsamor, Menuahinili, and Voskevaz. There may also have been small
Urartian towers or guardposts which have been largely destroyed.^^
The masonry of Urartian defensive architecture in southern Transcaucasia
differs in significant respects from that in central Urartu around Lake Van.
Van area fortresses were built using ashlar masonry—large blocks of closely
set stones with tightly hewn comers set into even courses (plate 5.1). Urartian

29 Two such guardposts, now largely destroyed, have been reported in the area
between modem Echmiadzin and Ashtarak (P. Avetissian pers. comm. 1995).
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masons in southern Transcaucasia employed a semi-ashlar technique using
smaller basalt blocks with less precisely dressed comers (plate 5.2). The
fortification wall exposed at the site of Dovri (fig. 5.6) offers a good example of
the elements of Urartian semi-ashlar wall construction. Walls were
constructed of two faces of cut stone, usually set about 2.5m apart, with the
intervening space filled with rubble. Buttresses were built into the wall with
the stone blocks extending well behind the plane of the curtine. The large
stone blocks were shaped and dressed, as in all ashlar constructions, but were
not precisely hewn so that, while they fit into neat courses, small gaps were
created where the stones did not precisely fit.
The Urartian landscape, while dominated by massive fortresses, also
included other elements including canals and roads, vineyards and fields.
These landscape elements are testified to in numerous inscriptions but their
remains are extremely difficult to locate archaeologically. Nevertheless,
extensive surveys aroimd the site of Argishtihinili have plotted the course of
at least three major canak and nimierous subsidiary channels near the site.
Lastly, we must count as an integral part of the Urartian landscape, the
destruction of the Early Iron Age landscape. The razing of fortresses,
however, was only part of the Ur<u*tian de-construction of the Early Iron Age
landscape and the political regimes it supported.
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5.3 Landscape and Power
The Ararat plain was the largest uninterrupted expanse of arable land in
the Urartian empire (approximately 655 km^). As a frontier between
southwest Asia and the Eurasian steppes, the Ararat plain was a thoroughfare
for north-south and east-west travel; as part of the highland ecumene, it was
culturally linked to other regions encompassed by the Urartian empire.
Together with the contiguous Shirak plain (approximately 170 km^^ these
two southern Transcaucasian provinces of Urartu were potentially the most
productive of the empire. Direct Urartian control of the region began with
the construction of Erebtmi and Argishtihinili and was supplemented by a
number of smaller outposts and extensive civic construction projects. These
constructions redefined spatial practices producing a new landscape of power,
facilitating Urartian political strategies and replacing those of the defeated
Early Iron Age polities.

5.3.1 Province
With Argishti's conquest of the Ararat plain, local Early Iron Age polities
collapsed, leaving Urartian authorities as the dominant political power in the
region. Metsamor, the only excavated pre-Urartian site on the Ararat plain
proper, appears to have been destroyed at around the time of the Urartian
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invasions, perhaps by Argishti's forces (Khanzadian et al. 1973).^° Any
fortresses on the slopes of Mt. Aragats or the Gegham range which may have
successfully resisted direct conquest by Urartian armies were effectively
isolated in their mountain keeps with the occupation of the Ararat plain.
Thus, following the campaigns of Argishti I, Urartu was the sole political
authority on the Ararat plain.
The distribution of expansionary period Urartian sites on the Ararat plain
(fig. 5.7; cf. fig. 4.1) was in startUng contrast to the locations of political centers
during the Early Iron Age, indicating an intensification of direct political
oversight of daily practices. Whereas Early Iron Age fortresses clustered in
the highlands surroimding the Ararat plain, Urartian sites were built at much
lower elevations. Comparison of the two sets of elevations for Early Iron Age
(table 4.6) and Urartian sites (table 5.3) of the expansionary period using the
Mann-Whitney test indicates quite clearly that elevation differences between
the sets are statistically significant (p <0.001).^^ This difference is graphically
represented in the boxplot in figure 5.8.

30 Evidence that Urartian armies destroyed Metsamor is not substantial but it

is not an unrealistic hypothesis.
31 Statistical computation performed using Minitab's Mann-Whitney test for
inequality (null hypothesis: ni = na) at a confidence interval of 95%. With a
significance of 0.0010, the null hypothesis can be rejected.
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Table 5.3
Elevations of Urartian Expansionary Period Fortresses
in the Ararat Plain
Site

Elevation Above Sea Level

Argishtihinili

930m

Artashat

900m

Dovri

1636m

Erebuni

1114m

Metsamor

870m

Menuahinili

950m

Aramus

1495m

Voskevaz

1017m
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Figure 5.8
Comparative Boxplot of Elevations of Early Iron Age (EIA)
and Expansionary Period (EP) Fortresses
The location quotient (LQ) for Urartian settlement during the
expansionary period, using the same parameters defined in chapter 4, is 1.0, in
contrast with 5.0 for the Early Iron Age. This statistic indicates an even
distribution of settlement around the 1000m contour; however, in the context
of the preceding era, an LQ of 1.0 indicates a strong movement of settlement
out of the remote highlands and down onto the plain. The position of
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settlements relative to elevation above the plain appears to have been a factor
in Urartian site selection.
Some Urartian sites appear to have been positioned in reference to several
primary routes of travel into and out of the plain. Artashat lay near the
southwestern entrance along the Araxes river valley; Erebuni defended the
northeastern route via the Abovian river valley. However, the strategic
significance of Metsamor, Dovri, and Argishtihinili is far from manifest in
the local topography. While each is no more than several kilometers from
pathways onto the plain, none occupy strategic points commanding these
routes. The distribution of expansionary period sites suggests that some of
the fortresses may have been constructed in relation to each other, as
elements in governing the occupation, rather than solely for defense from
external threats.
A profound result of the distribution of expansionary period sites was that
Urartian fortresses became relatively accessible compared to their Early Iron
Age counterparts. No major topographical obstacle inhibits movement
between the Urartian centers. This contrast in the regional accessibility of
political centers suggests a dramatic change in regional architectonics. While
the Early Iron Age landscape inhibited movement between political centers,
suggesting minimal further redistribution of goods between fortresses, the
accessibility of Urartian fortresses strongly suggests that they were collecting
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points for further redistribution between state facilities.
Table 5.432
Surface Area of Expansionary Period Urartian Sites
in the Ararat Plain
site

size (trP-)

Argishtihinili
(East Fortress)
(West Fortress)

42279.60
(21403.00)
(20876.60)

Artashat

22067.70

Dovri

16088.10

Aramus

29065.20

Erebimi

15465.68

Metsamor

8000.00*

In detailing architectonic relationships between the fortresses and the
"countryside" which defined the province, we can look again to the
differential sizes of sites to assess the potential for hierarchy among Urartian
fortresses (table 5.4). Kleiss (1983) has outlined a three-tiered size hierarchy of
Urartian fortresses across the empire while Zimansky (1985) outlines four-

32 Area measurements are accurate for all sites except Metsamor. The
available published plan of Metsamor (Khanzadian et al. 1973) includes no
scale, mal^g measurement of site size very difficult. The excavators claim
that the fortified area of the site was over 30ha (300,000m2) but this must
include a substantial portion of the surrounding plain beyond the primary
fortress walls (Khanzadian et al. 1973:193). The area estimate offered in table
5.4 is based upon distances referred to in the excavation report which I have
used as a substitute scale for the published plan. This estimate refers only to
the fortified mound. It should also be quite apparent that the formal
dimensions of Urartian fortresses cannot be compared to Mesopotamian
cities.
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Figure 5.9
Dotplot of Expansionary Period Fortress Sizes
Figure 5.9 presents a dotplot of site sizes for the six expansionary period
fortresses for which data are currently available. This dotplot suggests two
important dynamics between Urartian fortresses. First, the dotplot suggests a
two tiered hierarchy with Argishtihinili alone at the apex. With over 4.0ha of
fortified surface, the complex at Argishtihinili was by far the largest fortified
site in the Ararat plain. Estimates of the extent of settlement at Argishtihiili
made by both Martirosian (1974) and Kleiss (1983) suggest that the entire
settlement may have been the largest in all of Urartu (although the extent of
settlement at Tushpa has not yet been estimated). The immensity of
Argishtihinili relative to the other sites suggests that this was the primaiy
administrative center for the plain. Second, it is of note that the largest sites,
Argishtihinili, Aramus, and Artashat, were located on the three primaiy

33 Fortress size has been assessed as only the area enclosed within the
fortifications themselves, and do not reflect the size of the entire site.
Zimansky's (1985: 35) estimates of site size include: "the whole area of tepes,
the area delimited by the outer walls of fortresses, and what, on rough guess, I
perceived to be the extent of settlements beside the fortresses." His estimates
are thus not comparable to the measures of fortress size used here.
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routes into, and out of, the plain. This intensive occupation of transit routes
by the largest Urartian fortresses suggests that resources of the Ararat plain
were re-distributed to other regions of the empire (Arutyunian 1964).
Accessibility of sites would have been vital not only to the continued
expansion of the empire, but also to the trans-shipment of goods extracted
from subjects and any products made tmder the direct authority of the state.^^
The regional architectonics of expansionary period sites in the Ararat plain
suggest a significant degree of resource distribution across the plain and, most
likely, out of the Ararat plain to Urartian centers elsewhere. Practices, under
expansionary period Urartian occupation, were thus reoriented from the
essentially vertical pattern established between subject and authority defined
by the Early Iron Age landscapes to a much more immediate spatial
relationship between subject and state apparatus. The state, no longer an
aloof presence with its center of power high in the moimtains, was likely a
much more direct controlling presence under the Urartian regime. Subjects
of Urartian power were thus defined through much more regularized
interactions with the power of the state. Central to the oversight of the
subject population were the massive fortresses.

34 For a discussion of Urartian agricultural and pastoral production in the
Ararat plain see Arutyunian (1964); see Belli (1991) cmd Bohne (1979) on
Urartian metallurgy.
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5.3.2 Fortress
The fortresses constructed by the Urartians in the Ararat plain during the
eighth century B.C. differed substantially in engineering and design from
their Early Iron Age predecessors. The topography of expansionary period
sites was not entirely unlike that of Early Iron Age fortresses. Although
accessible on a regional level, expansionary period Urartian sites in the Ararat
plain perch atop ridges, hills, and outcrops—none rest on the flat plain.
However, the topography of expansionary period Urartian sites overall is
significantly less dramatic than that of Early Iron Age sites.^^ The overall
median surface grade for expansionary period Urartian sites is 19.7%,
compared with 30.8% for Early Iron Age fortresses (table 5.5).^^ The
topography of Urartian fortresses in the Ararat plain contrasts with sites of
the same era in both the Urmia basin and eastern Anatolia, where Urartian
fortresses gzdned their reputation for being built atop inaccessible crags with
steep approaches on all sides. While the published data from these regions
are not robust enough for accurate overall surface grade calculations, the
fortress of Sardurihinili at Qavugtepe, a large contemporary site, is a notable
exception (fig. 5.10). Surface grade at C^avugtepe ranges from 28% to 40% at

35 There is not enough information available for calculating the mean surface
grade for Metsamor. No site plans have been published for either Voskevaz
or Menuahinili.
36 The difference between the two groups of median surface grades is
significant at 0.0832 (Mann-Whitney test).
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the steepest locations, significantly greater than contemporary sites in the
Ararat plain. These data suggest the possibility of regional variability in site
selection (and perhaps variability in spatial practices) within Urartu.
Table 5.5
Median Surface Grades of Urartian Expansionary Period Fortresses
in the Ararat Plain
Site

Median Surface Grade

Aramus

19.6%

Aigishtihinili

West

13.7%

Argishtihinili

East

19.8%

Artashat

33.4%

Dovri

17.2%

Erebuni

36.7%

Overall Median Grade

19.7%

The organization of space within Expansionary Period Urartian fortresses
in the Ararat plain is relatively well documented thanks to extensive
excavations at the sites of Erebuni and Argishtihinili. Of the remaining six
fortresses, Aramus, Dovri, Metsamor, and Voskevaz have hosted
excavations. Artashat too has been excavated in places; however, the
excavations at Artashat were largely concentrated upon the classical, not
Urartian, fortress at the site. Menuahinili has not been excavated or even
surveyed. The fortresses built by the Urartians were not simply exercises in
construction; they assembled spaces in very particular ways. As argued in

Figure 5.10

Qavuftepe
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chapter two, the particularity of this assembly provides meaningful clues as to
how Urartu exercised power. The tools for analysis of the assembly of spaces
described in chapter two reveal important political divisions within and
between Urartian fortresses.

5.3.2.1. Argishtihinili37
Located 5km. north of the Araxes River, the large Urartian center of
Argishtihinili occupied an extended ridge known as the hills of David and an
adjacent cone-shaped basalt outcrop 2.5km to the east known as the hill of
Armavir^® (plate 5.3). Although evidence of intensive settlement was found
on the plain in between the two hills, contrary to the report by Forbes (1983),
no fortification wall linked the two citadels. The two hills were flanked by
two lines of irrigation canals which brought water from the Araxes onto the
plain and from which smaller chaimels radiated to the north and south
(Martirosian 1974).
Fortress walls at the site were constructed of basalt blocks with a mud-brick
superstructure which was preserved in some places (Martirosian 1974). The
walls of the fortresses varied in thickness from 2.0 to 5.0m The stone
masonry was of the semi-ashlar variety defined above, with dressed stones fit
37 "City of Argishti"
38 Armavir is the name of a classical period Armenian settlement on the site
(Tiratsian 1988).
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into defined courses but without the closely hewn edges used in the Van area.
Of the two large fortresses which anchored Argishtihinili, the eastern
fortress on the hill of Armavir is less well known. The visible remains of the
fortress have been mapped (fig 5.11), but the site was not extensively
excavated and hence is only minimally described in the site report
(Martirosian 1974).
Construction on the hills of David included not only the large western
fortress but also niunerous free-standing buildings (fig. 5.12). According to
the excavators, these buildings were homes, residences of Urartian officials.
Of particular interest is house no. 2 (fig 5.13), the large residence which
Martirosian (1974: 65) named "house of the holder of seals". In addition to
the broad repertoire of ceramics and other household implements indicative
of a residence, the excavators noted aspects of the house which suggest that
the occupant was involved in the administration of the settlement. The
exterior walls of this house were buttressed, echoing the construction of the
fortresses at the site.^^ Such an architectural affectation was of little functional
value in event of a siege, but did serve to mark the house as part of the
Urartian government. This impression is supported by the discovery of
several stamp seals in the house, suggesting that the occupant was indeed

39 House no. 5 (fig. 5.14) also appears to have buttressed outer walls; however,
this building was only partially excavated.
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involved in the administration of the site at a high level.^°The other
residences excavated were largely confined to those along the hills of David,
although one house (fig. 5.14, no. 8) was on the plain north of the ridge. The
excavation report on each house suggests that all of these large structures
were occupied by high-level Urartian officials (Martirosian 1974).
The western fortress at Argishtihinili was built atop the largest of the five
rises which comprise the hills of David, west of the residential complex (fig.
5.15). The main gate into the fortress lay on the northern slope and was
approached via a ramp of packed earth (Kafadarian 1984:134). The
organization of space, while not entirely known because of differential
preservation of walls across the site, is nonetheless quite clear in the large
exposures made by the excavators. A spatial graph of the western fortress at
Argishtihinili (fig. 5.16) affords an excellent view as to how the spaces in the
fortress were assembled. What is immediately clear fi-om this graph is that the
fortress was composed of three largely independent imits, composed of small
rooms radiating from a central courtyard. These imits were linked to each
other via a single pathway, suggesting that movement between units was
highly regulated while movement within the units was open. Appendix C,
(table 1) gives the mean depth, relative asymmetry, real relative asymmetry,
40 The seals have not, to my knowledge, been published, although
Martirosian (1974) describes one as onyx with a representation of a deer and a
second bearing a horse head.
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and control values for all of the defined spaces of the western fortress.^^
The mean relative asynmietry (RA) value for the fortress is a moderate
0.147 (with a standard deviation of 0.037), corresponding to a mean RRA
value of 1.0483. These calculations indicate that the spaces of the fortress were
moderately symmetrical, suggesting a relatively integrating built
environment. The control values more closely measure the distribution of
spaces within the system. As the control values for the site suggest (appendix
C, table 1), rooms 2,17, and 18 are strong control spaces, effectively regulating
access between each unit. Thus while the spaces overall were moderately
integrating, the distribution of these points suggests rigorous control of
movement between building units.
Excavations of the fortress have shed considerable light on the primary
uses of space within each unit. Unit 1 (spaces #2-15) was used as living space
for "subordinate administrators". According to Martirosian (1974: 90), the
central courtyard and adjacent units quartered low-level state functionaries
(in contrast to the residences of higher government authorities to the east of
the fortress). It is also possible that these low-level functionaries may have
constituted a small army garrison assigned to the fortress.
The fod of imit n (spaces #17,29-41,49) were three buildings identified by
the excavators as temples (Martirosian 1974: 86-87). Temples 1 and 2 (spaces
41 See section 2.3 above on methods used to calculate RA, RRA, and C-values.
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#28, 29, 49) are rather non-descript constructions, identified as religious spaces
largely based upon the prevalence of ritual objects such as specialized vessels,
wall lamps, and iron wall nails among the recovered materials. The religious
nature of temple 3 (spaces # 38-41) was identified based upon both the extant
assemblage and architectural parallels with Mesopotamian (not other
Urartian) temples (Martirosian 1974: 86). This solidly built complex of four
rooms (nos. 38-40 on fig. 5.15), although not completely excavated, was built
of finely dressed basalt blocks set into walls from 2.5m to 5.0m thick. The
doorway into the structure was constructed of two massive upright basalt
blocks decorated with smooth plaster and a basalt lintel. The remaining mudbrick superstructure carried traces of painted plaster.
While temple 3 was clearly a building of great importance, Forbes (1983)
has questioned its designation as a temple, arguing that the structiure lacks a
dedicatory inscription (such as that found in the walls of temples from
Erebimi), and departs from the traditional square-plan of Urartian temples
known elsewhere (Stronach 1967; Ussishkin 1994). But Forbes's suggestion
that the building was more likely a "dwelling of an important person" rests
not on a firm interpretation of the extant materials but rather stems from ana
priori assimiption of what Urartian temples should look like. While temple
3's assignment as a religious space is not certain, it seems of little doubt, given
the complementary materials from adjacent structures, that the Unit II
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complex as a whole was associated with sacred activities.
Unit in (spaces #16,18-27,42-48), the eastern wing of the fortress, was also
the largest. Although incompletely excavated, those rooms that were
investigated^^ yielded clear evidence of extensive storage facilities. Room 43
contained rows of large pithoi set into the floor, a characteristic of large
Urartian storage facilities known from sites such as Bastam (Kleiss 1979, 1988)
and Teishebaini (Piotrovskii 1950, 1952). A similar arrangement was found in
the excavated portion of room 27, suggesting that all of the rooms in Unit HI
were involved in storage of goods.^^
The organization of space of the western fortress at Argishtihinili not
only confirms the excavators' impressions of an administrative center
hosting activities directly related to the maintenance of the state, but also
suggest a significant hierarchy in the state bureaucracy—such that higher
functionaries lived outside of the walls while lower bureaucrats, or perhaps a
small garrison, resided in imit I of the fortress proper. These officials were
carefully separated from the other related domains of state operation: sacred
areas and storage facilities. The three imits give an excellent cross-section of
the apparatus of the Urartian state in the Ararat plain: religion,

42 The excavated rooms include nos. 18 (partial), 25, 26, 27 (partial), 43, 44
(partial).
43 See Martirosian (1974: 82-86) for a discussion of the possible contents of the
pithoi.
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military/bureaucracy, and collection/distribution.

5.3.2.2. Erebimi
The first Urartian fortress built north of the Araxes river, Erebuni (also
known as Arin-berd after the modem name of the hill on which it was built)
was founded by Argishti I at the conclusion of his fifth campaign. Located
within a now densely settled area of southeastern Yerevan, the site was
excavated in the 1950s and 1960s and partially restored prior to the 1968
celebration of the 2750th anniversary of the site's founding. While
Argishtihinili is often described as the regional economic center, Erebuni,
46.7km to the northeast, has been contrasted as the Urartian regional political
center during the expansionary period (fig 5.17).^^ Unlike Argishtihinili,
Erebuni continued to be occupied following the collapse of Urartu, becoming
a political center vmder the rule of the Armenian satrap of the Achaemenid
empire (546-331 B.C.). Reconstruction of the site in both the Achaemenid and
modem eras have introduced some problems into understanding the
organization of the site as it was originally built. Although the overall plan
of the fortress is not thought to have been dramatically altered, some
uncertainty lingers over the plan of the fortress walls and the dating of the

44 Note that orientation of the plan of Erebuni published by Forbes (1983) is
incorrect. His north arrow should be rotated approximately 45° to the east.
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columned hall (apadana) at the center of the complex (fig. 5.18),^^ Analysis of
the organization of space at Erebtmi is furthered hampered by the relative
paucity of archaeological finds at the site. The discovery of numerous items
referring to Erebuni at the seventh century B.C. fortress of Teishebaini (7.3km.
to the south-southeast) has suggested to many (e.g., Piotrovskii 1969) that the
contents of Erebuni were moved to Teishebaini in the early seventh century
and the old fortress of Erebimi largely abandoned (see section 6.3.2.1 below).
The fortifications standing at the site have been largely rebuilt in the
modem era (as reflected in the cement mortar between the basalt blocks);
however, the lowest courses do appear to be in situ, suggesting that the
overall plan of the fortress has not been drastically altered. Only the
northeastem segment of the wall, where regular buttresses yield to a series of
six saw-tooth projections, recalls a construction style more reminiscent of the
Achaemenids than the Urartiaits. Judging from Oganesian's (1961) drawings
made prior to the modem reconstruction and observations of the lowest
(immortared) courses of the standing walls, the masonry of the fortress can be
described as semi-ashlar, with dressed basalt blocks set into regular courses
(plate 5.4).
Although the fortress occupied approximately half the area of
45 Extensive records of the modem reconstruction available in the archives of
the Commission for the Preservation of Historical Moniunents could be
profitably used to clearly identify original and reconstructed wall segments.
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Argishtihinili, Erebuni was composed of almost twice as many rooms. Built
as a single construction unit, Erebuni gives the impression of a compact,
tightly planned settlement. The spatial graph of Erebimi (fig. 5.19) indicates
that the architectonics of the fortress were similar to that of Argishtihinili.
Although considerably deeper than Argishtihinili (mean depth=5.694),
Erebuni was also organized into several linked courtyards with numerous
rooms radiating from them which defined largely self-contained units.
Appendix C (Table 2) lists the mean depth, RA, RRA and control values for
each of the spaces in the fortress. The mean RRA value of Erebuni is 1.327,
somewhat higher than Argishtihinili, reflecting the tendency of Erebimi's
spaces to isolate, rather than integrate. The most striking aspect of the layout
of Erebuni is the distribution of space. As measured by the control values,
movement through the fortress was tightly controlled by several access points
which yielded high control values (nos. 4, 17, 35, 74).
The four branching complexes at Erebimi seem to have been divided
according to the nature of the spaces and the primary uses of the spaces. Unit
I (spaces # 4-11, 67, 72) seems to have served largely as a reception area, a
feature conspicuously absent 6:0m the rigorously functional spaces at
Argishtihinili. From space no. 4, access was afforded to the remainder of the
fortress. The rooms of unit II (spaces #14, 17, 19-26, 28-34) were incompletely
excavated and the uses of these spaces are not well-known. While Piotrovskii
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(1969: 70) suggests that these rooms may have been storage facdlities, analogy
with Argishtihinili suggests that this tmit could also have been quarters for
low-level government functionaries.
Unit in (spaces # 15, 35-52) appears to have been a predominantly sacred
room complex centered around the "Susi" temple (no. 36). The temple has
been clearly identified by two in situ dedicatory inscriptions (Melikishvili
1971: #396 and 397) found on either side of the entryway indicating that the
structure was built by Argishti I and dedicated to the god lubsha (Piotrovskii
1%9). The Susi temple is one of the best examples of true ashlar masonry in
the Ararat plain. The walls of the temple (plate 5.1) were built of smoothed
basalt blocks with tightly hewn comers set in close order in clear courses. The
reasons expansionary period Urartian masons employed true ashlar masonry
techniques only on select temple buildings is unclear. The small chambers
surrounding the Susi temple courtyard (no. 35) were most likely associated
with the temple institution. Eleven large pithoi were found in room 46,
suggesting that the cells along the northwestern side of the Susi temple
courtyard were facilities for storing temple goods. The remainder of rooms
surroimding the courtyard likely composed a residential complex for those
associated with the temple, although the limited published excavation reports
do not detail the contents of each room (Oganesian 1961).
Unit IV (spaces #68-71, 73-84), described by Piotrovskii (1969) as storage
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rooms, included a large central pillared room (no. 71) which served as a winecellar where numerous pithoi were foimdm situ. The smaller rooms on
either side of the wine-cellar, Piotrovskii suggests, were granaries.
While the branching complexes at Erebuni closely resemble those of
Argishtihinili, the organization of unit V (spaces # 56, 58-66) departs
significantly from this pattern of moderate asymmetry and strongly
nondistributed organization of space. Unit V was entered via room 6.
Piotrovskii suggests that this room was originally a colonnade with two rows
of columns which was later reconstructed ("perhaps in the Urartian period,
perhaps later" [Piotrovskii 1969: 70]). Ehiring reconstruction, the colonnade
was extended and enclosed by a buttressed wall producing a square hall with
thirty colimms resembling apa^/anas known from several Achaemenid sites
such as Persepolis, Susa, and Pasargadae (Roaf 1990). This colonnade/apadana
led into the royal residence (Oganesian 1961; Piotrovskii 1969), identified by
the simiptuous decorative paintings foimd on the rear wall (Oganesian 1973).
The royal residence is noticeable in its unique organization of space. As the
spatial graph of the site graphically illustrates, the rooms of imit V are highly
asymmetric and nondistributed suggestive of both rigorous control and low
integration. These impressions are confirmed by the elevated RRA and
control values for the rooms in this complex (appendix C, table 2).
Overcdl, the fortress of Erebuni displays a compartmentalization of space
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similar to that fotmd at Argishtihinili with the addition of a complex of
rooms for the residence of the king. Although inscriptions emphasize that
Erebimi was built as a base for further military excursions in the north, it was
by no means simply a garrison town. In evidence at the site were the primary
institutions of the state—administrative/storage, religious, bureaucratic, and
military—also visibly writ large at Argishtihinili.

5.32.3. Other Expansionary Period Fortresses on the Ararat Plain
The remaining expansionary period Urartian fortresses on the Ararat
plain do not have broad enough exposures to support a thorough spatial
analysis. However, excepting the fortress at Basbulak, Turkey, identified as
Menuahinili, each has been explored at least in part, increasing our
imderstanding of Urartian built forms.
Named for Artashes I (189-160 B.C.), foimder of the Armenian Artaxiad
dynasty, Artashat is best known as a capital dty of the classical Armenian
empire, described by Plutarch as a "large and very beautiful town" (Plutarch
1914: Lucullus xxxi.4). Located near the jimction of the Araxes and Metsamor
rivers, the classical dty encompassed twelve hills^^ and the intervening plain.
The remains of an earlier Urartian fortress were foimd atop hill H, the highest
of the hills (fig. 5.20). The outline of much of the Urartian fortress remains
46 Known collectively as the Khorivap hills.
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visible thanks to the reconstruction performed by Artashes. Evidence of this
reconstruction is visible in the different masonry style used for repairs and in
the circular towers added to some comers (Tonikian 1992). Excavations have
largely concentrated upon the classical remains at the site (Arakelian 1982),
leaving the Urartian layers generally unexplored (although they were
undoubtedly adversely impacted by later constructions).
The fortress at Dovri sat atop a low rise on the southern slope of Mt.
Arailer. Although the site has been known for some time (Areshian et al.
1977), it has hosted only limited excavations. At present these excavations
have concentrated upon the site's southeast slope, where they have exposed a
length of wall face and opened three adjacent interior rooms (fig 5.21).
Excavation results have not been published. Attempts to map the
fortifications during 1995 were frustrated by the inability to trace the walls
from the surface, an unusual circimistance in Urartian settlements in
southern Transcaucasia. From the exposed wall segment, the design of the
fortress at Dovri resembles that proposed by Kafadarian as the earliest style of
Urartian defensive architecture. As discussed above, the masonry of the walls
(fig 5.6) provides an excellent example of the semi-ashlar masonry typical of
Urartian sites in the Ararat plain.
The Urartian fortress at Voskevaz is currently being excavated by a joint
Belgian-Armenian expedition led by H. Gasche. The Urartian fortress sits on
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relatively flat terrain on the edge of the Kasakh river gorge. Its construction
has been dated by the excavators to the expansionary period but appears to
have been occupied through the subsequent reconstruction period as well (S.
Amayakian and H. Simonian pers. comm.). A substantial area had been
cleared at the site by the end of the 1995 field season. At this time, the overall
size of the site appeared to be roughly comparable to Dovri or perhaps
smaller. Unfortimately, littie about the progress of these excavations or the
spatial organization of the site has been published to date.
Although the site of Metsamor has hosted extensive excavations
(Khanzadian et al. 1973; Khanzadian 1995), no complete plan of the Urartian
occupation level has been published. A rough plan of the site indicates two
circuits of fortress walls circumscribing both the citadel and a portion of the
surrounding plain (fig. 5.22). However, the densely packed array of buttresses
represented on this plan are not visible at the site today and give some reason
to doubt the map's details. Construction at the site has been dated to the
expansionary period based on both architectural parallels with eighth century
B.C. sites and a ceramic assemblage similar to that recovered from both
Argishtihinili and Erebuni. Despite extensive excavations at the site, the
nature of the Urartian occupation is poorly known; however, the excavators
do mention several features which they date to the Urartian period. The
most significant of these is an extensive foimdry which suggests the site, a
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metalworking center in the Early Iron Age, continued its industrial tradition.
Menuahinili has not been mapped or excavated. The fortress is primarily
known from an inscription reported by Konig (1955) from Basbulak, on the
southern bank of the Araxes river, which records the founding of a fortress in
the area by Menua to which he gave his name (Kleiss and Hauptmann 1976).
Although this fortress was most likely central to the ensuing conquest of the
Ararat plain, investigation of the site is currently impossible due to security
issues along the Turko-Armenian border.
The fortress at Aramus lies just east of the modem road between Yerevan
and the north shore of Lake Sevan. The site is only 4.9km. northeast of Elar
(Khanzandian 1979), site of an Early Iron Age fortress and display inscription
of Argishti I. The Urartian fortification walls at Aramus sit atop an elongated
foothill of the Gegam range (figure 5.23). The visible remains of the site
consist of three parts: a lower terrace along the north slope, a citadel, and a
middle terrace |ust west of the citadel. The upper citadel is over 50m above
the surrounding plateau. The total area enclosed within the terrace and
citadel walls is 2.9ha. while the citadel walls alone enclose 0.6ha.
H. Avetisian of the Yerevan State University has conducted preliminary
excavations at Aramus which imcovered a single occupation layer bearing
diagnostic Urartian materials including a full range of ceramic vessel forms
from the distinctive high-fired cherry-red open bowls to large pithoi
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(Avetisian pers. comm. 1995). This material is currently being prepared for
publication.
The fortification architecture of Aramus exhibits several distinctive traits
that can be associated with Urartian construction practices. First, the semiashlar masonry of the walls is distinctively Urartian with nicely dressed
stones set in even courses. Second, the design of Aramus is generally
rectilinear, laid out in long linear segments of walls with a consistent width
of 2.5m. Third, buttresses and towers project at right angles from the wall
plane. Unlike most Urartian sites, the buttresses at Aramus, while consistent
in their dimensions, appear only irregularly and are evenly spaced only on a
small segment of the northern wall of the middle terrace. In addition, the
eastern end of the citadel wall curves with the terrain rather than imposing a
right angled comer on it, as at sites with similar topography such as
Argishtihinili (on the Ararat plain, Kafadarian 1984) and (^avugtepe
(southeast of Lake Van, Erzen 1988). As a result, the two towers on this end of
the fortress (one on the lower terrace wall jmd one on the citadel wall) occupy
irregular positions in the middle of curving wall segments. Two other
segments of stone fortification walls, a short wall set just below the eastern
citadel wall and a long wall down the southeastern slope, suggest that some
part of the Urartian fortification system at the site remains to be uncovered by
future excavations.
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5.3.3. Other Landscape Elements
The best known of the non-fortress elements of the expansionary period
in the Ararat plain are the extensive irrigation canals which have been
mapped in the area aroimd ArgishtihiniU. In contrasting these materials
with those of the Early Iron Age discussed in the previous chapter, it is
important to note that Urartian irrigation drew out the waters of the Araxes
rather than channeling the snow-melt from Mt. Aragats. While it is possible
that Early Iron Age canals along the southern slope of Mt. Aragats continued
to be used during the Urartian occupation, it is clear that a large area must
have been opened for cultivation in the southern Ararat plain by the waters
of the Araxes.
No unfortified expansionary period settlements have been located to
date. The extensive data available regarding the Urartian political apparatus
certainly begs the question as to where and how political subjects lived.
Clearly a substantial labor force would have been required to build the
massive fortresses and work fields, vineyards, and foundries. Inscriptions
carry very little evidence regarding political subjects except as the spoils of war
and, as yet, the archaeological signatures of these populations have not been
identified. As discussed in the next chapter, in reference to recent excavations
at the site of Horom, there is substantial evidence that much of the subject
population in the Ararat plain was continuous with Early Iron Age groups.
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However, it must be remembered that Argishti I's inscription from Erebimi
records the resettlement of large groups of people, captured in the previous
year's campaign, into the Ararat plain. Unfortimately, no town has been
doomiented adjacent to Erebuni.
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5.4 Conclusions
The landscape produced by the Urartian state in the Ararat plain during
the expansionary period facilitated both continued imperial expansion
through the construction of military bases and centralized administration of
the Ararat plain by a triiunvirate of institutions embedded within the
apparatus of the Urartian state: religious, collection/ distribution, and
royal/administrative. Unlike Mesopotamian polities, these institutions seem
to have been part of a singular, highly integrated governmental package
which followed conquest and occupation.
The regional organization of state settlement suggests a two-tiered
hierarchy of Urartian sites, with small outposts such as Dovri serving as local
collection points and centers for occup)dng forces. Argishtihinili served as
the regional redistributive center for the collection of goods from the Ararat
plain. The general movement of goods from south to north which this
distribution pattern suggests may also indicate that products collected from
the Ararat plain were shipped on to other regions of the empire. Certainly
the richness of the Ararat plain was peculiar to the Urartian empire as a
whole and its products were likely in demand in other regions of the empire.
The orgaiuzation of space within the fortresses themselves suggests that
religious, distributive, and administrative institutions, while maintaining a
degree of structural independence indicated by the rigorous control exercised
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over movement between segments of the fortress, were overall well
integrated into a singular political entity. There is nothing to suggest that any
institution—religious, distributive, military—was not imder the direct
control of Urartian state authorities. Lastly, there is no evidence for rival
regional powers on which political power might have been deferred.
But while Urartu's presence in southern Transcaucasia during the
expansionary period was predicated upon centralization and coercion, this
need not have been the case in all of Urartu's provinces where kings
undoubtedly responded to local conditions. In addition to this potential
regional variability in Urartian political strategies, the political turmoil
provoked by the events at the end of the expansionary period also provoked,
or perhaps necessitated, transformations in Urartu's strategy for preserving its
authority over the provinces. To this end, massive new construction projects
were undertaken and we see a revision of the Urartian landscape in both the
heartland around Tushpa and in the provinces in both southern
Transcaucasia and the Urmia region. This reconstruction period, discussed in
the following chapter, was both Urartu's political renaissance and its swan
song.
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CHAPTER 6
THE MAKING OF THE URARTIAN LANDSCAPE
THE RECONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 714-c. 600 B.C.

The grand reconstructions of 19th century Europe—Haussman's
rebuilding of Paris, the cutting of London's Regent's street and park, Franz
Josefs replacement of Vienna's old fortress walls with the Ringstrasse—
cleared away the detritus of the Medieval era, opening spaces for technocratic
cities which reified the bureaucratic relations between the dominant
institutions of modem industrial capitalism (Olsen 1986).^ Unlike
construction, which produces wholly new spaces and social relations,
reconstructions, such as those of 19th century western Europe, modify
existing landscapes. Reconstruction implies the reproduction of an existing
socio-political regime rather than the advent of entirely new social relations.
These reconstructions certainly modify spatial relations between authorities
and subjects: Haussmann's brutality in ripping up Paris neighborhoods and
displacing residents is infamous.^ However, rather than restructuring the

1 Oscar Niemeyer's design of Brasilia is often dted as the apogee of the
spatialization of the modem bureaucratic state (Lefebvre 1991: 312).
2 There is a large body of architectural and art historical literature which
addresses Haussmann's transformation of Paris. For introductions see Olsen
(1986) and Saalman (1971).
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organization of social classes, reconstructions reorganize power relations
within the collection of institutions which define political authority.
Episodes of extensive, state-sponsored reconstruction in the ancient world
were generally limited to individual structures such as palaces and temples,
storage facilities and fortifications. The legendary builders of Mesopotamia
were immortalized by the monumental scale of their building programs—UrNammu's Nanna temple complex at Ur (WooUey 1939), Sennacherib's
"Palace without Rival" at Nineveh (Russell 1991), or even the mythicized
Gilgamesh's walls at Uruk (Gardner and Maier 1984). However, the scope of
these ancient reconstruction projects, which remade only one site or portion
of a site, pales in comparison with the lesser-known program of Urartian
authorities during the early seventh century B.C. (Zimansky 1995).
The power of Urartian authorities, disrupted and destabilized by the
internal political crisis provoked by Assyrian and Cimmerian attacks at the
end of the eighth century B.C., was reformulated and reasserted through
modifications in the landscape. Urartian authorities largely abandoned their
expansionary program^ and focused instead upon stabilizing their power
within the territories assembled in the eighth century B.C The efforts of
Urartian kings in the seventh century B.C. to modify the landscape are visible
3 Military campaigns did not cease; historical records refer to the military
conquests of reconstruction period kings. However, there is little evidence
that large new swaths of territory were added to the Urartian state.

m
across the region they once occupied, including the Ararat and Shirak plains
of southern Transcaucasia. While this ambitious new building program
subtly reorganized daily practices, it also seems to have transformed
institutional relations. The tight-knit package of socio-political institutions in
evidence in the expansionary period fortresses of Erebuni and Argishtihinili
seems to have fragmented during the reconstruction period. Such
institutional disintegration has profound significance for how we imderstand
the waning decades of Urartu and its final collapse in the late sixth century
B.C.
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6.1 Historical Overview^
The historical record for the reconstruction period is not as rich as that of
the preceding expansionary period. No annals have been found for the
Urartian kings of the reconstruction period and Assyrian records touching on
the region are more concerned with Median, Scythian, and Cimmerian
movements than those of Urartu. Thus we lack much historical detail. The
reasons behind the discontinuation of Urartian royal annals are not clear;
however, judging from the relative dearth of display inscriptions known
from the seventh century B.C., these sorts of records seem to have
diminished in significance. But while the historical sources are shadowy, the
archaeological record of reconstruction period Urartu is extensive and
profoimd, indicating a reconsolidation of most of Urartu's territory, a
resurgence of Urartian resolve to challenge Assyrian, Cimmerian, and
Scythian pretensions in the highlands, and a reinvigoration of the power of
Urartian authorities.
The immediate consequences of Sargon II's defeat of Rusa I's forces and
Cimmerian predations were certainly dire. Rusa I faced an attempted coup
and much of Urartian territory in the east and southeast, including the Urmia
basin, had either been seized by Assyria or had revolted against Urartian

4 For a detailed political history of the era, see Arutyimian (1970) and Salvini
(1995).
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authority (Levine 1977: 149). Before his death, Rusa I did manage to quell the
coup and re-establish the royal dynasty, but the kingdom was clearly
weakened. As Zimansky (1995a) has pointed out, the lack of display
inscriptions and cuneiform annals of the kings led an earlier generation of
scholars (cf. Van Loon 1966: 17) to suggest that Urartu's era of supremacy was
largely brought to a close by Sargon's campaign, implying that Urartu limped
through the next century until its final collapse; however, inscriptions appear
to be a poor barometer of the Urartian state in the seventh century B.C.
Excavations at numerous sites testify to a rebirth of the Urartian state during
the early seventh century B.C—fortresses built on a scale which dwarfed
most eighth centiuy constructions and testify to the extraordinary resources
available to the Urartian king and the continuing power of Urartian
authorities.
One unfortunate result of the lactmae in the extant historical sources is
that there is some confusion regarding the order of succession of Urartian
kings. Dynastic succession during the reconstruction period is clear only for
the first two kings: Argishti II and his son, Rusa II. The names of four
subsequent claimants to the titles "king of Biainili and ruler of Tushpa" are
known from a small collection of inscribed objects. Due to the fragmentary
nature of Urartian and Assyrian references and the repetition of kingly
names, three separate king lists can fit the available sources (table 6.1).
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Chronology n offers the most comfortable fit with Assyrian synchronisms
(table 6.2) and has recently been defended by Salvini (1995). This chronology
is used in the following historical overview.
Table 6.15
Alternative Chronologies of the Last Kings of Urartu
Synchronism

Chronology I

Chronology

H

Chronology

HI

Rusa m
Eiimena

Ashurbanipal
"Sarduri"
c. 643 B.C.

Rusa m

Sarduri IV

Sarduri IV

Erimena

Sarduri m

Sarduri m

Sarduri IV
Sarduri m

Ashurbcuiipal
"Rusa"
(655/654 B.C)

Rusa m

Erimena
Esarhaddon
"Ursa"
(673/62 B.C.)

Rusa n

Rusa n

Rusa n

There is little to suggest that the political crisis which gripped Urartu at the
end of the expansionary period greatly effected its possessions in southern
Transcaucasia. While the threat of attack by nomadic groups such as the
Cimmerians and Scythians was tmdoubtedly a matter of concern to Urartian
authorities in the Ararat plain, no evidence of direct attack upon Urartian

5 Compiled from Salvini (1995) and Zimansky (1985).
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fortresses during the late eighth century B.C has yet been recovered at any
Urartian site. Assyria never posed any direct threat to the Ararat plain.
Indeed, while turmoil disrupted eastern Urartu and rebellion threatened the
heartland around Lake Van, the Ararat plain seems to have been one of
Urartu's most secure holdings.
Table 62
Urartian Kings of the Reconstruction Period
Urartian King

Synchronism

Assyrian King

Sarduri
643
Rusa
652

Ashurbanipal
668-631 B.C

Ursa

Esarhaddon
(680-669 B.C.)

Sardtiri IV
Sarditri HI
Rusa m
Erimena
Rusa Q

673/671

Argishti n
713-?

Argishta
708

Sennacherib
(704-681)
Sargon 11
(721-705 B.C)

But while southern Transcaucasia remained secure, imperial authority in
other regions had clearly suffered. Rusa I's son, Argishti H, inherited a
kingdom in some disarray. Argishti II appears to have devoted considerable
time to reconquering breakaway eastern provinces north of Lake Urmia.
Inscriptions discovered on Mt. Sabalan, midway between Tabriz and Lake
Urmia, attest to Argishti's military victories in reconsoUdating Urartu's
eastern provinces (Benedict 1965) while an inscription recovered north of
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Lake Van attest to the building of a new dty in the district of Artarapsha,
named Argishtihinili^ (Melikishvili 1960: #275, 276). The area south and
southwest of Lake Urmia remained in Assyrian control, although it quickly
became involved with an insurrection in the north Zagros moimtain region
supported by Medes, Cimmerians, and Mannaeans (Bamett 1982: 358).
The composition of political relations in southwest Asia was rapidly
changing during the late eighth and early seventh centuries B.C. with the
influx of new groups from the Eurasian steppes and the rise of new polities
east of Mesopotamia, such as the Medes. Following Sargon ll's victory over
Rusa I, Assyria enjoyed only a short period of imcontested supremacy.
Sargon's successor, Sennacherib, was assassinated in the winter of 681 B.C. by
a cabal of his sons (Parpola 1980). This coordinated action quickly deteriorated
into full-scale dvil strife between factions supporting the various brothers as
successors to the bloody throne. Seizing upon the fragmentation of the
military, the Crown Prince, Esarhaddon, defeated his brothers who, according
to a biblical account, sought refuge in Urartu.^

6 Artarapsha was located in the vicinity of Er^is on the north shore of Lake
Van (Arutyunian 1985; Diakonoff and Kashkai 1981). Argishti II's
Argishtihinili should not be confused with the dty of the same name in the
Ararat plain built by Argishti L
7 n Kings 19:37. Esarhaddon's account of these events (see Luckenbill 1927:
#505) refers only to the brothers' flight to "parts unknown". No known
Urartian texts refer to receiving Esarhaddon's brothers.
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Argishti n continued the Urartian tradition of harassing Assyria. Assyrian
intelligence reports detail a confrontation near the town of Harda in the
Upper Tigris valley where Assyrians were attempting to remove trees from
the forest (Waterman 1930: 424, 548, 705). Urartian forces arrived, occupied
the town, and prevented the Assyrians from taking the trees away. During
Argishti EE's reign, the southern frontier of Urartu remained close to the
heartland of Assyria. An inscription of Sennacherib, Sargon's son and
successor, describes the area near present-day Mt. Bavian (where the Assyrian
king maintained a hunting park) as "the frontier of Urartu" (Piotrovskii 1969:
127).
With Urartu's territorial integrity as well as its vitality as a regional rival
to Assyria largely restored, Argishti ITs son, Rusa H, ascended the throne.
Rusa n's reign was the apogee of the reconstruction period. He was
responsible for a massive building program which re-made the landscape of
much of the empire (Zimansl^ 1995a). Thanks to foimdation inscriptions,
five major fortresses, accomplished on a massive scale, are directly
attributable to Rusa 11: Rusahinili ("dty of Rusa," modem Toprakkale) near
Van, Teishebaini ("city of the god Teisheba," modem Karmir-Blur) near
Yerevan, Rusai-URU.TUR ("Rusa's small dty," modem Bastam) north of
Lake Urmia, Kef Kalesi on the northem shore of Lake Van, and Rusahinili
("City of Rusa," modem Ayanis) north of Van on the eastern shore of Lake
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Van (fig. 6.1).® In addition, numerous smaller fortresses can be generally
dated to the reconstruction period based upon architectural parallels (see
discussion in section 5.2).
Rusa n was able to forge alliances with Cimmerians and Scythians,
granting some the right to settle in Urartian lands and allowing others to pass
through Urartu into central Anatolia.^ C^ilingiroglu and Salvini (1995)
suggest that Cimmerians were allowed to settle in the Lake Sevan area while
Scythians were permitted to remain in Mana, south of Lake Urmia (although
it is tmclear whether Urartu had any real control over the latter area eifter
Sargon II's campaign). Assyrian texts from the reign of Esarhaddon do
indicate clearly that Rusa had forged an alliance with the Scythians.
Esarhaddon carefully followed the Urartian/Scythian/Cimmerian alliance
through both intelligence reports and consultations with the oracle of the god
Shamash. In one preserved text, Esarhaddon asks the oracle if king Rusa II's
intrigues against him will succeed (Bamett 1982: 358). However, as is typical

8 On Toprakkale see Bamett (1950, 1954). The original site reports for
Teishebaini include Piotrovsl^ (1950, 1952) and Oganesian (1955).
Excavations at Bastam have been summarized in two volumes edited by
Kleiss (1979,1988). Excavations at Kef Kalesi were reported by Bilgig and Ogun
(1964). The results of recent excavations at Ayanis have been reported by
C^ilingiroglu and Salvini (1995).
9 A burial of a Scythian leader imder Urartian levels at the site of Nor§untepe
has led to the suggestion that Scythian troops were enlisted to help guard the
western Urartian frontier (Bamett 1982).
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in the realpolitik of international relations, there were some episodes of
cooperation between Urartu and Assyria. When Esarhaddon invaded
Shubria^® in 673 B.C., the Ureirtian refugees whom he arrested there were
extradited to Urartu and delivered to Rusa.
The inscriptions of Rusa n bear almost entirely upon his building
activities and rarely mention military activities. Such a radical shift in the
apparent priorities of the Urartian authorities should be underscored. While
inscriptions from the eighth century B.C. leave the impression that military
activities and the attendant expansion of the state were the very epitome of
kingship, reconstruction period monarchs, and particularly Rusa II, appear to
have eschewed military expansion in favor of large-scale building activities.
The abandonment of expansion as the raison d'etre of the state marks a
fundamental shift in Urartian political strategies. Although expansion of the
state was limited, the reconstruction period did mark the formal expansion of
Urartian authority into the Shirak plain, a region originally conquered by
Argishti I. Recent excavations at the site of Horom on a western spur of
Mount Aragats (Badaljan et. al. 1993, 1994) have revealed an Urartian fortress
which, based upon architectural and ceramic parallels, was most likely built
during the reconstruction period.
10 A region southeast of Lake Van around the headwaters of the Tigris. For a
thorough discussion of Shubria's precarious political position between Urartu
and Assyria see Sarkisian (1989).
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The last absolute date available for the reign of Rusa n comes from an
inscription of Esarhaddon dated to the year 673/672 B.C (Luckenbill 1927:
#607). Dynastic succession following Rusa U is unclear. In several
inscriptions, a new king Rusa, Rusa HI, declares himself to be the son of
Erimena, creating significant difficulties in articulating the last kings of
Urartu with Rusa H. Salvini (1995) suggests that Rusa n was succeeded by
Erimena; however, Bamett (1982) points out that Erimena may not have ever
been king and refers to a seal impression on a tablet from Teishebaini which
reads "Erimena, son of Argishti (11?)" (Diakonoff 1963: 57). This would make
Erimena Rusa II's brother. Some have suggested that Erimena represents a
break in the dynasty which had ruled Urartu since Sarduri

Unfortimately,

due to the paucity of documents relating to Urartian political history in the
mid to late seventh century B.C., such a hypothesis is difficult to confirm.
In 652 B.C., Rusa DI made peace overtures to Assyria, suggesting that
Urartu was losing its grip on many territories and needed a resolution to the
continuous feud with Assyria which imdoubtedly constmied significant
military resources. The envoy received the welcome reserved for the bitterest
11 Several writers (e.g., Chahin 1987: 108; Lang 1970:113) even suggest that
"Erimena" should actually be read "Armenian". Erimena, they argue, was a
usurper who should be credited as foimding the first Armenian royal line
and thus Rusa Hi's patrimony should be reckoned as "son of the Armenian".
While the date of the first appearance of Armenians in the Highlands is
unclear, the first solid archaeological and epigraphic evidence dates to the
sixth century B.C. (Tiratsian 1988).
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of enemies—his tongue was torn out and he was flayed alive (Luckenbill
1989: #1046). In retrospect, this may have been an unwise decision by the
Assyrian monarch since both states, faced with considerable challenges to
their authority, might have forestalled impending collapse by joining forces.
Rusa in apparently retained control of the southern Transcaucasian
territories. An inscription from ArgishtihiniU attributes the construction of a
massive granary to him (Melikishvili 1960: #288).
Rusa in was succeeded by his son Sarduri m. By this time, Urartian
authorities appear to have been desperate for Assyrian assistance, perhaps
recognizing their common plight better than the Assyrians. Following
Ashurbanipal's defeat of an Elamite uprising, Sarduri IQ, whom
Ashurbanipal refers to by an Assyrianized form of his name—^"Ishtar-duri"—
submitted to Assyria and sent ambassadors to the king, greeting him "like a
son to father" (Luckenbill 1927: #834). The submission of Urartu was
represented in a stone relief from Nineveh (Bamett 1976). Despite Urartu's
prior support for the Elamite cause and their two centuries of challenges to
Assyria, the submission of the king was accepted.
The last king of Urartu, according to Salvini's (1995) chronology was
Sarduri IV, son of Sarduri HI. The fate of Urartu and its possessions in
southern Transcaucasia following submission to Assyria is not well known.
A seal impression and a bronze shield foimd at Teishebaini and inscribed

285

with the name of "Sardxiri, son of Sarduri" (Piotrovskii 1969: 196) suggest that
the last known king of Urartu maintained control over the Ararat plain to
the last.
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6.2 Landscape and Built Form
The architectural chronologies relevant to the reconstruction period were
discussed in the previous chapter (section 5.2). Within the confines of the
reconstruction period, however, there is considerable interest in the relative
chronology of the large fortresses constructed by Rusa II: Teishebaini, Rusai
URU.TUR (Bastam), Rusahinili (Toprakkale), Kef Kalesi, and Rusahinili
(Ayanis). Although no absolute chronology can be defined at present,^ ^ the
inscriptions of Rusa H often make references to other fortresses which
(^ilingiroglu and Salvini (1995) have elaborated into a relative chronology of
the major reconstruction period fortresses. An inscription from Teishebaini
(Karmir-Blur) makes it clear that this fortress was built in the first year of
Rusa n's reign:
"as Khaldi gave me the kingship, (and) I ascended the father's place of the
Kingship (the throne)...! built this door of Khaldi to perfection"
(Melikishvili 1971: 448, 449, 450).i3
The fortress at Bastam, named Rusai URU.TUR, was next to be built, followed
12 Few radiocarbon dates have been published for Urartian occupation levels.
The excavations at Horom are a notable exception (Badaljan et al. 1993, 1994);
however, the Horom C-14 dates also illustrate the difficidty in using
radiocarbon dating techniques in reference to Urartian sites. Most of the
calibrated dates from the Urartian levels at Horom yielded a calibrated age (at
one sigma) of roughly 800-400 B.C., a broad expanse of time of little use in
defining an absolute chronology for Urartian fortress sites. This problem
increases the importance of relative dating methods. It is also hoped that the
dendrochronological sequence for eastern Turkey recently defined by
Kuniholm et al. (1996) will be of use at well-preserved Urartian sites.
13 This translation published in Qilinigiroglu and Salvini (1995: 121).
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by the new center of the Urartian state at Toprakkale, "Rusahinili in front of
Mount Qilbani". The latest constructions of Rusa n were the fortresses at
Ayanis (^ilingiroglu and Salvini 1995) and Kef Kalesi (Bilgig and Ogun 1964).
Qilingiroglu and Salvini (1995) interpret this sequence of construction as a
progressive retreat from north to south attributable to the press of Cimmerian
and Scythian forces; however, there is little to support such an argument
other than the construction sequence itself. As mentioned above, epigraphic
materials from Teishebaini suggest that the last Urartian kings continued to
occupy the Ararat plain. Far more important for imderstanding the Urartian
collapse would be the sequence of fortress destruction. It seems unlikely that
the response to an immediate threat streaming out of the north would be to
build such large and well built structures as Teishebaini or Bastam. Such an
imminent threat would not allow time for, nor warrant, construction on
such a massive scale of such rigorously planned fortresses. Lastly, such a
retreat is contradicted by the evidence from the site of Horom in the Shirak
plain for a northward extension of Urartu's political presence during the
seventh century B.C. For these reasons, the retreat hypothesis seems
unlikely. Indeed, given the resources Rusa n was able to command in order
to build this massive set of fortresses, it seems that Urartu was weU able to
assert itself throughout the region. However, defense of the realm does
appear to have been one concern in the reconstruction of the landscape.
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6.3 Landscape and Power
The reconstruction of the southern Transcaucasian landscape
accompanied a shift in both the organization of Urartian authority and
imperial political policy in the region. The fortresses of the reconstruction
period in the Ararat plain suggest a dis-integration of the institutional
coherence visible in expansionary period fortresses. Settlement pattern data
from the Ararat plain indicates a tightening of direct political control over
collection, storage, and redistribution. In contrast, excavations at Horom
(Badaljan et al. 1992, 1993, 1994), on the southern Shirak plain, indicate a
delegation of political authority onto Urartian supported local rulers. Such
variability in Urartian political policy should not in itself be surprising in
light of the competing theories of Urartian political organization offered by
Zimansky (1985) and, among others, Piotrovskii (1959) and Diakonoff (1984)
(see ch. 5). What is significant is that Urartian political strategies for exerting
political power appear to have varied from place to place. Furthermore, the
changes manifest in reconstructed southern Transcaucasia further suggest
that Urartian political strategies, and the organization created for
implementing them, was historically variable as well. Indeed, it would be
surprising if an internal crisis such as that suffered by the Urartian regime at
the end of Rusa I's reign did not provoke a reexamination of political
strategies employed by political authorities.
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6.3.1 Province
The overall distribution of settlement in the Ararat plain (fig 6.2) was only
modestly altered by reconstruction. Although at least two expansionary
period settlements—^Voskevaz and Argishtihinili—remained occupied
through the seventh century B.C/^ we currently lack information regarding
the disposition of Artashat, Dovri, Metsamor, Aramus, and Menuahinili and
therefore cannot include them in the present discussion of the reconstruction
period. The most drastic change in Urartian settlement during the
reconstruction period was the abandomnent of the regional political center at
Erebuni in favor of the new fortress at Teishebaim, 7.3km to the west
(Oganesian 1961). While the overall paucity of portable artifacts at Erebuni
suggests abandonment, the discovery at Teishebaini of nimierous objects
inscribed with the names of eighth century B.C. kings (some of which also
bore the phrase "dty of Erebimi" [e.g., Melikishvili 1960: #146, 147]) indicate
that these "heirlooms", along with any political significance they may have
carried, were transferred to the new fortress. This shift was accomplished in
the first year of Rusa II's reign, contributing to a small decrease in the average
elevation of settlements (table 6.3).

14 The continuing occupation of Argishtihinili is confirmed by the presence
of inscriptions of seventh century B.C. kings; the basis for postulating a
continuing occupation of Voskevaz (Amayakian pers. comm. 1996) has not
yet been published.
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Table 6.3
Elevations of Reconstruction Period Fortresses
Site

Elevation Above Sea Level

Aragats

900m

Oshakan

1132m

Teishebaini (Karmir-Blur)

908m

Voskevaz

1017m

Argishtihinili

930m

Horom North (Shirak Plain)

1621m

Partly as a result of the abandonment of Erebuni in favor of Teishebaini,
the overall location quotient for reconstruction period settlement declined to
0.67, lower than the 1.0 defined by Urartian fortress sites in the expansionary
period. Comparison of location quotient values for the Early Iron Age and
the expansionary and reconstruction periods of the Urartian occupation (table
6.4) illustrates a continuing trend towards the relocation of centers of political
authority out of the highlands and onto the plains. In practical terms, this
suggests increasingly direct interaction between subjects and states indicative
of greater direct political oversight and control of all aspects of daily life.
Table 6.4
Location Quotients for Early Iron Age, Expansionary and
Reconstruction Period Fortresses of the Ararat Plain
Period

Location Quotient

Early Iron Age

5.0

Urartian Expansionary Period

1.0

Urartian Reconstruction Period

0.67
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One aspect of the overall distribution of Urartian fortresses on the Ararat
plain during the reconstruction period is particularly striking. With the
construction of fortresses at Oshakan and Aragats, a line of fortresses was built
extending across the western edge of the plain from Argishtihinili in the
southwest, near the Araxes, to Dovri on the slopes of Mt. Arailer. In the east
there is no evidence of a similar systematic distribution of fortress sites. The
array of fortresses on the western edge of the Ararat plain may be indicative of
the military apprehensions of Urartian authorities. Judging from the eastern
approaches to the plain fortified by only single installations, it appears that
the greatest threat to the plain was assessed to lie to the west and northwest,
that is, the Shirak plain and beyond. Who might have constituted this threat
is unclear; however, Piotrovskii (1959) certainly implicates Scythian groups in
Urartu's downfall and it is unlikely that, having suffered at the hands of
Cimmerian bands in the late eighth century, the Urartians would have again
been willing to ignore the movement of populations across the Caucasus.
One route to the Ararat plain from the north, as described in chapter 3, flows
from the Kura basin, west into the Shirak plain, and thence around the flanks
of Mt. Aragats.
While the Shirak plain had likely been under strong Urartian influence
since Argishti I's conquest of the region in the early eighth century B.C., it is
apparently only during the reconstruction period that a direct Urartian
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political presence can at present be documented in the area.^^ As with
Urartian settlements on the Ararat plain, the only known Urartian site in the
Shirak plain, the northern citadel at Horom, eschewed the isolated keeps of
Early Iron Age polities in favor of more immediate supervision of the plain.
The citadel of the Urartian fortress at Horom lies just 100m above the plain,
well below the 1700m contour used in chapter four to separate highland
settlement from the plains below. While calculation of a location quotient
based on one site is insignificant, it is clear that Urartian settlement on the
Shirak plain, like that on the Ararat plain, moved out of the highlands and
established a much more direct presence on the plain itself. Looming over
the southern Shirak plain, the location of Horom suggests that practical
relations between state and subject on the Shirak plain were modelled on
those established by Urartu on the Ararat plain rather than those defined in
the region by Early Iron Age polities. The state was an immediate presence.

15 Two other possible Urartian sites have been located in the Talin highlands
which separate the Ararat and Shirak plains. On the southern outskirts of the
village of Gamaovit lies a small fortress built of semi-ashlar masoiuy walls
with irregular buttressing. This site, which Piotrovskii and Gyuzalian (1933)
named Adiaman 2 (named after a rock outcrop to the west) and I have
renamed Gamaovit north (N40°29'46.6'' E43°57'52.9" elev. 2285m±49) to better
describe its location, is 1.27km north of Gamaovit south, an Early Iron Age
fortress discussed in chapter 4 above. A second possible Urartian fortress in
the Talin highlands is located near the village of Akunk. This site was
reported to me by P. Avetissian and R. Badaljan; however, I was not able to
visit the site and no site plan has been made. Both sites will be investigated
in the course of ongoing fieldwork.
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rather than one distantly removed into the surrounding hills. While we
have few sources of evidence regarding the practical relations between
subjects and state following Argishti I's conquest of the Shirak region, the
construction of Horom indicates that political power was formalized during
the seventh century B.C
Table 6.5
Surface Area of Urartian Reconstruction Period Fortresses
Site

Size (in m^)

Aragats

2054.86

Upper Oshakan

1808.41

Horom North

35672.29

Teishebaini

31212.75

The size of Urartian reconstruction period sites (table 6.5) is instructive
regarding changing Urartian political strategies. During the expansionary
period, site sizes were relatively well distributed between O.Sha. and 4ha. As a
result, the only visible scalar segregation potentially indicative of hierarchy
was between Argishtihinili and all other sites. In contrast, fortresses built
during the reconstruction period are clearly differentiated by size into a
significant size hierarchy. As the comparative dot plot in figure 6.3 indicates,
two types of fortresses were built: small outposts and massive fortified
centers. Such a dramatic difference in the size of newly constructed sites
certainly suggests the imposition of hierarchical relations indicative of
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stronger centralization of the political apparatus. Of particular interest, the
size of Horom marks it as more than simply a military outpost. With over
3.5ha. enclosed by its fortress waUs, Horom was even larger than Teishebaini.
Although the site clearly did not have the same political import, its size alone
clearly reflects a substantial commitment of resources into extending Urartu
onto the Shirak plain.
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Figure 6.3
Comparative Dotplot of Fortress Sizes for
the Expansionary (EP) and Reconstruction Periods (RP)
Changes in the organization of settlement on the Ararat and Shirak plains
during the reconstruction period indicate only minor changes in practical
relations between subjects and the state. Most significant of these changes
appears to have been the consolidation of the regional political and economic
apparatus, formerly divided between Erebuni and Argishtihinili, into a single
center at Teishebaini. Urartian authorities maintained close supervision of
production; an inscription found near the medieval Armenian church at
Zvartnots (Melikishvili 1960: #281), but which Piotrovskii suggests was
originally located on the bank of the Razdan opposite Teishebaini, testifies to
Urartu's ongoing construction of large-scale irrigation works for drawing
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water from the major rivers onto the plain.

6.3.2 Fortress
Fortresses constructed by Urartian authorities in the Ararat plain during
the reconstruction period dilEfered in topography and, in the case of
Teishebaini, in construction &om those of the expansionary period.
The topography of reconstruction period sites, like that of the
expansionary period, departs from the affinity for high places with steep
approaches on all sides which marked Early Iron Age political centers. Table
6.6 simunarizes median surface grade calculations for reconstruction period
sites. The overall median surface grade for reconstruction period sites is
16.7%, slightly lower than the 19.7% of the expansionary period (table 6.6). If
grade calculations are limited to the three Ararat plain sites (i.e., Horom is
removed from the sample) the overall median grade is a slightly lower 16.0%.
Teishebaini, the political center of the occupation during the seventh century
B.C., while dramatically defended by the Razdan river gorge on its
northeastern side, sits atop very mildly sloping terrain to the west and south.
While Upper Oshakan sits atop a substantial outcrop, the fortress at Aragats
was constructed on a small rise (at its simmiit only 10m above the plain). The
massiveness of construction at Aragats likely consimied the entire hill and
defined an approach to the site with a median grade of only 8.0%.
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Table 6.6
Median Surface Grade of Urartian Reconstruction Period Sites
Site

Median Sitrface Grade

Teishebaini

16.0%

Aragats

8.0%

Upper Oshakan

17.4%

Horom North

24.7%

Ooerall Media Grade

16.7%

Table 6.7 provides a comparison of the overall median grade for Early Iron
Age, expansionary and reconstruction periods. A statistical analysis of the
variance within the topography of each period indicates a highly significant
(p=0.01) decline in median surface grade firom the Early Iron age through the
reconstruction period (fig. 6.5). As discussed in section 5.3.1, topography is
significant for describing practice in that defensibility and accessibility create
opposing demands upon site design. It appears that by the reconstruction
period, accessibility of the fortress sites had lately trumped the defensive
utility offered by locating fortresses on sites of exaggerated topographic relief.
Table 6.7
Comparison of Overall Median Surface Grade
Period

Ooerall Median Surface Grade

Early Iron Age

32.0%

Urartian Expansionary Period

19.7%

Urartian Reconstruction Period

16.7%
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Fig 6.4
Comparative Boxplot of Median Site Grade for Early Iron Age (EIA),
Expansionary Period (EP) and Reconstruction Period (RP) Fortresses.
Reconstruction period construction techniques continued to employ the
semi-ashlar masonry style which distinguished Ararat plain sites from the
regular ashlar masonry of Urartian sites around Lake Van, with one
exception. The stone foundations of Teishebaini were built of ashlar
masonry. This contrast in construction styles employed on the Ararat plain
can be quickly described by contrasting the fortification walls of Argishtihinili
with those of Teishebaini (plates 6.1, cf. plates 5.1 and 5.2). The stone
foundation walls at Teishebaini were constructed of well-dressed basalt blocks
of regular proportions, cut so as to fit into tightly defined courses. The semiashlar style, in contrast, creates only an approximate fit between adjacent
stones.

6.3.2.1 Teishebaini (Karmir-Blur)
Fifty-four years ago, when excavations began at the hill on the left bank of
the Razdan river known as Karmir-Blur, the site lay on the outskirts of
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Yerevan, within sight of the heavily travelled road to Echmiadzin, center of
the Armenian church. Today, the site of Karmir-Blur, now known to have
once been the Urartian fortress of Teishebaini ("City of Teisheba"), is
surrotmded by the highrise apartment buildings which accompany the sprawl
of Yerevan's southwestern districts (fig. 6.5). Excavations began at Teishebaini
in 1939, sponsored by the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian S.S,R. and
the Hermitage Museum and led by B. B. Piotrovskii. Excavations at
Teishebaini revealed a fortress destroyed in a great conflagration. Fire had
hardened the mudbricks, scorching them red in some places (hence the name
Karmir-Blur, or Red Hill, for the modem site).
With the exception of two small later additions to the fortress,^ ^
Teishebaini was built all at one time as a single continuous building
(Oganesian 1955: 40). The fortified citadel at Teishebaini consists of two
discrete architecturally defined imits (fig. 6.6). The overall outline of the
fortress defined two parts: the main fortress and a courtyard to the west
drciunscribed on the western edge by an outer defensive wall. Entrance into
the fortress was via two gateways defined by the intersection of the outer
defensive wall and the walls of the fortress. Both provide entry into the

16 Although Oganesian (1955: 37) is not entirely clear as to which parts of the
fortress he regards as extensions, one is certainly the small enclosure (room
129 on figure 6.7) added to the western fortification wall. The second addition
was southeast of the main gate, perhaps the columned room 125.
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courtyard. The main gateway, on the southern end of the courtyard, was
flanked by two massive towers with a constricted entryway more similar to
the King's gate at the Hittite capital, Hattusas, than contemporary Assyrian
cities (Kafadarian 1984: 64) A single room built into the eastern tower is
similar to that discovered adjacent to the main gateway into the
contemporary site of Horom (see section 6.3.2.4 below). A second gateway,
which Piotrovskii (1969: 137) terms the postern gate, provided access to the
courtyard on the northem end of the site. This entryway was defended only
by a single tower on the northeastern comer of the fortress.
The fortification walls at Teishebaini consist of massive straight,
rectilinear walls punctuated by large square towers and buttresses set at
regular intervals. The fortifications were constructed using cut-stone boulder
facades with a rubble core. The fortress was constructed with a massive stone
socle about 2.0m high (4 courses of stones) and 3.5m thick capped by a
mudbrick superstructure. While Assyrian palaces, such as that of Sargon 11 at
Khorsabad, employed a similar combination of a stone platform and
mudbrick superstructiu:e, there were generally few, if any, rooms within the
platform itself. In Teishebaini, however, the ground floor served not only as
the platform for the upper floors, but also contained numerous rooms. The
interior walls of the fortress, in contrast to those of Erebimi, were built largely
of mudbrick (Oganesian 1955). The lower floor of the fortress was constructed
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on different levels, utilizing the uneven topography of the site to create a
stepped arrangement. The rooms in the plan of the site represent only this
ground floor. The organization of rooms in the upper floors is difficult to
define across most of the fortress. While some mudbrick walls were
preserved to a great height, often revealing second-story windows, the details
of second story walls have not been included on the published plans. It seems
quite possible that many rooms of the second story may not have followed
the same spatial arrangement as those on the lower floor.
Although the plan of a small portion of the southern portion of the
fortress remains undefined, 130 discrete rooms of the groimd floor as well as
the doorways which connected them have been mapped (fig 6.6). The
number of these rooms actually excavated is unclear from the extant reports.
By 1955, Oganesian (1955: 40) reports, 65 rooms had been explored. Because
only the spatial organization of the ground floor has been preserved, the
architectonics of Teishebaini can be only incompletely approximated.
However, the pathways which linked the rooms of the lower floor divide the
fortress into three architectonically distinct units: one in the northwestern
third of the fortress, a second in the center, and a third only partially defined
in the south. No doorway was found leading into the ground floor of the
fortress from the courtyard indicating that the only entrance to the fortress
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proper was via an earthen ramp adjacent to the main gateway.^ ^
Although most of the ground floor rooms have been exposed it is difficult
to assess the pathways between the floors without an approximation of the
layout of the upper stories. Figure 6.7 provides a partial spatial graph for the
lower floor of the fortress. In this graph, access points (depth 0) do not
indicate the exterior of the fortress (as in the spatial graphs of Erebimi and
Argishtihinili). Instead, these access points refer to discrete locations in the
upper floor through which the lower floor was accessed. Definition of these
points of access into the lower stoiy is not entirely secure. Excavations had
not uncovered these stairwells at the time Oganesian (1955) compiled his
report on the architecture of the site and Piotrovskii's subsequent publications
(1959,1969) do not draw particular attention to the possible means of accessing
the lower floors. However, analogies with Erebimi provide a possible
interpretation for the peculiar rooms (A, B, C in figure 6.6) which appear to be
consumed by large central pillars. As at Erebuni, it is likely that these rooms
were narrow stairwells which gave access to the lower story; however, we
cannot entirely rule out the possibility of less formalized routes (e.g., ladders)

17 The exact position of the entryway has not been clearly recorded on any
extant plans of the site; however, Piotrovskii (1969: 138) points generally to
the southern complex just adjacent to the main gateway and the local
topography in this area does indicate a significant rise against the wall face.
Indeed the presence of an entry ramp here may explain the lack of a large
tower on this wall face.
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into the ground floor.
It is clear from the spatial graph that a lack of information regarding the
layout of the upper floors seriously limits our imderstanding of the
architectonics of the fortress. However, the architectonics of the groimd floor
alone imply a very different overall organization of space than in fortresses of
the expansionary period. As discussed in chapter 5, expansionary period
fortresses were tightly integrated structures which linked various institutions
of the state—political, religious, economic, and military—into a single
coherent imperial package. The architectonics at Teishebaini depart
significantly from this model
First, the integration of components seen at Erebuni and Argjshtihinili
does not appear to have been carried over into the layout of Teishebaini. The
lower floor at the site was not integrated into a single architectonic unit but
rather was divided into a number of independent imits accessible only from
distinct points in the floor above. Unit I, accessed from space A is comprised
of spaces #1-53; Unit n, accessed from space B, is comprised of spaces 54-92;
Unit in, accessed through space C is incomplete but largely comprised of
spaces # 96,99-116. Tables 3, 4, and 5 in Appendix C give the Depth, Mean
Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values for each space of units I-in and table 6.8
summarizes the architectonic data for all three units. Statistical comparison
of RRA values for the expansionary period sites discussed in chapter 5 and
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Teishebaini indicate a significant decrease in integration (an increase in
asymmetiy) in the reconstruction period regional center.^® As the
comparative analysis of variance outlined in figure 6.9 illustrates, the
differing RRA values for Erebtmi and Argishtihinili versus Teishebaini are
highly significant (p<0.001). This division and dis-integration of space
suggests an increasing differentiation of the institutional components of the
Urartian state.
Table 6.8
Comparison of RRA Values of Argishtihinili, Erebuni, and Teishebaini
Argishtihinili

Erebuni

Teishebaini

Mean RRA

1.048

1.327

1.594

Median RRA

1.036

\177

1.527

Standard
Deviation

0.266

0.264

0.473
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Figure 6.8
Analysis of Variance for RRA Values for
Expansionary (EP) and Reconstruction Period (RP) Sites
(Individual 95% Confidence Intervals For
Mean Based On Pooled Standard Deviation)
This impression of dis-integration amongst the components of Urartian

18 If comparing only Erebuni and Teishebaini, the differences between the two
groups of RRA values are still highly significant (pcO.OOl).
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authority is reinforced by the redundancy of various functional parts within
the fortress. The range of practices in the lower floors is generally limited to
storage—wine and grain, dishes and utensils—and production—^beer,
sesame-oil, bone-working, and metal (Piotrovskii 1969: 139). Unlike storage
facilities at Erebuni and Argishtihinili, at Teishebaini the excavators foimd
several architectonically isolated rooms for storing grain (#47,58-64,66-74)
and wine (#18-20, 23-27) accessible from very distinct locations in the upper
floors.
Separation of redundant storage fodlities in light of the overall dis
integration of built space at Teishebaini strongly suggests that separate spheres
of Urartian authority (i.e., distinct institutions) had differentiated such that
the administration of their assets was no longer coordinated. Furthermore,
control values identify a handful of key spaces in each unit (#10,18, 78a, 104)
which regulate movement throughout. While spaces in imits I and n are
fairly distributed, those of unit HE are highly imdistributed, analogous only to
the royal apartment area of Erebuni. Differences in distribution of space
suggest architectonically unique spheres of Urartian authority.
Without greater understanding of what lay in the floors above, it is
difficult to identify the specific nature of the institutions which may have
claimed separate spaces in the ground floor. However, given the distinct
spaces occupied in earlier Urartian fortress sites, it seems safe to assert that the
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best candidates for institutional division would be political (i.ev palace) and
religious (Le., temple) spheres. Certainly this division is clearly in evidence
in other areas of contemporary southwest Asia, particularly in Mesopotamia
(Postgate 1979),

6.3.2.2 Aragats
Perched atop a small rise in the Ararat plain north of Echmiadzin, the
small Urartian fortress of Aragats dominates its immediate surroundings (fig.
6.9; plate 6.2). The fortress was documented as early as 1647 by a French
traveller in the region and was included in Toramanian's (1942) extensive
survey of fortresses. The fortress at Aragats was first systematically explored
in 1954-55 by Oganesian (1958), who provided the first plan of the site and
detailed description of its ruins. Subsequent excavations at the site, sponsored
by Yerevan State University, have now exposed almost 100% of the fortress.^ ^
Its massive construction style and comer towers identify the site as a
reconstruction period construction based upon similar elements found in
Teishebaini and lacking in sites of the eighth century B.C (Kafadarian 1984).
Aragats provides the best example of the dwindling importance of
topographic relief in reconstruction period fortress design. The hill on which
19 While only a few ceramic artifocts from Aragats have been published to
date (Avetisian 1992), Avetisian is currently preparing a site report (pers.
comm.).
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the fortress was built rises no more than 10m above the surrounding
plain—relief which would have been dwarfed by the massive fortress. The
site offers a median grade of approach of only 8.0%, Like most other Urartian
fortresses, there is little that was site-specific in the design of the structure.
The site consists of two parts: a fortress atop the principal outcrop and
numerous subsidiary structures, including one domestic structure recorded by
Oganesian (1958) to the west, which may have defined a lower town. Today,
the remains of most of the subsidiary structures lie covered by fields or are no
longer visible from the surfoce. However, the fortress itself is well preserved
and its architecture clearly defined by recent excavations.
Aragats was a small outpost, covering no more than 0.2ha. Like
Teishebaini, the principal fortress was circumscribed by an outer defensive
wall to the south and west which outlined a small courtyard. The fortress
itself was anchored by four large towers constructed on the comers of the
rectangular structure. The exterior walls boasted the typical Urartian
buttressing on three of the four sides. The fortress appears also to have had
two stories (Oganesian 1958). The masonry at the site was of semi-ashlar
masonry, not the ashlar masonry employed to build Teishebaini. While the
stones of the comer towers were weU cut and dressed, the stone blocks of the
intervening walls, while set into clear courses with dressed facades, were not
closely fit to each other. The fortifications were constmcted using cut-stone
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boulder facades with a rubble core.
The entrance to the fortress lay on the northwestern comer (visible on the
plan of the lower floor as a gap between the northeast tower and outer
defensive wall) and likely carried entrants directly onto the second floor via
an earthen ramp (as at Teishebaini). Like Teishebaini, the preserved
architectural remains consist primarily of the stone walls which outlined the
grotmd floor—none of the mudbrick superstructure remains standing at the
site. TTie architectonics of the lower floor are not clear. Numerous spaces do
not appear to have been linked directly with others, raising questions
regarding points of access between the upper and lower floors. Excavations
revealed that much of the lower floor was given to storage facilities
(Avetisian pers. com.). However, greater detail in functional differentiation
and architectonic reconstruction of the site must await the impending
publication of the excavation report.
The lower floor of the fortress consisted of about 18 discrete spaces. The
organization of the northeastern comer is not entirely certain due to
extensive damage to the architecture. Most of these spaces are closely
interlinked, radiating from the large central space. However, a number of
rooms appear to have been isolated, accessible only from discrete locations on
the upper floors. Thus, in contrast to the coherent spaces of Erebimi and
Argishtihinili, Aragats seems to have been designed more on the lines of
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Teishebaini. Whether this isolation of a few rooms is substantial enough to
denote dis-integration of the ruling political apparatus is as yet unclear and
again must await full publication of the finds. However, it is apparent that
the organization of space at Aragats does not mimic the tight, well-integrated
imperial package foimd at expansionary period sites such as Erebimi (fig. 5.18).

6.3.2.3 Oshakan
The site of Oshakan includes both a small fortress (Upper Oshakan, fig.
6.10) and an extensive associated settlement 430.90m to the northeast (Lower
Oshakan, discussed in section 6.3.3 below).^° Located atop a large hill on the
east bank of the Kasakh river in the lowermost foothills of Mt. Aragats, Upper
Oshakan commands a broad view of the Ararat plain to the south and east
and the Shamiram uplift to the west. Like Aragats, Upper Oshakan was
documented by Toramanian (1954) during his extensive survey in the region.
Excavatioris were conducted at both Upper and Lower Oshakan tmder the
auspices of the Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography of the Armenian
S.S.R. from 1971 to 1985 (Esaian and Kalantarian 1988). Both Upper and
Lower Oshakan have been dated to the reconstruction period on the basis of
20 The plans of Upper and Lower Oshakan in figures 6.10 and 6,18 are
composites of work done by the excavators and by the Ancient Landscape
Project in 1995. The architectural plans were largely taken from those
published in the original excavation report (Esaian and Kalantarian 1988); the
topography was recorded by the Ancient Landscapes Project.
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the artifactual remains (Esaian and Kalantarian 1988: 9) and fortress
architecture (Kanetsian 1988: 115; cf. Kafadarian 1984).
Upper Oshakan towers approximately 30m above its surroundings. The
topography of the immediate area undulates in the final descent from Mt.
Aragats onto the Ararat plain. Curiously, the fortress occupied only a small
portion of the citadel. As at Aragats, the relationship between the local
topography and the fortress at Oshakan offers a stark contrast between
Urartian and Early Iron Age construction. Whereas Early Iron Age
fortification walls skirted the crest of the hills which they occupied, the design
of Upper Oshakan is largely divorced from the immediate topography,
suggesting the construction was not planned in relation to the particular site
which it occupied.
The fortress walls were constructed using semi-ashlar cut-stone boulder
facades with a rubble core. As noted in the original architectural analysis of
Upper Oshakan (Kanetsian 1988), the fortress was divided in half by a central
wall. The northwestern portion encompassed the large entry room while the
southeastern half was divided into 6 irregular spaces. The single entrance to
the fortress, located along the northwest wall, was flanked by buttresses,
which, as Kanetsian (1988: 107) remarks, must have leant some degree of
monumentality to the otherwise small structure. The fortress was
constructed of massive stone socle of semi-ashlar masonry, set out in a
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rectangle 43.7m long and 38.0m wide, that was likely capped by a mudbrick
superstructure. The comers were extended by small (in comparison with
Aragats) towers and the walls were interrupted by buttresses set at regular
intervals.
While the internal architectonics of the fortress cannot be clearly defined
given the available evidence, excavations did locate one intriguing opening
between two ground floor rooms in the southeastern half—a small gap in the
wall large enough only for communication. No doors between spaces on the
lower floor were found. As at Aragats, this arrangement is suggestive in its
parallels with architectonics at Teishebaini—rather than spaces being
integrated into an architectonically fluid construction, rooms on the ground
floor appear to have been isolated from others and access controlled from the
upper stories.

6.3.2,4 Horom North
The site of Horom is located on a western spur of Mt. Aragats, overlooking
the southern Shirak plain. The site is comprised of two rock outcrops set
along a roughly north-south axis (fig. 6.11). An Early Iron Age fortress caps
the southern citadel (see fig, 4.22) while the northern outcrop hosted an
extensive Urartian fortress (fig. 6.12; plate 6.3). Originally documented by
Toramianian (1954) and subsequently by Adzhan et al. (1932), systematic
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excavations at the site began in 1990 and continued in 1992, 1993, and 1995
under the auspices of a cooperative research program between the Armenian
Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography and the International Program for
Anthropological Research in the Caucasus.
The Urartian fortress at Horom has been tentatively dated to the
reconstruction period. While Kafadarian's architectural chronology is
adequate for the Ararat plain, the peculiar architectiure of Horom does not
allow for secure dating based upon its built features alone. An examination
of the ceramic assemblage by Stefan Kroll revealed the fuU complement of
Urartian forms—bowls, jars, small storage vessels, handled jugs, and
pithoi—^rebutting any suggestion that Horom was not directly involved in
the Urartian political sphere. Moreover, KroU's analysis revealed a distinct
prevalence of non-carinated over carinated rims (Kroll pers. comm.).
Excavations at the Urartian site of Haftavan Tepe (Bumey 1970, 1972, 1973,
1975; Kroll 1976), destroyed during the late eighth century B.C., recovered only
carinated rims, suggesting to Kroll (pers. comm.) that non-carinated rims are
a stylistic marker of the seventh century B.C. The prevalence of noncarinated forms at Horom similarly suggests a construction date sometime
during the seventh century B.C. As yet, no inscribed objects, which might
provide epigraphic confirmation for the dating of Horom, have been
recovered at the site.
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The north hill at Horom is cdrcuinscribed by three massive lines of
fortifications descending the eastern slope of the dtadel. Outside of the walls,
the site offers the steepest median grade of approach of all of the
reconstruction period fortresses, 24.7%. The walls circimiscribe three separate
units—the citadel (denoted as area A), and two lower terraces (B and C
respectively)—covering an area of 3.57ha. In addition, excavations along the
slope of the citadel have uncovered a series of smaller stepped walls
descending the eastern face (fig. 6.13).^^ The size of Horom and the extent of
its fortifications certainly mitigates against describing it as a guardpost or
provincial collection point along the lines of Aragats or Oshakan. However,
its location on the outskirts of the known regions of direct Urartian
administration raise numerous questions about Horom's role in political
practice. To date, excavations have concentrated on the two fortified terraces
below the citadel. In addition to standing fortification walls, internal
architecture at the site is well preserved (particularly on the B terrace);
imfortunately the depth of overburden has slowed the opening of broad
horizontal exposures.
Badaljan et al (1993) suggest that the successive lines of fortifications at
Horom reflect a sequential expansion of the fortress: none of the fortification
walls bonded with another (E. Barbanes pers. comm. 1996; fig 6.14). The walls
21 Architectural drawings from Horom by Eleanor Barbanes.
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were constructed of a semi-ashlar stone masonry which we can now describe
as typiccil of Urartian sites in southern Transcaucasia. As at such Ararat plain
sites as Argishtihinili and Teishebaini, the fortifications were constructed
using cut-stone boulder facades with a rubble core. Similarly, the fortress
walls were segmented by large stone buttresses set at regular intervals.
Despite an overall similarity to Urartian constructions in the Ararat plain, a
number of features of the fortifications at Horom are unique. Large towers
have been found only flanking the main gateway, on the B terrace (fig. 6.15).
Towers have as yet not been docmnented on any of the other lines of
fortification. Second, the layout of the site is not rectilinear. Fortifications cut
across the terrain at right angles or follow the curves of the topography
recalling Early Iron Age fortress design. Furthermore, each wall differs from
the others in some small, but noticeable respect. The stones of the A wall are
considerably smaller and less boulder-like; the C wall is not as carefully
constructed and in many points, particularly on the southern segments, the
semi-ashlar masonry becomes distinctly cyclopean; the B wall was built of
better dressed and cut stones than either the A or C walls. The Urartian
fortress at Horom appears to have largely been a one-story
construction. Evidence of a mud-brick superstructure has been recovered
only in the area of the main gateway. The interior walls of the fortress were
built of mediimi-sized stones, immodified, and set in irregular courses.

6.15

Delail-Horom North Operation B1
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The architectonics of Horom are difficult to describe given the relatively
small area of the terraces which has been exposed by excavations. Excavations
in area A, atop the citadel, have to date been very limited, revealing little of
the internal spatial organization; however, excavations have revealed some
intriguing differences between the organization of space on the B and C
terraces. While the B terrace appears to have been composed of agglomerated
spaces linked by corridors (fig. 6.16), an organization similar to that at Ararat
plain sites, the architecture of the C terrace appears to include a number of
free-standing

structures. Inspection of the architecture visible from the

surface and excavations conducted in 1995 do not yield the same type of
room-and-corridor organization of the B terrace. The reasons for this
distinction are not clear at present but again underscore the unique nature of
Horom within the larger domain of Urartian fortresses in southern
Transcaucasia.
The apparent architectural anomalies in fortress design beg the question of
Horom's status within the sphere of Urartian political practice. While the
Ararat plain sites built during the reconstruction period indicate continued
centralization accompanied by a dis-integration of Urartian institutional
structure, evidence from Horom suggests that a different political strategy was
employed to secure Urartian authority in the Shirak plain. The strong
presence of local—that is, continuous with Early Iron Age
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traditions—ceramic styles accompanying the Urartian assemblage suggests
that Horom may have been ruled by a cooperating local ruler, rather than
directly by Urartian government agents. This interpretation of the materials
would certainly account for both the evidence for reliance upon Urartian
architectural precedents and the strength of continuing local construction and
design elements.
A decentralized model of Urartian political authority on the Shirak plain
would more closely parallel Zimanslg^'s (1985) emphasis on the local
autonomy of provincial governors. However, this should not be mistaken as
a suggestion that Horom was not fully subject to the centralized Urartian
authorities on the Ararat plain. Horom was unmistakably tied to the
Urartian regime. There is little to suggest that Urartian kings merely
acquiesced to local rulers. Instead it appears that as part of Urartian
authorities' political strategy for incorporating the Shirak plain, they set up a
local ruler in a distinctly Urartian fortress. The power to delegate political
power does not necessarily testify to weakness in the central regime but
instead demonstrates that Urartu still exercised de facto control over the
southern Shirak plain.
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6.3.3 Other Landscape Features
During the reconstruction period, construction of irrigation canals
continued to reshape the countryside, opening new land to systematic
cultivation under Urartian direction (Arutyunian 1964). Unfortunately, the
available documentation for new canals is only indirect; an inscription of
Rusa n discovered at Zvartnots, near Echmiadzin, boasts of the kings efforts
to define and control areas of agricultiural production:
Rusa, son of Argishti says: In the valley of the land of Kuturlini the earth
had never been worked. At Khaldi's command, I planted this vineyard
and ordered the establishment of fields with crops and fruit gardens
encircling the cities. I established a cemal—its name, "Umeshini"— from
the river lldaruni (MeUkishvili 1960: #281).22
According to Piotrovskii (1969: 140), this canal is still in use today.
Two unfortified settlements dating to the reconstruction period have been
partially excavated: the lower town at Oshakan (Lower Oshakan; fig. 6.18) and
the lower town at Teishebaini (fig. 6.17). Both were associated with a fortress;
however the specific nature of the relations between those in the fortress and
those in the lower town have not been well documented.
Piotrovskii's excavations outside of the walls of Teishebaini uncovered
portions of a semi-agglomerated settlement with streets separating domestic

22 Piotrovskii (1969: 139) suggests that this inscription was originally erected
on the bank of the Razdan river opposite Teishebaini.
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structures.^^ At lower Oshakan, the settlement was fully agglomerated, with
corridors separating distinct spaces but nothing resembling the open pathways
of Teishebaini. Indeed the overall layout of Lower Oshakan is considerably
less carpentered, yielding the impression of little design in the layout of the
spaces. The architecture at both sites was of imcut stone masonry. The
structures appear to have been only one story.
Unlike the outer buildings at Argishtihinili, however, these do not appear
to have been living quarters for upper level state functionaries. There are few
repetitions of architectural elements, such as the buttresses seen on domestic
structures at Argishtihinili, which might define the presence of local political
authorities. Unfortimately, exposures of these lower towns are limited, but it
seems quite likely that political subjects—workers for the fields, vineyards,
pastiires, and furnaces—lived in these lower towns. It is thus of considerable
interest for reconstructing daily practice that these residences were built close
to Urartian fortresses giving authorities constant oversight of their subjects.

23 For a thorough documentation of the lower town excavations at
Teishebaini, see Martirosian (1961).

332

6.4 Conclusions
The dating of the final collapse of Urartian political authority in southern
Transcaucasia, and indeed throughout the empire, is a matter of extensive
debate. Piotrovskii (1959, 1969) dated the final collapse of Urartu, signified by
the destruction of Teishebaini, to 590 or 585 B.C. based largely upon a biblical
reference^^ and mention of Urartu in the Neo-Babylonian chronicles of 609
and 608 B.C. (Lang 1970: 112); Urartu, in the form "Urashtu", continued to be
used in the Babylonian inscriptions of King Darius of Persia in the late sixth
century B.C. (although the parallel Persian text in the Behistim inscription
substitutes the term "Armina"). Herodotus (1992: L 74) recorded the
campaign of Cyraxes in 585 B.C. against the Lydians, by which time the Medes
appear to have occupied most of the highlands. The campaign of Cyraxes
provides only a terminus ante quern for the Urartian state. KroU (1984) has
suggested, based upon work at Rusai URU.TUR (Bastam), that the destruction
of this fortress, and the collapse of Urartu in general, occurred much earlier.
KroU points out that several rooms at Bastam contained thousands of animal
bones in association with clay bullae, a large majority of which bear the seal of
king Rusa n. Several other seals bear a title different from that traditionally
employed by Urartian monarchs. Kroll interprets these rooms as meat
storage rooms. Since it is unlikely that meat would be stored for long, he
24 Jeremiah 51:27.
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reasons, the fortress must have been destroyed during the reign of Rusa II
(Kroll 1984:157). Allowing for Assyrian references to a "Rusa" (Rusa HI
according to Salvini [1995]) and a "Sarduri" (Sarduri HI according to Salvini
[1995]) and for the possibility that Teishebaini and Toprakkale may have
outlasted Bastam, Kroll suggests 640 B.C. as a date beyond which the Urartian
state no longer existed.
25mansky (1995a: 99) takes issue with Kroll's interpretation of the Bastam
meat rooms, pointing out that the fragmentary

nature of the bones suggests

the rooms were used for disposal of meat remains from the king's table rather
than storage.^^ While no other kings after Rusa II added to this particular
"royal midden", it cannot be ruled out that the bones of subsequent kings'
meals were disposed of elsewhere or that disposal practices simply changed as
Urartu entered its tmdoubtedly difficult final years. In sum, the date of the
collapse of the Urartian state, sometime in the latter half of the seventh
century B.C., must be left open at present.
In considering the collapse of Urartian authority in southern
Transcaucasia, there is intriguing archaeological evidence for the internal
seeds of political disintegration during the reconstruction period. The
traditional explanation for the Urartian collapse—conquest by Sc5^hians,
25 Zimansky (1995a: 99) suggests that remains from the king's table may have
been regarded as "taboo" (or perhaps sacred) in some way which prevented
their displosal as simple garbage.
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perhaps in collaboration with the Medes—-certainly begs the question as to
why, less than a century earlier, Urartu had been able to weather Cimmerian
and Assyrian attacks and reconsolidate whereas military defeat in the late
seventh century B.C. led to a political collapse so complete that even the
memory of the Urartian empire virtually disappeared. The spatial evidence
for institutional differentiation at Teishebaini and the devolution of political
authority onto sponsored local rulers at Horom, suggests that the seeds of
political collapse may have been planted by Urartu's own political strategies.
It seems apparent that the Expansionary period Urartian state in the Ararat
plain was a coherent, well-integrated package which unified political,
religious, military, and administrative spheres into a single imperial regime.
If, in response to the political crisis during the reign of Rusa I, this package
was fragmented, allowing competing factions within the state to assert power
at the expense of the coherence of the whole, then this internal
differentiation may go far to help us tmderstand the institutional rivalries
which prevented Urartu from successfully resisting Scythian incursions and
reconsolidating. Indeed, it is curious that in the waning years of the empire
Horom, a large fortress on the northern frontier, was not destroyed yet the
massive imperial center at Teishebaini was.
It should be made clear that what is at issue is a complex rivalry of
interests which not only involves competition between local elites and the

335

Urartian royal regime (as at Horom), but also factionalisin within the
institutional pillars of Urartian political authority. It is ironic that in opening
political ground for competing interests, Urartian institutions may have
ultimately problematized the exercise of political power by fragmenting

daily

practices, laying the groundwork for the demise of the entire Urartian polity.
I should also stress that the evidence for institutional fragmentation

on the

Ararat plain is as yet only suggestive, not conclusive. Fiu*ther excavations at
reconstruction period sites in the Urartian political heartland around Lake
Van may yield corroborating evidence since the internal differentiation at
Teishebaini was likely played out in the imperial core in more dramatic
fashion.
It is clear from the discussion of Urartian settlement, architecture, and
architectonics in the preceding chapters that the Urartian political apparatus
occupied only small portions of the Ararat and Shirak plains. The fortresses
themselves occupied distinct locales surrounding the plains while irrigation
works extended their tentacles into the plain itself. Like Solzhenitsyn's
carceral archipelago, the direct political apparatus of the Urartian imperimn
occupied only small islands in a vast area of southern Transcaucasia. This
and the preceding chapter have documented Urartian strategies for
controlling subjects through the production and reconstruction of a specific
landscape. But how was this archipelago of power "fused into a continent"
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(Solzhenitsyn 1985: x) of authority? In other words, how was the Urartian
exercise of power on the Ararat and Shirak plains legitimated? It is to this
question which we must now turn.
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CHAPTER 7
REPRESENTATION AND LEGITIMACY IN URARTIAN LANDSCAPES

The art historian and critic Kenneth Clark (1949: 1) once praised the
development of European landscape painting since the Middle Ages as "part
of a cycle in which the human spirit attempted once more to create a
harmony with its environment." That this artistic genre arose concurrent
with a process of industrialization at home and impericdism abroad which
thoroughly problematized human-environment interactions has sparked a
powerful critique of the innocence traditionally attributed to landscape
aesthetics. Bermingham (1986), in a riposte to Clark, points out how the
coincidence of a specific "cultural-aesthetic ideal" in landscape
representations with the embourgeoisement of the English countryside
transformed the economic and political priorities of a particular social class
into a moral imperative for the country:
Precisely when the countryside...was becoming unrecognizable, and
dramatically marked by historical change, it was offered as the image of the
homely, the stable, the ahistorical (Bermingham 1986: 9).
In a historically broader critique, Mitchell (1994: 17) has proposed that the
"semiotic features of landscape, and the historical narratives they generate,
are teiilor-made for the discourse of imperialism." This imperial rhetoric,
Mitchell observes, generally employs images of the created environment as
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"an expiinsion of-./dvilization' into a 'natural' space in a progress that is itself
narrated as 'natural.'" Landscape images thus provide legitimation for the
physical landscapes which undergird a specific social and political regime by
forwarding distinctly ideological claims for seeming social reproduction.^
The oft-inscribed claims of Urartian kings to have built their empire out of
a "wilderness" suggest that they too forwarded an imperial nzirrative of
landscape in which the king "civilized" the land.^ While the two preceding
chapters dociunented a landscape of domination in southern Transcaucasia
which facilitated subjugation of local populations, images of lemdscapes in
Urartian media rarely portrayed conflict or even militarism. Instead, the
fortress, the central element of the Urartian imperial landscape, was
repeatedly rendered as a place of ritual and devotion inherent in the natural
landscape. In this seemingly paradoxical disjtmcture between physical
landscape and representation, between spatial experience and spatial
perception, we can discern an Urartian ideological strategy for legitimizing
the state.

1 In the context of this chapter I shall adopt a definition of ideology outlined
by Thompson (1984) and elaborated by Eagleton (1991: 55): ideology refers to
ways in which meanings are used to secure the tadt consent of subjects to
existing relations of domination. This definition owes its greatest intellectual
debt to Gramsd's (1971) concept of hegemony.
2 For example, see Melikishvili (1960) #16,137, and 281.
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7.1 Landscape and Legitimacy
Landscapes are not only built, reconstructed, and razed; they are also
rendered as images in various media. Through such representations
meanings, histories, mythologies, and events are attached to spaces, giving
them a sense not only of form, but of place.^ In contrast to the physical sense
of "landscape", the representational sense of the term describes a "pictorial
way of representing, structuring, or symlwlizing surroundings" (Daniels eind
Cosgrove 1988: 1) such that an image becomes a "mediiun of exchange
between the human and the natural" (Mitchell 1994: 5). A built landscape,
while perhaps experientially more immediate, is no more a social artifact nor
less a cultural product than renderings of that landscape (Marcus 1996: 2).^
Representation implies the creation of distance between the object and the
image. Representations of landscapes do not, as Qark seemed to imply,
simply reflect their sources, as in a mirror; instead, they "refashion" them so
that the image departs from the source (Chaplin 1994: 1). In this departure
lies the ideological potential of images to refoshion the perception of spaces,

3 Place refers to a location imbued with historical, cultural, or personal
meaning through their association with events, activities, or beliefs both real
and mythic. Zukin (1991:12) describes place as a "cultural artifact of social
conflict and cohesion." Like 'landscape", place has numerous connotations
(see papers in Agnew and Dimcan 1989).
4 See Rabinow (1986) on the anthropological status of representations and
Harvey (1989) on the position of representations within the domain of spatial
practices.
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advancing a singular perspective on the created environment which cloaks
politically constructed landscapes in transcendent terms. Landscape images
thus can rephrase the practical relations between rulers and subjects defined
by the created environment as not simply politically determined, but rather
morally necessary. In this sense, representations advance what Abrams called
the "idea of the state":
The message—the claimed reality of the state—is the ideological device in
terms of which the political institutionalisation of power is legitimated
(Abrams 1988: 82).
Historically, claims to legitimacy have been constructed out of nimierous
sources: cosmological (emanating from the sanction of the gods), traditional
(derived from a shared understanding of "custom"), historical (stemming
from a real or mythic past), charismatic (based upon the personal devotion of
followers for a specific individual), philosophical ("reasoned" from
immanent truths such as justice or equality) or legal (reliant upon a shared
belief in the validity of rules and statutes).^ Whatever their specific source,
claims to legitimacy, as representations of the place of political authority
within a larger social, legal, or cosmic order, aspire to secure
hegemony—acceptance of a political order as valid (Gramsd 1971). Eagleton
(1991: 5) has simunarized the diverse sources of legitimacy into six different

5 Weber (1968:12) lumped all of these sources of legitimacy into three basic
types: traditional, aJffectual, and legal.
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ideological strategies:
A dominant power may legitimize itself hy promoting beliefs and values
congenial to it; naturalizing and universalizing such beliefs so as to render
them self-evident and apparently inevitable; ienigraiing ideas which
might challenge it; excluding rivdl forms of thought...; and obscuring
social reality in ways convenient to itself (italics in original).
Weber (1968a: 213) articulated the problem of legitimacy within the larger
context of the constitution of political authority:
Experience shows that in no instance does domination volimtarily limit
itself to the appeal to material or affectual or ideal motives as a basis for its
continuance. In addition, every such system attempts to establish and to
cultivate the belief in its legitimacy.
As outlined in chapter 2, power alone is not a sufficient basis for authority. In
order for daily practices defined by specific landscapes to be regularized, rulers
must advance not only a state system but a coherent state-idea as well.
Previous investigations of Urartian political organization have largely
ignored the problems posed by legitimacy; yet the idea of the state which the
kings advanced was certainly as important to its social and politiccil
development as the state system itself.
Landscape representations in ancient southwest Asia can be seen as early
as the Akkadian period, such as in the dramatic background presented in the
stela of Naram-Sin (Kantor 1966). Hittite representations, such as a ceramic
vessel rim attachment in the shape of a tower bastion from Hattusas (fig. 7.1),
were more immediate predecessors to the Urartian artisans. The largest

group of fortress representations in andent southwest Asia comes from the
stone reliefs of Urartu's contemporaries, the Assyrians (Gunter 1982).
Depictions of rivers, moimtains, forests, and fortresses play a large role in
both locating the narrative geographically and supplying a focus of action
(Marcus 1995; Reade 1980). Because much of the recent impetus to look to
artistic images for claims to legitimacy by ancient rulers has grown from the
political programs foimd to imderlie Assyrian palace decorations, a brief
review of these studies is relevant to this investigation.
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7.2 Imperial Agendas in Neo-Assyrian Landscapes
Along the walls of the palaces of Assyrian kings at Nimrud (Kalhu),
Khorsabad (Dur Sharrukin), and Nineveh, sculpted reliefs shaped out of
massive blocks of limestone depicted a variety of historical narrative scenes,
including military campaigns, tribute processions, and religious ceremonies,
against an array of topographically detailed landscapes.® Production of stone
reliefs began during the reign of Assumasirpal 11 (883-859 B.C.), following the
movement of the imperial throne from the traditional capital at Assur to
Nimrud, and continued until the collapse of the empire (Reade 1995). While
the medium of sculpted reliefe stands within a long tradition of
Mesopotamian palace decoration which included wall paintings and free
standing sculpture (Parrot 1961), Assyrian landscapes were more than
decorative elements.
Winter (1983: 28), in an analysis of the throneroom of Assumasirpal U in
the Northwest Palace at Nimrud, has argued that the architectonic, pictorial,
and textual elements of the room forward an integrated "representation of
kingship and the ideal of the Assyrian state". The message of the room.
Winter persuasively argues, was to describe the outstanding attributes of the
king (through generalized votive, hunting, and battle scenes), to warn foreign
6 See Albenda (1986) on Khorsabad, Bamett (1976) on the North Palace at
Nineveh, Russell (1991) on Sennacherib's "Palace without Rival" at
Nineveh, and Curtis and Reade (1995) for sculptures from Nimrud.
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ambassadors and imperial subordinates of the consequences of resisting
Assyria (through detailed depictions of specific campaigits), and to mark the
room as the symbolic center of a glorious empire. The state-idea was thus
focused upon the person of the king as a charismatic individual. Political
relations between subject populations and the imperial regime were recast as
moral imperatives derived from the personal attributes of the king, and thus
legitimate.
The state-idea conveyed in Assyrian palace reliefs appears to have
expanded by the time of Sennacherib (704-681 B.C.). In a detailed analysis of
the architectural and pictorial agenda of the southwest palace at Nineveh,
Russell (1991) interprets the imperial message to be divided between
stabilization of the frontier and relocation of the imperial capital to Nineveh.
While much of the state-idea expressed in Sennacherib's reliefs continued to
emphasize the personal charisma of the king, the focus upon construction at
Nineveh, an already ancient Assjrrian dty, embedded the king within a
narrative of historical depth. Not only was Sennacherib's rule legitimate in
reference to his own personal charisma, but the king also appealed to a larger
Assyrian historical tradition, one which his movement of the capital to
Nineveh was intended to both enrich and extend.
Assyrian monumental compositions embedded historical narratives
relating the progress of imperial expansion within a topologically specific
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sense of place. Ass3nian representations of landscapes employed numerous
distinctive motife to convey the topography of distinct regions traversed
during the king's campaigns (Gunter 1982) and, by the reign of Sennacherib,
even the rendering of local foliage was "so specific that we can often identify
geographical regions by the types of trees depicted in the background" (Marcus
1995:199). As Marcus (1987) has pointed out in reference to the Balawat gate
decorations, the topographic and geographic details of the images provided
not only a backgroimd for the action conveyed in the narrative, but also
organized the visual program of the moniunents. In the case of Shalmaneser
ni's monuments,^ Marcus (1987) suggests that the landscapes were meant to
reinforce the king's political and economic agendas by visually rendering the
geography of the area over which Assyria claimed dominion.
Landscape details in Assyrian representations not only contribute
topographical precision to support the claimed historical veracity of the
visual narratives (Winter 1981: 3), they also transform spaces into places by
attaching historical significemce to them. However, the sense of place
conveyed in Assyrian reliefs conveys only a singular perspective—locales are
known only as places of Assyrian victory and domination—which, I suggest,
not only provided a topology of power but also defined the Assyrian kingdom
7 The three major monuments of Shalmaneser HI are the bronze gate pieces
from Balawat, the Black Obelisk from Nimrud, and the Throne Base from
Fort Shalmaneser at Nimrud.

347

as transcending any topographically specific location. One gets the distinct
impression from Assyrian landscapes that the empire was omnipresent: in
the mountains, forests, rivers, lakes, and plains. Unlike local political forces
which can emphasize a shared sense of place (Bermingham 1986; Cosgrove
1993), Assyrian landscapes staked out a political geography which transcended
any specific locale.
The state idea conveyed in Assyrian reliefs not only asserted Assyrian
imperial strategies by claiming specific places in reference to a distinctly
Assyro-centric historical narrative, it also promoted the notion that Assyrian
power transcended any one particular place by emphasizing the topological
diversity of the imperium. Urartian landscapes, in contrast, convey an
extremely limited sense of place, one which is overwhelmingly focused upon
the image of the fortress.
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7.3 Urartian Representations of Landscapes
Although Urartian imagery employs numerous naturalistic motifs in
decorative compositions, landscape images dwell almost exclusively on
rendering the built form of the fortress. Fortress images have been found in a
broad array of Urartian media, both monumental (wall paintings, carved
stones) and more portable (bronze wall plaques and belts). Unfortunately, a
large nimiber of the more portable materials come not from secure
archaeological contexts but rather from accidental discoveries or looting. The
lack of provenience places serious limitations on our interpretation of the
images by precluding discussion of regional and chronological variability and
problematizing reconstruction of the original architectural context in which
the images were displayed. Thus while the three previous chapters focused
exclusively on southern Transcaucasia, such geographic resolution is,
imfortunately, not possible in discussing Urartian representations of
landscapes.
Attribution of the looted materials to Urartian artisans has been facilitated
by the discovery of comparative materials at systematically excavated sites
such as Teishebaini, (^vugtepe, Altintepe, and Erebimi. Furthermore,
"salvage" excavations undertaken at adversely impacted sites have provided
ex post facto evidence of the stratigraphic context from which objects had been

349

taken.^ Despite the relative success in securely attributing looted materials to
Urartu, our imderstanding of the development of Urartian art is, at present,
not sufficient for assessing chronological variation in the portrayal of
landscapes.^
All of the known Urartian landscape images, indeed the majority of
Urartian art recovered to date, can be securely classified as state art
(Piotrovskii 1967: 15). Well-provenienced landscapes have been recovered
from two archaeological contexts—fortresses and tombs of Urartian rulers,
nobles and high government fimctionaries—^both controlled by the ruling
Urartian regime.^® However, while the images were certainly created for the
state, the lack of provenience impairs our ability to reconstruct the
architectural context in which images were displayed; it is thus difficult to
reconstruct the audience for which the images were intended. Given the
s Looted materials have long had an impact upon excavation strategies at
Urartian sites, particularly in eastern Turkey. For example, the materials
looted from Toprakkale in the late 19th century (Bamett 1950, 1954) provided
a primary focus for the subsequent excavations of Lehmann-Haupt (1907) in
the devastated remains of the Khaldi temple.
9 See Azarpay (1968) for a chronological study of the development of Urartian
art based upon inscribed objects.
10 Despite van Loon's (1966: 168) assertion to the contrary, most of the known
Urartian tombs were not those of "Urartian commoners or provincials".
Melkonian (1995), Esaian et al. (1995), and Philiposian and Khachatrian (1995)
have recently noted that the Urartian tombs wWch have been opened to date
more Ukely held high state officials. There is, therefore, no evidence to
suggest that these images were associated with any other social group than the
ruling Urartian regime.
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broad array of portable media on which landscape images appeared, it is
possible that they were viewed by a more general audience than Assyrian
monumental landscapes, which were primarily cloistered in palaces. In
particular, images carried on bronze belts would likely have had a relatively
wide audience.^ ^ However, it does seem from those Urartian landscapes
found in secure contexts that they were primarily located within the fortress
and, like Assyrian landscapes, were intended for a more restricted audience of
imperial officials, foreign emissaries, and local governors (Russell 1991).
Despite the problems posed by provenance, these landscape images offer a
compelling view of a state-idea which was likely advanced by Urartian kings.
Two major compositional types of landscapes can be identified in Urartian
art:
I. Fortress images: foimd primarily on bronze belts, these abbreviated yet
detailed renderings of fortresses offer the most extensive information on
the architecture of Urartian fortresses (BGeiss 1982).i2
n. Landscape scenes: known primarily, but not solely, from small bronze
plaques, these scenes generalfy depict ritual or devotionali 3 scenes in
association with fortress walls.

11 However, given the small scale of the images they could not distinquished
except at close range.
12 From my survey of the available materials I estimate that there are
approximately 20 such fortress images.
13 Devotional scenes are those which depict the giving of offerings to the gods
and the consecration of ritual items or spaces.
14 I estimate approximately 40 such landscape scenes in the available corpus of
Urartian art.
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A third group of images, while not landscapes in any sense, employs fortress
elements such as stylized representations of towers or decorative renderings
of crenelated battlements.^^ These images of fortress elements define a clear
sjonboUc relation between the image of the fortress and the state and thus also
merit brief comment.^ ^

7.3.1 Fortress Elements
Incised on the interior of a series of bronze bowls^^from Teishebaini (fig.
7.2; plate 7.1; Piotrovskii 1952), a styUzed tower with a tree rising from the
crenelated battlements marked the bowls as the property of the king. A short
cimeiform inscription on the interior of the bowl typically specified the
monarch to whom it belonged. In addition, a stylized lion head was often

15 The total number of Urartian images bearing fortress elements is extremely
difficult to estimate. Because they are often abstracted, it is in some instances
difficult to distinguish fortress elements from geometric designs. Further
attention to the use of fortress elements in Urartian art wiU imdoubtedly
clarify the relevant artistic conventions and allow an estimate of the
frequency of these motife in the known corpus of Urartian art.
16 Appendix D gives the location and, where appropriate, museimi accession
numbers for eacJi of the landscape scenes discussed here. All of the drawings
included here were made by the author except fig. 7.7b (from Kellner [1991a]).
All drawings were made from the originals except 7.3 (from Oganesian 1973),
7.4i (from Erzen 1988), 7.4j, 7.8d, 7.9g (from photo archive of Prahistorische
Staatssammlimg), and 7.8c (from van den Berghe 1982).
17 87 bronze bowls were recovered from room 54 at Teishebaini (see fig. 6.6)
but Piofrovskii (1955) is unclear as to exactly how many were inscribed with
the tower and free emblem.

Figure 7.2
, . •
Fortiess Elemlnts on Teishebaim
Bronze Bowls
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etched within the circular inscription. The tower and tree motif was also
stamped into the handles of ceramic vessels, suggesting to Vayman (1978) that
the symbol may have denoted the claims of a specific state institution upon
various goods as part of the as yet undedphered Urartian system of
hieroglyphics (Bamett 1974).^®
The close association between the s5mibolic representation of the fortress
and the state is further supported by the available remains from wall
paintings.^ ^ Like Assyrian examples from Nimrud and Khorsabad, Urartian
wall paintings were divided into "orderly panels and framed friezes in which
repetitive motifs are regularly and symmetrically distributed (Azarpay 1968:
21). Fragments of painted plaster recovered at both Altintepe (Ozgii^ 1966)
and Erebuni (Oganesian 1973) indicate that a register in each of the paintings
was composed of a row of repeated crenelations set, in the case of the Erebuni
paintings, atop a zigzag decorated cornice supported by beams (fig. 7.3).
Rendered in black, blue, and white, the painted architectural elements at
Erebuni appeared on the back wall of the columned hall thought to have been
the throne room.
The appearance of stylized fortress elements on both the bronze bowls and

18 See Winter (1987) on the role of seals in the administrative bureaucracy of
Ur m period Mesopotamia.
19 Wall paintings are known from five Urartian sites: Erebuni, Altintepe,
Teishebaini, C^vugtepe, and Aznavurtepe.

Figure 73
Fortress Elements from Erebuni Wall
Painting
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the wall paintings clearly indicate that the fortress had symbolic value as an
ideogram for the state apparatus. This relationship is crucial to interpretation
of Urartian landscape images.

7.32. Fortress Images
The most thoroughly studied Urartian landscape images are the detailed
representations of fortresses known from a scattered collection of bronze belts
and a bronze fortress model from Toprakkale (Kleiss 1982; Merhav 1991). Few
of the belts bearing representations of fortresses have any solid archaeological
provenance; however, many bearing similar motife are well documented
from systematic excavations at such Urartian fortress sites as Altintepe (Ozgiig
1966), Karmir-Blur (Piotrovskii 1959), and Metsamor (Khanzadian et al. 1973),
and from Urartian tombs, such as Avtoagregat in Yerevan (Esaian et al. 1995).
These fortress images are isolated representations, without compositional
links to an explicit visual narrative.
Urartian fortresses are always represented in strict frontal elevation. The
fortresses depicted on the belts (fig. 7.4) share several common architectural
features; stepped crenelation atop both tower and curtine battlements, zigzag
friezes on the cornice below the battlements, and high, narrow towers
projecting from recessed curtine walls. Kleiss (1982: 54) suggests that these
three elements comprise the core repertoire of symbolic elements in Urartian
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fortress representations.^® Because of this repeated core repertoire Kleiss
(1982) argues that these images portray Urartian fortresses rather than those of
rival polities. The core elements are complemented by a more variable set of
details, such as rectangular windows in the curtine wall and tower base and
arched, double-winged gateways (typicalfy with one side closed).
Despite these broad similarities in representation, no two fortresses in this
group look alike. Kleiss (1982) attributes these differences to their execution
by the hands of different artisans. While this is certainly a possible
explanation, some of the differences between fortresses suggest that differing
styles cannot fully accoimt for the variability in form. Although all of the
fortress images are certainly abbreviations of built spaces, it seems qmte
possible that each fortress has a spedfidty that, while perhaps not indicating
individual constructions, may denote certain regions.
With only two exceptions (discussed below), representations of fortresses
on belts render them independent of any sort of narrative "scene". Most
often, fortresses are found as isolated frames within a larger composition
which included parades of animals such as griffins, fish, and deer (fig. 7.5a-e;
plate 7.2). In one example (fig. 7.5f), the adjoining registers, demarcated by

20 Kleiss (1982: 58) points out that the zig-zag friezes depicted on the cornices
are a distinctly Urartian cutistic element, unknown elsewhere in
contemporaneous southwest Asia.
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embossed and chased garlands and circles, were left empty.
Perhaps best known of the isolated representations of fortresses are the
fragments of the bronze "dty-model" from Toprakkale (fig. 7.6). Only two
fragments now survive. The largest piece represents a substantial segment of
a fortress's lower facade, including the recessed curtine and projecting
footings of a tower (fig. 7.6a). The second piece is part of a large projecting
upper tower which was once fixed atop the lower facade (fig. 7.6b). The
architectural elements of the model included the core elements of Urartian
fortress representation—crenelated battlements and projecting towers, and
zigzag cornice decoration (marked by a double row of triangular slots which
likely held colored inlays). In addition, we can also see an arched gateway
(which seems to have been repeated in the adjacent curtine)" and three rows
of rectangular windows. Although the dty-model reveals numerous
architectural details, it is imfortimately difficult to ascribe any representational
significance to the model without a dearer imderstanding of both its
architectural context and companion elements.
BGeiss (1982), following a general interpretation by Piotrovskii (1967),
suggests that Urartian fortress images were symbolic expressions of the
strength of the state. However, as Calmeyer (1991: 316) points out, the
depiction of fortresses with gateways half-open hardly promotes an image of
them as inviolable. The images which accompany the fortress representations
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seem more intent on placing the fortress within a broader repertoire of mythic
and natural sjonbols rather than advancing Assyrian-like claims of the martial
power of the state. This embedding of the image of fortresses within a larger
natural and mythic context appears to have been the primary compositional
principle of Urartian landscapes as well.

7.3.3 Landscape Scenes
Landscape scenes were portrayed on a broad array of public display media,
including carved stone and inscribed bronze. In contrast to the isolated
fortress representations, these landscape scenes used fortress elements as
backgroimds for figures engaged in some form of narrative action.
Only two known belt fragments suggest the involvement of fortress
images within a larger narrative scene (fig, 7.7; plate 7.3). In the first, two
registers of armed figures, identifiable as Urartian soldiers by their conical
helmets and distinctive shields (Marcus 1987: 79), advance towards a fortress.
Based upon the crenelation and cornice, the fortress appears to be Urartian.
Unfortunately, the fragmentary

nature of the belt makes it difficult to

reconstruct the association between the armed figures and the fortress. This
image is significant nonetheless as the only clear association of military
figures with an Urartian fortress.^^
21 British Museum #141374.
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The second scene (fig. 7.7b) known from a bronze belt depicts a procession
anchored by two large fortresses.^^ Embossed decoration divides the belt into
two registers. On one end of the upper register was inscribed a comparatively
large fortress with five towers along the facade. Leading away from the
fortress is a long procession of female^^ figures bearing various containers
which may have contained offerings. Interrupting the procession are several
votive scenes of standing and seated female figures attending to altars and
offering libations. At the opposite end of the belt, in the lower register, is a
second fortress which completes the composition. Both images possess the
core representational elements of Urartian fortresses.
The majority of landscape scenes are known from small bronze plaques.
Typically rectangular in shape, these thin (less than 1.0cm) bronze sheets were
decorated with both incised lines and embossed elements. The composition
of the plaques is significant in that they suggest some attention to foreground
and backgroimd. The spatial convention used in the scenes places the cornice
and crenelation along the top border of the plaque. The figures

which

22 This belt, drawn and photographed by the Prahistorische Staatssammlimg,
is now held in a private collection (Kellner 1991a: #282).
23 The prevalence of female figures in association with Urartian images of
fortresses is a fascinating, yet xmexplored, aspect of Urartian art. Although
Calmeyer (1991) suggests that narrow belts bearing images of fortresses emd
female figxures were actually wom by women, there is little evidence to clearly
identify gender differences in items of adornment (cf. Marcus 1993).
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comprise the narrative content of the scene occupy the remaining lower space
of the plaque. Unlike Assyrian landscape scenes, only rarely does a groimd
line define the bottom of the scene (Gunter 1982).
Although occasionally differing in the style in which the crenelations
were depicted (some use incised lines while other use triangular cut-outs to
the same effect), it is clear that through the use of the core elements of
Urartian fortress representation, the scene was tied to a specific built
landscape. As a result of this arrangement of elements, the plaques conveyed
the clear impression that the scene takes place in front of fortress walls.
The most basic scenes associated with fortress elements depict deities
bearing ritual objects, sometimes accompanied by an animal (fig 7.8; plates 7.4,
7.5).^^ Although the composition of the scene is largely the same across these
examples, there is some variability in both the ritual objects carried by the
deity and in the details of its attire and headgear. The deity is usually
presented as a winged figure wearing a long gown and a helmet with horns
attached to each side.^^ The shape and decoration of both the gown and

24 For discussions of Urartian ritual and religion (including summaries of the
pantheon) see Piotrovskii (1959: 220-231) and, more recently, Amayakian
(1990) and Salvini (1995).
25 The description of the appendages extending from the back of the figures in
these scenes as wings derives primarily from analogy with a rendering of
identical figures in a carved stone block from Kef Kalesi (see below, fig. 7.11).
In this piece the feathered wings of the deity are clear.
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helmet vary considerably, but the cosmological significance of these details is
not known. The ritual accessories of the deity include various cultic items
such as libation buckets (e.g., 7.9e), sacrificial animals (e.g., fig. 7.9f), bows (e.g.,
fig. 7.9a), sacred trees (e.g., fig. 7.9d), and a rectangular object attached to a short
pole which Kellner (1991b: 288) has suggested resembles a standard or ensign
(fig.7.9a-g).
The background for these scenes was defined only by the architectiu"al
details at the top of the plaque. Crenelations atop a zigzag cornice clearly
demarcate the location of the scene as being in firont of an Urartian fortress.
Figure 7.8d, although fragmentary, also includes a tower base, indicating a
further elaboration of the core architectural elements. The compositional
arrangement in figiire 7.9g is perhaps the most complex known from the
extant group of plaques in that it uses a two tiered bronze sheet to suggest not
only the fortress walls but an accompanying tower.
The majority of landscape scenes associated with fortress elements depict
two figures, one a winged deity, the other an attendant or supplicant, facing
each other (fig. 7.9). These scenes generally, but not invariably, appear against
a more elaborated background outlined with raised edges. As in figure 7.9c,
the figures face each other with hands outstretched in a standardized position.
Kellner (1991b: 289) has suggested that the outward stretched position of the
hands should be interpreted as a position of prayer. Sacrificial animals are

Figure 7.9
Landscape Sctnes from Bronze Plaques—
Multiple Figures
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rendered in the midground behind the figures, while ritual objects are borne
in front of the figures, thus occupying the center of the scene.
While often elaborated, or presented using both incision and cut-out
techniques, the basic core elements of the fortress remain the same—a zigzag
cornice surmounted by crenelated battlements. The supplicant, most often an
apparently female figure,^^ is occasionally rendered lower in the composition,
suggesting to Kellner (1991b: 288) a difference in rank; however, this does not
appear to be a general compositional principle since the two often are of
nearly equal height (e.g., figs. 7.9b, c, e).
The most extensive scene preserved in the bronze plaques depicts two
supplicants approaching a deity sitting on a throne in front of fully elaborated
fortress walls and adjacent to what may be a temple (fig. 7.10; plate 7.6). The
elements of the fortress divide the composition into two paneb separated by
the base of a central tower. In the left panel, the leading supplicant bears a
decorated ensign while the trailing figiure brings two libation buckets. In the
right panel, a figure in a long headdress sits on a throne in front of what
appeeirs to be a separate square building with an arched gateway and crested
with battlements. While the enthroned position is known from plaques and

26 The sex of figures in Urartian art is not always clear; however, the
predominance of female figures, particularly in devotional scenes, has been
noted elsewhere (Calmeyer 1991).

Figure 7.10
Landscape Scene with Enthroned Deity

'
0

Scale
'
1
1 2cm

370

other media,^^ the figure atop the throne is unique. The figure does not bear
any of the markings of a deity; however, the familiar arrangement of
supplicants certainly suggests a devotional scene focused upon the figure and
building in the right panel.
The "narrative" of the scene is clearly religious and most likely
devotional. The relation of the deity to the supplicant suggests that the latter
is presenting the deity with an offering of either an animal sacrifice or, in
some case, some cultic item (such as a standard). Behind this very simple
scene are the easily recognizable core elements of the fortress. While all of
the scenes in these plaques carry a nominal sense of action—a devotional
ritual—what appears to be of greatest significance was simply the portrayal of
the deity in front of fortress walls. Indeed in many examples, the supplicant,
whose entreaties would presumably comprise the narrative focus, is left out
of the composition.
The only known monumental medium carrying a fortress scene was
sculpted stone, of which only one example is extant (fig. 7.11). Discovered on
a massive stone pillar base at the site of Kef Kalesi (Adilcevaz), this square
(1.55xl.55m) stone block was carved with the same scene on all four sides,
depicting a fortress fronted by a symmetrical pair of winged deities astride

27 See, for example, nos. 121 and 90 in van den Berghe (1982).
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lions.^® The fortress, with its distinctive battlements, zigzag cornice and
projecting towers, is clearly Urartian. Perched atop the battlements, winged
monsters clutch rabbits in their beaks. Small sacred tress decorate the bases of
the towers.
Calmeyer (1991) has questioned exactly what the narrative of the scene in
this representation is, pointing out that the various elements have little
relation to each other within a composed narrative. However, as in the
plaques, narrative may not be the object of this scene. Instead, simply the
juxtaposition of elements—deity and fortress—amply expressed the Urartian
state idea. The legitimacy of the Urartian state system flowed, these scenes
argue, not from the personal charisma of the king, as in Assyria, but rather
from the divine sanction of the gods. It is quite distinctive in comparison
with Assyrian representations in that the gods do not appear venerating
individual kings, but rather an abstracted state system symbolized by the
fortress.

28 While each side of the block bear identical scenes, there are some small
stylistic differences in each raising the question as to whether this piece was
accomplish by one or more artists. More detailed consideration of the carving
of this important piece might reveal significant insights into the organization
of Urartian artistic production.
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7.4 Legitimacy and the Urartian State-Idea
While generally short on what we might recognize as narrative "action",
Urartian landscapes create a clear association between deities, ritual activities,
and the dominant element of the Urartian landscape, the fortress. In the
corpus of Urartian landscape representations, and particularly in the votive
scenes preserved on bronze plaques, we can see the remarkable expostulation
of a sacrality attached to both kingship and the fortress. The coincidence of
this narrative of fortresses as not simply political locales but sacred places
with the vast changes in the physical landscape defined by the Urartian
regime suggests a state-idea which legitimated the space of the state
apparatus—particularly the fortress—^iti reference to the sacred.
To echo Bermingham, precisely as the landscape of the highlands, and
particularly that of the Ararat and Shirak plains, underwent drastic change at
the hands of Urartian rulers, the proliferation of landscape images rendered
the Urartian fortress as embedded within a transcendent narrative of the
sacred. Like Assyrian representations, the political relationships defined by
the physical landscape of Urartu were transformed from mere political
relations of subjection into moral imperatives. But while Assyrian visual
programs relied heavily upon the individual charisma of the king, Urartian
images avoided individual kings in favor of a more generalized landscape of
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the state.
Urartian landscapes, in Eagleton's (1991) tenns, appear to have both
universalized the state and naturalized the landscape upon which state power
was predicated. Through universalization, reproduction of the existing social
order ceased to appear as a narrow, sectional interest, but attained a more
generalized social imperative. By eliding the state and the sacred in the
representations, the Urartian landscape was naturalized. The Urartian
fortress was removed from its place as a politiod instrument and redescribed
as a part of the natiiral world.
Urartian landscape images transformed the "archipelago" of political
power into Solzhenitsyn's "massive continent" of subjection. By linking the
fortress—the primary instrument of subjection—^into a cosmological order,
the Urartian regime was claiming that the state apparatus transcended
limitations of place and was thus omnipresent. The imperial archipelago was
thus united into a singular landscape not simply of power, but of authority.
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CHAPTERS
CONCLUSIONS

"IF YOU DOUBT OUR MIGHT—LOOK AT OUR BUILDINGS." This
inscription hangs over a gateway into Samarkand, an oasis dty made imperial
center by Timur (a.k.a. Tamarlane), the notorious despot who ruled central
Asia with a bloody fist during the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries
A.D. Yet Samarkand is neither a massive fortress nor a testimonial to the
martial spirit which lent Timur's armies a reputation for building towers and
walls from the skulls of the vanquished. Kapuscinski (1994: 77) describes
Samarkand as: "...inspired, abstract, lofty, and beautiful; it is a dty of
concentration and reflection." Indeed, the lack of rampant militarism in the
design and organization of the dty has led one scholar to question whether
Sameirkand, a dty which encourages reflection, mysticism, and
contemplation, could have been built by such a ruthless marauder.^
While there can be little doubt that Samarkand bloomed as the capital of
central Asia imder his tutelage, the juxtaposition of Timur's brutality and
Samarkand's gentility provides a valuable caution against spatial
epistemologies which essentialize the relationship between politiczd

1 Papworth cited in Kapuscinski (1994:78).
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organization and the created environment. To assume that Samarkand was
org£mized according to a priori principles of spatial organization would be to
overlook, if an archaeologist, the formidable coercive power of Timur's
regime, or to overestimate, if an epigrapher, the martial nature of Timurid
social life. Instead, a far more compelling account of Samarkand lies in
discovering how authority was assembled using landscapes which both
inspired and terrorized.
This study proposes that political authority is assembled through strategies
for controlling both the experience and perception of space. By controlling
the organization of physical landscapes, regimes exert their power, defining
the practical relations which reproduce individuals as political subjects who
fulfill the demands of authorities. Yet power alone is not a substantial
enough basis for understanding authority. The state-system must be
legitimated in reference to state-ideas. Just as the promulgation of physical
spaces is vital to subjection, programs for influencing the perceptions of space
are necessary to obscure the landscape's political origins. Thus we can address
the constitution of political authority through a landscape-centered approach
to space sensitive to both the practical relations defined by physical spaces and
the symbolic associations forged in representations of landscapes.
The implications of a social epistemology of space for archaeological
theories are substantial. First, the utility of sweeping, transhistorical models
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of political organization are rendered inherently suspect (although not
necessarily invalid) as they inadequately attend to the spatial mechanics of
creating political subjects and privilege time over space. Second, traditional
scalar divisions are opened for re-integration as they can no longer stand
upon a priori laws of spatial patterning. Lastly, perceptions of space must be
integrated with traditional studies of the physical experience of space rather
than dismissed as epiphenomenal.
The Urartian landscape in southern Transcaucasia provides a suitable case
study for a landscape-centered approach to political authority. We cannot
reduce the political authority of Urartu to the "might" reflected in its
buildings. Landscapes do not provide a direct view upon the constitution of
political authority—a Pompeii for political anthropology. Instead, spatial
practices—the movements of peoples and their perception of the spaces
aroimd them—mediated the implementation of Urartian political strategies
for achieving domination through the production of landscapes. The
military "might" of Urartian forces is certainly visible in its buildings;
however, to describe the state as simply a "militaiy organization" (Zimansky
1995b) impoverishes our understanding of both the nature of political
authority and the use of landscapes to deploy political power and forward
claims to legitimacy.
The analysis of the landscape of the Ararat and Shirak plains offered here
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describes Urartian political authority, and that of preceding Early Iron Age
polities, as predicated upon specific spatial relations which facilitated social
reproduction by 1) enforcing the power of ruling authorities over subjects and
2) promoting a state idea which represented the landscape as transcending
immediate political relations. This reconstruction has strong implications for
both the reconstruction of political development in southern Transcaucasia
and the theorization of "states" in anthropological archaeology.
The landscape of the Early Iron Age fortress-states in the Ararat and Shirak
plains was produced by smaU polities centered in fortresses siuroimded by
cyclopean stone walls. There is little to suggest that any regularized regional
political authority unified these polities; the inaccessibility of the fortresses
(best represented by the overall mean surface grade of 30.86%) suggests that
these were not systematically integrated entrepdts but rather distinct political
and economic units. The prevalence of the material culture of warfare in
both burials and settlements suggests that inter-polity interactions were
characterized more by conflict than by consolidation.
Yet militarism clearly does not exhaust the potential archaeological
description of political authority. By locating politiccd centers almost solely in
the rugged highlands surrounding the plains. Early Fortress-States established
specific spatial relations between rulers and ruled. The primary axis of
movement within these polities was vertical, extending from the protected
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highlands to the open plains below, across which subjects fulfilled the
obligations demanded of them by state-systems. The creation of subjects was
secured by organizing the polity according to the demands of political
authorities and by removing the instruments of power—symbolic, industrial,
and martial—to the confines of the moimtain slopes. It was in this rarefied
atmosphere that any non-militaiy interpolity relations would have taken
place. The political strategies of Early Fortress states can be aptly described by
Geoffrey Blainey's (1966) phrase as a "tyranny of distance" where subjects
were defined not through close supervision by political rulers but by
distantiation of subjects from the political apparatus.^
With the Urartian conquest of the Ararat plain, the landscape changed
dramatically, suggesting equally dramatic shifts in practices and the poUtical
strategies which organized them. Political centers moved out of the
highlands and off of the most inaccessible crags, edging closer to the margins
of the Ararat plain. Urartian political centers of the expansionary period were
more accessible than those of the Early Iron Age fortress-states, suggesting
substantial movement of both people and goods between them. The dramatic
contrast in size between small fortresses, such as Dovri, and the three large
political centers—^Argishtihinili, Erebuni, and Aramus—testifies to the

2 Blainey (1966) uses the phrase in a more general sense to describe the critical
role of isolation in the historical development of Australian society.
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promulgation of fonnally discrete, yet hierarchically integrated, political units
distributed across the Ararat plain; the placement of the largest fortresses on
the passages into and out of the Ararat plain emphasizes the articulation of
the Ararat plain with a supra-regional polity.
With the movement of political centers out of the remote highlands and
onto the plains, distance, as a spatial strategy of subjugation, was exchanged
for proximity. By establishing their fortresses on the margins of the Ararat
plain, Urartu intensified political subjection. No longer was the political
apparatus removed from subject populations on the plain; now the state quite
literally loomed over the plain from the available outcrops. While one
impetus for direct oversight of the population was undoubtedly Urartu's
status as an invading army, it likely also proved an effective strategy for
intensifying production. The extensive store-rooms of Argishtihinili and
Teishebaini provide evidence of the significance of the productivity of the
Ararat plain in local Urartian strategies. Furthermore, the substantial
investment by Urartian kings in irrigation canals, as well as the
reorganization of fields and vineyards described in numerous inscriptions,
testify to Urartian efforts to intensify the productivity of the region. This
intensification of production required a concomitant intensification of the
control of political subjects.
The internal organization of the two major fortresses of the expansionary

381

period—^Argishtihinili and Erebuni—suggest that Urartian political
institutions were linked into a coherent, well integrated imperial package.
Military, political, economic, and religious areas of the complexes, though
spatially distinct, were clearly coordinated as storage facilities were unified
and integrated. There is nothing to suggest the relative independence of
various institutional spheres such as is well known from Mesopotamia as
early as the third millennium B.C (Yoffee 1995).
This integration may have broken down during the reconstruction period.
The organization of space at Teishebaini was considerably more asymmetric
than expansionary period sites. This asymmetry, along with an apparent
disaggregation and redundancy in storage facilities, suggests that the unified
imperial package which invaded the Ararat plain during the expansionary
period was disintegrating during the seventh century B.C.
Although further investigations are needed to confirm such a hypothesis,
indications of significant institutional changes in the Urartian political
apparatus from Teishebaini encourage speculation as to the source of
disintegration and its implications for the state. The most obvious pressures
which might have weakened the institutional integration of Urartu were the
uprisings sparked by Assyrian and Cimmerian invasions in 714 B.C In
reasserting the Urartian royal dynasty over the would be usurpers, Rusa I may
well have had to strike bargains with Actional leaders in order to enlist
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support from religious, military, and other institutions within the statesystem. Promises of a greater degree of autonomy could well have secured
Rusa's return to the throne.
With the interests of individual institutions within the Urartian polity no
longer unified, Urartu may have lost the political coherence which facilitated
its ability to defend itself from attacks by Scythian and Median armies and
which allowed the state to resurrect itself following times of crisis. Perhaps it
was as a result of this internal weakening of the state-system that Urartu was
not only tmable to defend itself against renewed invasions, but was incapable
of resurrecting the shattered dynasty, lingering on in the history of ancient
southwest Asia as only a pale shadow of Assyria. At present, this account of
Urartian institutional disintegration is largely speculation. Yet, given the lack
of sustained attention to the problem of Urartian collapse, such speculation
might prove to be fruitful working hypotheses for archaeological and
epigraphic investigations.
In describing Urartu as an "imperial archipelago" I have attempted to
forge a more complex description of political authority sensitive not only to
power on both practical and institutional levels, but also to the state-ideas
which attempt to organize the perception of space and thus secure the
legitimacy of the dominant regime. Extensive fortress images and landscape
scenes which employed fortress elements provide a compelling view of a
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state-idea promulgated by Urartian rulers across a diverse array of media.
Landscape scenes embedded the Urartian built environment within
narratives of ritual and devotional activities. The state-idea advanced by
these images advanced a claim to legitimacy based not on the personal
charisma of the king (as was typical in Assyria) but upon a naturalization of
the created landscape as occupied by the gods and a imiversalization of the
political apparatus as closely connected to the sacred through ritual practices.
The goal of this investigation has been to promulgate a dynamic theory of
political authority of both archaeological and anthropological value.
Archaeologists to date have provided only rather static models of political
authority, in which movement is restricted to either broad demographic
trends or the flow of goods.^ A major exception to this generalization comes
from southern Mesopotamia where, since the late 1960s, epigraphers have
been doomienting struggles to assemble political authority both within the
major institutions of socicd life and between subjects and the "state" during
the early historic periods.^ However, the insights of epigraphers have only
rarely been incorporated into archaeological models of the state or state
3 e.g., Cameiro (1970); Childe (1950); Rathje (1971); Wittfogel (1957).
4 Essays by Gelb (1969) and Diakonoff (19K) are generally credited with re
orienting Mesopotamian epigraphy from an over-riding concern with
relations between society and ethnicity (e.g., Sumerian, Akkadian, Amorite)
which marked much early work and towards a close reading of power
struggles in Mesopotamian social history.
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institutions.®
To rephrase a critique drawn from Abrams (1988), the focus upon building
general models of what states look like has left us rather unclear as to what
specific states actually did.^ There is little sense of the regularized, dynamic
relationships between rulers and subjects which define both state-systems and
state-ideas, except as they are elaborated in historical documents. But there is
no need to concede the discussion of state activities to epigraphers nor to
preclude discussions of subjugation in prehistoric societies. Relationships
between subjects and political regimes leave strong archaeological residues in
the landscape. Archaeologists can look to the architectonics of buildings, sites,
and regions in order to elaborate the political strategies which gave these
spaces their particular form.
The utility of a landscape-centered approach to political authority lies in
the perspective it affords on how spaces organize practical relations between
subjects and rulers. This perspective offers considerable potential for the

5 A notable exception is Zettler's (1992) study of the Ur HI period temple of
Inanna at Nippur.
6 Yoffee (1993: 71) has recently articulated a program of evolutionary
investigation of states which calls for investigation in the following domains:
"(1) the probability of growth of states; (2) the constraints on growth of social
complexity; (3) the range of variability of ancient states; (4) the relation
between the earliest states, secondary states, and societies peripheral to states;
(5) the collapse of states." All five points touch upon elements of the
structural description of states but none call attention to what states do.
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archaeological examination of political regimes beyond both Urartu and the
rather limited group of polities in the past described as states/ This approach
does not offer a singular description of the form of a polity but rather calls
attention to the general means by which political authority is constituted. As
a result, a landscape centered approach cannot produce a singular description
of ideal types of authority nor order these elements into a singular
transhistorical narrative. Furthermore, not all of the methods for
documenting spatial relations in the archaeological record employed here
will be of use in other contexts (although many will retain their utility).
Instead, the view on the articulation of landscapes and political authority
described here offers a flexible epistemological and theoretical basis for
illuminating the diverse ways in which polities establish emd legitimate
power.
Archaeologists cannot, in all cases, hope to completely describe both the
experience and perception of spaces; archaeological data are notoriously
fragmentary. However, we should not allow the often threadbare nature of
the data to impoverish archaeological epistemologies and theories; this has
already led to a general diminishment of archaeology's imique position in the
social sciences as a source of descriptions of states with substantial temporal

7 See the study of the West African kingdom of Sukur by Smith and David
(1995).
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depth and geographic breadth. Sodal theory, absent archaeology, has been
impoverished by an implidt chasm separating modem and andent sodeties:
a chasm which has no solid epistemological basis. Through investigations of
the operation of political power in the production of landscapes,
archaeologists can perhaps diminish the assumed uniqueness of the modem
world and open a larger theoretical space for archaeological perspectives in
the development of sodal theory. It is hoped that this examination of
southern Transcaucasian landscapes can thus not only contribute to
illuminating Urartu's "dark hour" but also to rearticulating archaeological
investigations of political authority with a larger inter-disdplinary discussion
of the nature of sodal life.

APPENDIX A
INDEX OF SITE LOCATIONSi
Table 1
Select Late Bronze/Early Iron Age Sites
Site Name

hoc.
method^

Latitude &
Longitude

Agin

map

N40''40.0'
E43°42.2'

Aigabats

GPS

N40''42'09.5"
E43''54'12.7"

Ani-Pemza

map

Aragatsoln

imp
(Grid 38T)

Elevation
(m.a.s.L)*

Citatior^

1640m
N0407367
E4506327

Site Type

fortress

1586±44m

Ancient Landscapes
Project

fortress

N40°26.%'
E43°36.06'

14S0m

CPHM List

cemetery

map

N40''20.4'
E44°11.83'

2100m

Smith &
Kafadarian 1996

fortress

Artashat

map

N39°52.94'
E44°35.5r

840m

unpublished

unfortified
settlement

Artik

map

N40°37.0'
E43''58.0'

1700m

Khachatrian 1979

cemetery

A van

map

N40°20'
E44°10'

1800m

CPHM List

fortress

Benjamin

GPS

N40''41'25.0"
E43°50'03.5"

1518m±45m

CPHM List

cemetery

N0401442
E4504906

Dvin

map

N40''01.6'
E44°35.4'

Dara
(Elar)

GPS

N40°29'46.6"
E43°57'52.9"

Gamaovit South
(Adiaman)

GPS

Garni II

1000m

Kushnareva 1977

limited
material

N0460655
E4454014

1378±49m

Khanzadian 1979

fortress

N40°29'46.6"
E43''57'52.9"

N0412254
E4483387

2285±49m

Smith &
Kafadarian 1996

fortress

map

N40°06'47.5"
E44''43'47.2"

N0476959
E4440376

1346±35m

Gazanots

map

N40°24.1'
E44''23.5"

Giumri
(Leninakhan)

map

N43''50.6'
E40°47.6'

1550m

Gusanagyukh

map

N40''40.0'
E43''47.4'

1550m

Gyamrez

map

N40''13.7'
E44''4352'

1640m

Smith &
Kafadarian 19%

fortress

Horom South

GPS

N40°39'15.5"
E43''53'59.8"

1734±34m

Badaljanef al.
1993,1994

fortress

Kamo

map

N40°49.5'
E43°57.4'

1850m

CPHM List

fortress

Karmir-Biur

GPS

N40''09'14.2"
E44°27'12.5"

N0453454
E4445006

908±52m

Martirosian
1961,1964

unfortified
settlement

Keti
(Sgnakhner)

GPS

N40''53*15.4"
E43°49'39.5"

N0401261
E4526902

1944±27m

Petrosian 1989

fortress

Metsamor

map

N40°09.2'
E44''06'

870m

Khanzadian 1973

fortress

N0406953
E4500919

fortress
Areshian 1978

fortress

Khachatrian 1979

cemetery
fortress

Nazrvan

map

N40''20.65'
E44°19.93'

1280m

Areshian 1978

fortress

Sagmosavan

GPS

N40°22'51.4"
E44°23'47.4"

N0448775
E4470178

1753±43m

unpublished

fortress

Pemzashen

GPS

N40''34'08.3"
E43°56'37.7"

N0410582
E4491470

2000±27m

Ancient Landscapes
Project

fortress

Sarnakhpyur

map

N40"'31,4r
E43''54.58'

2000m

Smith &
Kafadarian 19%.

4 fortresses

Shamiram

GPS

N40°16'16.9"
E44°05'36.7"

n4ftM8m

unpublished.

fortress

Spandarian

map

N40''39.8'
44°43.52'

1500m

unpublished.

fortress
(destroyed)

Tsakhkaovit

GPS

N40°38'12.6"
E44°13'50.7"

N0434%5
E4498728

2189±27m

Smith &
Kafadarian 1996

fortress

Tsakhkazar

GPS

N40°28'09.7"
E43°53'58.1"

N0406739
E4480420

1976±35m

unpublished.

fortress

Tsitsernakaberd

GPS

N40°ll'15.3"
E44''29'53.8"

N0457216
E4448710

1061±34m

Esaian 1969

fortress

Tufashen

GPS

N40°36'01.7"
E43°54'51.8"

N0408146
E4494972

1843±42m

Ancient Landscapes
Project

fortress

Variberd
(Lernakert)

GPS

N40''33'18.4"
E43''55'52.0"

N0409526
E4489902

2080±42m

Ancient Landscapes
Project

fortress

Veriberd
(Lernakert)

GPS

N40°32'53.8"
E43°56'42.9"

N0410605
4489143

2180±50m

Ancient Landscapes
Project

limited
materials

N0422923
E4458306

Table 2
Urartian Period Sites in the Ararat and Shirak Plains
Site Name

Loc.
Method

Latitude &
Longitude

UTM (Grid
38T)

Elevation
(m.a.s.l.)

Citation

Site Type

Aragats

GPS

N40°12'42"
E44°13'30.3"

N0434078
E4451587

90Qt50m

Oganesian
1958

fortress

Aramus

GPS

N40°14'54.4"
E44°39'11.6"

N0470496
E4455446

1495±58m

Avetisian
forthcoming

fortress

Artashat

map

N39°52.94'
E44°35.51'

900m

Tonikian
1992

fortress

Argishtihinili

GPS

N40°04'47.1"
E43''59'42.6"

930±50m

Kafadarian 1984

fortress &
inscripition

Auto-agregat

map

Downtown
Yerevan

Esaian et al. 1995

tomb

Dovri

GPS

N40°21'01"
E44°32'07'

1636±50m

unpub.

fortress

Garnaovit North
(Adiaman)

GPS

N40''29'46.6"
E43''57'52.9"

N0412254
E4483387

2285±49m

unpub.

possible
fortress

Erebuni

GPS

N40°08'27.5"
E44''32'17.8"

N0460655
E4443447

1114±37m

Oganesian 1961

fortress &
inscription

Horom North

GPS

N40°39'20.4"
E43°53'52.9"

N0406885
E4501269

1655±40m

Badaljan et al.
1993,1994

fortress

Igdyr

map

N40°04.9'
E44°02.8'

850m

Bamett 1%3

cemetery

N0414349
E4437097

Menuahinili

map

N39''56.2'
E44°15.42'

940m

Kleiss &
Hauptmann 1976

fortress

Lower Oshakan

GPS

N40°15'50.6"
E44°19'25.2"

N0442468
E4457216

n05±44m

Esaian &
Kalantarian 1988

fortress

Upper Oshakan

GPS

N40°15'41.2"
E44°19'11.4"

N0442226
E4456995

n32±37m

Esaian &
Kalantarian 1988

fortress

Teishebaini
(Karmir-Blur)

GPS

N40''09'14.2"
E44O27'12.5"

N0453454
E4445006

908±42m

Oganesian 1955

fortress &
inscription

Voskevaz

GPS

N40''15'17.4"
E44»17'06.6"

N0439211
E4456290

1017±39m

unpublished

fortress

Notes
1. Special thanks to K. Kafadarian and the Comn\ission for the Preservation of Historical Monuments (CPHM) for sharing their list of sites
with me. Numerous sites listed on the CPHM list are not discussed in the text or included in this index as many have received only cursory
examination.
2. Locational method describes the method by which the latitude and longitude coordinates were measured for each site. GPS indicates that a
geopositional satellite receiver was used to pinpoint the site's location. These units calculate a margin of error for their estimations of
elevation which is denoted by an elevation ± some amount. "Map" indicates that coordinates were estimated from 1:200,000 topographic maps
of the region with 40m contours. The latter method is less precise for determining latitude and longitude but is generally as precise as the GPS
in estimating elevation.
3. Universal Transmercator coordinates.
4. Meters above sea level.
5. Only the primary report of the site or special publication discussing the architecture of a site is cited. All sites marked "Ancient Landscapes
Project" were documented in the summer of 1995 by the Ancient Landscapes Project and are first reported in this work. The designation "CHPM
List" refers to the site list kept by the Commission for the Preservation of Historical Monuments. The dating of CPHM sites may be based on
either surface survey or test excavations.
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APPENDIX B
EARLY IRON AGE FORTRESSES: SITE DESCRIPTIONS^

Aigabats (figure 4.13)
Perched on the tip of a western spur of Mount Aragats, the site of Aigabats,
located in the Akhourian district, (N40°42'09.5" E43°54'12.7") directly overlooks the
Shiiak plain. The fortress lies at an elevation of 1586m (±44m) and is thus one of
the lowest of the Shirak plain Early Iron Age fortresses.
The outcrop on which the fortress was built is an irregularly shaped promontory
with generally even slopes on all sides except the southwest. On the southwest side,
the hill joins with the highlands, rising quickly in elevation. The median site grade
is 30.6%, with the steepest slope (41,9%) to the southeast and the gentlest route of
approach (4,9%) to the southwest. The area enclosed within the fortress walls is
0.96ha. The walls were built of uncut stones set atop each other without defined
courses or intervening mortar.
The site has not been previously investigated and thus in addition to mapping
the site, the Ancient Landscapes Project excavated two small test pits in 1995 along
the inside of the western wall. These excavations revealed two occupations, one
dating to the late Medieval period (ca. 10th-14th centuries A.D.) and a second dating
to the Early Iron Age. Both periods were represented by a moderate density of

^ Some of the descriptions below appeared previously in the journal Iran
(Smith and Kafadarian 1996).
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diagnostic ceramics, including a complete medieval vessel resembling a censer.
During the Medieval occupation, it appears that a new layer of imworked stones was
set atop the remaining Early Iron Age walls; there are no indications of any
remodelling of the overall layout of the fortifications at this time.

Aragatsotn (figure 4.17)
Overlooking the Ararat plain, the site of Aragatsotn (N40°20.4' E44°11.83') rests
atop a high volcanic outcrop in the Ashtarak district adjacent to a feeder stream of
the Amberd river, just east of the village of Avan. At an elevation of over 2100m.
along the southern flank of Mount Aragats, this fortress site is one of the highest of
the Early Iron Age fortresses which overlooked the Ararat plain. The outcrop of
Aragatsotn rises over 50m. above the surroimding slope with steep sides on all but
the northwestern flank. The grade of the site is generally even, oscillating around
the median 23.7% grade.
The fortress itself is comprised of three distinct imits. The innermost is a small
upper citadel demarcated by steep rock cliffs (grade of 50%). Along the crest of the
rock cliffe are the remains of a cyclopean stone fortification wall enclosing O.lha.
within a perimeter of 197.5m. A second circuit of cyclopean wall encloses the citadel
plateau atop the rock outcrop, encircling 0.6ha. within a perimeter of 1022.5m.
There is no clear suggestion as to the location of the gateway into the citadel but the
topography suggests it may have been in the northwestern face of the wall. The
third construction imit extends along the northwestern slope of the outcrop. There
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are a number of indications that this construction post-dates the original
fortification of the site. The walls are substantially thinner—Im. compared with
almost 3.5m. for the main wall—suggesting less cydopean construction techniques.

Furthermore, such a construction abutting the main defensive wall would reduce
the efficacy of the fortress by providing impediments to defense of the weakest
point. Lastly, these walls abut the main wall rather than join it given the angle of
inddence between the two constructions. It is possible that this secondary
construction dates to a later phase of occupation during the Early Iron Age. As yet,
no extensive excavation program has investigated this fortress.

Dara (Elar) (Figure 4.29)
Elar is known to have once been the dty of Dara thanks to an Urartian
inscription foimd at the site recording a victory of Argishti I (Khanzadian 1979). The
site (N40°29'46.6" E43°57'52.9") is strategically located along the route from the
Ararat plain to Lake Sevan, just south of the Urartian site of Aramus.
The fortress at Elar was built atop a high, rounded hill with a relatively even
slope on all sides. The median site grade is 33.2%, varying from 47.5% on the
southwestern slope to 20.4% on the eastern slope. The area endosed by the fortress
walls is 0.67ha.
The extensive excavations at the site reported by Khanzadian (1979) preclude the
need for further description here.
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Garnaovit

South (Figure 4.24)

This site is one of a pair of fortresses located along the southern outskirts of the
village of Garnaovit in the Talin district of western Armenia. These sites were first
documented by Adzhan, Gyuzalian, and Piotrovskii (1932) who named them
Adiaman 1 and 2 after the high rock outcrop just to the west. Smith and Kafadarian
(1996) have suggested the names Garnaovit North and Garnaovit South respectively
in order to more clearly describe the geographic relationship between the two sites
and the nearby village.
The general placement of the two fortresses is similar to that at the site of
Horom. Aligned along a roughly north-south axis approximately 1.25km. apart, the
two fortresses surmoimt outcrops which raise them above the surrounding valley.
As at Horom, the more recent of the fortresses rests atop the northern citadel
(N40®29'46.6" E43°57'52.9" elev. 2285m. ±49m.) which has the less substantial grade
of the two sites on all sides (possibly due to terracing prior to construction).
Garnaovit North has been only roughly mapped and never excavated, but the
architecture of the fortification wall suggests that the site may have been an Urartian
construction. Garnaovit south has not been excavated.
The citadel of Garnaovit South (N40°29'5.3" E43®57'40.8" elev. 2235m. ±66m.) lies
almost 80m above the surroimding valley, offering the steepest approach to the
citadel along the southern slope (51.3% grade). Like the south citadel at Horom,
Garnaovit South dates to the pre-Urartian Early Iron Age. This date is attested to by
both the morphology of the architecture and surface materials collected (Smith and
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Kafadarian 1996). The site offers a commanding view of a narrow secondary route
between the Ararat and Shirak plains. The area of the citadel enclosed by the
innermost line of defensive walls is 0.9ha. Surface remains suggest that the Early
Iron Age occupation covered a significantly greater area than is represented in this
plan, particularly to the north. The cyclopean walls were constructed using large
imhewn and undressed boulders set atop each other in very rough courses. Larger
stones were placed towards the foot of the wall with small rocks occasionally used to
fill in the gaps.

Gyamrez (Figure 4.22)
The cyclopean fortress of Gyamrez is located atop a modest rise in the upland
Kotaik region between the Ararat plain and the Gegham mountain range. Situated
near the village of Gekhashen (N40°13.7' E44°43.52') in the Abovian district, this
fortress capped citadel sits approximately 20m. above its surroundings. The site has
not been investigated by either excavation or survey, yet its distinctive outline
suggests it dates to the Early Iron Age.
The Gyamrez outcrop has a variable grade along its slope. The steepest approach
to the dtadel is along the northeast face where the grade is 47.9%. The west face has
a somewhat less formidable, but still significant, grade of 23%.
The outline of the citadel fortification is typical for the Early Iron Age with walls
lined along the crest of the outcrop protecting the small flat plateau on top. The
area enclosed by the cyclopean stone walls is 0.83ha, (the perimeter of the citadel
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walls is approximately 340m.). The outer fortification walls were set at irregular
intervals down the western and southern slopes. Those along the steeper slopes of
the outcrop either parallel the terrain or cross perpendicular to the contours.

Horom South (Figure 4.23)
The Early Iron Age fortress at Horom South (N40°39'15.5" E43°53'59.8") was built
atop an oval shaped outcrop, extended along a northwest-southeast axis, which
commanded an excellent view over the southem Shirak plain. Horom North, an
Urartian fortress lies just over 350m to the north. The approaches to Horom South
are formidable on all sides, ranging from 43.9% grade along the eastern slope to a
more manageable 19.4% to the north. The citadel walls enclose 0.54ha.
The fortifications at Horom South consist of several successive lines of cyclopean
stone walls descending the slopes of the hill. The walls were built of cyclopean
stone-on-stone masonry. Excavations conducted at the site since 1991 have
uncovered an interesting array of architectural and artifactual material as reported
by Badaljan et al. (1992,1993,1994).

Keti (Figure 4.25)
The village of Keti is located along the northern edge of the Shirak plain, in the
foothills of the Shirak range. Just north of the village, on a high outcrop known as
Sgnakhner which rises more than 70m, is the large Early Iron Age fortress of Keti
(N40°53'15.4" E43°49'39.5"). Keti was the site of excavations published by Petrosian
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(1989) and remains one of the few systematically explored Early Iron Age Sites in the
Shirak region.
The outcrop on which Keti was built has severe approaches on every side—the
median site grade of 42.5% is the largest in the sample discussed here—but is most
accessible on the northwest side (27.2% grade) where the outcrop leads into the
Shirak range. Indications at the site suggest that two gateways led into the fortress,
one on the southeast wall and one along the northern wall. The citadel enclosed by
the walls of Keti is 1.32ha. in area, one of the larger Early Iron Age fortresses. The
citadel slopes gently down from northwest to southeast.
The fortifications at Keti were built primarily of cyclopean stone masonry.
Unlike most Early Iron Age fortresses, the building stones of Keti do evidence some
shaping, particularly near the sharp comers designed into the southwestern wall. In
addition to the primary circuit of fortress walls, several secondary walls are visible
along the hillside. A small promontory on the southeastern end of the site hosts
another set of fortifications.

Metsamnr CFi^jrt^

Metsamor (N40°09.2' E44°06' is the only systematically excavated Early Iron Age
fortress on the Ararat plain rather than in the surroimding highlands. Although
the significance of this imique location has not been well assayed, it is clear from the
materials recovered during excavations at the site that Metsamor is a site of
considerable importance for our imderstanding of the period. The Early Iron Age
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fortress at Metsamor is not well documented. Although the site has been
extensively excavated (Khanzadian et al. 1973), only a small portion of the fortress
wall has been imcovered. It is thus impossible to estimate the fortresses size during
this period. Similarly, site grade was likely altered by the subsequent Urartian
occupation of Metsamor.
The exposed sections of the Early Iron Age fortress wall indicate it was built of
cyclopean stone masonry but with considerably more attention to setting the
undressed stones into courses. The overall outline of the fortress cannot be
determined at present. See further discussion of the site above, section 4.2.3.

Pemzashen (Figure 4.14)
The site of Pemzashen (N40°34'G8.3" E43°56'37.7") is located on the southern
outskirts of the village of the same name in the western foothills of Moimt Aragats.
The fortress sits atop a high promontory with median grade of 41.1% indicative of
the formidable approaches on the north, west, and south. To the east, the fortress
ruins are overlooked by a small hill which then slopes gently to the adjoining
highlands. The area enclosed by the fortress walls is 1.42ha., quite large for an Early
Iron Age fortress. On a nearby ridge to the north, we found evidence of a number of
kromlechs, burials which may have been associated with the fortress.
The walls of Pemzashen were constructed along the crest of the outcrop using
cyclopean masonry. Only a few stones at the western tip of the fortress evidence
minor shaping—the remainder of the building stones were imshaped.
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Sarnakhpyur East (Figxire 4.20)
The highlands between the Ararat and Shirak plains, along the southwestern
flank of Mt. Aragats hosted a vast number of fortresses. Around the village of
Sarnakhpyur (N40°31.4' E43°54.6') is a particularly intense concentration of Early
Iron Age fortress remains which includes Sarnakhpyur East, West, Pokr-Berd, and
Mets-Berd.
The eastern fortress at Sarnakhpyur is referred to in a number of sources,
including Toramanian (1942), as 'Veri-berd'; however, due to the nimiber of fortress
sites named Veri-berd across Armenia, Smith and Kafadarian (1996) recently have
suggested the designation 'Sarnakhpyur East' in order to minimize confusion.
The fortress was built atop a volcanic outcrop capped by a flat citadel. The
outcrop rises just over 8m. but the dramatic slope of the surrounding region
increases the grade of the approach on all sides except the west. The median site
grade is 40.1%. Approaching from the south, the grade of the slope is over 50% but
the western approach crosses a grade of only 12.7%. The fortress was small, only
0.39ha. were enclosed by its walls.

Sarnakhpuur

West rFigure 4.21)

The western fortress at Samakhpyiu" defends a citadel atop a rock outcrop
elevated over 30m above the surrounding rolling highlands. The fortress walls
divide the site into a small inner citadel (0.04ha.), a main citadel (0.39ha.) and the
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outer walls set down the slope.
The dependence of Early Iron Age fortress architecture upon the loced topography
is well illustrated at this site. The median site grade is 30.6%. At a particularly steep
(94.8% grade) section of bedrock outcrop along the western edge of the citadel, the
walls simply bracket the cliff. Use of the natural defensive possibilities of a site is an
element of fortification architecture entirely unique to the Early Iron Age. As at
most Early Iron Age sites, the fortification walls were designed to either parallel the
topography or to cross it at a roughly perpendicular angle.
The placement of the fortification walls conforms to the terrain not only on the
citadel waUs which encircle the flat plateau of the citadel, but also on the slopes
below. The grade along the western slope from the citadel waU to the first line of
outer walls is 82.9% while firom the first outer wall to the second the grade drops to
51.7%. Some of this change in the slope may be related to the erosion of the site
since the abandonment of the fortress; however, natural formation processes cannot
entirely account for the consistent placement of fortification walls where the slopes
of the outcrop change their grade. The eastern approach to the citadel also has a
significant change in the slope where the first line of outer walls was placed. A
minimal 10-13% grade northeast of the outcrop yields to a 34.1% grade just behind
the first line of fortification walls.

Samakhputtr Pokr Berd (Figure 4.28)
Also in the vicinity of the village of Samakhpyur is the fortress known as Pokr
Berd (Armenian for 'little hill'). Pokr Berd is a Sevan-type fortress set atop an
outcrop with a moderate eastern approach (9,6%) but much more formidable grades
on all other sides. The median grade for the site is 30.8%. The area within the
fortification walls is 0.9ha.
The built fortifications at Pokr Berd include two linked semi-drcular walls. It is
unclear how the open side of the fortress was defended. The fortification
architecture at the site is marked by both decreased dependence upon the local
terrain and irregular buttresses on the outer face. The walls are substantially thicker
than at most Early Iron Age fortresses.
Pokr Berd has not received extensive archaeological investigation.

Sarmkhpyur

Mets-Berd (Figure 4.27)

Like the nearby site of Pokr Berd, Mets-Berd (Armenian for 'Big Hill') was also
built in the "Sevan style". The fortress was built atop a low outcrop which, though
gently sloped to the west (14.0% grade), drops significantly to the southwest (74,1%
grade). The median site grade is only 20.0%, The area within the fortress walls is
l,4ha.
The fortification architecture at Mets-Berd, like that of Pokr Berd, was built
employing irregular buttressing on the exterior wall face. The gateway into the site
seems to have been in the northwest waU segment.
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Mets-Berd has not been the subject of intensive excavations.

Shamiram (Figure 4.12)
The site of Shamiram (N40°16'16.9" E44°05'36.7") was built atop a large triangular
promontory with steep sides which drop into the canyon below. To the west, east,
and south, these cliffs define very difficult routes of approach with an average grade
of 27%. In contrast, to the north, the grade is only 2.6%.
The Early Iron Age fortress at Shamiram consisted of a series of cyclopean walls
built across the northern approach to the promontory. Five such walls have been
located although three have suffered considerable damage and it is clear that some
remodelling of the Early Iron age fortifications took place when the site was reoccupied in the Classical Armenian period (200 B.C-A.D200), including the cutting
of several gateways. The Early Iron Age fortress walls were built of cyclopean stone
masonry.
Extensive excavations have been conducted at Shamiram by the Institute of
Archaeology and Ethnography; imfortxmately, these remain largely unpublished.

Tsakhkaovit (Figtu-e 4.19)
A large fortified citadel on the eastern outskirts of the modem village of
Tsakhkaovit in the Aragats district was recorded by the survey team of Adzhan,
Gyuzalian, and Piotrovskii diuing the same 1930 project that documented the
citadels at Horom and Gamaovit. Tsakhkaovit (N40®38'12.6" E44°13'50.7") is
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situated along the narrow northern route around Mt. Aragats from the Shirak plain
to the Ararat plain. A mmiber of other fortresses have been reported from the same
area, but Tsakhkaovit appears to be the largest and best preserved. The fortress at
the summit of the outcrop looks out over the narrow Aparan plateau between Mt.
Aragats and the Pambak Range. Both the distinctive morphology of the architecture
and the ceramics collected during surface survey indicate that the primary
occupation of the site dates to the Early Iron Age (Smith and Kafadarian 1996).
The site itself consists of a densely fortified high volcanic outcrop, a lower terrace
(primarily occupied by the remains of secondary architecture), and a small hill
fortified by a bastion-like cyclopean wall. The fortification walls of the main hill
enclose 2.0ha.. The upper citadel of this hUl includes 0.4ha. enclosed by a wall with a
perimeter of 581m. The approach to the fortress is consistently steep on all sides; the
northwest slope is the steepest with a grade of 40.5%, while the south slope down to
the "lower town" is the least substantial with a 26.9% grade.
The small hill to the southeast of the main citadel rises about 10m above the
surroimding terrace. It was fortified by two walls—one linear cyclopean
construction on the southeastern boimdary of the map and one a bastion-like
construction, also of cyclopean stones, on the hill's south slope. The final cyclopean
construction still visible at the site is another bastion-like wall along the
southeastern edge of the plan. Scattered in the lower areas between the hills is a
number of clearly visible stone ruins of secondary buildings. While it is difficult to
say definitively whether these buildings were part of Tsakhkaovit's Early Iron Age
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settlement it does seem likely that at least some of the visible walls represent the
remains of a "lower town" associated with the fortress.
No systematic excavations have been conducted at Tsakhkaovit.

Tsitsernakaberd (Figure 4.18)
The site of Tsitsernakaberd (N40°ll'15.3" E44°29'53.8") is located on the tip of a
steep promontory cut by the Razdan river overlooking central Yerevan.
Unfortimately, the site was substantially destroyed by a number of construction
activities both in the gorge below (an electrical station) and on the other end of the
promontory (a sports complex) such that it is difficult today to trace the remaining
walls. Fortunately, the site was mapped before the remains of the walls disappeared
altogether. While no formal archaeological excavations were ever conducted at the
site, a number of accidental finds uncovered diuing construction were reported to
the Institute of Archaeology and published in a brief report by Esaian (1969). The
ceramic remains associated with the fortress date to the late second and early first
millennium B.C. and include "grey" wares with diagnostic incised decorations
analogous to finds from early first millennium B.C. sites such as Karmir-Berd,
Astkhi-Blur, and the Horom necropolis.
The most distinguishing feature of the surrounding landscape is the Razdan
river gorge which surroimds the site to the north, south, and east. The riverbed lies
approximately 80m. below the fortress walls. This type of promontory location was
used extensively during the second millennium B.C. at sites such as Haridj
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(Khachatrian 1975) and Shamiram, The grade of the terrain on all sides except the
west is extremely steep; the median site grade is 41.1% but in places the grade exceeds
90%. To the west the approach is more gentle; however it is not clear how much
this area has teen altered by construction.
The fortress itself consists of two circuits of cyclopean walls. The first, with a
perimeter of 281m. enclosing 0.2ha., encircles a lower terrace; the second circuit
encloses a small raised citadel of 0.03ha. Tsitsemakaberd is undoubtedly one of the
smaller fortified sites known in southern Transcaucasia but is similar in its general
layout to a number of other sites including Aragatsotn. The masonry of the few
segments of wall which remain was of imcut cyclopean stones set atop each other
with smaller rocks inserted to fill spaces between the stones.

rif/flsfegn (Figure 4.15)
The Early Iron Age fortress of Tufashen sits atop a broad, rounded outcrop of tuff
along the eastern edge of the southern Shirak plain. Both the outcrop and the
fortress are peculiar given the extensive regularities in Early Iron Age fortress layout
and site selection. The median grade of the site is a mere 19.8%, quite insubstantial
relative to most other Early Iron Age fortress sites. While it is difficult to
thoroughly reconstruct the local topography due to the ongoing tuff mining
operation which has cut away the western and southern portions of the mound, it is
clear that the eastern approach to the site crosses only a very mild grade (7.8%).
The layout of the fortress is also peculiar in some respects. While the curved
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outline of the northern, southern, and western portions of the fortress walls are
quite recognizable as typical Early Iron Age constructions (particularly in the
portions where cyclopean masonry yields to a natural stone cliff), the eastern wall is
unusual. Set at a right angle to the curving northern and southern wall segments,
the line of the eastern wall is extremely well aligned and the visible masonry
suggests some rudimentciry shaping of the stones.
In order to confirm the date of the site suggested by the architecture. The Ancient
Landscapes Project conducted a brief surface survey and excavated a small soniage
during its 1995 investigations. Surface survey recovered a large amount of Early
Iron Age ceramics along with an iron spear point which a colleague dated to the
period of the Mongols. We placed our excavation imit against the northern wall,
near to its intersection with the eastern wall. Excavations revealed that deposits at
the site were quite shallow—less than 0.5m. 100% of the diagnostic ceramics
recovered from the loci below topsoil dated to the Early Iron Age. Given the
peculiar nature of the site's architecture and the immediacy of the tuff mining, it is
hoped that a salvage expedition might be able to document the site before it
disappears.

Variberd (Figure 4.26)

The highest in elevation of the fortresses in the Talin Highlands south of the
Shirak plain is a fortified citadel southwest of the modem village of Lemakert
known locally as Variberd (figure 9; N40°33'18.4" E43°55'52.0" elev. 2080m. ±42m.).
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This site should not be confused with the fortified citadel of Veriberd, 1.35km. to the
east, which dates to the end of the first millermium B.C Ceramic remains collected
during an informal surface survey at Variberd indicate two periods of occupation,
one dating to the Early Bronze Age (3rd-4th millennium B.C) evidenced by a wealth
of Kura-Araxes type sherds concentrated along the northern slope of the outcrop
and a second dating to the Early Iron Age.
The fortress of Variberd was located atop and around a high outcrop which
provides an excellent view to the Shirak plain. The site covers two primary
landscape features—a high citadel and an elevated terrace. The citadel lies over 50m
above the plateau and 10m above the lower terrace. Approaches to the site are
rigorous. The western slope offers a steady grade of 44.6%; the eastern slope becomes
substantially steeper towards the base of the outcrop (60.2%). The steepest approach
to the site is along the slope fadng the lower terrace, with a grade of 71.0%.
The fortifications at Variberd are of cyclopean stone masonry and generally echo
the topography of the site. The walls of the citadel and its immediate slopes were
placed at the crest of the slopes along the tops of steep bedrock outcrops which
endrde the dtadel. The walls along the eastern slope of the outcrop run parallel
courses along the undulating topography 10-12m. apart. At some points around the
dtadel, particularly along the westem edge, walls were not constructed as the
bedrock was incorporated into the fortification design. The gate into the dtadel
appears to have been in the eastern wall face. The area enclosed by the 170.8m.
perimeter of the dtadel fortifications is O.lha.
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The lower terrace (0.32ha.) is an area of low relief just below the citadel's
southern slope. The approach to the terrace averages about a 40% grade on the east
and west sides but to the south, where the outcrop adjoins the highlands (beyond
the borders of the site plan), is considerably less substantial. Nonetheless, the walls
of the terrace (221.0m in perimeter), like those of the citadel, were placed at the crest
of the slopes. The gateway into the terrace, and possibly the primary entrance into
the site, appears to have been in the southern wall, but it is difficult to precisely
articulate the terrace's northern end with the citadel walls.
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APPENDIX C
TABLES OF QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
Table 1
Depth, Mean Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values
for Argishtihinili West
MD

RA

RRA

C values

0

4.217

0.143

1.021

1.000

1

3.478

0.110

0.786

0.577

2

2.630

0.072

0514

10.500

3

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

4

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

5

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

6

3.969

0.120

0.857

0.077

7

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

8

3.957

0.131

0.936

1.077

9

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

10

3.696

0.120

0.857

0.077

11

3.957

0.131

0.936

1.077

12

3.6%

0.120

0.857

0.077

13

4543

0.157

1.121

0500

14

2.957

0.087

0.621

0.188

15

4.543

0.157

1.121

0500

16

3.043

0.091

0.650

0.177

17

3.326

0.103

0.736

7.333

18

3.326

0.103

0.736

8.833

19

4.261

0.145

1.036

0.100

20

4.261

0.145

1.036

0.100

21

4.261

0.145

1.036

0.100

22

4.261

0.145

1.036

0.100

depth
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23

5

4261

0.145

1.036

0.100

24

5

4261

0.145

1.036

0.100

25

5

4261

0.145

1.036

0.100

26

5

4.000

0.133

0.950

1.100

27

5

4.261

0.145

1.036

0.100

28

5

4.304

0.147

1.050

0.111

29

5

4.174

0.141

1.007

0.444

30

6

5.065

0.181

1293

2300

31

7

6.130

0.228

1.629

0.333

32

7

6.130

0.228

1.629

0.333

33

5

4.304

0.147

1.050

0.111

34

5

4.304

0.147

1.050

0.111

35

5

4304

0.147

1.050

0.111

36

5

4.304

0.147

1.050

0.111

37

5

4.304

0.147

1.050

0.111

38

5

4.217

0.143

1.021

1.611

39

6

5.152

0.185

1321

0.333

40

6

4.848

0.171

1.221

1.333

41

7

6.174

0230

1.643

0.500

42

6

5.326

0.192

1.371

0.800

43

6

5.348

0.193

1.379

1.333

44

7

6.174

0.230

1.643

0300

45

1

5.6%

0.209

1.493

l.OOO

K=46

Mean Depth
= 4326

MeanRA =
0.147

Mean RRA =
1.0483
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Table 2
Depth, Mean Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values
for Erebuni
space

depth

MD

RA

RRA

C value

0

0

5.229

0.103

1.0%

1.000

1

1

4.880

0.095

1.011

0.610

2

1

6.928

0.145

1543

1.000

3

2

7.807

0.166

1.766

0500

4

2

3.952

0.072

0.766

5.416

5

3

3.964

0.072

0.766

0.444

6

3

4.928

0.096

1.021

1.361

7

3

4.952

0.0%

1.021

0.111

8

3

4.904

0.095

1.011

0.944

9

3

4.952

0.0%

1.021

0.111

10

3

4.952

0.0%

1.021

0.111

11

3

4.925

0.0%

1.021

1.111

12

3

4.892

0.095

1.011

1.236

13

4

3.867

0.070

0.745

1.250

14

5

4.530

0.086

0.915

2.433

15

5

4.482

0.085

0.904

0.404

16

6

5530

0.110

1.170

0.250

17

6

4.892

0.095

1.011

7583

18

6

5530

0.110

1.170

0250

19

7

5.880

0.120

1277

1.100

20

7

5.904

0.120

1277

0.100

21

7

5.904

0.120

1277

0.100

22

7

5.904

0.120

1.277

0.100

23

7

5.855

0.118

1.255

1.600

24

7

5.904

0.120

1.277

0.100

25

7

5.904

0.120

1.277

0.100

26

7

5.904

0.120

1.277

0.100
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27

7

5205

0.103

1.0%

0300

28

8

6530

0.135

1.436

4500

29

8

6.458

0.133

1.415

0500

30

8

6.458

0.133

1.415

0.333

31

9

7566

0.160

1.702

0.200

32

9

7366

0.160

1.702

0.200

33

9

7366

0.160

1.702

0.200

34

9

7366

0.160

1.702

0.200

35

6

4.916

0.096

1.021

10500

36

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

37

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

38

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

39

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

40

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

41

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

42

7

5.928

0.120

1.277

1.071

43

7

5.928

0.120

1.277

0571

44

7

5.807

0.117

1.245

0.071

45

7

5.928

0.120

1277

0571

46

7

5.928

0.120

1.277

1.071

47

7

5.410

0.108

1.149

0.404

48

7

5.700

0.115

1.223

0571

49

8

6.783

0.141

1500

1500

50

8

6.831

0.142

1512

0500

51

8

6.831

0.142

1512

0500

52

8

6.819

0.142

1512

1.000

53

9

7.783

0.165

1.755

0500

54

4

5.614

0.113

1.202

0.750

55

4

5.614

0.113

1.202

0.750

56

4

5.108

0.100

1.064

1500

415
57

5

5390

0.136

1.447

1.000

58

5

6.373

0.131

1.394

1250

59

5

6373

0.131

1394

1250

60

5

6.193

0.127

1.351

2.750

61

6

7.446

0.157

1.670

0.500

62

6

7.446

0.157

1.670

0500

63

6

7229

0.152

1.617

1250

64

6

7241

0.152

1.617

0250

65

6

7.241

0.152

1.617

0250

66

7

8205

0.176

1.872

0500

67

4

5.783

0.117

1.245

0.667

68

4

5.783

0.117

1.245

1.330

69

5

6.699

0.139

1.479

0.833

70

6

7.675

0.163

1.734

1.000

71

7

8.675

0.187

1.989

0500

72

4

5.928

0.120

1277

0500

73

4

5.663

0.114

1.213

0.333

74

4

5.470

0.109

1.160

6.667

75

5

6.422

0.132

1.404

0.125

76

5

6.422

0.132

1.404

0.125

77

5

6.4Z2

0.132

1.404

0.125

78

5

6.422

0.132

1.404

0.125

79

5

6.422

0.132

1.404

0.125

80

5

6.422

0.132

1.404

0.125

81

5

6.325

0.130

1.383

0.958

82

6

7.373

0.155

1.649

0.667

83

6

7361

0.155

1.649

1.833

84

7

8.313

0.178

1.894

0.333

K = 85

Mean Depth
= 5.694

MeanRA =
0.125

MeanRRA =
1.327
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Table 3
Depth, Mean Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values for Unit I of Teishebaini
Space

Depth

MD

RA

RRA

C-Value

A

0

5.170

0.160

1260

0.333

1

7

7377

0.245

1.921

0300

2

6

6328

0.213

1.677

1.100

3

5

6.358

0.206

1.622

0300

4

4

5.3%

0.169

1331

1.250

5

6

6328

0.213

1.677

0.100

6

6

6.528

0.213

1.677

0.100

7

6

6.528

0.213

1.677

0.100

8

4

4.792

0.146

1.150

0.350

9

3

4.472

0.134

1.055

2.333

10

5

5.604

0.177

1.394

9.000

11

6

6J28

0.213

1.677

0.100

12

6

6.528

0.213

1.677

0.100

13

6

6328

0.213

1.677

0.100

14

6

6328

0.213

1.677

0.100

15

6

6328

0.213

1.677

0.100

16

4

5.208

0.162

1.276

0.250

18

5

5.870

0.187

1.472

3.000

19

6

6.830

0.224

1.764

0.250

20

4

5.170

0.160

1.260

0383

21

3

4309

0.135

1.063

1333

22

4

5.320

0.166

1.307

1.000

23

6

6.830

0224

1.764

0.250

24

6

6.679

0.218

1.717

0.750

25

7

7328

0.251

1.976

1.000

26

8

8.415

0.285

2.244

1.000

27

9

9340

0.321

2328

1.500

417
28

10

10302

0.358

2.819

0.500

29

2

4.075

0.118

0.929

0.916

30

1

4.283

0.160

0.992

1.607

31

2

4.566

0.137

1.079

1.083

32

3

4.%2

0.152

1.197

2.083

33

4

5.717

0.181

1.430

0.750

34

5

6.698

0219

1.724

1.000

35

6

7.491

0.250

1.969

1300

36

7

8.585

0292

2.299

0500

37

4

5.%2

0.191

1.504

0.250

38

5

6.132

0.197

1550

1.000

39

6

7.019

0231

1.819

1.000

40

8

8.906

0.304

2.394

OJOO

41

7

7.981

0.269

2.118

1300

42

3

5.491

0.173

1.362

1333

43

4

6.453

0.210

1.654

0300

44

4

5.623

0.178

1.406

1383

45

5

6.472

0.210

1.654

0.750

46

6

7.321

0243

1.913

1300

47

7

8.358

0283

2.228

0300

48

5

6.472

0.210

1.654

0.750

49

6

7.321

0.243

1.913

1300

50

7

8.358

0.283

2228

0300

51

5

6.472

0.210

1.654

2.230

52

6

7.340

0.244

1.921

0.333

53

6

7.340

0.244

1.921

0.333

K = 53

Mean Depth
= 5245

MeanRA =
0.213

Mean RRA =
1.67
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Table 4
Depth, Mean Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values for Unit II of Teishebaini
Space

Depth

MD

RA

RRA

C-Value

B

0

4.450

0.177

1394

0.666

54

3

7.075

0.312

2.066

0.333

55

2

6.100

0.262

1.735

2.333

56

3

7.075

0312

2.066

0333

57

1

5.225

0.217

1.437

1.833

58

2

6.200

0.267

1.768

0.333

59

2

4.700

0.190

1.258

0.333

60

1

3.725

0.140

0.927

1.667

61

2

3.100

0.108

0.715

3.166

62

3

3.975

0.153

1.013

0.667

63

4

4.900

0.200

1325

IJOO

64

5

5.875

0.250

1.656

OJOO

65

3

3.675

0.137

0.907

1.417

66

4

4.700

0.190

1.258

0.333

67

4

4.300

0.169

1.119

2.166

68

5

5325

0.222

1.470

0.250

69

5

5.225

0.217

1.437

2.250

70

6

6.200

0267

1.768

0.333

71

6

6.200

0.267

1.768

0.333

72

5

5.275

0.219

1.450

1.250

73

6

6.250

0.269

1.781

0.500

74

3

4.075

0.158

1.046

0.167

75

3

4.025

0.155

1.026

1.167

76

4

4.875

0.199

1.318

0.500

77

3

3.200

0.113

0.748

0.667

78

4

3.500

0.128

0.848

0.567

78a

5

3.775

0.142

0.940

14.500

419
80

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

81

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

82

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

83

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

84

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

85

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

86

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

87

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

88

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

89

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

90

6

4.750

0.192

1272

0.067

91

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

92

6

4.750

0.192

1.272

0.067

K = 40

Mean Depth
= 4300

Mean RA =
0.198

Mean RRA =
1.320
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Table 5
Depth, Mean Depth, RA, RRA, and Control Values for Unit HI of Teishebaini
Space

Depth

MD

RA

RRA

C-Value

C

0

4.857

0593

2.290

0500

99

1

3.929

0.451

1.740

1.333

100

2

3.143

0330

1.274

1500

101

3

3.214

0341

1317

0.833

102

4

3.429

0.374

1.444

1.000

103

5

3.786

0-429

1.656

0.833

104

6

4.286

0505

1.950

2.000

105

7

5.214

0.648

2502

0.333

106

7

5.071

0.626

2.417

1.333

107

8

6.000

0.769

2.970

0500

108

3

3500

0.385

1.486

0.833

109

4

4.000

0.462

1.784

1.000

110

5

4.643

0560

2.162

1.000

111

6

5.429

0.681

2.629

1500

112

7

6.357

0.824

3.181

0500

K = 15

Mean Depth
= 4533

Mean RA =
0532

Mean RRA =
2.053

APPENDIX D
INDEX OF LANDSCAPE SCENES
Table 1
Fortress Elements
Description

Media

Location of
Find

Current Location

Comments

Figure
Referencel Cit.

Tower and Tree
motif

Inscribed in bronze
bowls

Teishebaini

Hermitage
0-17752 to 60

Distinctive motif with simple
sacred tree sprouting from
ramparts of stylized
crenelated tower.

7.2
Piotrovskii
1955

Cornice and
Crenellations

Wall Painting

Erebuni

Pushkin

Single fragment shows outline
of cornice, supported by
protruding beams, surmounted
by crenellations.

7.3
Oganesian 1973

Crenellations

Wall Painting

Altintepe

Mu. Anat. Civ.

Reconstruction of Altintepe
mural depicts register of
repeated crenellations.
Unclear in literature if this
was based upon a recovered
fragment or analogy with
Erebuni Mural.

Erzen 1988

Crenellations and
Cornice

Bronze Plaque

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Piece is fragment of upper
portion of plaque. Cut-out
technique outlined
crenellations and a triangle
decorated cornice.

Table 2
Fortress Images
Description

Media

Location of
Find

Current Location

Comments

Figure
ReferencelCit.

Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown

PS
1971.1823

Fortress is incomplete but
appears to bear two towers
with standard crenellations;
cornice is decorated with zig
zag. Central gateway in
curtine wall, window in tower
and curtine.

Figure 7.4f
Kellner lf'91a:
«261

Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Fortress at one end of belt,
leans severely from left to
right. 3 towers with central
gateway. Decorated cornice
and standard crenellations.
Fortresses flanked by parade
of fish.

Figure 7.4j

2 Fortresses

Bronze Belt

Giyimli?

Mu. Anat. Civ.
3-10-76

Both fortresses are incomplete
but have at least 3 towers,
standard crenellations,
decorated cornice and with
central gateway. Windows on
curtine and tower bases.
Fortress is flanked by parade
of birds

Figure 7.4a, b
Kellner 1991a:
0269

Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown

PS
1980.6112

Fortress in center of belt.
Unique triangular
crenellations without
decorated cornice. Central
gateway. Flanked by
geometric design and chased
"grapevine" motif.

Figure 7.4h
Figure 73
Kellner 1991a:
#275

2 Fortresses

Bronze Belt

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

One fortress near center of belt,
other near left end. Both carry
standard crenellations,
decorated cornice and central
gateway. Left fortress has four
towers of varying heights.
Both flanked by parade of
prancing rams.

Right fortress;
Figure 7.4d, e
Kellner 1991a:
#279

Fortress

Bronze Beit

C^avu^tepe

Van Museum?

Large fortress with 6 towers,
standard crenellations on
towers only, decorated cornice,
and central gateway. Unusual
lai^e windows in curtine.

Figure 7.4i
Erzen 1988:
pl.XXXIV

Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown

PS
1971.1603

Fortress is fragmentaiy with
at least four towers, triangular
crenellations on tower and
curtine, and decorated cornice.
Gateway is on right side.

Figure 7.4g
Van den Berghe
1982: #105

§

Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown

Mu. Gaziantep

Fotress, located at left end of
belt has two towers flanking
curtine with central gateway.
Standard crenellations on
towers and curtine, cornice is
undecorated. Flanked by dual
registers of parades of fish.

Fortress

Bronze Model

Toprakkale

BM
91177

Lai^e model of fortress, 28cm
high, 36cm wide, 1.47cm thick.
Standard crenellations atop
curtine with triangle
decorated cornice and repeated
gateways. 3 rows of windows
in both curtine and tower base.

Figure 7.6a
Bamett 1950:
pl.l

Tower

Bronze Model

Toprakkale

BM
91250

Attachment to above model.
16.5cm high, 4.5cm wide at
base, 6.5cm wide at top.
Standard crenellations atop
decorated cornice with
projecting support beams. Was
apparently mounted atop
tower base preserved in piece
above.

Figure 7.6b
Bamett 1950:
pl.l

Kellner 1991a: ||
#255
1

Ol

Fortress

Terra-cotta Model

unknown

BM
135480
1970-11-5.1

Model was published by
Bamett and Curtis as possibly
Urartian. The form of the
fortress makes this
identification suspect as it is a
circular construction with
three circular towers capped
by triangular crenellations.
This fortress is likely
substantially later than the
Urartian period

Bamett and
Curtis (1973):
pi. LXIII

Table 3
Landscape Scenes
Description

Media

Location of
Find

Current Location

Comments

Figure
ReferencelCit.

Soldiers and
Fortress

Bronze Belt

unknown
Toprakkale?

BM
1989-12-9.2

Fortress is fragmentary. Three
towers are visible. Standard
crenellations and decorated
cornices on both towers and
curtine. T-shaped windows in
curtine and tower bases. To the
left of the fortress, two
registers of warriors advance
from left to right.

Figure 7.7a

2 Fortresses and
Procession

Bronze Belt

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Fortresses towards ends of
composition. Both carry
standard crenellations and
central gateway. Left fortress
has three towers while right
has four. The fortresses are
linked by an extended
procession of female figures
engaged in various devotional
activities.

Figure 7.7b
Kellner 1991a:
mi

6

God on lion
venerating fortress

Stone Pillar Base

Kef Kalesi
(Adilcevaz)

Mu. Anat. Civ.

2 winged deities atop lions in
front of fortress composed of 3
towers topped by standard
crenellations and triangle
decorated cornices. Atop the
fortress walls, birds of prey
clutch rabbits in their beaks
and trees decorate each tower
base.

Figure 7.11
Bilgi; and Ogiin
1964: fig. 2

Votive Scene
(single figure)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

PS
1971.1546

Plaque with crenellations and
decorated cornice inscribed
along top. Scene shows winged
deity bearing a standard.
8.2cm high x 6.5cm wide

Figure 7.
Van den Berghe
1982; #108

Votive Scene
(single figure)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

PS
1971.1517

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations. No
cornice. Scene shows winged
deity bearing standard
accompanied by a ram.
8.0cm high x 6.9cm wide

Figure 7.
Van den Berghe
1982; me

Votive Scene
(single figure)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

Les Arcs,
Ebn5ther
Collection

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations. Zig
zag decorated cornice inscribed
below. Possible lines of tower
base inscribe along sides. Scene
shows winged deity bearing
standard accompanied by ram.
8.0cm high x 5.8cm wide

Figure 7.
Van den Berghe
1982; #114

I
00

Figure on bull with
tower base

Bronze Plaque
fragment

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Bottom right comer of plaque
only. Shows front half or bull
with leg of figure (probably a
deity) next to tower base.

Figure 7.

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

Louvre
A026086

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations. No
cornice. Scene shows winged
deity atop lion holding a bow
facing supplicant bearing a
standard.

Figure 7.9a
Van den Berghe
1982: #111

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque
fragment

Giyimli?

PS
1971.1512

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations. No
cornice. Scene shows winged
deity with bow facing
supplicant bearing standard.

Figure 7.9b
Van den Berghe
1982; #110

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations.
Decorated cornice inscribed
below. Scene shows winged
deity facing supplicant bearing
standard.

Figure 7.9c

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque
fragment

Giyimli

PS
1971.1858

Standard crenellations
inscribed along top of plaque.
Zig-zag cornice at bottom?
Scene shows winged deity
bearing sacred tree facing
supplicant bearing standard.

Figure 7.9d

vO

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

unknown

Photo in PS
archive

Two-tiered plaque, possibly
denoting tower. Top cut to
shape standard crenellations.
Scene shows winged deity
facing supplicant bearing
standard accompanied by a
ram.

Figure 7.9g

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

Louvre
A025514

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations.
Decorated cornice defined by
triangular cut-outs. Scene
shows winged deity holding
pail facing supplicant bearing
standard accompanied by a
ram.

Figure 7.9e
Van den Berghe
1982:120

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

unknown

Louvre
A026089

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations.
Elaborated fortress inscribed
on plaque including three
towers with standard
crenellations and curtine with
crenellations and decorated
cornice. Small structure in
lower right comer has two
tiers, topped by standard
crenellations, and a central
gateway. Scene shows Deity
seated on throne holding a cup
approached by two supplicants
bearing pails and a standard.

Figure 7.10
Merhav 1991;
pLl

4^
U>

o

Votive Scene
(multiple figures)

Bronze Plaque

Giyimli?

PS
1971.1537

Top of plaque cut to shape
standard crenellations. No
cornice. Scene shows winged
deity holding pail facing
supplicant bearing standard
accompanied by a ram on a
tether.

Abbreviations:
BM — The British Museum, London
Hermitage — The Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg
Louvre — Mus^e du Louvre, Paris
Mu. Anat. Civ. — Museum of Anatolian Civilizations, Ankara
Mu. Gaziantep — Gaziantep Museum, Gaziantep, Turkey
Pushkin — The Pushkin Museum, Moscow
PS — Prahistorische Staattsammlung, Munich

Figure 7.9f
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Plate 4.1

Algabats

434

Plate 4.2
Pemzashen

435

li-v

' ''."^

Ptate 4.3

Tufashen

436

Plate 4.4
Tsitsemakaberd

437

Plate 4.S
Tsakhkaovit

438

Plate 4.6
Keti

Plate S.l
Ashlar Masonry of Susi Temple, Erebuni

Plate 5.2
Semi-Ashlar Masonry
South Wall at Arglshtlhinlll West

Plate 5.3
Argishtihinili East (Aiinavi^ from
Argishtihinili West

Plate 5.4
Fortress Wall at ErebunI

I

Plate 6.1
View of Tctshcbatnl from South
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Plate 6.2
Aragats

445

Plate 6.3
Aerial View of Horom North

Piatt 7.1
Bron2e Bowl from Teishebaini

Plale 7.2
Bron/e Bell wllh Foilicss Image
(Pliolo Couitciy of the Pfihliloiisclic SuiliSimiiilung)

10cm
Plate 7.3
Bronze Belt with Landcape Scene
(Photo Courtesy of The British Museum)

Plate 7.4
Bronze PlaqueSingle Figure Landscape Scene
no scale
(from Mertiav 1991)

Hate 7.S
Bronze Plaque
Multiple Figure Landscape Scene
(Photo Courtesy of ihe Louvre Museum)
no scale

Plate 7.6
Bronze Plaque
Landscape Scene with Elaborated Fortress
(Photo Courtesy of the Louvre Museum)
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FIGURE CREDITS
All figures not listed here were made from original materials by the author.
Abbreviations:
ACHPM — map archive of the Commission for the Preservation of Historical
Monuments, Republic of Armenia.
lAE — Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography, Republic of Armenia
IPARC — International Program for Anthropological Research in the
Caucasus
Figure 2.2 Based on figure in Hillier and Hansen (1984).
Figure 4.3 Based on figure 18 in Kafadarian (1984).
Figure 4.2 Medieval masonry styles based on plate 1 in Khachatrian (1971).
Figure 4.8 From Kalantar (1995).
Figure 4.12 From map of site provided by P. Avetissian.
Figure 4.17 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.18 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.19 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.20 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.21 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.22 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.23 Digitized from map provided by IPARC
Figure 4.24 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.25 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.26 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.27 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figiure 4.28 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 4.29 Digitized from map provided ly ACHPM and map in BChanzadian
(1979).
Figure 4.30 Excavation drawing provided by IPARC
Figure 5.1 Based on Salvini (1995: figure 4).
Figiure 5.6 Drawn by Andronik Kosarian.
Figure 5.10 From Erzen (1988).
Figure 5.11 Digitized from map provided by lAE and map in Martirosian
(1974).
Figure 5.12 Digitized from Martirosian (1974).
Figure 5.13 From Martirosian (1974).
Figure 5.14 From Martirosian (1974).
Figure 5.17 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM and map in Oganesian
(1961).
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Figure 5.20 Digitized from map provided by A. Tonikian.
Figure 522 From Khemzadian et al. (1973).
Figure 5.23 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 6.5 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM and map in Martirosian
(1961).
Figure 6.11 Digitized from map provided by IPARC
Figure 6.12 Digitized from map provided by IPARC
Figure 6.13 Excavation drawing provided by IPARC
Figure 6.14 Excavation drawing provided by IPARC.
Figure 6.15 Excavation drawing provided by EPARC
Figure 6.16 Excavation drawing provided by IPARC
Figure 6.17 Digitized from map provided by ACHPM.
Figure 7.3 Based on photo in Oganesian (1973).
Figure 7.7b From Kellner (1991).
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