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Introduction

Ancient and Medieval Armenia was known for its rather lively urban life, the
details of which have been reconstructed through a wealth of information
provided by the Armenian and international historians and archaeological sources.
However, prior to that, the cities in Armenia had passed a long and difficult way.
Without comprehension of that process, it would not be possible to imagine the
type of the Armenian town, the reasons for its coming about and development. It
is sufficient to say that almost all the large cities/towns of ancient Armenia, and
especially the capitals (e.g. Artashat, Dvin, Ani, Ani-Kamakh), were built on the
places of earlier settlements, fortresses, and were of similar importance.
Moreover, in both Ancient and Medieval Armenia, the topographic criteria for the
selection of central settlements and the basic patterns of development were
essentially related. In this sense, it is not accidental that Medieval Armenian
historians linked the establishment of a number of urban centers (such as
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Armavir) with the earliest patriarchal period. Below an attempt is made to trace
the history of the formation of the Armenian city'.

The deeper we go into history, the more difficult it becomes to decipher traits
of human thinking and the more we understand the conditional nature of applying
modern concepts to ancient social phenomena. The same pattern can be observed
also in the case of the concept “city”. Trying to define it, we often use the
shackles of modern thinking. Meanwhile, in contrast to our times, in ancient
societies the difference between the city and other types of settlements was not
clearly defined. Thus, the Mesopotamians, who actually "discovered" the city, were
using the same term for both the city and the village (Sumer. URU, Akkad. alum).

Scientific research also reveals conventionality in the definitions of an ancient
city. If we try to differentiate the types of ancient inhabited landscapes
(concentrated around valleys, mountains, oases, seas), the emergence and
development of the city within each landscape could have taken different forms. In
one of them the city could be formed on the basis of irrigated agriculture, in the
other — on the basis of a temple or palace, in the third — based on trade, etc.
However, despite the different modes, researchers try to figure out common
criteria, according to which it would be possible to generalize the process of
emergence of the earliest city. Accordingly, the city is defined in the relevant
historical-cultural and socio-economic context, along with other criteria, the sum

! The issue of the emergence and development of the ancient town (for the theory cf.
Oppenheim 1992; Herzog 1997) has received little coverage in the context of the Armenian
Highlands. In addition to a few general works (Upbt2jwt, Tw$wnupjuu 1996: Maccon 1997;
Kywnapesa 1997; Kushnareva 1997; cf. also Ruwpjwu 1986w: Rwpjuu 1986p: Tep-
Maptupocos 2009; Donabédian, Mutafian 2010), certain questions of the Neolithic and
Chalcolithic periods (Oaasaxuweunu 1973), Early Bronze Age (Uhdntjwit, QGuniup 2004:
Areshian 2005; Guniup 2010: Uhdnujwt 2012: Udbwnhujw 2012), Middle and Late Bronze
as well as Early Iron Ages (ApewsH 1978; Biscione et al. 2002; Badalyan, Avetisyan 2007,
Smith et al. 2009; Uybkwhujwt 2014) have been discussed. The issue was partially considered
also in the context of cultural relations (Phihwnuyw 1998: Phihwynuyjwu 2004). The
observations made in the context of Ancient and Medieval Armenia are very useful too
(Unwpbpywu 1958-1964: Mepuxanan 1959; Mananpan 1985; cf. Capuucan 1960; Upljw-
2wnjwi 1963; UpYjwwpyu 1970).

This article presents results, which are grounded on Pnpnjujwt 2000 and Bobokhyan
2008. For other reflections cf. Bobokhyan 2014; Pnpnfujwt 2016.

For the location of archaeological sites mentioned in the text, see detailed maps in
Kushnareva 1997; Biscione et al. 2002; Badalyan, Avetisyan 2007; Bobokhyan 2008;
Smith et al. 2009.
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of which is called “civilization”. Among them the monumental architecture, active
economy and trade, separated crafts, the presence of the rudiments of writing
and science, developed art, social inequality and the state are often mentioned. In
this context, the city acts as an organized space with complex public relations, to
be characterized by 1. a central position in the hierarchy of settlements, 2.
construction with a regular plan, 3. citadel, 4. defense system, 5. palace, 6.
temple, 7. cemetery outside the settlement, 8. central craft and agricultural
organization, 9. social stratification, 10. active trade relations. Thus, the research
of a city is a study of communication system of a society and a process that has
various preconditions?.

