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The defensive system of the Bronze and Iron Ages of the Armenian Highlands
are among the little studied archaeological problems. In specialized literature,
these buildings are known as “Megalithic structures”, “Cyclopean fortresses”,
“Cyclopean structures”. Armenian authors of the 19"-20" centuries call them
“Achkatarean”!, “Berdshen”. The term “Cyclopean structure” was first used as
an architectural term by H. Schliemann, who describes similar monuments in
Mycenaean civilization. This type of structures is located in relatively high places
(at an altitude of 800-2300 m above sea level) near springs or rivers,
represented by huge stone walls from large polygonal stone blocks, sometimes in
their natural form, carefully connected to each other, ensuring the continuity of
the wall>. The fortifications of the Armenian Highlands are close in their
architecture to the corresponding examples of the Mycenaean and Hittite worlds

in terms of fortifications and, especially, in construction.
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Typology and Dating of Cyclopean Fortification

Typology of Defensive Systems

Architect T. Toromanyan was the first researcher to study the typology and
classification of fortified structures. He analyzed archaeological sites such as
Armavir, Hadzhihalil (now Tsakhkaovit), Adyaman (now Garnahovit), Kapli (now
Gusanagyuh), Ambert, Zeyva (now Metsamor), Vari berd, Veri berd in Lernakert,
Oshakan, Mahmujuh (now Pemzashen), Armatlu (now Tufashen), Talin, Kirch
dagirman (now Hnaberd), Gyavurkala (now Lazaravan), Ahzhakala (now
Tsakhkalanj), Kyznauz (now - Aragats), Aghavnatun, Akhtamir (now Voskevaz 1),
Dovri, Hajikara (now - Aygeshat), Haramlu, Franganots (now Amberd in the
Armavir region), Kotur, Shamiram (now Shamiram 1), Tahmustapa (in Kars
region), Marmashen (Cf. Fig. 1). The typology he created is based on an analysis
of the architectural features of structures. A trasological analysis of the stone,
which was used as a building material in the construction of defensive structures,
was performed. T. Toromanyan identified three chronological groups - primitive,
pre-Christian and late. The buildings of the first group are characterized by large
unprocessed stone blocks, the walls of the structures do not have regular rows
and look like stone clusters. Masonry is single-faced. T. Toromanyan designates
these stone clusters as fences. The structures of the second group are
characterized by walls composed of large stone blocks, with faintly marked traces
of processing. Rows of stones are traced in the masonry of the walls, the masonry
is double-faced, with a backfill between the walls. The buildings of the third group
are characterized by a slight decrease of stones in size, the stones are given a
shape that is close to rectangular. Iron tools were used for processing stones. T.
Toromanyan does not give an accurate dating to the buildings of the first group,
referring them to the prehistoric period (the era of primitive society or the
Neolithic). He does not date the buildings of the second group either, and dates
the buildings of the third group to the Iron Age and Urartu?® (cf. Fig. 2: 1-4).

In 1927, T. Avdalbegyan studied the surroundings of the city of Nor Bayeazet
(present-day Gavar), where a cuneiform inscription was found near the Berdi
glukh fortress. These studies cover almost entire western Sevan. He studied about
ten defensive structures. Among the studied buildings, he distinguishes fortresses
with single-faced masonry made of large stone blocks, calling them “fences”. He
calls the second group “fortress walls” made of large stones, with double-faced

3 @npuidwiywl 1942, 11-40:
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masonry and small stones inside the wall. The width of these walls is on average 3
m*.

[.I. Meshchaninov also developed the typology of defensive system and
masonry walls. He studied the fortifications of the north-eastern part of the
Armenian Highlands, mainly the south-eastern slopes of the Geghama and
northern slopes of the Vardenis mountains, the northern part of the Mrav and
eastern foothills of the Sevan ridges and distinguished three groups: the masonry
is made of uncut large blocks of stone, made in several rows; double-faced
masonry with backfill between the walls with small stones; masonry is made of
processed stones, tightly fitted into each other. In addition, I.I. Meshchaninov gave
a chronology of those groups — he dated the archaeological sites of the first and
second groups by the Bronze and Iron Ages, the pre-Urartian and Urartian
periods, he considered the archaeological sites of the last group to be the early
medieval feudal castles®. I.I. Meshchaninov also gave the layout of the defensive
system, identifying three types: the first type includes settlements located in the
fortress (for example, Tashburun, Chatakh, located in the northern part of the foot
of Ararat); the second type includes settlements located both inside the fortress
and outside (for example, Kirkh Dagerman (now Hnaberd), located on the
northern slope of Aragats); the third type includes archaeological sites with a
citadel located on a cliff near a cape or plateau, their settlements are located
around the citadel and surrounded by a wall (for example, Kishlak, the current
Artsvakar 1, located on the western shore of Lake Sevan). Also I.I. Meshchaninov
distinguishes three types of masonry of the Urartian fortresses®, based on
planigraphy.

