1908-1990

2z ucuunh3eh vuurucnhe3nbhu

MUSULUTUUNRRUSHL Uretlnsg-puuturuuutlrt 64 MUSUtyuL UbQUY U3
NuUzNULNRESUL OULUSNRE3NRL TNUY

£. £. Mhnunpnduljhtt b htwghwnipniip
Qhunwlwl hnpjustubph dnnnduént thpws wbjuith nipupnugbn, htwghn
wpltjugtn fnphu Fnphuh Mhnwnpnyuljnt hhpuwwnwlht

*okok

MUHWCTEPCTBO KYJIbTYPbI PECITYBJIMKI APMEHHS

«CJIYIKBA TTO OXPAHE MCTOPUYECKOI CPEJIbI 1 MY3EEB-3ATIOBEJIHUKOB» HI'O

b. b. IluorpoBcknii u apxeosiorus
COopHHK HAYYHbIX CTATell, NOCBAIUCHHBIH NAMATH BHIIAIOEI0CH YPapTOBEAa, apXeoaor
n BoctokoBeaa bopuca bopucosuya [uorposckoro

MINISTERY OF CULTURE OF REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

“SERVICE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HISTORICAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL. -
MUSEUM - RESSERVATIONS™ NSCO

B. B. Piotrovsky and Archacology
Collected articles dedicated to the memory of the outstanding urartologist, archeologist
and orientalist Boris Piotrovsky

EMBY UL - EPEBAH — YEREVAN
2014



2St 902/904
QU 63.4
£110

Qquwynp fudpuighp wund. ghw. gnljnnp, ypndtunp Ugnin @hjhwynuyut
udpuighptbp wuwwnd. ghwn. phljuwsnt Yuphik fuqbjui, Bhqupbe 9. U. Suqul,
Lhwttw Glnpgyubt, Uwtnypul Ugypubywt, Ukpu Suwuwpgjul, Undju 2hihiqupyjut
Skuthjulwl judpwghp Lhihpe Qlunpquuat

Qhnupybunuljuwi Aiwynpnodp’ Zbnhub Zupmpnibyuth

I'naBHBIN peaKTOpP: JOKTOP UCTOPHUYECKHUX HayK, npodeccop Amwor ITunmunocan
PepakuumonHas Kojuterus: Kanauaart uct. Hayk Kapuns Basesan, Dinusaber I'. A. Paran,
- JIuanna esopran, Manymax Acnanss, Cexa Facapmxsas, Cobss Ynmunrapsas
Texnuueckuit pepaktop: Jlmrur I'eBopran

XynoxecrBenHOe odopmiaeHue: OTUHe APYTIOHIH

Editor in Chief: Doctor of Sciences (History), professor Ashot Piliposyan
Editorial Board: Doctor of History Karine Bazeyan, Elizabeth G. A. Fagan,
Liannia Gevorgyan, Manushak Aslanyan, Seda Gasarjyan, Sofya Chilingaryan
Layout Person: Lilit Gevorgyan

Print Design by: Heghine Harutyunyan

£110  «£. £ Mhnipnyuljhtt b hiwghwunipmiups (ghnwjut hnguwstbph dnnndwdnt
udhpjws  wbjwuh wphhl_ulqhm L nipwpuwgtn Fnphu Mhnuipnyjuljne
hhpwwnwlht). ©Bp. «Nundwdpwlnipughtt wpghng-pubqupuubph L
wuwwndwlwb vhpwduyph wwhywunipjut swunuynipnius MAUY, 2014 264 Ly:

dnnnusninid tkpunydwsd kb Zwjwuwnwth, nivwunwbh Fwounipjul,
bPuiwihugh, LEhwuwnwth, dpuwuwnwth, nipphuyh dudwuwljulhg
htwgbwnbbph hnnpwstbpp Zugjujub (Eptwyhuiwuphh yundwdywlnipw)hb
dwnwugnipjuit  wnbyynn hhdbwpbughpbpht:  dngnjuwsnit Wwlhpynud &
Ubkdwtnit nipupuwghn, hiwghn b wplkjugbn Anphu Mhnnpnulnt yuydwn
hhowwmwlht: ,

COOpHHK NOCBALAETCS CBETIION NMaMATH BBLAAIOLICIOCS ypapTaBeila, apxeolora
u BocTokoBeTa bopuca bopucosunua [Tuorposckoro.

287 902/904
QA1IU63.4
ISBN 978-9939-9082-6-7

© «’Tlumn[uufzuﬂlanm]hh wpghng-putqupuiubkph b
wuwwndwljwb dhpwjuwiph wuwhywinipjut Swnwnipnius TNUY

UrURULULE ONULCTEBL

Zwuwpuwlnipjut dbe, tpw qupqugdwi nne pupwugpnid, dwdwtwl wn
dudwtul] h hwywn ku quihu wthwwntbkp, npnug fjubpt nt gnpéniubnipiniup
nupwluquhly kb htisybku hp dudwbwljulhgubph, wjtyku b quihp dvh pwth
utpnitinutph hwdwp: Uyquhuh dwipnhly wunguswsbnph kb: Lpuitp dwubwgh-
nwluwt nnpunud dbdwgnyt unpudnisnipiniitbp hpuljwbwgunnubp tu b
Jutuhiunbunid nt juuhuinpnyonid bu ghnwljut gnpsniubknipjut §nuljpkn ninp-
wnh hkwnwqu qupqugnidp tnwubyul] muphttbp wnwe: Uynuihuh dwpnhly, pun
Enipjul, unwbdunud Bt bl ghvnwjut nuypng hhdunnh, unp ukpunh pupdpu-
Yupg dwutwgbwnubp yuwnmpwuwnnnh b btpwig niunnnpnnnh nhipp:

Ujnyhuh wmunjuwswpunph whdtwynpnipinit kp twb htwgbwn, wphbjw-
gbwn, pwiquputwugbn, yuundwpwl, wpjbunwpwt £fnphu Fnphuh Mhnwn-
pndulhti: Shntwlwb, nph puqduphy hhdbwpwp nrunudbwuhpnupiniiubph
uyjuon k] wpnhwjwt kbt mpuwwnwghunnipiut, tghywnwghwunipiyut, dowlnyph
wuwndnipjut b dbkpdwynpupbbjjut htwghwnnipjut dke:

e niuwbinnujut tmwuphtbphg £ £ Mhnuinpnguljhtt dwutwlgl) £ Uny-
Jwuh htwghunwlwb wppwjwhidpiph wylnwunwipubphti: Uwneh hwtdbwpu-
poipjudp, 1930 p. bw wnweht wiaquid ninlinpykg Zuwjuwuwnwt’ npnuknt nipup-
nwjwt dudwbiwluwopeowh hnipwpdwiubp: Ujn wuwhhg tpw ghnwlut wp-
hnwwnmwupubph hhdtwjwt nipnjudnipniup nipupuwljut hnipwpdwubbph
htwghunwljwt ntuntdbwuhpnipiniup, unnuggus tynipbph hwdwlnnuuth Jtp-
nwdnipinitt nt wuwndwdywlnipwihtt hpdwunwynpnidp nupduh:

Epjupwunl npnunudubph b dwubwghwnwljwt unipp jubjiwqqugnnnip-

| ]ﬁlh wpmyniupnid w, npybku ywhinwduwyp, punpkg Gphwuh wpbdnunywt wp-

Jupdwunid quuynn ({u_tpt,[bli pinipp: £, £ Mhnwnpndulnu nkywjwpnipudp
Zujjuljut UUZ than]nthhpb wluwnbtdhuyh b MEnwljwth Epdhunwdh hw-
dwwnbkn wpowduwhpdph Ywpdhp pipnud hpuljutwgdus tpljupuwnb (1939-
1971 pp.) whnnidutiph 2unphhy, hhtwynipg punup-widpng @hjppkpwhuht (ni-
pupunuwluit puquh b vmwupbkpph wunws @hptpuh punupp) wn wjuop Ni-
puwpuinith (dwth puquynpnipju) dpwlnyph wnpwyk] hwdwlnndwih niunt-
dwuhpyuws hnipwpdwtibphg Ehwudwpdnid:  Uppwdupidph  wphiwwnwupubph
wpnniupubpp £ £, Mhnpupndulnt Ynndhg dwbpwdwut ukplujugdb) Bu
Ywpdhp piniph htwghunwljwu yhnnidubph hpuwwunwpuljqus hwpdbnynipiniu-
ukpnud (1950, 1952, 1955 pp.), "Mcropus u kyrsrypa Ypapry" (1944 p.), "Banckoe
uapcreo (Ypapry) (1959 p.), "HckyccrBo Ypapry VIII-VI BB. mo u.3." (1962 p.),
“Ourartou” (1970 p.) b “Kapmup Bayp” (1980 p.) ghuniwujut wphiwwnnipinitubpnid:
TFpuwtgnid wnwehtt wuqud ukpjujugdtl] kb Nipwpunnih (dwbh puquynpnip-
jwl)' wyn wwhht huwynuh pninp hnpwpdwutbph ntunidbwuhpnipinitukph