The Near East is the ancient heartland of the emergence of the city. In the
context of Near Eastern archaeology the concepts of proto-city, early city and city
are distinguished, according to the frequency of occurrence of the above-
mentioned civilizational features. Although the Armenian Highlands had some
connections with the Circum-Pontic culture world in the pre-Urartian period, the
archaeological data outline the Near Eastern direction of its connections, which is
the basis for implementing the Near Eastern model of the emergence and
development of a city (especially the one typical of the mountainous societies of
the Near East).

Before we describe the process of the formation of the city we consider it
important to define the historical-geographical area of our research, the
Armenian Highlands (further, the Highlands). Located around lakes Sevan, Van
and Urmia, this area since earliest times has formed not only a geographical, but
also a cultural unity, based on the common value system of its populations.
Regardless of the peoples, who lived in this area, it showed unique patterns of
development that were closer to the cultural world of the Caucasus on the one
hand, and to the central and eastern regions of Asia Minor, northern Syria-
Mesopotamia, and northwest Iran on the other. Recent studies indicate that the
Highlands, during the Bronze and Iron Ages and possibly also earlier, could be
divided into three cultural sub-zones: 1. the western, which included the Upper
Euphrates basin (historical provinces Tsopk and Armenia Minor) and was
characterized by active relations with Central and Eastern Asia Minor and
Northern Syria, 2. The Southern, which included the regions south of Van

2 For details cf. Maccon 1989, 5-12.
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(historical Aghdznik and Korduk provinces) and was characterized by connections
in the direction of northern Mesopotamia, and 3. the central-northeastern,
together with several sub-regions (historical Ayrarat, Upper Armenia, Vaspurakan,
Mokqg, Turuberan, Tayk, Syunik, Utik, Gugark, Artsakh, Paytakaran,
Persarmenia), characterized by connections to the Caucasus®. Those three areas
have been in active communication with each other, experiencing the emergence
and development of the city in a unique way.

On the Threshold of Organized Society: the Proto-Urban Period

With the emergence of productive economy in the Neolithic period (ca. 9-6"
millennia BC) early agricultural societies appeared, which reached a fairly high
level of development in the Chalcolithic period (ca. 6-4" millennium BC), when
the metal smelting was first done. Early agricultural societies were characterized
by sedentism, emergence of architecture and crafts, as a result of which the
rudiments of urban life began to appear.

The “Neolithic Revolution” started in the region of Fertile Crescent, the most
important part of which formed the western and southern sub-zones of the
Highlands*. In general, our region was located in the area of primeval cultivation
of plants. Discoveries made in recent years indicate that already during the pre-
Pottery Neolithic period, especially in the 9-8" millennia BC, a center was formed
in the south-western sub-zone of the Highlands, characterized by a monumental
mentality, a complex cultic and imagery system (Gobekli Tepe, Nevali Chori, Cafer
Hoyuk, Hallan Chemi, Chayonu Tepesi). In this system the settlement Chayonu is
especially important (the Upper Tigris valley) with a walled area of 3 ha. The high
level of architecture is indicated by the presence of regular-formed structures.
The presence of domestic animals, the organized religious system, and finally the
first experience of copper mining indicate that we are dealing with one of the
most developed areas of the Neolithic world. Some features of the Chayonu
tradition, in particular the method of processing the stone tools, reach the
territory of present-day Armenia (Kmlo, Gegharot).

In the 6" millennium BC the archaeological culture of Hajji Firuz spread in
Urmia regions of the Highlands, which partly shows connections to the early stage

3 Bobokhyan 2008, 47-52.
4 For the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods in Armenia cf. Gasparyan, Arimura 2014; as
well as Chataigner 1995; Badalyan et al. 2004.
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of the Hassuna culture of northern Mesopotamia (Hajji Firuz, Yanik Tepe).
Whereas in the 6-5" millennia BC, in the northern and central parts of the
Highlands and the South Caucasus the Shulaveri-Shomutepe culture spread,
being contemporary to the late Hassuna and to the Halaf cultures (Shulaveri Gora,
Shomu Tepe, Gargalar Tepesi, Kghzyak Blur, Aratashen, Aknashen). In the
second half of the 6" and the first half of the 5" millennia BC the Highlands was
influenced by the Halaf and Ubaid cultures of northern Mesopotamia such as
Aratashen and Sioni traditions, with settlements known in the basin of lake Van
(Tilkitepe), Aghdznik (Girikihacian), Kharberd (Tulin Tepe), Urmia region (Yanik
Tepe, Geoy Tepe), etc. At the end of Chalcolithic period, in the second half of the
5" and first half of the 4™ millennia BC, the Areni-Godedzor tradition is
characterized by growing complexity, relations to Syro-Mesopotamian (Late Ubaid,
Uruk) and North Caucasian (Maikop) worlds, as well as by extractive copper
metallurgy (Teghut, Areni, Nerkin Godedzor). The cultural sub-zones of the early
agricultural period of the Highlands are characterized by artificial hill-settlements
with mudbrick or clay round (mainly in the north), rectangular (mainly in the east
and south) or round-rectangular (Halaf influenced sites) structures, as well as by
active use of caves.