In 1927-1934 |. Jafarzade conducted a large archaeological research at the
northern foot of the Mrav ridge, the eastern slopes of the Sevan ridge and the
campaigns adjacent to them. His main purpose was to fix megalithic structures
and the area of their distribution. |. Jafarzade collected about 60 “cyclopean
structures” and divided them into four groups that differ in chronology and
architectural features. The first and the most archaic group includes structures
built of the largest stones, with only one ring of walls. He included in this group

4 Uynwpbgyuu 1927, 204:

5 Mewanunos 1932, 14-17.

6 Some of these fortresses are called Urartian, but some of them date back to an earlier
period.
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such archaeological sites as, Nagara-dag, Choban-dashi, etc. The second group
included structures made of similar large stones, having two or three rings of
walls, for example, Molla-Abdullah-Bulagi, Azor-Kalacha, Bash-Kalacha, and
others. The third group was represented by structures made of medium-sized
stones having one, two, or three wall rings. Sometimes inside those structures
there were partitions by walls made of small stones into several sections. In some
cases, there are tumulus-like structures in them. Annexes with the appearance of
rooms are found on the outside of the main wall of the structure, for example,
Chakhrel-kalacha, Kulun-kalacha, Ayak-kalacha, etc. The fourth, the latest group
(of the late Middle Ages), includes structures made of small stones with one ring
of walls’. The constructions of all groups, except the fourth, the researcher dates
to the Bronze Age, i.e. Il millennium BC and for the most part | millennium BC8.
The dates are based on surface material collected by the researcher during
agricultural work carried out on the territory of burial grounds located nearby.
Subsequently, I. Jafarzade implemented excavations at several archaeological sites
(Nagara-dag and Choban-dashi) to confirm his conclusions. However, the
excavations did not give vivid results®.

Another researcher who dealt with the typology of defensive structures was
B.B. Piotrovsky. In 1930, A. Ajyan, L. Guzalyan and B.B. Piotrovsky carried out
works on the northern and north-eastern slopes of Aragats. The works were
carried out in this place, because it was known that there were ten «cyclopean
fortresses», several partially excavated burial grounds in this area and two
cuneiform inscriptions were found here. The aim of the work was to group
defensive structures according to chronological characteristics. A topographic
survey of the area, photo and graphic fixation was performed. The Researchers
determined that the fortresses, having similar features, were not identical, each of
them had its own characteristics and distinctive features. The defining signs were
designated - 1) the choice of location for the fortress; 2) the location system of the
settlement at the fortress; 3) the method of use and treatment of building
material; 4) the method of construction and the system of fortress walls; 5) the
nature of the surface material, mainly ceramic sherds. Three groups were

7 Daadpapsage 1938, 50.
8 Naxadpapsage 1950, 100.
9 Pacynornbi 1993, 96.
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identified based on these characteristics. All of them have similar features - the
similarity of their location and the homogeneity of the building material.

The first group of archaeological sites dates back to | millennium BC, and is
defined as rural settlements. The second group includes settlements within their
walls, urban settlements. Archaeological sites of this group have distinctive
features in the landscape - it is a hill with a wide upper platform, one side of
which sometimes does not represent a steep slope, but descends with an even
slope to the hollow used to supply the fortress. Traces of the canal with the
remains of a stone dam are visible in Kirkh dagirman. Archaeological sites of the
third group date back to the early Middle Ages'® (cf. Fig. 1).

In 1931-1932 the same expedition worked on the western shore of Lake
Sevan, where in the vicinity of the city of Nor Bayazet (now Gavar), in the Berdi
Glukh fortress, the above-mentioned cuneiform inscription was found. The aim of
the work was to study the complex of the fortified settlement Berdi Glukh and its
environs. In particular, the villages of Kishlak and Mrtbidzor, located downstream
of the Gavaragert River, were studied. In addition to the above-mentioned
defenses, other fortresses were located in this area (cf. Fig. 1).

The most representative archaeological sites of the first group identified by
the researchers were the fortress of Hadzhikhalil, Horom 1, Sogutlu (now
Sarnaghbyur), the second - Kologran (currently Tsovinar), Nor Bayazet,
Atamkhan (now Vardadzor). These complexes date back to the Urartian time, and
are connected with cuneiform inscriptions. Apparently, the settlements of the
second group existed simultaneously with the late settlements of the first group. In
the fortresses of the second group, a citadel stands out clearly inside. The third
group - the urban settlements, for example, Horom 2, Kirkh Dagirman - have the
character of urban settlements, the fortresses of this group preserved the archaic
structure of the walls, and the citadel still remains within the general fence. An
exact dating of this group of monuments is not possible. The fourth group dates
back to the period of the early Middle Ages; these buildings have the character of
feudal castles".

In the 1950s and 1960s G. Mikaelyan studied the “cyclopean fortresses” of
Lake Sevan from the point of view of the military significance of defensive

10 Apakan 1 np.1932, 61-64.
" MuoTtposcknii n ap. 1933, 50-59.
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structures and conducted a few small excavations. He divided the fortifications
into four groups based on their chronological features and the analysis of the
collected archaeological material. The first group includes simple structures made
of uncouth large stone blocks, without mortar. If the wall masonry is double-
faced, then there is no backfill between the walls. The settlements were either
surrounded by a wall, or the external walls of the outer houses were connected,
due to which the whole settlement became fenced. G. Mikaelyan assigns the
constructions of the first group to the period of the turn of the 5"-4" millennia -
the middle of the 3" millennium BC. The second group includes border walls and
fortresses with a citadel. These archaeological sites date back to the 2" half of the
3 millennium to the 7™ century BC. Archaeological sites of the third group
belong to the Urartian period and date to the period from the 9™ to the 6%
centuries BC. In this epoch, powerful fortresses were being built, which were
large strong points. The author refers to the fourth group all the fortresses that
were built during the inception of the early Armenian state, in the Hellenistic and
early medieval periods'.

In the 1970s and 1980s T. Rasuloglu, on the example of a number of
cyclopean structures excavated by him on the northern slope of the Mrav ridge,
divided them into three groups based on the height at which they are located. The
first group were defensive structures located in easily accessible places at low
altitude. The second group includes defenses located in the hills and mountain
slopes of medium height. The third group includes structures located in high
solitary mountains, mountain ranges or passes. His excavations showed that the
thickness of the cultural layer on the archaeological sites of the first group is 1.2-
2.0 m, on the archaeological sites of the second group - 0.6-0.8 m, and on the
archaeological sites of the third group, the cultural layer is either absent or
slightly present. The first and second groups of archaeological sites have broad
cemeteries, numerous burial grounds, stone boxes, tumuli. In the third group,
cemeteries were not found. The author comes to a conclusion about the different
functional purposes of “cyclopean fortresses”, highlighting settlements, defensive
structures and corrals for large and small livestock' (cf. Fig. 1).

2 Uhpwybywu 1968, 50-51.
13 Pacynornbi 1993, 81-82.
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In the late 1990s, A. Smith studied the planigraphy of the defensive
structures of the Ararat and Shirak plains. He divided the fortifications into 4
typological groups: Shamiram, Pemzashen, Tsakhkaovit, and Sevan.

The most prominent aspect of Shamiram type fortresses is their location at
the edge of promontories, surrounded on all sides but one by steep drops into
river gorges. Fortification construction is generally limited to a wall (or series of
walls) which defends the single route of access, relying on natural precipices of
the promontory for the defense of other approaches. The masonry at Shamiram
type sites is generally restricted to medium-sized, unworked stones set without
defined courses. Archaeological sites such as Shamiram and Garni 2 belong to
this type.

Pemzashen type fortresses are located in both promontories and atop
isolated rock outcrops. Some of them are defended by a single fortification wall
set in a circuit, at the top of the outcrop. Pemzashen type fortresses often
incorporate steep rock cliffs into the fortification design. The layout of Pemzashen
type fortresses is conditioned by the contours of the terrain. Fortification lines
closely follow contours, paralleling the steep slopes of the outcrops and hills they
cap. This suggests quite strongly that such fortresses were planned in relation to
the topography of the site. Archaeological sites such as Pemzashen, Aragatsotan,
Tsitsernakaberd belong to this type.

Tsakhkahovit type fortresses were true «cyclopean» structures with large,
roughly shaped stone blocks set in irregular courses. The fortifications were set in
multiple circuits descending the slope of the citadel. The circuits of Tsakhkaovit
fortifications closely parallel the contours of the terrain. However, we also find
cross walls at a number of these sites. These cross walls, with few exceptions, run
perpendicular to the terrain and may have served as proto-bastions.
Archaeological sites such as South Horom, Tsakhkaovit, Keti, Garnaovit South
belong to this type.

The Sevan type includes fortifications which use buttresses to add additional
support to the engineering of the fortification walls (which are appreciably thicker
than any other group) and to divide the wall face, providing additional lines of sight
for defenders against potential attackers. Regular angles bespeak a significant
investment in planning the outline of the construction independent of the
immediate contours. In most cases, the line of walls no longer follows the terrain,
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suggesting that design gained increasing independence from specific locales.
Archaeological sites such as Pokr Berd, Mets Bert belong to this type'* (Fig. 3).

In 1996 a collective work “Architecture of the Armenian Highlands in Early
Class Societies and State Formations (in the last quarter of the 3" millennia BC -
the beginning of the 15t millennia BC)” was published. A typology of the defensive
structures of Armenia and the adjacent territories of the pre-Urartian period
(Bronze and Iron Ages) was given in the first chapter (authors G. Areshyan, K.
Kafadaryan) of this book. This typology is based on the location of the defensive
structure, so three groups were identified — located on a hill, on a cape, on a
mountain plateau. The fortresses of the first group are located on the tops of the
hills, have a rounded or oval shape in plan, while walls were not erected in hard-
to-reach areas, in places of sharp cliffs. If a settlement existed at this fortress,
then it was located behind the fortress wall, on the slope and at the foot of the hill.
There are planographic differences within this group - for example, there are
fortresses with several entrances, fortresses, the entrances of which are fortified
with towers and buttresses. Archaeological sites such as Zolak, Vardadzor 2
belong to this group. The fortresses of this group were intended for all-round
defense. There are three subtypes in this group. The fortresses of the first
subtype have one ring of walls (Topkar, Tufashen). The fortresses of the second
subtype have a second line of walls located in the natural or artificial terraces of
the hill. The citadel is located not only at the top of the hill, but also includes its
slopes. Examples of fortresses of this subtype are Veri berd in Lernakert. The
third subtype of this group includes fortresses that have multiple lines of walls
located in terraces on the hillsides and reaching the foot, which are
interconnected by entrances. Examples of such fortresses are Tsakhkaovit,
Masmalar.

Fortresses of the second group are located at the edge of the gorges, and
settlements are located in the territory of the cape around the fortress. The
planigraphy of the fortresses of this group is different. Several subtypes can be
distinguished. In the first subtype, several variants of the planographic structure
can be included. There are cases when the fortress wall is solid, including from
the side of the gorge (for example, Ashkala), while the entrance to the fortress is
not further fortified. It is another variation when the part of the fortress, facing

4 Smith 1999, 86-93.
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the cliff side, had no walls, while the entrances were additionally reinforced with
towers. Examples of such fortresses are Mets Berd, Tsoghamarg Il. In the second
subtype, fortresses with several protection belts can be included. The citadel is
located at the edge of the cliff, and it is surrounded by another wall. In addition,
the walls stand on terraces, on the slopes of the cape, the settlement also has its
own fortress wall.

The fortresses of the third group are located on a plateau between the
gorges, have a mostly triangular shape in plan: the fortress is located in the
narrow part, the settlement is located in the wide part. The defensive walls are
powerful, have additional fortifications in the form of solid towers and buttresses.
The entrances to the fortress were mainly located on the side of the edges of the
ravine or gorges. This group includes such fortresses as Tsoghamarg | and Shish
Blur. Shish blur has additional elements of fortification - trenches are cut down in
the isthmus between the cape and the mountain plateau. The fortresses located
not only in the plateau area but also in the cape included in this group, too. Some
of the fortresses have two walls parallel to each other, one of which is located in
the terrace of the plateau slope (for example, Ujan 2, Lusakert, Beshtasheni, Pokr
berd, Motkan). In addition to the typology of defensive system, G. Areshyan and
K. Kafadaryan also developed a typology of fortresss walls, according to the
nature of the masonry™ (Cf. Fig. 1).

In 1994, an archaeological expedition for studying the archaeological sites of
the Sevan basin investigated the defensive system of the Bronze and Iron Ages
and their functional significance. As a result, the complexes were divided into
three types, the classification was made taking into account the size, position and
functionality. The first type includes protected settlements — fortified cities that
have walls, a large area, and, therefore, had a large population. Archaeological
sites such as Norabak 1, Kol pal, Tsovak, Vardenik, Mtnadzor, Nagarakhan,
Sangar belong to this type. Only three of these have a citadel (Tsovak,
Nagaraham, Sangar), and only four were administrative centers.

Fortresses of the second type are defensive bases with fortified walls,
probably having a permanent garrison and population. Archaeological sites such
as Norabak 2, Jagahadzor, Kare dur, Bruti berd, Tsovinar, Aloyi kogh, Kyurdi
kogh, Martuni, Al berd, Joj kogh, Bardzerashen, Bely Klyuch, Tatev, Berdi dosh,

5 Upbywt, Tw$wnwpyuu 1996, 33-68:
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Negh bogaz, Kra belong to this type. Several subtypes are distinguished:
fortresses with a citadel (Jagahadzor, Martuni, Joj kogh), represented the
residence and could be administrative centers (Jagahadzor). The second subtype
includes fortresses with a predominantly civilian population - Kare dur, Bruti
berd, Aloyi kokh, Kyurdi kogh, Al berd, Bardzerashen, Negh bogaz. The third
subtype includes fortresses — military bases that controlled roads, mountain
gorges and passes. Mainly the garrison was located in such fortresses. Fortress
Norabak 2, Tsovinar, Bely Klyuch, Tatev, Berdi dosh, Kra belong to this subtype.

The third type includes military bases - observation posts. They were small
fortresses located in roads, mountain gorges, not far from protected settlements
and guarded the surroundings and settlements. Fortresses such as Murad khach,
Heri berd, Kare dzi, Berdi dar belong to this type'® (Fig. 1).

During the work of the Armenian-Italian expedition (early 2000s), the
architect H. Sanamyan added the fourth type of defensive system to the typology
of G. Areshyan and K. Kafadaryan. This type includes structures built on the
slopes, having walls around the perimeter'”. Having studied the fortifications
located on the southern coast of Lake Sevan, he identified six types — round, oval,
polygonal, triangular, rectangular, trapezoidal defenses'®. He also divided the
fortress walls into 6 groups - rectilinear; curved; rectilinear-broken walls that in
their turn are divided into two subtypes - broken, with small angles, in
accordance with the landscape and broken with straight angles, forming a kind of
buttress or tower, offering the possibility of protection. The fourth group includes
walls with projections, mainly formed because of the difference in the width of the
outer side of the wall, which became the prototype of the buttress and somehow
had its functions. The fifth group includes walls with buttresses, perhaps the
prototype of buttresses-towers. The walls strengthened with towers are in the sixth
group'. In addition, H. Sanamyan completed typologies of gates, typologies by
design features, etc.

16 Cdwywljw, Uwuwdjwu 2002, 33:
17 Sanamyan 2002, 326.

18 Sanamyan 2002, 327.

19 Sanamyan 2002, 328-329.
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The Problem of Dating of Defensive Systems

Before carrying out archaeological excavations on this type of archaeological
sites, cyclopean structures were dated mainly by the nature of the masonry. The
first serious archaeological work for dating the archaeological sites began in the
1960s. S. Yesayan began a full-scale excavation in north-eastern Armenia, with
the aim of fixing archaeological sites at the foot of the Virahayots, Somkhet,
Gugarats, Miapor or Murguz ranges. 30 “cyclopean fortresses” were measured in
total, some of them were excavated. These archaeological sites were mainly
located in mountain forest areas. S. Yesayan not only studied the functional
significance, but also grouped the defenses, according to chronological
characteristics. The first group is the “cyclopean fortresses” of the Early Bronze
Age - the “cyclopean fortresses” of the second (small) Shahlama and the
settlement of Jagatsategh (2 half of Il millennium BC). The second group includes
the “cyclopean fortresses” of the Early Iron Age Poploz-gash, Khortambots,
Bartsraberd, Tandzut, Surb Nahatak, a “cyclopean fortresses” in the village of
Ordzhonikidze (end of | — end of Il millennia BC). The third group includes the
fortresses of the Early Armenian period Astghi-blur, Berdategh, Tmbadir, Pilor-
pat, Kal-kar, Sev-sev qareri blur, Sev-sev qareri takht, Baghri-khach, Berdakar,
Tachar “Salk'ari”, the second (small) Shaglama. In general, the considered
fortresses date back to the early Armenian period, ca. 6%-4" centuries BC. This is
the period following the fall of Urartu, in the bowels of which the birth and
formation of the Armenian state took place? (cf. Fig. 1).

In 1952, H. Martirosyan conducted archaeological excavations in Garni 2, in
the Tahcha area. As a result, it was revealed that both the fortress and the
settlement belonged to the era of the Late Bronze - Early Iron Ages?.

In the 1960s, archaeological work was carried out on the northern and
northwestern foothills of the Mrav and eastern slopes of the Sevan ridges, mainly
in the of Getabek and Dashkesan regions. The aim of these works was a complex
study of cyclopean structures in order to clarify their functional purpose and time
of their occurrence. During these works, 20 cyclopean structures were excavated
- Nagara-dag, Choban-dashi, Pir kalacha, Beyuk kalacha, Dashli tepe |, Museib,
Geydere |, Geydere Il, Gyulmamed, Karadag, Arykdam, Greek Kalacha, Bala

20 Ecaan 1976, 17-98.
2 hwuquinyw 1969, 124-125:
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kalacha, Buyak kalacha, Gzlca Kalacha, Bala Kalacha, Narzan). The most intensive
functioning of cyclopean structures as settlements, defensive fortresses, and in
some cases as cattle pens, belong to the 11""-9t centuries BC as evidenced by the
saturation of the layers of this period. Cultural layers related to the next period —
the 8"-7t centuries BC, in view of richness, diversity and power of the cultural
layers are noticeably inferior to the lower layers, which indicates a gradual
extinction of life on these archaeological sites. Already in the 7t century BC they
finally ceased to function. The cessation of the construction of cyclopean
fortresses in the 8"-7% centuries BC was apparently associated with frequent
invasions of Urartu®.

In 1973, E. Khanzadyan carried out archaeological work in the Elar fortress.
Judging by the stratigraphy presented by the researcher, the fortress wall was
erected on the surface of the Early Iron Age layer, while the author dates this
object to the beginning of the 3 millennia BC%.

In 1975, work was done to create corpuses of historical and cultural
monuments of the nations of the USSR. Within this program, the Institute of Arts,
Yerevan State University, the Laboratory for the Study of Armenian Studies and
the Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography of the National Academy of Sciences
of the Armenian USSR, organized systematic surveys of the southern slopes of
Mount Aragats and the southern and southeastern parts of Mount Ara. The work
was carried out under the direction of G. Areshyan, in addition to him, K.
Kafadaryan, A. Simonyan, G. Tiratsyan, A. Kalantaryan, G. Sargsyan and H.
Ohanyan took part in the expeditions. The purpose of these works was to register
the archaeological sites mentioned in the List of the State Committee for
Construction Affairs of the Armenian SSR, to fix the current state and include new
archaeological sites?*. The expedition studied in detail the above-mentioned
territories, basically fixed the monuments and dated them by surface material.
According to these data, the sites were divided into three chronological groups —
from single-layer to multi-layer. As part of these works, archaeological excavations
of the Shamiram settlement were also carried out. As a result, it was shown that
since the 9 century BC here a huge protected settlement had been formed.

2 Anmnes 2009, 113-114.

2 hwuqunywu 1979, 18:

% Upbywu U wyp 1977, 266-174: Upbkywu, Uhdnuyw 1976, 284-288: Apewsn
1978, 91-108:
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In 1977-1981 R. Torosyan, O. Khnkikyan and L. Petrosyan conducted a
survey of settlements and burial grounds of the 3-1 millennia BC in the valley of
the river Akhuryan (cf. Fig. 1). In particular, a settlement near Shirakavan (second
half of the 3-1st millennia BC), which included a settlement, a fortress with a
necropolis and a cult center, was investigated. The walls of the fortress date back
to the 9™—4t™ centuries BC.

In 1969-1979 L. Petrosyan conducted archaeological research in the villages
of Keti and Voskheask. Burial grounds, the settlements of Krakari Sar, Sgnakhner
(3 millennia BC), the unprotected open settlement of Horner (early 3w
millennium BC) and the “cyclopean fortresses” of the 1t millennium BC were
investigated?.

In 1983, in order to date and identify the stratigraphy of the protected
settlement Kuchak 1, several pits were laid by L.A. Petrosyan. As a result, it
turned out that the settlement was founded in the 3" millennia BC and lasted until
the middle of the 15t millennium BC?.

In 1988, H. Simonyan carried out archaeological work on the right bank of
the river Kasakh, near the town of Ashtarak in the citadel of Berdshen settlement.
As a result, it was revealed that the archaeological site belongs to the period of the
Middle Bronze Age?.

Since 1988, under the leadership of H. Avetisyan, excavations of the Urartian
fortress Aramus have been conducted. According to excavation materials, Aramus
fortress has three chronological dates main stage: pre-Urartian, Urartian, post-
Urartian and the main period of activity dates from the 7t to 6% centuries BC?.

In the 2000s The Armenian-American expedition studied the archaeological
sites of the Tsakhkaovit plain. The works showed that on the archaeological sites
of the districts of Tsakhkaovit, Gegharot, Aragatsi-berd, Hnaberd, settlement
occured at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, the period of desolation dates to
the beginning of the Iron Age, life revived in these territories in the Middle Iron
Age, at the turn of the 8"-7% centuries BC%.

% Metpocan 1989, 5-30.

2% MbEwnpnuyw 1993, 61-62:

2 Uhdnuywi 1991, 19-20:

28 Uytwhuywt, UYEwnhuyw 2006, 119-129: Avetisyan 2012:

2 bapanaHn u ap. 2005, 109-115; bapanan 2008, 45-68; Badalyan et al. 2009, 45-
105; Badalyan et al. 2020, 61-82.
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In 2012, a defensive system was excavated at the archaeological site Agarak
1-3 belonging to the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages*.

In 2011-2014 employees of the IAE NAS RA conducted archaeological
excavations at the archaeological site Margaovit in the Lori region (A. Gevorgyan)®'
and Sotk 1, Sotk 2, Norabak 1 in Gegharkunik region (A. Bobokhyan). The aim of
the work was the dating of defensive system and the identification of their
distinctive features. As a result of the work, all the studied defenses were divided
into three chronological groups: Early phase - the Sotk 2 fortress represents a
construction of the Middle to Late Bronze Age transitional period (ca. 1500 BC)
which is characterized by its simple structures, absence of buttresses, pavements
and terrace platforms (cf. Fig. 4). Middle phase - Norabak 1, Sotk 2 and
Margahovit fortresses represent a more developed building system with typical
tower like buttresses, guarding posts at the entrances, pavements and terrace
platforms, which should be typical of the Early and Middle Iron Ages (1200-600
BC) (cf. Fig. 5) 32. Late phase - Sotk 1, Early Armenian (600-400 BC) and
Hellenistic (300 BC - 400 AD) periods. Fortress walls in their structure are
similar to the walls of the previous period, there also appears semi-cyclical
masonry — from partially processed stones of medium size.

Conclusions

The first researchers of cyclopean structures chose the masonry of walls and
its character as the basis for dating. One-faced masonry was considered more
archaic, two-faced masonry belonged to the Iron Age. Excavations have begun
since the 1970s, demonstrating that these structures existed over a long
chronological period, and both types of masonry coexisted, and in some
territories there is predominantly single-faced masonry - for example, on the
northern slope of the Mrav ridge and the western and eastern slopes of the Sevan
ridges, the slopes of the Areguni ridge. The buttresses and defensive towers are
rare here, but such structures located on the slopes of Aragats and on the
western and southern coasts of Lake Sevan, are found everywhere. Currently, the
radiocarbon data and GIS analysis show that cyclopean fortresses appeared at the
end of the Middle Bronze Age, and their flourishing period dates from the Late

30 Fnwiwuyw 2013, 159-169:
3 Qunpoyuiu b wyp 2017, 6-24:
32 Ywupbywu 2014, 124-136:
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Fig. 2. Types of defensive system: 1-2) Avan 3; 4-5) Lazaravan 1 ( South slope
Aragats Mountain) (H. Danielyan)

a. Shamiram Type ¢. Tsakhkaovit Type
b. Pemzashen Type d. Sevan Type

Fig. 3. Planigraphy of the defensive structures (Smith 1999, 87. Fig. 6)
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Bronze Age to the Early Armenian and Hellenistic period. In the era of the
developed Middle Ages, settlements were formed inside cyclopean structures, and
stones of fortified walls were often used for the erection of residential buildings.

Such monumental structures as cyclopean fortresses are among the
insufficiently explored ones. A full-scale complex study of cyclopean fortresses is
required, including their excavation and mapping in order to reconstruct visibility,
road network, and water supply. For the most accurate dating of fortresses, it is
necessary to excavate at the locations of the defensive walls.
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Cwjywywu |tnuwgtuwphh «yhinwywu wdpngubipp» Yuwnnigywd Gu hwdb-
dwuinwpwp pwndp Juptpnud (8.4. 800 - 2300 Jd pwpdpniejwl Yypw) gliinbiph
W oph wnpynipubippu dnwn, 2powwwnywd huywjwlywu wwphuwubpny' owp-
Jwd dbdwquugywé pwqdwulyniu pupb pynputipny:

«YpYynuywu wdpngutipp» nwnwWwuhpnn wnweoht hbGnwagnuinnubpp wd-
pngutiph pYwagpniejwu hwdwp hhdp Ehu punniut] ywpuwwwwnbiph Ywnnig-
waépp: Utybpbu wywpuwwpwpbipp hwdwpynwd bhu wybih Jwn, huy Gpytptu
wwpuywwwwnbipp ybpwgpynd Ehu Gplwpeh nwpwopowuhu: 1970-wlwu
rYwlwuutiphg uyujwsd huwghwnwlwu wbnnwiubiph wpryntupnd ywng nwp-
dwy, np wyn Ywnnygubpp gnjuwnblb) Gu pwdwlwuhtu Gplwp: Npng opowtiub-
pnud glipwypnt Gu daytiptiu wwpuwwpwnbpp, ophtwy Unwyh [Gnuwonpwih
hjnwuhwjhu jwugbinhu, Ukwuh [Gnuwonewih wpldwjwu b wpubywu jwugknpphu
L Upbgniup |Gnuwonpwh wugtiphtu: Wuwnbin npduwhbgbpp b wywonwwuw-
Ywu wowmwpwlubpp phs Gu hwunhwnd, h tnwppbpngeniu Upwgqwd (tnwu W
Uliwtw Bh wpldujwu b hwpwywiht whwdbpd opowuutiph, npunbn npwup
gbpwyonnd Gu: «Ypyinwywu wdpngubtipp» Wwwnlwunw G hwdbdwwnwpwn
phs nunidwuppywd hnpwpdwuutiph pyhu: Uu nhwh Yunnygubiph |hpwdtip b
wdpnnowwu nwunwwuhpniejwt hwdwnp wuhpwdtin Gu huwghwnwywu wb-
nnuwiubip, pwpunbquagpnud® npwug wbuwubhnyejwu nwawnbpp, Gwuwwwphw-
Jhu guugp b gpwdwinwlwpwpnip yapwlwaqdbine hwdwp: UWdpngutiph wybih
unnyg pYwagpnijwu hwdwp wuhpwdbon Gu ywpwwwwnbph wtnnuubp:

BOMPOC TUNOJNIOTMU U JATUPOBKU «LLUKIOMUYECKUX»
KPEMOCTEI APMEHWUU

OAHUENAHT.

Pe3iome

Knroyesble cnosa: «LMKNONMYECKME KPENnocTh», TUMONOrMA U XPOHONMOTUA,
paHHWiA BPOH30BbLIi BeK, cpeaHuii BPOH30BbIN BEK, MO3LHWIA OPOH30BbIA U paHHWIA
MenesHblil BEK, CPEAHUI Hene3HNii BeK, paHHEAPMAHCKMNIA NMEPUOL.

Limknonuyeckne Kpenoctn APMAHCKOIO HaropbA pacrnosioMeHbl Ha BbICOTE
800-2.300 m Hap, ypoBHEM MoOpA, BO3NE pek AW APYrux UCTOYHUKOB BOAbI.
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ITN CoopyKeHUA OKaiiMneHbl OrPOMHBIMU KPEMOCTHBIMU CTEHaMU, CIIOMEHHbI-
MW U3 KPYMHbIX MHOTOYrofbHbIX KaMEHHbIX ONIOKOB, TLLATENbHO COeJMHEHHDbIX
APYr C Lpyrom.

lMepBble vccnepoBaTenn «LUKIOMUYECKUX COOPYMEHWI» paTMpoBann Mux
ncxodA U3 xapaktepa Knagku cteH. OpHonuuesas Knagka cumtanach bonee ap-
XauyHoW, pByxnMLUeBad Knafka Obina xapakTepHa [NA Kene3Horo Beka.
Pesynbtatbl packonok, Hayatbix B 1970-x rr., CBUAETENbCTBYOT O TOM, YTO
3TW COOPYMEHWA CYLLLECTBOBAIM Ha MPOTAMKEHUU AJNTENbHOMO XPOHONOrMYec-
Koro nepuoga. B pane pernoHoB npeobnapana ogHonuueBan Knafka, Hanpu-
Mep, Ha ceBepHOM cknoHe MpaBckoro xpebTa, 3anafiHoM ¥ BOCTOYHOM CKJIOHaxX
CeBaHckux xpebToB, Ha cknoHax xpebTta AperyHu. 3pecb KoHTpdopchl U 060-
poHUTENbHbIE BalllHU BCTPEYatoTCA AOBOMbHO-TAKU PEAKO, B OTIMYME OT COO-
PyMeHWiA, BO3BEAEHHbIX Ha CKNoHax r. Aparay, v 3anajHoOM W tOMHOM nobe-
pexkbe 0. CeBaH. «Llyknonuyeckne KpenocT» OTHOCATCA K YMCNY Manon3yyeH-
HbIX NaMATHWKOB. [lnA nonHomacluTabHOro KOMMMEKCHOrO U3YYEHWUA «LMKIO-
MUYECKMX KpenocTei» HeobXoAMMO MPOBOAUTL PAcKOMKM U KapTorpadupoBa-
HWe, 4ToDObl BOCCTAHOBUTb CUCTEMY BUAMMOCTW, JOPOMHOW CETM U BOJOCHAb-
#eHua. [Ina bonee TOuHOW [aTMpPOBKM KpenocTell cnefyeT 3afeiicTBoBaTh pac-
KOMKM 0BOPOHUTENBHbIX CTEH.
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