5



PNYULTUUNPE3NDPU

‘Lwhiwpwih thnfuwpkh
BwmecTo mpeauciosua _ ;
Instead of aforeword e et

ZULORRSNRLEUNL L. Zhonpnipniblikp il niunigsh wlwnbdplnu AL Mhnuapnduln: dwupl
APYTIOHAH H. Bocrnomunaria o moem yunreie — akagesuxe b. b. [Tnorposckom
ARUTYUNYAN N. Memories of my teacher - Academician Boris Piotrovsky s 8

UUUSORM3UL Y. pyuqhlp Fophu Mphnunpnyulne b Uinpuly Fupfuniqupjubifp
ghunugnpstwlwl hwpupbpm pyniaibphg

ACATYPSH K. Drusoapr w3 HayYHO-IIpaKTHIeCKUX KOHTaKTOB Bopuca ITnoTtposckoro
Ceznpaxa bapxyuapsHa.

ASATURYAN K. Episodes from the theoretical and practical contacts of Boris Piotrovsky and
Sedrak Barkhoudaryan =~ et

L3NRRPL Y. A £ Nhnupnyulnt nkpp Zuywunwbh wyuyplinghph ntunidbwuppdwl gnpénid

JIIOBUH B. Pous b. B. [TnoTpoBCKOIo B M3y YeHHH ITal1€0THTa ADMEHHH

LYUBIN V. Boris Piotrovsky’s role in the study of the Paleolithic in Armenia S 17

NESCNUSUL U, Lknghph nrunilbwuhpnipiniip Zujuuunwbnid
IIETPOCAH A. Hsyuenue neosnra B Apmennu
PETROSYAN A. The Study of the Neolithic in ATmenia — .veieesieeennssesseieseseneennees
PNLNIBUL U. Lunupugnjugiul gnpdplpughlpp lwpnunpupuulul Zujuanwbnid
(wwppkpugdul thnpd) ’ :
BOBOXSH A. ITpoyecch! ypoanu3aniin B JOypapTcKoii ApyeHuir (OnbIT TepHogHsanmit)
BOBOKHYAN A. Urban Processes in Pre-Urartic Armenia. An Attempt of Periodization —.............. 40

TULCUTYPLE L., LULPUULPCIPLE Q. Zwpwyughll YUndywup dpow. 1T hwq. fhup ppniqh
ghbwlbpwbtbph niunidbuwuppnipyul pnipg

NTAHITAIIBUWJIN H., HAPUMAHWIIBWIIU I'. K usyuennio 6porsopsix mranzapros Oxuoro
Raprasa cepesumpr I ThIc. 210 H.5. _

SHANSHASHVILI N., NARIMANISHVILI G. On the study of bronze standards of the South

Caucasus of the mid-2nd millennium BC. — .eeiiiiiiioiiciiiireeeeereeeeeseeeseessessssssssssssssasseeeseeseessesnns 76

OPLPNAUBUL U. Ukswinpp uwpynbppul opwpwpp gnpuh pinphpnuipwljub
wpwpuwdntiph wnuiplju

MMUIIUIIOCAH A. Capaonrikcopas rupsa uz Menamopa — apreaxt CiyMBOIHICCKOTO Ky IbTa JATYIIKH

PILIPOSYAN A. The sardonyx weight from Metsamor - a symbolic artifact of frog worship —.......... 100

UULULBUL U. YUUPLEY U. Znivhuughl Zwywuwmalh Gnippwl phpnuddpngh wlinnodbliphg
hugunliwplpydwd npnpd-Guhpp '
ACJIAHSIH C., BACWJIBEB C. [leyars-wramn i3 packonox kperiocri Kypran s Ceseprioii Apaetii
ASLANYAN S., VASILEV S. A Stamp-seal found in excavations at Kurtan Fortress in Northern
j : 109
AFMENIA e e s e e

EAPUTULBUL Q. B. B Mpnunpnijulipl Zuylpulwil jEnbwopiuphnd Ypddbpulul b ulnipuljub
Wpwlnyplbph wplwnippal dwapi .

TYMAHSAHT. B.5.1TH0TpoBckit 0 MpHCYTCTBHM KHMMEDPCKOL 1 CKH(CKOH KyJIbTyp Ha
Apmarckom Haropee

TUMANYAN G. B. Piotrovsky on the presence of Cimmerian and Scythian cultures in the Armenian
Highlands et 112

8UUNPR3UY L. dnpp wilpnglikph npl Nipupuini wplbkyjub opowlilibph Ulipphl
wuwhwwbuwlwlh hudwlupgnid

AKYBUAK K.  Poxs HeGombuiix kperocteii 5o BHyTpeHNel 000POHITEBHET CHCTENE BOCTOYIBIX
obnacreri Ypapry _

JAKUBIAK K. The Significance of Small Fortresses in the Urartian Internal Defence System in the
Eastern Part of the Kingdom

BURUUL U. 2bwgpunwlwl ylpohl niunidbwuppnipyniilibpl Ujwihu wdpngnud (Qwh, Bnipphw):
BATMAS A. Ilocrezuie apxeonornyeckue nccnegosarms B kperocti Afarmc (Ba, Typuyms)
BATMAZ A. Recent Archaeological Research at Ayanis Fortress (Van, Turkey)

BUNULBUVL U. vwyph b Ruqpuppnt. Mipupnnnid «Uppuquil widniulinipyuby> Skup qoynippul’

Julmph pnipg
BAZIATISIH M. Xanan u Bar6apry: o npo6rese cyuectsosarisa prryaia “Ceaujerntioro 6paxa” B Ypapry
BADALYAN M. Haldi and Bagbartu: On the Issue of the existence of the “Sacred Marriage” Rite in

Urartu T e et as e asae et sassnsassnebensbesninte | 146
TOUL . Nwpnywiulpwl hunhulwpgp d.p.w. IX-VIIT nupbpnul. Udpngbliph ppowbudl

nuuun/npnipiniip Gwbh (Snipugh) dpoliupkpnh pnipopninpp
dAH P. O6oponnrenstas cucrema s IX-VIII BB. g0 1. 5.: PaciogoRenHe 060POHHTEIbHBIX COOPYIKEHITE

BOKpyT Kpernocti Baw (Tyurisr) -

DANR. A Defensive System of the IX = VIII centuries B.C.: The Ring of Fortresses around Van Kalesi

(Tuspa)

QULBUL UU. Zwylwlwh jbobwppnuphf p.u. -1 huqupuidjulbkph Yuthwblibipp
3aksu A. C. [[irer Apausickoro naropss Bo II-I Ticauenerix 1o m.o.
Zakyan A. S. Shields of Armenian Highlands in II-I millennia BC

BUTESNRR UL fuwynhh bplyni pinyplibpp. Mpupuwljul ghpugnyi wundn wpulpwl b
gl phnyphlph pblnepindb v ‘

BAIITIOPK M. /lsa o6mimsia Xanzs: k BOTPOCY 0 MyKCKOM H 3KEHCKOM Hauasax VpapTcKoro
BEpXOBHOIoO 60ra

BASTURK M. Two Faces of Haldi: Questioning the Gender of the Urartian Great God =~ uovvia... 179

PUUCOU. Mpwpunmp wwpnnbwlwl Jupphlpp U ipwig Guwh wuunipuljul
Llpwgnpdnipyul hkn

HCKPA M. Ypaprewie OpHCHbIC TeYaTH M HX CBA3L ¢ ACCHPHIFCKOI ITTHITTHKOFL.

ISKRA M. Urartian Office Seals and their Connection with Assyrian Glyptic



SPLUBBUNL L. Updwnpph uwpnpnbk nipnilipupwipp
THUPAIIAH H. Cepgonnrosoe omepense s Apmasiipa
TIRATSYAN N. Carnelian necklace from ATmavi  .ooooeeeeeeeoeeoeeeosesesooseoos oo 209

UPUNLBUV L. Zinughwini pjuil lztp&zdguuul[zuiz dnplnpughinnippub thnfuwnlbynipimibbibph

- ulipphp pnipo
CUMOHIAH JI. K sorpocy o Bsausoorrouen APXCOJIOrHH H My3bIKATbHOLN (POABKTOPHCTHR
SIMONYAN L. On the Interrelation between Musical Archaeology and Ethnomusicology — ............. 213

Uurs2suy i, 16srnUsuL L, @PLAAUSUL U Eppniup Ephph tplpupulugikpp
MKPTYAH P., IETPOCAH JI., IAJINIIOCSH A.. Aoarownresns crpansi Sruyan
MKRTCHYAN R., PETROSYAN L., PILIPOSYAN A. The Long-livers of the countery Etiuni ...... 222

UABSPUSBUL 2. Mhpnidiukp Upundniunid
ABETUCHH A. Pacronkm B Apamyce
AVETISYAN H. EXCavations in Aramus — .eeeeeeeeeeeeeooooeceeeeeeeeeesessssseoeeessee oo oeoeoeeeeoooooeeoooeeeee e 231

UUrserausuy Zp. Zwdbduinulyuh bqyuipwibinipyull by wunndwghunn ppub
fuwsdEpniyabpnd
- MAPTHUPOCHH I'p. Ha niepexpectxax cpasHATe s HOM THHIBHCTIKI 1t HCTOpHH
MARTIROSYAN H. Ar the crossroads of com parative linguistics and history — ..ocoovererereen, 239

Ddnpdwn® 70x100 1/16, 16.5 mypugpuijuts dwidniy
Sujwpwtiwly 300 ophtiwly: Qhlp’ wujlwbugpuhl:
Syugpiws b «twtthkub Mphluons nuyjugpuinwbin:

®opmart 70 x 100 1/16. MeyaTHbIX NUCTOB - 16.5,
Tupasxk 300 sksemnnspos. LleHa /jorosopHas.
Oneyataro B Tunorpaduv «daHnonsa MpuHT»



K.JAKUBIAK

Institute of Archaeology, University of Warsaw (Poland)

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SMALL FORTRESSES IN THE URARTIAN
INTERNAL DEFENCE SYSTEM IN THE EASTERN PART OF THE
KINGDOM

In discussions of the fortification systems and also single forts or fortresses of the
Urartian Kingdom, scholars typically focus on the most important sites like Bastam, Karmir
Blur, Erebuni or Tushpa. Smaller forts are often omitted in discussion, or treated as less
important, as having only limited significance in the Urartian governing system. Even these
smaller structures, however, were part of the centrally planned fortification network and were
under the king’s control; they were not constructed by priV"ate individuals. Thus, we can
conclude that even the smallest defensive constructions can shed light on the Urartian governing
system, about which we still know relatively little.

This text attempts to show how some examples of small fortresses were very important
elements of the Urartian defensive network. The remains of the constructions discussed below
are all found within the modern Islamic Republic of Iran. In my opinion, at least a few of the
small fortresses were part of a very well prepared defensive network. It seems very possible that
these military (and likely sometimes administrative) complexes were directed or at least
supported by the Urartian court. '

In order to understand the role and meaning of the Urartian defensive system, it is
necessary to point out the greatest threats to this kingdom. Assyria was the single biggest enemy
of the Kingdom of Urartu. An important avenue of attack led the Assyrians through Arbela, on
through Kelishin, and further north, along the western shores of Lake Urmia toward the
heartland of Urartu. In fact, this very route was used during one of the most important (and well
documented) campaigns in the history of the conflict between the kingdoms. The eighth
campaign of Sargon I, undertaken in 714 B.C., proved how the protection of the southern border
of Urartu was important for the whole country.

The construction of the small fortress of Gerdesorah was begun shortly before the
Assyrian attack in 714 B.C., and despite its never being fully completed, the fortress played a
crucial role in the confrontations of this period'®. Strategically located, the fort effectively
blocked the advance of enemy troops, which most probably forced the Assyrian army to choose
a much longer route through Kermenshah and then farther north toward Lake Urmia. In the
vicinity of the lake, ncar Mount Uaiaish, a deadly battle took plaéc. ’

[“W. Kleiss, Urartdische Pléitze im Iran (Stand der Forschung Herbst 1975) AMIN.F. 9, 1976, 24-26; K. Jakubiak,
Some Remarks on Sargons Il's Eighth Campaign of 714 BC, Iranica Antiqua 39, 2004, 191-202. The discussion
concerning Sargon II’s eighth campaign can be found in the latter publication.
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Another small fort, Yediar, controlled the route to the north. It was loc;aoted abo%xl 45km
north of Mahabad, between a small lake or pond and the shores of Lake Urmia' . The citadel of
Yediar was erected on a headland. The defensive walls were built of well-worked stone.blocks
and were originally slightly more than 2 meters thick. Traces of butlres.ses can be still seen
today. The fortress can be dated to the 7™ century B.C. according to the evidence of the potte_:ry,
and taking the building techniques into consideration, it could have been constructed 1.n the time
of Sarduri 11 or slightly later. During Sarduri’s reign, the defensive system was reorganized along
all routes toward the southern part of Lake Urmia.

Another fortification, Kuh-e Sambil, was erected on the southern slopes of a hill along
the shore of Lake Urmia, about 42 kilometers north of the modern city of Urmia. The ancient
route ran along the lake, and the location of the fort was clearly connected with that p-ath. The
double walls of the structure indicate that the fort was rebuilt and had at least two archltecfonvlc
?l‘xasesw. The homogeneous character of the masonry may signify that one phase quickly
followed the other in a relatively short period of time. Considering the layout and the stonework
of the walls, especially the numerous small buttresses, the Kuh-e Sambil fort seems to be very

similar to the abovementioned fortress of Yediar. Besides architectonic factors, the pottery finds

also date the site to the 7" century B.C. ' B
On the route along Lake Urmia, the next-small fortress 1s Kale Waziri, located on two

natural terraces to control the road underneath them’'. It is one of the smallest of the Urartian
fortifications presently known. The fortress is located around 35 kilpmeters north of the city of
Urmia. The masonry technique and pottery assemblage from the site allow it to be dated to tl.lé
late 8" and 7" centuries B.C. The size and layout of the citadel indicate that the Kale Waziri
fortress had a rather local range and played only a supportive role in the larger defensive
network.

Uzub Tepe, another fortress located north of Lake Urmia, was erected ncar the route
towards Rusa-i URU.TUR (modern Bastam), one of the most important fortified sites in that part
of the Urartian Kingdom™. The small fort was rectangular and had numerous buttresses. placed
along the walls at regular intervals. The site should be dated to the 8" century BC meamng that
the fortress was probably older than Rusa-i URU.TUR, which was erected during the reign of
Rusa 11. Uzub Tepe was erected at a distance of approximately one day of travel from Rusa-i
URU.TUR, and it surely guarded the southern road to the larger fortress. Both Rusa-i URU.TUR
and Uzub Tepe were erected along the way to the Aras River, a route that led farther to Karmir
Blur (Teishebaini), and Erebuni.

The last fort that should be mentioned here is situated around 12 kilometers northeast of
the modern city of Maku, in a mountain gorge. One of the main roads that led toward the central

~ | < A > 277
YW, Kleiss, Urartiische Plitze im Iran (Stand der Froschung Herbst 197_‘) AMI N.‘F 9, 1976, .3_. 33‘. (
W, Kleiss, Planaufinahmen wrartiischer Burgen und wrartiiische Neufunde in Iranisch-Azerdeidjan im Jahre 1974,
AMIN.F. 8, 1975, 52-54. . . o
W Kleiss, S. Kroll, Vermessene uratiische Pléitze in Iran (West Azerbeidjan) und Neufunde (Stand der Forschung

1978), AMIN.F. 12, 1979, 189. . ' i :
22W{. Kleiss. Urartiische Architekuur, Urartu: ein Wiederentdeckter Rivale Assyriens, Miinchen 1976, 31.
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part of the Kingdom of Urartu ran through this gorge. The Danalu fort controlled the nearby
road, thanks to its perfect location on the hill over the valley”. According to Wolfram Kleiss, the
structure should be dated to the 8" century B.C:, which means it is one of the oldest Urartian
sites in the region. The dominant elements of the Danalu fort’s curtain wall were numerous
buttresses regularly distributed between massive towers. The layout of the stronghold repeats the
pentagonal shape of the hill that the fortification was built on.

The above examples represent only a small fraction of the Urartian Kingdom stronghold
system. They were, however, chosen to shed some light on the southeastern limits of the
kingdom. While the entire network of small fortresses within the kingdom would be worthwhile
to analyze, here I present only a small part of the research focusing on that problem. As I alrcady
mentioned, I focus on the eastern frontier only. Most recently, the important fortifications were
discussed by Kroll and Biscione*!. Their analysis was a very good contribution to our present
knowledge of the fortification network that functioned on the eastern flank of the Urartian
‘Kingdom.

The six fortresses of Gerdesorah, Yediar, Kuh-e Sambil, Kale Waziri, Uzub Tepe, and
Danalu actively controlled and protected the roads in their vicinity. Although each of these sites
had its own specific function, all of them were somehow similar. Each of the fortresses was
located in a pléce which was perfect from a tactical point of view. The Urartian architects and
builders knew how to use the landscape conditions to construct relatively small fortifications
perfectly located at strategic points. The construction of even small fortresses was relatively
expensive™, considering the area enclosed by the walls, but these kinds of investments kept the
main routes through the kingdom safe. Moreover, thanks to this network of strongholds, it was
possible to control and block the enemy’s movements by deploying relatively small military
units.

The greatest example of the small fortress with large possibilitics seems to be the
stronghold near Kelishin, Gerdesorah, which was able to block the Assyrian troops in 714 B.C.
After Sargon’s eighth campaign, the Assyrian army never appeared in that region again. The
question is whether this circumstance was the result of the presence of three other fortified sites,
located along the western shore of Lake Urmia, which were built at the end of the 7™ century

B.C. If the forts of Yediar, Kuh-¢ Sambil and Kale Wazari have been correctly dated™, the

strongholds were constructed shortly after Sargon’s campaign. The huge success of the
Gerdesorah fortress was most probably the spiritus movens for rebuilding the defensive system
in this part of the kingdom. These investments were in all probability undertaken during Rusa

BW. Kleiss, Planaufnahmen urartiischer Burgen und urartiische Neufunde in Iranisch-Azerdeidjan im Jahre 1974,
AMI N.F. &, 1975, 60-62.

Hg. Kroll, T ran’daki Urartu S chirleri/UrartianCities in Iran, in K. Koéroglu& E. Konyar (cds.). Urartu.
Dog u'dabDeg is  im/ Transformation in the East, 2011, 150-169.: R. Biscione, Urartian Fortifications in Iran: An
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II’s reign. On a broad scale, the building activity of this ruler was clearly connected with his
vision for the improvement of the whole Urartian defensive system. In a short period of time,
one of the most important fortresses, Rusa-i URU.TUR, was built on a rocky hill over the Ak
Cay River valley. '

It should be mentioned here that the three small fortresses in the Lake Urmia region
served as a protective shield against the dangers from the south and north (in addition to the
Assyrians, nomads from north were also a threat to Urartu). In combination with this defensive
role, small garrisons located in these citadels controlled the strategic road running along the
shores of Lake Urmia, and thus, in more peaceful times, the fortresses watched over local trade
and kept the region stable.

Two fortresses situated north of the Lake Urmia region played a similar but slightly

different role. The fortresses at Uzub Tepe and Danalu were constructed earlier than the

* abovementioned strongholds. According to the information published by Kleiss, both structures

can be dated back to the 8" century B.C?". Given this data, the construction of Uzub Tepe and
Danalu could be associated with the building activity of Argishti I.His dinamic policy, especially
his actions against the Mannaean state, could have necessitated the development of the internal
military infrastructure. Both Uzub Tepe and Danalu controlled the roads towards the Araks
Valley as well as those that led to the middle of the kingdom. Uzub Tepe most likely watched the
route to Werachram, toward the largest fortresses and cities of Urartu. Later, in the 7" century
B.C., Uzub Tepe could also have controlled the road towards Rusa-i URU.TUR. Danalu guarded
the road to another important fortress in that region of the kingdom, namely, Livar.

In conclusion, the distribution of small fortresses shows how the southeastern part of the
Urartian Kingdom was important from a strategic point of view. The number of these structures
concentrated in the eastern part of the Urartian kingdom may give us an image of the regional
conception of an effective defense system: a tight network of small but strategically-located
strongholds, which would have been very useful in case of outside threats and also practical in
peaceful times. The whole idea of the network of small fortresses was, in my opinion, developed
during the reign of Menua or Argishti [ and then continued by Rusa II. The small fortresses
could be simple fortified military checkpoints, or trade exchange checkpoints, etc. Their first and
most important role, however, was to stop the enemy’s troops, or at least to make them change
their plans. This method would have given a priceless thing to the large fortresses as well as the
Urartian towns and villages, namely, time to prepare for confrontation and defense.

27 . . . . . . . .
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Fig. 3 Kale Kuh-e.Samgil, schemalic plan

Fig. 1 Gerdesorah, schemalic plan

Fig. 2 Yediar, schemalic plan of the small fort
' Fig. 4 Kale Waziri, schemalic plan
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Fig. 6 Danalu, plan of the small fort
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