A number of features typical of the proto-city are documented in the depths
of the early agricultural societies of the Highlands. The frequency of their
occurrence is indicated below.

1. Despite the significant variations of the built-up areas of the settlements
(from 0.25 to 3—-4 ha, on average 1-1.5 ha) there is no typological difference or
hierarchy among them. As a rule, the arrangement of a few small settlements on
the banks of the river around one main settlement (which could accommodate up
to 800 people, e.g. Shulaveri Gora) is conditioned by tribal affiliation.

2. In general, construction is chaotic. However, settlements like Chayonu are
organized areas, where certain parts (residential and craft) are separated from
each other. Meanwhile, artisans’ districts are absent in their classical sense. In
some settlements, at the end of the Chalcolithic period, there were dwellings with
kilns (Alikemek Tepesi). There are living, kitchen and storage spaces inside the
houses (Hajji Firuz, Yanik Tepe). Living areas are grouped around the central
square of the settlement (Shulaveri Gora, Shomu Tepe, Imiris Gora). Densely built
houses are separated from each other by narrow passages in the yards, free
spaces are formed between the structures (Teghut, Tulin Tepe). At the end of the
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Chalcolithic period, in the central part of some settlements, residential complexes
were regularly located along the streets (Tulin Tepe).

3. The center of the settlement is not separated, citadels are not known.

4. The settlements are not fortified, but the artificial ditches around them
could also be of defensive significance (Arukhlo, Masis Blur).

5-6. Monumental architecture is not known as such, but there are elements
of appropriate thinking. Unique data on the origins of monumental religious
buildings have recently appeared in the pre-Pottery Neolithic sites of the western
and southern regions of the Highlands (Gobekli Tepe, Nevali Chori, Chayonu).
Later, at the end of the Chalcolithic period, massive buildings are present that
could be of public significance (Kultepe I, Tulin Tepe), and be interpreted as
temples (Deghirmentepe).

7. The funerary architecture is not known as such (burials are inside the
settlement, under the floors, in pits or jars), although since the late Chalcolithic a
certain complication in burial rites and property management is observed
(Kultepe I, Korucutepe, Shikahogh).

8. It is too early to talk about the existence of craft and agricultural centers,
but the wells/storages of agricultural products (Chayonu, Hajji Firuz, Shulaveri
Gora, Shomu Tepe, Aratashen, Teghut, Alikemek Tepesi) are known. During the
Chalcolithic period metal-producing centers appear, revealing the whole process
of production (Areni). Evidence for public construction works are the artificial
ditches surrounding the settlements or located on edges, the primary purpose of
which, however, was to accumulate water resources (Arukhlo, Shah Tepe, Masis
Blur).

9. Social stratification is not observed yet. The seal impressions of the
Mesopotamian type on the Chalcolithic pottery (Geoy Tepe, Norshuntepe,
Arukhlo) may indicate the formation of the rudiments of social stratification.

10. In the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods there existed a rather active
trade and cultural exchange, that was mainly directed to northern Syria and
Mesopotamia as well as to the North Caucasus. The basis of trade in this period
was the obsidian, later also metal, in which the Highlands is rich and from where
it was exported in almost all directions.
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Poleis in the Mountains: the First Early Urban Period

From the mid 4" millennium BC the Highlands entered a qualitatively new
stage of development, the Early Bronze Age (ca. 35-24" centuries BC), with its
Kura-Araxes cultural tradition®. It corresponds to the late Uruk, Jemdet-Nasrand
Early Dynastic periods in Mesopotamia. However, while during the initial stage of
the formation of the Kura-Araxes culture this tradition was typical of the central-
northeastern regions of the Highlands, the northern Syrian-Mesopotamian
influences were strong in the south-western regions. In particular during the third
guarter of the 4" millennium BC, the influence of the Uruk IV (or Sumerian)
culture is obvious in the sites of Tsopk (Tepecik, Arslantepe, Korucutepe,
Norshuntepe), which was primarily the result of trade relations. There is an
opinion, that Uruk merchants could have partially reached the central-
northeastern zone as well. It is noteworthy, that in the middle of the 3
millennium BC, when the Kura-Araxes tradition was declining in the central-
northeastern regions of the Highlands, that culture was flourishing in Tsopk.
Meanwhile, in the same period Hurrian city-states appeared in the south of Van,
which were under the direct influence of the north Syrian-Mesopotamian centers
(Tell Brak, Tell Leilan, Tell Mozan).

The Kura-Araxes social system, which existed for more than a millennium,
with the center in Ararat valley, in the first half of the 3" millennium BC occupied
almost the entire Fertile Crescent, extending from the North Caucasus to
Palestine and western Iran. The Kura-Araxes area was characterized by a
sedentary economy with developed plough farming, cattle breeding and crafts.
Metallurgy was especially advanced: the Kura-Araxes society used arsenic bronze,
but already in the transitional period from the 4" to 3™ millennia BC specimens of
tin bronze (Talin) appeared. Due to a new phase of social division of labor, the
separation of crafts from agriculture began. Wheeled vehicles were in use. The
Kura-Araxes settlements were spread in the valleys (artificial hills) and foothills
(natural hills), they had round (mainly in the north) and rectangular (mainly in the
south-west) dwellings. From the beginning of the 3™ millennium BC, the western
and southern regions of the Highlands are mentioned in written Mesopotamian
sources as the Upper Land and Subartu.

5 For the Early Bronze Age in Armenia cf. Kushnareva 1997; Badalyan, Avetisyan 2007;
Badalyan 2014.
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It is believed that the first elements of the early cities appeared during this
very period. In particular:

1. A hierarchical system of settlements is formed on the principle of
concentrating satellite settlements (6-10 on average, located at a distance of 2-8
km from each other) around the central settlement (Elar, Shengavit, Mokhrablur,
Metsamor, Aygevan, Dvin, Akhtamir, Norshuntepe). Some centers rise about 50
meters above the surrounding (Elar). It is possible to distinguish small (1-1.5 ha),
medium (3-5 ha), large (6-10 ha) (Dvin, Elar) and in exceptional cases up to 12 ha
(Harich, Norshuntepe) settlements. It is supposed that Metsamor could cover an
area of 30 ha outside the citadel (E. Khanzadyan). The outer city, however, had
not formed in the Early Bronze Age yet. 200-300 people lived in small
settlements, while in large ones - up to several thousand people.

2. Regular construction plan is present in settlements (Mokhrablur, Jrahovit,
Shengavit, Harich, Norshuntepe). There are two principles of construction:
arrangement of dwellings around a common center or square (Pulur/Sakyol,
Kvatskhelebi) and grouping the houses on both sides of the street (Mokhrablur,
Jrahovit, Agarak, Norshuntepe, Tepecik). Two-story houses appeared (Yanik Tepe,
Tepecik, Norshuntepe, Jrahovit). Formation of the artisans’ districts in different
parts of the same settlement was important (Shengavit, Amiranis Gora, Kultepe II).

3. The appearance of citadel-type units (Metsamor, Harich, Elar, Shahlama II,
Tagavoranist, Norshuntepe, Tulintepe) is noticeable.

4. Defense systems constructed of unbaked clay (Mokhrablur, Yanik Tepe,
Shresh Blur, Kultepe II, Tepecik), or, probably, of large stone blocks (Shengavit,
Elar, Tsovak, Dzyanberd, Harich, Lchashen, Shahlama Il and Ill - which, however,
has yet to be proved by stratigraphic data) are also present. The walls made of
unbaked clay sometimes have monumental nature, reaching a thickness of about
3 m (Adablur). In some settlements there are underground passages (Shengavit,
Elar).

5. In the south-western parts of the Highlands palaces appear, located in the
upper central part of the settlement (Arslantepe, Norshuntepe, Tepecik). The
Norshuntepe palatial complex, which was larger in size than, for example, the
Anatolian settlements Ahlatlibel or Karatash (while the fortified territory of a local
prince reached the correspondent area of Troy Il), emerged in the environment of
direct relations with the Syrian-Mesopotamian cities.
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6. Ritual-cultic structures/sanctuaries/temples, characterized by unique
architecture and “ritual spaces” occupying large areas (the rock platform of
Agarak is about 200 ha) are known (Mokhrablur, Shengavit, Jrahovit, Harich,
Kosichoter, Talin, Korucutepe). They are located in or outside the settlement.
Ritual platforms appear also in the system of cemeteries (Talin). The temple in the
central square of Mokhrablur is separated from residential structures. It is a
square building made of tuff stones, with an altar of about 4m on its top, of it
made of one-piece basalt, comparable to the structure of Anatolian Beicesultan.

7. In the Early Bronze Age, a previously unknown type of monumental
architecture - the funerary architecture with tomb structures and complex stone
structures within them (Jrvezh, Tsaghkalanj, Talin, Mayisyan, Berkaber, Trialeti,
Arslantepe) emerged. It is important to note that cemeteries were separated from
the settlements.

8. Some settlements are craft centers: either metallurgical (Karnut, Garni,
Jaghatsategh, Baba-Dervish, Khan Tepe) or pottery-making (Lorut, Velikent).
Settlements specialized in metallurgy (Fioletovo, Margahovit) and exploitation of
mines (Kajaran) are also known. The presence of grain wells, public storages and
cellars indicates the emergence of agricultural centers (Yanik Tepe, Elar, Jrahovit,
Shengavit, Baba Dervish, Arslantepe, Norshuntepe). Irrigation systems/reservoirs
(Mokhrablur, Shengavit, Sghnakhner) are known around a number of central
settlements. The presence of ditches (Norabats) is an evidence of large-scale
public works.

9. Obvious social stratification is observed in the last stage of the existence of
the Kura-Araxes culture (Norshuntepe palace). Until then, the tombs (the royal
tomb of Arslantepe, the tombs of the priests of Kvatskhela and Amiranis Gora)
provide little information on social stratification, at which, however, the seals
could hint (Ozni, Norshuntepe), the houses built in different ways and with
different property in them (Kultepe I, Shengavit), the existence of economic
buildings and wells near the houses (Shengavit, Garni), temple-like structures
(Mokhrablur), the use of labor during the construction of massive walls
(Mokhrablur, Harich), as well as the presence of separate hoards (Yerevan,
Arslantepe, Tulintepe).

10. Active trade and economic relations with neighboring regions are visible.
The Highlands was rich in raw materials, especially in metal. A large export of
metal is obvious to the north - to the southern Russian steppe zone. As for the
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south, the Uruk trading colonies at the end of the 4" millennium BC were
directed to the sources of raw materials in the western and southern regions of
the Highlands. Tepecik was the center of Uruk traders in Tsopk, where
Mesopotamian merchants controlled the export of raw materials. Finally, by
expelling the Uruk people from the Highlands, the society of the Kura-Araxes
culture created a unique trade and economic system in which Tsopk, where the
centers of the Kura-Araxes communities (Pulur/Sakyol) and settlements with
Syrian-Mesopotamian influence (Norshuntepe, Korucutepe) acted as intermediary
spaces for the rest of the Highlands, played a particularly significant role. The
gradual weakening of relations between the centers of Tsopk and the south-west,
and the stimulation of contacts with central-north-eastern regions of the
Highlands can be explained by the activation of trade. Reaching central-western
Iran, the Kura-Araxes communities, in fact, occupied the main part of the
Khorasan road. From the point of view of the development of urban life, the direct
contacts of the Kura-Araxes people with the Syrian-Palestinian cultures, which
were the centers of active urban life in the Early Bronze Age IlI-lll, could be of
significant importance. The Kura-Araxes trade system began to decline in the 25-
24™ centuries BC, along with strengthening of the famous northern Syrian city
Ebla, which took control of important trade routes connecting Asia Minor to
Egypt, one of the main highways of which passed through the western and
southern regions of the Highlands. The invasions of King Naram-Sin of Akkad
(second half of the 23" century BC) into the southern regions of the Highlands
(where he left his inscription near the village of Pir Hussein, not far from
Tigranakert) put an end to the Ebla monopoly and made the Upper Euphrates
copper road accessible to Mesopotamia. The rise of the economic life in the
Tsopk-Armenia Minor area in the second half of the 3™ millennium BC has been
linked by some researchers with the establishment of the Akkadian trade system.

Decline and Revival: the Second Early Urban Period

The end of the 3™ millennium BC was a period of decline of urban life and
settlements in the Near East due to the climate change and ethnic movements.
Although at the beginning of the 2" millennium BC (especially during its second
quarter) the situation stabilized, however, cultural isolation remained typical of
various areas. The Highlands did not stay away from this process. The economic
crisis and the emergence of new ethnic groups completely changed the historical,
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cultural and demographic environment of the Kura-Araxes culture. Many former
urban settlements were replaced by cemeteries. The cultural traditions of the
Middle Bronze Age (ca. 24-16" centuries BC) were formed due to the integration
of indigenous and migrated tribes, that was characterized by a completely
different social and political economy, dominated by cattle breeding. At the same
time, a number of progressive innovations are observed, including the emergence
of city-states, the widespread use of tin bronze, precious metal jewelry, and fast
wheel, as well as the development of horse breeding®.

During transition from the Early to the Middle Bronze Age, the Kurgan
cultures were spread in the Highlands, and then an obvious cultural diversity
could be traced in the region. So, four related cultural groups of painted pottery
were formed in the northern regions: Trialeti-Vanadzor, Sevan-Uzerlik, Karmir-
Berd, Karmir-Vank. A local cultural center emerged in the Tsopk-Armenia Minor
zone, where partial Syrian-Mesopotamian-Anatolian relations could be observed.
Meanwhile, in the regions south of Van, there is a local cultural zone, which is
characterized by connections with northern Syria and Mesopotamia, and partly
with the regions of Van and Mush. The city-states of the Highlands are quite often
mentioned in written Syrian-Mesopotamian sources (in the western zone -
Tsupana, Degishana, Hahhum, in the southern zone - Nihria, Kadmuhi, Shinamu;
the central regions are less mentioned - Shuhna by Erzurum, Apishal by Van, Ulivi
by Mush, Zamua by Urmia).

There were only few settlements within the Highlands during the Middle
Bronze Age, especially in its early stage. However, their number increased
beginning from the mid 19" century BC (Middle Bronze Age Il) and especially
during the 17-16™ centuries BC (Middle Bronze Age lll). Tsopk and Armenia
Minor (Korucutepe, Norshuntepe, Tepecik, Arslantepe), as well as Aghdznik-
Korduk (Uch Tepe, Kenan Tepe, Giricano, Ziyaret Tepe) are represented mainly
by artificial mounds. Cyclopean fortresses are spread in the foothills of the central
and north-eastern sub-zone (Jaghatsategh, Beshtasheni, Harich, Karmir Berd,
Karmir Vank, Garni, Metsamor, Elar, Lori Berd, Shish Blur, Lernakert, Voskevaz,
Kari Dur, Shagat, Uyts, Sotk), while the artificial mounds are present in the
steppe regions (Kultepe | and Il of Nakhichevan, Shor Tepe, Garakyopek Tepesi,

6 For the Middle Bronze Age in Armenia cf. Kushnareva 1997; Uybkwhujwt 2014:
Badalyan, Avetisyan 2007.
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Aygevan, Mukhanattapa, Uzerlik Tepe). This series of settlements continued in
central Armenia as well (Sos Hoyuk, Nuretin, Sariveli (Karin), Hin Norgyugh, Van
Havzasi, Karagunduz, Tilkitepe, Van Kale (Van), Atabindi (Aghri), Chaygeldi, Yilan
Kale (Mush) and Haidar Kale (Khlat). Among them the settlements of Hin
Norgyugh and Yilan Kale are particularly noteworthy, which in their plan have
parallels with Lori Berd, Uzerliktepe, Kultepe Il. Small-scale excavations in the
above-mentioned settlements indicate few traces of habitation in them. In the
rectangular dwellings with stone-based and mud brick walls, evidence of
agriculture appears, however data indicating active urban life in the central-
northeastern zone seem to be lacking. The centers of urban life (mainly in the
second and third phases of the Middle Bronze Age) are especially obvious in the
settlements of the Nakhichevan area, where evidence of Syrian-Anatolian
architecture emerges (Kultepe Il, Chalhan Kale): these sites were in active contact
with Urmia region (Geoy Tepe, