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Introduction. In the IX century BC, with the formation of Urartian state, the cultu-
res of the Armenian Highland entered a qualitatively new stage of their development. As
a result of cultural progress of the former Bronze and Early Iron Age cultures, the
natives of the Armenian Highland were involved in a sphere of such historical
developments which are defined by specialists as ‘civilization’. This concept is charac-
terized according to some attributes, among which the most important are the
appearance of towns with organized planning, using of script, presence of monumental
architecture which, accordingly, presupposes the existence of complex social structures.

The preconditions of all mentioned criteria were present already within the
Bronze and Early Iron Age societies of the region; however, they were not ripe enough
to be expressed in united and systematized manner. And only at the end of the 2™ and
the beginning of the 1* millennium BC, as a result of unification of Nairi tribes of the
southern regions of the Armenian Highland, the state Bianili-Urartu was formed,
which, during the next three centuries, had to play a decisive role in historical and
cultural developments of the Near-East. The creators of this state were the Urartians —
an ethnic group who lived primarily in the mountainous regions, south of Lake Van
and who spoke a language which was ranked among the languages of the so called
Hurrian-Urartian language family. Urartu was by its structure a typical ancient Near-
Eastern state formation. Accepting the value systems of Syrian-Mesopotamian cultural
world, the Urartian élite tried to conform them with the values of the local population.

During the VIII and the VII centuries BC the Urartians and their language spread
through the whole territory of the Armenian Highland and reached also contemporary
Armenia, which coincides with the lands of Etiuni and Uduri-Etiuni of the Urartian
inscriptions. After the Urartian invasion at the beginning of the 8" century BC this
region turned into one of the most important parts of the common Urartian cultural
area. As a result of this invasion an élite culture par excellance was formed which
coexisted with the local Late Bronze and Early Iron Age cultural groups called
‘Lchashen-Metsamor’ in Armenian archacological nomenclature.

During the last hundred years in the territory of the Armenian Highland a huge
archaeological material has been accumulated. The investigations of Armenian (H.
Martirosyan, G. Tiratsyan, S. Esayan), Russian (H. Orbeli, N. Marr, B. Piotrovskiy, S.
Khodzhash), Euro-American (Ch. Burney, W. Kleis, P. Zimansky) and Turkish (A.
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Cilingiroglu, V. Sevin, O. Belli) archaeologists greatly promoted the explaination of
different problems concerning the nature of the Urartian culture'. However, there
appeared also questions which still remain to be unanswered. Here, we want to
underline three of such questions.

1. First of them deals with the problem of origin of Urartian culture. Today we
hardly have any archaeological complex which could be identified with Urartian
culture before the 9™ century BC. If the Urartian culture was something identic it
should have its prehistory. However, the archacological data from the Early Iron Age
sites between the lakes Sevan, Van and Urmia demonstrate a united picture of cultural
developments in which it is not possible to differentiate between a single group which
could be compared with later Urartian culture. The most interesting aspect is that this
whole region (including the heartland of the Urartians around Van Lake, it means the
territory of chiefdoms of Nairi) during the pre-Urartian period was dominated by a
type of black burnished pottery which, according to the last investigations, should be
closely connected with Armenian materials”.

2. The second question deals with disappearance of Urartian culture. Particularly,
the archaeological data do not allow us to see the end of Urartu in terms of big cultural
changes. The change into the Ervandid (according to Armenian archaeological
terminology) or Achaemenide period took place evidently in the context of the
keeping of old traditions”.

3. And the third question concerns the explaination of local variants of all-
Urartian culture, as well as correlation of ‘élite” and ‘mass’ cultures. In Armenian
archaecology some works have been undertaken towards the differentiation of the local
and the Urartian in material culture of Iron Age Armenia®.

! For the history of investigation of Urartian state and culture as well as for corresponding literature
cf. Zimansky P., Ancient Ararat: A Handbook of Urartian Studies, Delmar, New York, 1998.

% Sevin V., The Early Iron Age in Elazig Region and the Problem of the Mushkians //
“Anatolian Studies” XLI, 1991, p. 87-97, Sevin V., Kavakli E., Van/Karagiindiiz: An Early Iron Age
Cemetery, Istanbul, 1996.

* For the links between Urartian and early Armenian ceramics cf. e.g. MapTupocsa A. A.,
ApPruliTHXMHWIN // «ApXeoJiorHYecKHe NMAMATHUKM ApMeHMM», Bbil. 8, EpeBan 1974, c. 58-66,
147. For other links in material culture cf. also Shpugutu <., Upkojut Q., Nipwpumni-
Zuyuwunwt wypnpikdp / «NL2», 1990, phy 3, ke 70-75, Ecasu C. A., Busros JI. H., Amasiksu C. T,
Kanemsin A. I., bnaiinckas rpoonuna B EpeBane // «Apxeojiornyeckue NMaMATHHUKH APMeHHN,
Bbin. 15, Epesan 1991, Zdujuljjut U., Mpupnuljuwi yhnnipjut b dowlnyph dAtu]npdwi
luunph onipg / «Zuywunwih htmghnwlwb hnipwpdwbubpp», wp. 16/111, Gphwl, 1995, ke
105-106, Biscione R., Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N., The North-Eastern Frontier: Urartians and
Non-Urartians in the Sevan Lake Basin, I. The Southern Shores // “Documenta Asiana”, VII,
Roma, 2002, Tiratsyan G. A., From Urartu to Armenia // « Civilisations du Proche-Orient I,
Archeologie et Environment » 4, Neuchétel, 2003.

* For earlier considerations towards the problem of relations of Urartian and local cultures cf.
Maptupocsia A. A., T'opon Teitmedannu, Epean, 1961; MaprupocsiH A. A. ApMeHust B 910Xy OpOH3BI U
pannero »enesa, Epesan, 1964; Unwpljjub £, Quhmljwb G., Uwpquui @., Mipupnni-Zujuu-
b, Gplwb, 1988, Shpugui Q-., Upkojui @, upy. woju., Ecasin C. A., Busiro JI. H., Amasksn C.
I'., Kanenstn A. T'., ykas. cou., ZUuguljjuts U, upy. wphu., Zimansky P. E., Archaeological Inquiries into
Ethno-Linguistic Diversity in Urartu, Greater Anatolia and the Indo-Hittite Language Family, Drews R.
2001 (ed.) // “Journal of Indo-European Studies”, Monograph Series 38, Washington, 2001, 15-27, Biscione
R., Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N, op. cit., Tiratsyan G. A., op. cit., Ujwnhuub 2., Ukinhywh 1.,
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The main problem is that earlier the western archaeologists scarcely considered
the Urartian culture in terms of differentiating between various cultural groups,
whereas Armenian and Russian archaeologists were inclined to see in Urartian culture,
at least in Armenia, some sub-groups. However, due to recent collaborations of
western and Armenian archaeologists, reflected in such works as excavations and
surveys in Kotayk region (Armenian-Austrian expedition), Sevan-Lake basin
(Armenian-Italian expedition) and Tsaghkahovit plain (Armenian-American expedi-
tion) the terminological differences will be overcome'.

The aim of this article is to go into some circumstances of the mentioned three
questions with the main stress to the third one, i.e. the correlation of local and Urartian
cultural components in Iron Age Armenia. Moreover, we shall approach the question
from the Armenian view point and our initial material is pottery. However, to test the
results gained from pottery analyses we shall try to go beyond pottery and briefly
analyze also other evidences concerning material culture. In this connection, the
problem is if pottery alone is able to answer historical questions and if the pots are
equal to peoples”. The following paradigm demonstrates the conventionality of our
interpretations. So, the presence of Skythians in Armenia since the mid 8" century BC
is evident according to the written sources, metal finds (weapons, horse-bits) and
artistic data (images, statues)’. However, there is no any pottery group to be identified
with Skythians, which means to some researches that there are no grounds to define
the presence of the Skythians in Armenia as a cultural group. Hence, not always can
pottery be identified with groups of peoples.

The main problem with the source basis in Armenian archaeology is that in
modern Armenia we deal mainly with burial excavations and less with excavations of
fortress-settlements®. Stratigraphical data towards the problems put by us in this article

Upwpuwwjui qupwnh dpulnypp U.e.w. IX-VI 1., Gplwb, 2006.

! Cf. Biscione R., Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N, op. cit., Avetisyan H., Allinger-Csollich W., The
Fortress of Aramus: Preliminary Report of Excavations in 2004 and 2005 // “Aramazd, Armenian
Journal of Near Eastern Studies” (then — “Aramazd”), 2006, I, p. 105-134, Smith A. T., Badalyan R.
S., Avetisyan P., 2009, The Archaeology and Geography of Ancient Transcaucasian Societies, v. 1:
The Foundations of Research and Regional Survey in the Tsaghkahovit Plain, Armenia // «Oriental
Institute Publications» 134, Chicago, 2009.

2 For theory cf. Kramer C. 1977, Pots and Peoples // «Bibliotheca Mesopotamica», 7, Malibu,
1977, p. 91-112.

> Maprupocsin A. A. Packonku B I'070BHHO // «APXEONOrHYECKHE PACKONKH B ApPMEHHM», T. 4,
Epesan, 1954, c. 91, Ecasan C. A., Ilorpedosa M. H., Ckudckue namsaTHukH 3akaBkas3bs, M., 1985.

* Among the sites discussed in this article are Karmir Blur (ITnotposckuit b. B. Kapmup Bmyp 1 //
«Apxeonoruyeckre namatHukd Apmenun» N 1, Epesan, 1950, Ero sxe Kapmup Bayp II // «Apxeonoru-
yeckue nmamaTHUKd ApmeHun», Ne 2, Epesan, 1951, ezo owce: Kapmup Bayp Il / «Apxeomorndeckue
namMATHEKA Apmenum», Ne 5, Epesan, 1955, Copokun B. C., Crensl npeBreiimero nocenenus y Kapmup
Biypa //«Coetckas apxeonorus», 1958, Ne 2, c. 150-162, Maptupocsia A. A., I'opon Telime6annn), Dvin
(Kymmapesa K., Jlpesremme namstauky JIpuna, Epesan, 1977), Metsamor (vmuiquuyut E., Ulpunsyut
Y., Mupuudjwi k., Ukdwdnp, Gplwb, 1973), Oshakan (Ecasn C., Kanantapsin A., Omakan I //
«ApXeoJIorHueckre packonkn B Apmennm», Ne 18, Epesan 1988), Shirakavan (@npnuyuih [}, il hljjut
O., Mhwpnuywu L., zht Chpwhwywl, Gplwbh 2002); Karmir Berd (Ecasm C. A., Epesan
(apxeonorudeckuii ouepk), Epesan, 1969), Horom (Badaljan R. S., Kohl Ph. L., Stronach D., Tonikian
A., Preliminary Report on the 1993 Excavations at Horom, Armenia // “Iran” 32, London, 1994, p. 1-29),
Golovino (Maptupocsin A. A, Packonku B I'onosuno), Astghi Blur (Ecasitm C. A., [lpeBHsis KyJbTypa
mwiemen CeBepo-BoctouHoi Apmenun, Epesan, 1976), Karchaghbyur (Engibaryan N., in: Biscione R.,
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derive only from some settlements. Among them especialy noteworthy are those
central sites of Ararat valley (Dvin, Metsamor, Aygevan, Shamiram, Artashat, Karmir
Blur) which during the first quarter of the 8" century BC underwent the military attack
of the Urartians accompanied by burning or abandoning of these sites'. In any case,
the existing data enable us to gain a common picture on developments of the period.

The methodology used by us can be defined as interdisciplinary. Particularly, we
shall try to use both archaeological and historical reconstructions, with the help of
scientific analyses realized towards pottery.

And at the end of this introduction we would like to speak about chronological
frameworks of this investigation. On the whole we deal with Iron Age Armenia, to be
devided into Late-Bronze-Early Iron transitional, Early Iron and Middle Iron Ages in
terms of periodization, to be united in Lchashen-Metsamor horizon. In absolute terms
we deal with the period of ca. 1200-600 BC?.

Cultural Developments in Armenia during pre-Urartian and Urartian Times.
On the border of the XVI-XV centuries BC (transition phase between Middle and Late
Bronze Ages = Late Bronze I) occured the formation and expansion of Lchashen-
Metsamor culture, which was accompanied by a ‘demographic explosion’. Unlike the
previous period, a sedentary mode of life prevailed in the whole region. In the Late
Bronze II (second half of the XV to the mid of the XIII centuries BC) the southern
Caucasian region was entirely dominated by Lchashen-Metsamor culture. At the
transition period between the Late Bronze and the Early Iron (mid of the 12" century

Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N., op.cit, 417 ff); Artashavan (Ujtwhubwi 1., Bughpuptwh U,
Uwpqubwi @, Zwjwunwih npuguyn htwghnwlwl  hnpwpdwbitpp  (Upnwpuiwith
nuupupubiunupw) / «Zwuntu wduopbwy», 1998, phy 1/12, ke 193-248), Kuchak (Mhwnpnujwt L.,
Luptwnupyui hnvpwpdwtbbp Loywlnud / Zuwghnwwl wpiwnwbpibp  Zuywunwith
unpulwuenygutpnud 1, Gplwt, 1992), Talin (Udknpywi Z, Udtnhywb 0., G2]. wph), Getap
(Melkonyan H., Karapetyan I., Yengibaryan N., The Excavations of the Newly Found Urartian Fortress
in Getap // “Aramazd” V/2, 2010, p. 90-98). For location of these sites cf. maps in Badalyan R. S.,
Avetisyan P. S., Bronze and Early Iron Age Archaeological Sites in Armenia: I. Mt. Aragats and its
Surrounding Region // “British Archaeological Report (then - BAR), International Series” 1697, Oxford,
2007; Bobokhyan A., Kommunikation und Austausch im Hochland zwischen Kaukasus und Taurus, ca.
2500-1500 v. Chr. // “BAR, International Series” 1853, Oxford, 2008, Smith A.T., Badalyan R.S.,
Avetisyan P., op. cit., Odzaberd (Punwut U., Uhpugbyyut U., Ymphnyut 2., Pujpu U, Zojubth-
jut )., LVwhwybtwywh U., Gnhuqupyui U., Odwptpnh 2014-2016 pe. whnnudubph twjubwluh
wpynibpubpp /«Ukswdnpyub piptpgnidutps I, Gplwb, 2017, b 205-246).

' Shpugut @, Upkojut @, tipy. wiohu., kg 71-72. The Urartians destroyed also the Late Bronze-
Early Iron Age settlement in the place of later Argishtikhinili (Maprtupocsin A. A, Topox
AprumtuxuHuig, . 69). Another interpretation of the destruction of the LB-EI settlement of Dvin in:
®hihynujub U., W]huh nuoppniuqbnupyub-junbpjupbnupub ppwljuduyph Ynpdwidw dw-
Utwimhh b wwwngwnibph dwuhlb /«unupn] Ynnwlhg dhish Ywpn Twbunuppuiy, hubpu-
whnwlwh ghnwlui tunwppowl, qiinignidutph hhdtwnpnyputp, Gplwh 2017, te 32-33.

? Towards chronology cf. Ujtnhujwt M., Pugupui (., Zdwjuluh U., Ohhynywi U.,
Zuyuuwnwtth ppnig-tpluph nupkph yuppbpugdut b dwdwtwlugqpdwi hwpgtph onipg (2.
Uwpunppnuyjuth vwbinnuyjn wpph htwghnwlwb pughpttph hwdwnbpunnd /7 «Z2Zz-nwd
1993-1995 pp. htwghnwlwt htnwgnunipnitibph wpynitputphtt wdhpyws X ghunwlub
tuwnwppowiy (qhlnignidubph phqhuttp), Gplwh 1996, te 8-12, Ukwnhujwmt 2., fnpnjyu U,
Mpwpwunth htwghwnnipniy, Gplwb, 2010, Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S., Avetisyan P., op. cit.
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BC) one can discern decrease of population. However, from the XI century BC the
increase in population developments was again evident. This demographic grouth was
accompanied everywhere by the appearance of urban settlements such as Metsamor,
Dvin, Shamiram. One can put forth the hypothesis that the decrease in population
mentioned above in certain regions is primarily the result of migration (rural exodus)
and concentration in the urban centres. The process of militarization was manifested in
the development of metallurgy and the increasing number of ‘warrior burials’. The
Lchashen-Metsamor culture in its every sub-region was characterized by central
settlements — generally cyclopean fortresses with a citadel, outer city and their
satellites. The borders of these territories were defended by fortified advance posts.
Great cemeteries surrounded these fortresses stretching over several kilometers'. The
materials from the tombs (barrows or flat graves with cromlechs and underground /pit
and cist/ or surface constructions covered with plates) contained materials stressing on
existence of different estates (nobleman, priests, artisans, common population)’. The
culture was characterized by black-grey-brown burnished pottery, very advanced
bronze and iron metallurgy and connections in eastern Mediterranean (Late Bronze
Age) and northwestern Iranian (Early Iron Age) directions. From the beginning of the
8" century BC the invasion by the Urartian kings of the lands north to the Araxes river
modified the process of development of Lchashen-Metsamor society entering a
qualitatively new stage of its history. The Lchashen-Metsamor culture was involved in
a sphere of complex society. Since this period bipolar developments have been disce-
rnable in Armenia reflected in coexistence of local and Urartian cultural phenomena’.
Going back to the history of investigation of Urartian materials in Armenia it
should be noted that after excavations of administrative and economic centres of the
Urartian kingdom within the territory of up to date Armenia (Teishebaini, Erebuni,
Argistikhinili), the archaeological materials were gathered under the common name
‘Urartian culture’. In the same time, with accumulation of new data, it became evident
that among the excavated materials from the VII and the VI centuries BC there were
such contexts and artifacts, which were totally different from that of known from the
classic Urartian centers. To bring clearness to this question, the Armenian
archaeologist H. Martirosyan in the 50-60° of the last century was the first to introduce
new conventional terms, such as ‘local culture of Armenia’ or ‘the culture of broad
spreading of iron’, to define those local, non-Urartian cultural elements®. This
approach first seemed to be acceptable, reflecting the cultural situation formed during
the Urartian expansion in northern direction. However, in the last three decades, a
great deal of new complexes manifesting the process of interbreeding or adaptation of

' Uupquywib @, Qunibh U, Zwynpjut U, Uniihph wplbjjut vwhdwibbph guowngw-
twlwt hwdwlwupgh dbwynpnudp U.p.w. II-I hwg., / «dbu», 2014, phy 1, L 152-170:
> Unbwnhywh N, Zwjjuluwh (ketwpiwphp dpaw. XXIV-IX n1. (unghwy-Upulnipughb
Alwthnjunidutiph nphtwdhjut pun htwghnwlwt wyjuukph), w.q.5....wuwn. huygdw ghnw-
Qi qkynignid, Gplwt, 2014, Lo 65-66:
MapTtupocsiH A. A., ApMeHHS B 31I0Xy OpOH3EI U paHHEro kene3a, Badalyan R. S., Avetisyan P.
S., op. cit., Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S., Avetisyan P., op. cit.
Maptupocsan A. A., Pacxonku B T'omoBuno, ibid.: Packonku B KupoBakane M HEKOTOpEIE
TIaMSATHUKY paHHEapMsSHCKOTo nepuona //«3Bectus o0ImecTBeHHBIX HAyk», 1956 Ne 2, c. 61-84.
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Urartian and local cultures have been unearthed'. It means that the archaeologists
came across with materials which were impossible to attribute to one of the mentioned
cultural groups. Now it is clear that in the early stages of the military and political
expansion of the state Urartu (it means during the 9™ and the 8" centuries BC) these
two cultural entities existed parallelly in comparatively unmixed conditions. However,
since the first half of the VII century BC, i.e. with the reign of the Urartian king Rusa
II, one can see a new situation which was characterized by parallel appearance of new
cultural traits to be formed through the interbreeding of local and imported elements.
With regard to this all, today, Armenian archaeologists differentiate between three
cultural groups in Armenia during the existence of the Urartian state: 1. ‘Lchashen-
Metsamor’ (or ‘Etiuni’) culture — representing the local, i.e. the native element; 2.
Urartian (‘Bianili’ or ‘Van-Tosp’) culture — representing the introduced élite element
from the original regions of the Urartians around Van Lake; and 3. ‘Local Urartian’
culture — to be formed as a result of symbiosis of the mentioned two elements. In this
connection, we should not forget also the active participation of Cimerian and
Scythian groups in creating of cultural mosaic of the later period of the history of
Urartu®. This model could be useful also for interpretation of cultural developments in
other regions which underwent Urartian expansion. The main goal of this work is to
present the process of coexistence of these groups.

Pottery Sequence of the 2" — Mid 1** Millennium BC Armenia. The cultural
developments described above are reflected first of all in pottery traditions. To
understand them we need to go into some circumstances of the Armenian 2nd-1st
millennium BC pottery sequence. Particularly, in Armenia, since the beginning of the
Middle Bronze Age and up to the end of the Middle Iron Age, i.e. from the end of the
3rd millennium BC untill the Urartian invasion, it was possible to distinguish between
six archaeological groups, which were, as a rule, defined in the special literature as
‘cultures’. They were as follows: 1. Early Kurgan; 2. Trialeti - Vanadsor; 3. Sevan -
Artsakh; 4. Karmirberd; 5. Karmirvank (the same as Van - Urmia) and 6. Lchashen -
Metsamor (or Lchashen-Tsiteligorebi in Georgian literature). The first five of them
were defined as Middle Bronze Age groups and the last one — as Late Bronze Age and
Early Iron Age group. The mentioned groups had systems of features which were
different from each other, which is clearly discernable on pottery, though on the
ground of their names lies the metallurgical aspect’.

Investigations of morphological, technological and ornamental features of these
pottery groups allow us to differentiate on the whole between 15 sequential typologi-
cal pottery subgroups.

' Cf. Tupausn I. A., Ypapry u Apmenus // 1l MexXIyHAPOIHBIA CHMIIO3MYM II0 APMSHCKOMY
uckycctBy, Epesan 1978, c. 181-191, ibid.: Kynstypa [peBneii Apmenun, Epean, 1988, Shpugyuu @,
Upbojuin Q., 19y. wpju., Tiratsyan G. A., From Urartu to Armenia, Ecasu C. A., Busiros JI. H,,
Amasiksal C. I'., Kaneussn A. I'., yka3. cou., ABerucsn I'. I'., buaiiHckas xepaMuka 13 maMsTHUKOB
Apaparcxoit qonunsl, Epesan 1992, Ujtwnhujuit Z., Ugkwhuyui 1., upy.wph.:

% For different aspects of the question and further literature cf. Avetisyan P., Bobokhyan A.,
The Pottery Traditions in Armenia from the Eighth to the Seventh Centuries BC // Bianili-Urartu,
Konferenz in Miinchen 2007, Roaf M. (Hrsg.), Miinchen, 2010, p. 10-22.

’ In details cf. Uykwpujmb 0., Zwjuunwith dhehtt ppnigh dwdwwlugpnidp b thntjupu-
dwinudp, w.q.p. wnkbwuinumpmnit, Bphwi, 2003, Udknhywi 2., Popnjyywt U, Mpupunnth
htwghwuinipnil, Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S., Avetisyan P., op. cit.. p. 33-93.
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The typological contents of the complexes related to Lchashen-Metsamor culture
is possible to subdivide into six sub-periods, on the ground of inventory selection,
constructional features and stratigraphical comparisons of multi-layer sites in
Armenia: a. Lchashen-Metsamor I is represented by the complexes of the Late Bronze
Age with the pottery repeating Karmirberd, Karmirvank, Trialeti-Vanadsor 111, Sevan-
Artsakh II typological groups. Furthermore, there are samples of pottery, which are
absent in the newly mentioned Middle Bronze Age complexes, as well as in the tombs,
which are attributed to the early stages of the Late Bronze Age: b. Lchashen-
Metsamor II coincides with developed stage of the Late Bronze Age (such complexes
as Lchashen and Artik catacombs of the ceramic groups 1 and 2); c. Lchashen-
Metsamor III is characterized by materials from complexes related to the end of the
Late Bronze Age.

The materials of the Early Iron Age of Lchashen-Metsamor group can be divided
into three main typological subgroups: d. Lchashen-Metsamor IV - is defined by the
materials from complexes related to the transitional period of Late Bronze Age — Early
Iron Age; e. Lchashen-Metsamor V is characterized by typological contents of pre-
Urartian complexes with ‘burnt layers’ and complexes corresponding to them (Early
Iron Age); f. Lchashen-Metsamor VI is represented by typological contents with ‘local
features’ observed in monuments of Urartian period (Middle Iron Age or ‘period of
wide spread of iron’, according to Armenian terminology).

The analysis shows that the complexes of the mentioned different periods and
sub-periods are represented either by one of these 15 typological groups (that is ‘non-
mixed complexes’) or by coexistence of samples of different typological groups (i.e.
‘mixed complexes’). Moreover, in the frames of one ‘mixed complex’ (tomb or layer)
one may distinguish some cases of coexistence of different typological groups. So in
the same complex simultaneously can appear: 1. Pottery samples, which are characte-
ristic to two and more typological groups (coexistence of artifacts) or 2. Examples,
which have a feature of two or more typological groups (parallelism of ‘foreign’
features).

The coexistence of two and more typological groups proves either their synchro-
nism or the immediate sequence. It is obvious that in the context of synchronism and
diachronism of the ‘mixed complexes’ of the ‘transitional period’ and its peculiarities
we can speak only after understanding all this. Very important in this context is the
category of transitional period. Independent on that what kind of ideas lay under the
conception ‘transitional period’ — argumentations of gradual, hereditary or evolutiona-
ry developments, etc. — it is obvious that it embodies an intermediate situation bet-
ween the groups of archaeological complexes of the same region, that from the one
side replace each other, and from the other one are completely different from each
other. Under ‘transitional period’ we perceive archaeological realities that reflect the
degradation of the system of peculiarities typical for old groups (namely break of the
elements of the former system, cultural eclecticism) and the coming out of new
elements and parameters, the great part of which find their place in the system of the
forthcoming groups'.

' For theoretical aspects cf. Uykwnhujwi M., Zujwuinwbh dhght ppnigh dudwbwlwugpnidp b
thnyupwdwnidp.
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Pottery of Lchashen-Metsamor V-VI. According to the above mentioned system,
in Armenia of Early and Middle Iron Ages, i.e. during Lchashen-Metsamor V and VI
horizons we can differentiate between some ceramic groups which reflect the traditions
of local Late Bronze-Early Iron Age and Urartian pottery imported from the south or
imitated in Armenia. Besides, a process of their adaptation is discernable’. Hereafter we
shall try to demonstrate the sequence or correlations of these pottery types.

Under Urartian pottery we understand mainly red slipped and polished ceramic
assemblage which has absolute standardized forms and types (pithoi, jugs, open
vessels, etc.) as well as functional significance typical for the economy of the Urartian
state. We do not go into the details of Urartian pottery, which has been analyzed by us
in special works®. However, one aspect is important to stress here, that the Urartian
pottery appeared at the beginning of the IX century BC in the heartland of Urartu and
arrived in contemporary Armenia at the beginning of the VIII century BC. The
Urartian pottery in Armenia during the VIII century BC did not bear any serious
morphological or technological changes. However, since the first half of the 7"
century BC one can discern metamorphosis of this pottery to be adapted in local
cultural atmosphere.

Lchashen-Metsamor V (end of the XI-early VIII centuries BC): Lchashen Met-
samor V black-gray-brown burnished pottery assemblage is defined in relation to
destroyed settlement levels attributable to Urartian invasion of the early VIII century
BC. Among these sites are Dvin (burnt level), Metsamor (second and third burnt le-
vels of the Late Bronze/Early Iron horizon), Karmir Blur (second burnt level), as well
as Shirakavan, Karmir Berd, Horom, Talin, Oshakan. Metsamor is the most important
site for defining the stratigraphy and dating of this period. In this site four Lchashen-
Metsamor layers are known. The upper layer dates to the Urartian empire period, with
Lchashen-Metsamor VI assemblage. But the preceding level, which was destructed
probably by Argishti I, contained Lchashen-Metsamor V assemblage. Similar burnt
layers associated with the Urartians are attested also at Karmir Blur and Dvin.

The Lchashen Metsamor V pottery assemblage is characterized by large storage
jars decorated in relief belts with zoomorphic, anthropomorphic and astral motifs,
cannelures, multi-rawed linear decorations; jars with flat bases, decorated with
triangles, cannelures, horizontal multi-rowed lines, incised linear and pressed motifs;
pots with globular, biconical or ovoid bodies, or double-handled pots decorated with
cannelures, incised wavy lines; bowls with flat bases, conical bodies and short
shoulders, decorated with deep pressed furrows; one or double handled jugs with flat
bases, decorated with pressed furrows, oblique lines, cannelures; plates with flat bases,

! For pre-Urartian local pottery tradition in Armenia (Lchashen-Metsamor culture) cf.
MaptupocsiH A. A., ApMeHHSI B 310Xy OPOH3bI H paHHero skeje3a, vwtqunyui k., Uljpnyub 4.,
Nuwpuwdjut E., 19y, wghu., Xavarpsu T. C., llpepnsisa kyasTypa Illlupaka, Epesan, 1975, Ecasn C.
A., JlpeBnsis kyJabTypa miemeH Cesepo-Bocrounoii Apmenun, Uiknhubwl, Gughpupbwl,
Uwpqubwl, 12y. wohu., Santrot J. (ed.), Arménie: Trésors de ’Arménie ancienne des origines au
IV® siécle, Paris 1996, Xnkikyan O., Syuniq during Bronze and Iron Ages, Barrington, 2002. For
definition of Lchashen-Metsamor assemblage cf. Ujtnhuywi 2., Pnpnjyut U., (ipupunnth
htwghwnmpnii.

ABerucsan I'. I'., Buaiiackas kepamuka..., Avetisyan H., Urartian Ceramics from the Ararat
Valley as a Cultural Phenomenon, Iran & Caucasus 1999-2000, Ne 3-4, p. 293-314.
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decorated with pressed furrows; spouted vessels with flat bases; churns with flat bases,
decorated with incised horizontal lines; glazed pottery (plates and flasks); boot shaped
vessels; kernoi; goblets and cupsl.

Lchashen-Metsamor VI (early VIII-end of the VII centuries BC): During the 8"
century BC with Urartian invasion into up to date Armenia we can trace two main
pottery groups — Lchashen-Metsamor V and Urartian, which coexist isolated from
each other. It means that in the layers or graves, the examples of traditional Urartian
and traditional local pottery are coming out together. In the complexes of later dating
(i.e. since Rusa II, in Karmir Blur and contemporary sites) we meet Urartian and local
pottery examples, as well as new types of pottery which are the result of crossing of
the mentioned two traditions. Two settlements are especially important for defining
the Lchashen-Metsamor VI horizon — Metsamor and Karmir Blur. Both the post-
destruction (upper ‘kiln’) layer at Metsamor and the lower town at Karmir Blur
contained a wide range of pre-Urartian ceramics. Yet the assemblages from the two
sites are distinct. The construction of Karmir Blur by Rusa II allows us to associate the
Lchashen-Metsamor VI complexes of the lower town with the Urartian reconstruction
period of the 7" century BC (it means from Rusa II till the end of Urartu). The local
wares at Metsamor appear to be earlier than those of Karmir Blur, strongly suggesting
that its Lchashen-Metsamor materials should be assigned to the Urartian imperial era
of the VIII century BC.

Typical forms of Lchashen-Metsamor VI pottery assemblage are one-handled jars
of flat or convex bases, with knob handles or elbow-shaped projections, decorated
with relief or polished ornaments; jugs with a single ‘elbow’-shaped handle and pear
shaped profile; jars with flat bases, elbow and loop handles; single-handled cups with
flat bases, handles decorated with pressed furrows; pots with wide, flat bases,
decorated with oblique lines; zoomorphic vessels decorated with polished ornaments;
deep bowls with lug-handles; phiales; tea-pots; double vessels.

The symbiosis of Urartian and local traditions especially during the VII-VI
centuries BC is well demonstrated in some settlements and burial complexes, situated
between the Ararat valley, the slopes of Aragats mountain and lake Sevan. The most
important among them is Karmir Blur - both the citadel and especially the lower town.
From the citadel of Karmir Blur itself we have a big quantity of black burnished local
pottery (pots, jugs, open vesels) with ornamentations (such as triangles, fir-tree,
burnished, grooved wavy lines) typical of Lchashen-Metsamor pottery. Among them
jugs with ‘elbow’-shaped handles and churns are especially noteworthy’.

Examples of pottery which bear both local and Urartian traits are fixed in many
burial complexes, among which in the Tomb 25 of Oshakan. This complex is
represented merely by the examples of Urartian red pottery. Two oinachoi from this
tomb are different from the classic prototypes with their rounded in the section handles
and ornamentation. Jugs are ornamented with horizontal lines and fir-tree ornament

' Uykwnhujuh 2., Popnpyyuii Ue., Nipupuinih htwghwinipyni, Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S.,
Avetisyan P., op. cit., p. 87-91.

? Cf. Ubwnhuywh 2., Popnpyywt U, Nipwpinth hwghinipinit, Smith A. T., Badalyan
R.S., Avetisyan P., op. cit., p. 91-92. For these pottery groups cf. also Ecasn C. A., busiros JI. H.,
Amasiksal C. I'., Kaneusin A. I'., yka3. cou., ABerucsd I'. I'. buaiinckas kepamuxa. ..

3 MaptupocsH A. A., Packonku B ['onosuHo, ¢. 63-65, 45, 87-89.
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typical for the local pottery. One example repeating the shapes of these vessels is
known from the Tomb 23 of Karchaghbyur. Urartian in their shape, one-handled but
black and gray-brown jugs, have been found in Oshakan Tomb 69 and Karchaghbyur
Tomb 27. In the Tomb 59 of Oshakan, with red jugs without handles, as well as black
burnished examples are present, which with their technological peculiarities do not
differ from the examples of Early Iron Age pottery of Armenia. Here, together with
red pottery, a black open vessel, with a sign of the tradesman was found. This vessel
was made clearly in an Urartian workshop, however with its composition and colour it
repeats the Early Iron Age examples of the region. The materials from Artashavan
necropolis are also represented by interbreeding materials. In particular, the pottery of
the Tombs 3 and 6 has a repertoire typical to pre-Urartian sites of Armenia. So the
vessels with trumpet like rim, ornamented with ear and linear ornaments, in some
cases with false handle on the shoulder, the amphora-like two handled vessels, as well
as vessels ornamented with burnished and grooved wavy lines have a lot of parallels in
the burnt layers of Dvin and Metsamor, in many Early Iron Age tombs, dating back to
the borderline of the 9" to the 8" centuries BC and later.

V.9 v w

- - '__/_‘

'Y

Fig. 1. Lchashen Metsamor VI pottery from Getap (after H. Avetisyan, courtesy of H.
Melkonyan)
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One of the peculiarities of the tombs of Artashavan and other mentioned sites is
that in these complexes we have examples repeating the shapes of Urartian vessels.
This is especially to be seen on a one handled black beaker with matt surface from the
Artashavan Tomb 3. With its technical and technological peculiarities (we mean the
clay composition, outer surface treatment, colour, as well as baking grade) this vessel
is the bearer of Iron Age traditions, however morphologically (we mean the stretched
rim and the handle beginning under the rim) it repeats the shapes of the Urartian one-
handled red beakers. The gray-black surfaced, thick walled and handmade vessel from
the Tomb 6 also repeats the shapes of classic Urartian pottery.

Synthesis of Urartian and local traditions are fixed in the complex of ceramics
from Keren and Kapan cemeteries. Among such parallels are pithoi with wide relief
cinctures (tomb 106 of Keren), pots and jugs with relief transition from the neck to the
body (tombs 31, 34, 64 of Keren, 6/6 of Kapan), vessels with ox-shaped (tomb 106 of
Keren), arc-shaped (tomb 31, 64 of Keren), fan-shape (tomb 97 of Keren) handles. At
the same time, the bottom of the vessels from Kapan and Keren is wide and flat, which
is inherent for the pottery of the beginning of the I millennium BC'. In a number of
burials (tomb 8/4 of Kapan), miniature black jugs with polished ornament,
characteristic to the end of the II and the beginning of the I millenna BC, coexist with
red pottery inherent to the VII century BC.

It is also worth mentioning, that in many complexes we meet such examples of
pottery, which in their technical and technological parameters and outer colour
treatment are connected to the pottery known from pre-Urartian sites of the region, but
with their ornamentation and the handle shapes differ from the above mentioned ones,
and their prototypes are not known also in Urartian pottery-making tradition. We mean
above all the one-handled jugs, which have rounded handles in their section and the
handles are ornamented with stepped deep grooves. This variant of one-handled
vessels was very popular at the beginning of the 8" century BC. It is worth
mentioning, that similar vessels are known also from the late Urartian layers and
tombs, among them from Karmir Blur. At the same time, open protuberant vessels
with false handle and circular bottom become very popular and are known from such
sites as Golovino, Astghi Blur, Artashavan, etc.

As to the dating of the complexes with interbreeding pottery traditions, it should
be remembered, that in the absolute majority of these tombs, as a rule, also Skythian
arrow-heads are present’. Moreover, the Urartian and local artifacts typical to the
mentioned complexes come out together in the Urartian layers of Karmir Blur. This all
enables us to date back such complexes not earlier than to the VII century BC, which
speaks in its turn about the formation of a new cultural situation in the region.

So, due to comparison of the main peculiarities of the pottery, it is possible to
trace the process of synthesis of the local Iron Age and imported/imitated from the
Van region cultural elements. In the early stages of the military and political
expansion (it means the 9-8" centuries BC) of the state of Urartu these two cultural

' Qumuh U., Ykpklp punupwlppnipyniiibph uwsdbpniynid // «22», 2014, phy 2, e 152-161:

% For the Scythian cultural context in Armenia cf. in circumstances Ecasin C. A., IlorpeGosa M.
H., ykxa3. cou., Kypoukun I'. H., XpoHouorus nepegHeasnaTrckux Moxoa0B CKU(OB II0 MHCbMEHHBIM U
apxeoyiorudeckuM gaHHbeIM // «Poccuiickas apxeonorusi» 1994, Ne 1, c. 117-122.
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entities existed parallel in comparatively ‘sterile’, i.e. unmixed conditions. On the
pottery examples typical to both local and imported cultural groups, coming out
together in the same context in settlement layers and tombs, it is not possible to
discern serious morphological or technological changes. However, since the first half
of the 7™ century BC, i. e. with the reign of the Urartian king Rusa II, one can see a
new situation. In addition to the picture mentioned above, the fact of parallel
appearance of new examples of pottery to be formed through the interbreeding of local
and imported elements is evident.

With regard to these all, the pottery of Armenia from the 9/8" to the 6/5™ centuries
BC is possible to divide into three main groups, expressed in the following conventional
terms: 1. Typological group of local black-burnished Iron Age pottery (= ‘Lchashen-
Metsamor’ or ‘Etiuni’ pottery); 2. Typological group of imported from the south (region
of Van) élite red-polished Urartian pottery (= ‘Van/Tosp’ or ‘Biainili’ pottery); 3.
Typological group of symbiosed pottery, i. e. examples on which are to discern peculia-
rities typical to the both above mentioned pottery groups (= ‘local Urartian’ pottery).

Technological Aspects of Pottery-Making. For understanding the pottery
development and adaptation processes in Iron Age Armenia, the consideration of
technological peculiarities of pottery traditions is also of importance, which can add
our knowledge on interpretation of social processes.

In this respect, our purpose is to trace technological peculiarities of Urartian and
Lchashen-Metsamor pottery-making traditions. Our investigations are based on
materials from Aramus, Erebuni and Getap (Fig. 1) with the stress on technological
process of production in some

Clay + sand

Clay + sand + fire-clay

Clay + sand + other rocks

Clay + sand + other rocks + fire-clay

Clay + sand + other rocks + fire-clay + limestone
Clay + sand + other rocks + straw

QN[N [N [t

Fig. 2. Technical recipes of clay mass preparation process of Lchashen-Metsamor V-VI and Urartian
pottery (after K. Navasardyan)

levels, among which are - the choice of initial raw material, preparing of clay
mass, permeability to water, provision with hardness, i.e. baking. We have
investigated 40 Urartian bright red, rose and brick coloured sherds and 32 Lchashen-
Metsamor black, grey-brown, polished and matt sherds of vessels of various
functional significance. The investigations have been made by means of microscopic
(MBS-9), chemical and spectral analyses.

The initial raw material of the pottery-making is the natural clay with various
percentage of sand and iron. These are those important factors by which is conditioned
the grade of plasticity and fusibility of clays and which were surely considered by
potters during the pottery making process.

To define the percentage of sand inclusions (i.e. the plasticity) through
microscope, according to the method elaborated by E. Volkova', in the fresh section of

' Bosikosa E. B., l'onuapcTBO (haThsiHOBCKUX TWIeMEH, M., 1996, c. 33.
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the sherd compositions of the rude natural inclusions, their quantitative contents, the
grade of polishing, the colour, as well as the presence of limestone and obsidian were
identified. It turned out that the natural clays, with different quantitative contents and
correlations were used with mixtures of sand, obsidian and sand as well as of
limestone. As the results of investigations demonstrate, for preparation of Urartian
vessels from the mentioned sites mainly very sandy clays (28 sherds: it means that in
the fresh section of the sherd a great quantity of very small, 0.lmm in size, corns of
natural sand is present) and middle sandy clays (12 sherds: in which small and big
corns are present, the quantity of which fluctuates between 15-20%) were used.

For preparation of local Lchashen-Metsamor pottery middle sandy (24 sherds)
and also very sandy (8 sherds) clays are mainly typical. The iron percentage of clays is
defined by means of chemical analyses. According to the results of our analyses, for
preparation of both Urartian and Lchashen-Metsamor pottery, fusible clays with high
percentage of iron (6-9%) and seldom clays with comparatively less percentage of iron
(4-6%) were in use.

Also important is to understand the process of preparation of clay masses. The
clay mass is a plastic material which includes natural clay and special additional
mixtures. The differences in preparation of clay masses has been determined through
the microscope', which enabled us to define some technical sketches (recipes) of clay
mass preparation process, which are demonstrated on Fig. 2.

It is noteworthy that clay masses of Urartian vessels are represented mainly by
variants 1, 2, seldom 4 and only one sherd (from Getap) by variant 6. The clay masses of
Lchashen-Metsamor pottery are represented by all of the above mentioned variants,
except for variant 1. The clay masses differ from each other also by quantitative contents
of specially added mixtures. For example, in one case the whole quantity of the mixtures
makes up 25-30%, in another case it does not surpass 15-20%. Also in correlation of
mixtures differences are present. So, in the recipe sand + other rocks this relation is in
one case 2:1 in another case 3:1, which means that in the first case with two parts of
sand one part of other rocks was mixed, while in the second case - to three parts of sand
one part of other rocks was mixed. In the recipes with fire-clay the quantity of fire-clay
fluctuates in the frames of 2-5%. Similar differences are discernable also in other
recipes. So, one can see definite differences in sizes of corns of mixtures (0.5-1mm) and
(1-1.5mm), which is connected as a rule with forms and sizes of vessels.

From comparisons of preliminary results it is clear, that the clay masses used for
preparation of Urartian vessels are characterized by more homogenous, static
(standard) sketches. They are represented mainly by sand and sand + fire-clay
mixtures, seldom by sand + other rocks + fire-clay and only one example (from Getap)
is characterised by the presence of straw. According to compositions of artificial
mixtures, the Lchashen-Metsamor vessels are more various and are represented by
almost all mentioned variants: however, one can see also some reservation towards the
recipes 4 and 5 (Fig. 3).

The pottery colour, hardness, permeability to water is conditioned by the whole
process (atmosphere, temperature and duration in high temperature) of baking. For
bright red, cherry, rose and yellowish Urartian vessels both long and comparably short

! For the theory cf. Boopunckuii A. A., l'oruapctBo Bocrounoit EBporsr, M., 1978.
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baking processes in oxidizing atmosphere are reconstructed. For Lchashen-Metsamor
black and grey-brown vessels a process of long duration baking in reducing and half-
reducing atmosphere is reconstructed'. The temperature of actual baking of vessels is
determined by water absorption method®. The essence of this method is that the sherd
undergoing the thermal influence for the second time keeps its exponent of water
absorption till the temperature of the initial baking, after which, as a rule, the exponent
of water absorption falls down and the temperature, above which the changes of water
absorption begin, is considered as the real baking temperature of the sherd.

Site Characterizing traits of the Variants of
sherd clay masses
I |II m|1v | vV | VI On the
whole
Erebuni | Urartian 6 9 3 18
Lchashen-Metsamor 4 2 |5 312 16
Aramus | Urartian 5 11 1 17
Lchashen-Metsamor 2 1 |3 4 11
Getap Urartian 1 2 1|1 5
Lchashen-Metsamor 2 1 1 1 5

Fig. 3. Comparative data of clay masses of Lchashen-Metsamor V-VI and Urartian pottery
(after K. Navasardyan)

For our investigations such sherds have been chosen which are free from secon-
dary thermal influence (hearth, conflagration), hence they can not result definitive
deviations. The exponents of water absorption are different for Urartian and Lchashen-
Metsamor vessels of various functions and on the whole they fluctuate in the frames
between 6-12%. Especially low (6-9%) water absorption have the slipped vessels. It is
noteworthy that for getting bright red or cherry slips of Urartian vessels the potters
used special clays with iron inclusions, in which, according to the results of spectral
analyses, the contents of iron fluctuate between 12-15%. Such clays are known in the
vicinity of Meghradsor and Geghadir villages in Kotayk region.

The analysis of curves of water absorption enables to determine the temperatures
of the investigated sherds, which fluctuate in the frames between 800-900°C with
some deviations to reduction till 700°C. It is noteworthy that high baking temperatures
are connected with Urartian vessels.

So, on the ground of technological analyses of Urartian and Lchashen-Metsamor
pottery we can conclude that 1. The Lchashen-Metsamor V-VI pottery has traditional
technological features deriving from the mid 2nd millennium BC; 2. The Urartian
pottery is distinguished mainly by innovative features; and 3. Since the VII century
BC, during the Lchashen-Metsamor VI stage, a new pottery standard appeared bearing
the peculiarities of both mentioned features.

' “In reducing atmosphere’ means in conditions of restricted infiltration of oxygen.
? Caiiko E. B., Hcropus texHonoruun kepamudeckoro mpoussoicrsa Cpeaneit Asun VII-XII BB.,
Hyman6e, 1966.
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Discussion. The question which arises after presentation of the common context
of ceramic traditions of Armenia is how the reconstructed picture fits into the common
context of cultural developments. To test this idea we shall try to trace the situation
through brief analysis of developments of material culture, habitation principles and
burial rites of the investigated period.

If we try to define the Urartian material culture beyond the pottery in its pure
archaeological sense, we shall meet serious problems. Since the beginning of
Urartological studies, in the works of such pioneers as C. Lehmann-Haupt, E.
Akurgal, or B. Piotrovskiy, under the term Urartian culture actually the Urartian art
and written heritage was perceived. The material culture of the common population
was shifted back and still remains to be almost unpublished (the best example seems
to be Karmir Blur). However, this is not only because of the subjectivity of
excavators. We think there are also objective grounds for such an approach. And from
this view point, if we try to present the Urartian common culture, we shall find a lot of
parallels with local assemblages such as Lchashen-Metsamor. Such an approach
confirms once more that the Urartian culture is essentially an élite culture. In any case
we can see that there are a lot of parallels between the local and the Urartian or the
mass and the élite material cultures during the VII-VI centuries BC. So, between the
materials of Karmir Blur citadel and lower town and sites of local culture it is possible
to find essential parallels. New forms of weapons, tools and ornaments appear with
Lchashen-Metsamor VI horizon among them iron objects such as spear heads, sickles,
knives, bronze objects such as bracelets, belts, horse bits, helmets, bell-shaped
pendants, snake head bracelets, necklaces of glass, paste, semi-precious stones, which
are typical also for Urartian material culture'.

In the territory of the Armenian Highland of the investigated period we have
several types of fortress-settlements. Among them there are pure Urartian fortress-
settlements, Lchashen-Metsamor settlements which did not undergo direct Urartian
influence, Lchashen-Metsamor central settlements which were destroyed in the time of
military campaigns of the Urartian kings and abandoned afterwards (to be presented
by exclusively pre-Urartian layers) as well as Lchashen-Metsamor settlements which
were destroyed and rebuilt by the Urartian kings (to be presented by both pre-Urartian
and Urartian layers).

Many Urartian sites have been excavated and surveyed in Armenia, Iran, and
Turkey. During these works mainly citadels and less settlements have been excavated
(Tushpa, Anzaf, Toprakkale, Cavustepe, Ayanis, Erebuni, Teishebaini, Argishtikhinili),
as a result of which the Urartian élite culture is known better than the mass culture. The
archaeological materials got from the excavations of the mentioned sites enable us to
systematize our knowledge about the peculiarities of Urartian architecture (town-
planning, monumental, rock-cut and irrigation constructions, building techniques) for
which the principles of both mountainous and lowland architectures were typical’.

! Maptupocsn A. A., Packonku B ['onmoBuHO, c. 85-87, 91, Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S.,
Avetisyan P., op. cit., p. 91.

2 Cf. Forbes T. B., Urartian Architecture// “BAR, International Series” 170, Oxford, 1983, Zny-
hwibhywb 4., Mpupnuluwt fupnupuybnnipnit / «Zuuljut fupnupuybnnppub
wuwwdnipniy h. 1, Gpluwt 1996, te 87-199.
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As to Lchashen-Metsamor culture, every geographical sub-region is characterized
through evident hierarchy of central and satellite settlements and advance posts. They
are situated in expedient defensive systems to each other and are connected with com-
mon system of usage of local raw materials and exchange making up one or some
social-political entities. As an example of such entities we can remember the sites of
Tsaghkahovit plain, northern slopes of mountain Aragats (investigated by Armenian-
American expedition), which demonstrate that in this region since the Late Bronze Age
the habitation of the main settlements Hnaberd, Tsaghkahovit, Gegharot has taken place
around which a system of satellite settlements and cemeteries have appeared. Some of
them (Tsaghkahovit, Hnaberd) are of big scales (ca. 5000 graves with 162 groups on the
territory of 32km?). The mentioned settlements had little fortresses (so Hnaberd is 1.56
ha), however together with the settlement they take big areas (so Hnaberd is 33.2 ha).
Among them were also handicraft and cultic centres such as Gegharot'.

The symbiosis of local and Urartian settlements is especially well demonstrated by
investigations of Armenian-Italian expedition on the southern shores of Lake Sevan
region, where the archaeological data are supplemented through written sources. Accor-
ding to these investigations, the building of 28 fortified settlements of that region began
in pre-Urartian period and was finished in the time of Urartian expeditions during the 8"
century BC. These settlements were concentrated around four units (Arquqiuni, Lueruni,
Kamaniu, Tulihu), the central sites of which were Nagharakhan, Mtnadsor, Tsovak and
Sangar fortresses. Especially the group Kamaniu with its central site Nagharakhan (15.5
ha) stands close to the idea of a city-state, which was surrounded by five small (0.15 ha)
fortresses. The Urartian sources of the 8" century BC mention three types of political
units in this region-city-states ("*"Tulihu), chiefdoms ('Arquqiuni, Lueru, Kamaniu),
federations (“"®Uduri-Etiuni), which included settlements of the mentioned chiefdoms.
Accordingly, two types of settlements are mentioned: 1. URU - settlement and 2.
E.GAL - palace, fortress, administrative centre’.

As a result of the works of Armenian-Italian expedition it was managed to reconst-
ruct a very probable picture of relationships between the Urartians and the local popu-
lation. The Urartians controlled Lake Sevan region through central fortresses such as
Lchashen or Tsovinar, where they left also inscriptions, graves and features of Urartian
material culture. Local population outside of the zones of immediate interest continued
in its Lchashen-Metsamor or Etiuni culture with only some Urartian influences. On the
whole, it is possible to say, that the pre-Urartian settlement patterns continued also in the
Urartian period and could form also the basis of later Transcaucasian civilazations, and
in the writer’s opinion, of the Urartian kingdom. Actually the Urartian system can be
considered the continuation and perfecting of the Caucasian model of social develop-
ment (i.e. non-urban complex societies characterised by an active function of military
leadership with presence of large settlements which does not form tepes and settlement
hierarchy®). The most significant fact for this point is the lack of real Urartian cities. The
large fortresses in Urartu had evident administrative functions with their storerooms,

! Smith A. T., Badalyan R. S., Avetisyan P., op. cit.

2 Biscione R., Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N., op. cit.

> Maccon B. M., KaBkasckuit IMyTh K IUBUJIM3ALMU: BOIPOCHI COLMO-KYJIbTYPHOW MHTEPIpPETALMU
/I «[IpeBane obmectsa KOxHoro KaBkasa B smoxy maneomeramia (paHHHE KOMILIEKCHBIE oOIiecTBa M
BOIPOCH Tpanchopmaryn)y, CI16., 1997, c. 124-133.

99



palaces and temples. These fortresses, like those of the pre-Urartian period, had all
functions of a city but did not have the presence of a large, concentrated population, like
the cities of the Near East. Many Urartian large fortresses were surrounded by lower
undefended cities. These agglomerations of populations are more similar to pre-Urartian
Caucasian large settlements than to the Near Eastern ones. The most evident fact is that
in both cases the settlements are never identified by tepes. In the mountainous area
between lakes Sevan, Urmia and Van the most evident signs of the Caucasian model of
development are the presence of pre-Urartian fortifications and of burial barrows as well
as the absence of tepes, which is a different model of settlement organization. The same
situation is around Van, which means that the heartland of the Urartian kingdom was
part of the diffusion of the Caucasian model. The Urartian fortresses, therefore, can be
considered as the development and the evolution of the pre-Urartian ones. Urartu was
clearly secondary state generated by Assyrian military pressure, created out of earlier
confederation of chiefdoms. A series of concomitant factors allowed the grafting of the
state organization onto the Caucasian model. The result was a peculiar state structure,
evidently so well-suited to the area, the people and the traditions that it was also the
model for later state organizations'.

Similar developments can be discerned also in burial rites. The burial rites of
Lchashen-Metsamor culture are investigated very well. A great quantity of graves
have been excavated in enormous cemeteries (Lchashen, Metsamor, Lori Berd, etc.)
demonstrating diverse burial practices typical to Late Bronze-Early Iron Age
population of Armenia. These are barrows or flat graves, as a rule surrounded by
cromlechs, with underground (pit or cist graves) or surface constructions, covered with
plates, having dromoi and belonging to different estates of society’.

As to the Urartian burials known from such sites as Van, Altintepe, Aligar, Yerevan,
Agarak, Geghhovit, etc., with some exceptions, only Urartian élite graves are known.
The extramural cemeteries of common population, where the Urartian mass culture
would appear, like in Lchashen-Metsamor complexes, are unknown. However, there is
also a third type of burials, where graves of local population are accompanied by
Urartian materials (e.g. in Oshakan), which belong mainly to the local élite staying
under Urartian political and cultural influence. This fact speaks per se for the élite nature
of the Urartian culture’. Both the burial constructions (rock-cut tombs, pit graves, cist
graves, ossuaries, stone coffins) and burial rites (inhumation, cremation, decarnation)
were diverse in Urartu. This variety attests from the one hand that different ethnic
groups living in Urartu kept their religious identity, in spite of existence of the Haldi
oriented state religion, and from the other hand it demonstrates the conservatism in
keeping of burial traditions originating in Lchashen-Metsamor culture.

So the symbiosis of Van-Tosp and Lchashen-Metsamor traditions, as well as the
character of the Urartian statehood predetermined the viability of culture in conditions

! Biscione R., Hmayakyan S., Parmegiani N., op. cit., p. 364-365.

> For burial rites of Lchashen-Metsamor culture cf. @nidwbjui ., Zwjwunwih nip
ppnbgbnupyub nudpwpwiitph juonigduspp / « 182y, 2003, phy 3, ke 166-185.

? For Urartian burial rites cf. Ogiin B., Urartian Burial Customs // « Actes du XXIX® Congrés Inter-
national des orientalistes », Paris, 1975, p. 30-34, Zdujuljjuwb U., Jwth puquynpnipjub wyhwnw-
i Ypntp, Gpliwt 1990, Burney Ch. A., Urartian Funerary Customs // “The Archaeology of Death in
the Ancient Near East”, Campbell S., Green A. (ed.), Oxbow Monographs 51, Oxford, 1995, p. 205-208.
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when the Biaynili kingdom ceased to exist as a single unit. This is especially visible in
the sites of peripheral areas of the state: cf. e.g. Aramus, Solak (Kotayk region),
Odzaberd (Gegharkunik region), Keren (historical Syuniq region)'. In the same times
large urban centers (such as Tushpa, Argishtikhinili, Erebuni) continued to exist in the
post-Urartian period”.

Summarizing, we should stress that investigations of last years reveal multiple
layers within Urartian state and society, which are very well discernable in all spheres
of culture (materials, art, cult, architecture, burial rites, etc.). It is clear that the
Urartian state consisted of different cultural and ethnic elements, however, the bearers
of which especially since the VII century BC shared similar value systems’. Its main
peculiarity was the mountainous nature which was totally different from the value
systems of the lowland population of Syria and Mesopotamia. In this sense, the
Urartian culture was not a distinct phenomenon among the cultural groups of the
Armenian Highland but a kind of reflection or perhaps imitation of lowland way of
life on the background of one of the local cultures stretching south of Van Lake, i.e.
not far from the Syrian-Mesopotamian border. It means also that the Urartian culture
was a state culture or the culture of the élite the representatives of which belonged to
one of the ethnic groups of the Armenian Highland — the Urartians. However, in the
atmosphere of more than two hundred years long (the VIII and the VII centuries BC)
coexistence of Urartian and local culturs in different sub-regions of the Armenian
Highland, preconditions for their real symbiosis were created.

To understand the Urartian culture would mean to uncover its different sub-
elements as well as its horizontal and vertical relations with surrounding cultures. In
this respect, it is especially important to consider the role of tradition and innovation
in developments of the Armenian Highland of the Urartian period. Some traits
unearthead through archaeological investigations demonstrate clearly the border
between the new and the old. So, the juxtaposition of dwelling houses of Bronze and
Early Iron Ages and that of the Urartian times reveal some links between them. The
Urartians constructed towns in new places, however, they used also the previous
cyclopean fortresses. As a rule, the Urartian culture of ancient Near-Eastern nature is
represented in the fortresses, while in the settlements appears the mass culture to be
characterized by more simple traits, a fact which confirms sensu stricto the élite nature
of the Urartian culture, and the élite culture of this level was in itself an innovation in
the Armenian Highland. The usage of smooth-masonry was an important innovation in

" Mbunpnuywb U, Fwb (., Thunn M., Ukthpjuwt 9., Lwhwwbnjwi U., Unipugh 1.,
Unwnuwyph hbnwpiniquljutt Spwugph 2016 p. Zhdtwlwb wpynibupubpp / «Ukswdnpjut
puptpgnudubtp» I, ke 154, Avetisyan H., Aramus: Archaeological investigations, Aleppo, 2012,
Punupui U., Uhpuykpjui U., Ympbnub 2., bujpu U, Zodubyub ., Vwhwybnjwt U,
Bnhwqupyub U, uoy. wopu., kg 210-213, Qumuh U, tpy. wphu., ke 151:

2 Oramecstn K. JI., Kpemocrs Jpebynu, Epesan, 1980, c. 89-114, Maprupocsin A. A.,
Aprumtuxuauy, c. 173-174.

3 The archaeological data on cultural diversity in Urartu since the period of Rusa II find their
parallels in common historical developments of that period (Zimansky P. E., Archaeological
Inquiries into Ethno-Linguistic Diversity in Urartu, Greater Anatolia and the Indo-Hittite
Language Family, Seidl U., Bronzekunst Urartus, Mainz am Rhein, 2004, p. 193, 207, Grekyan Y.,
The Will of Menua and the Gods of Urartu // “Aramazd”, 2006, I, p. 176; Hmayakyan S., Grekyan
E., Review to: U. Seidl, Bronzekunst Urartus, Mainz am Rhein 2004 // “Aramazd”, 2006, L, p. 255).
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the Highland of the Urartian period, which, unlike cyclopean masonry, introduced new
perceptions of symmetry. An evident innovation was the usage of temples and palaces
in their ancient Near-Eastern perception. The fact of harmony of the rock and the site
to be so characteristic for the Urartian culture was typical also in pre-Urartian period,
however, the Urartians brought this concept to perfection. In this respect, the Urartian
culture shows essential similarities also with the Hittite-Hurrian and the Phrygian
cultures. The appearance of rock-cut tombs is also worth mentioning, a phenomenon
which was, however, an innovation and was not known in the Highland during the
Bronze and Early Iron Ages. As to other peculiarities of burial constructions and rites,
many of them were known since the Bronze and Early Iron Ages and continued to be
used in the Highland also in the Urartian period, however new ones appeared as well
(e.g. pithos burials). As demonstrated above, all these developments are very clearly
demonstrable also on pottery materials.

Zuyy Udbnhuwi, Uputi Popnhyywi, Mwydt) Udknhuwb, Luwphl Vujuuwpnyul,
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— Habnwoenus 3a mpaduyuamu Kepamuueckozo npou3eoocmea ¢ Apmenuu ypapmckoz2o
nepuooa

B cratee mpencTaBiieHbl OCHOBHBIE BEXM Pa3BUTHS TPaJULUUN KEPAaMHUYECKOTO IMPOU3-
BOJICTBAa YPapTCKOI'0 NEPUOAA B KOHTEKCTE KYJIbTYPHOTO pa3BUTHUA APMSHCKOro Haropbs II-1
ThIC. 10 H.3. OCHOBHBIE THITHI KEPAMUKN PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B CBETE TPAAUINHA KEPAMUIECKOTO
MIPOM3BOJICTBA TMPEABIIYIINX MIEPHOIOB. B craTthe 000cHOBEIBaeTcs cymectBoBanue B VIII-VII
BB. JI0 H.3. TPEX OCHOBHBIX THIIOB KepaMHKH: JlgameH — MenaMopckod (3THyHCKOH), Ban —
TOCTICKOH (OMaifHCKOM) M TaK Ha3pIBAEMON MECTHOH ypapTCKOW KEepaMUKH, SBISIOIIEHCS Mpo-
JAYKTOM CHUHTE3a NEPBLIX ABYX THIIOB. HpI/l 9TOM OTME€UYACTCA, YTO AaHHBIC TpaJUlMU CYHICCT-
BOBaJIM HE 000OCOOJIEHHO, a B IOCTOSIHHOM B3aMMOJIEHCTBHHU, YTO MPEAONPENEIIHIO COXpaHe-
HUE YPapTCKUX TPaJUINi KEpaMUYECKOT0 MPOU3BOJICTBA MOCe MaieHns: BaHckoro napcraa.
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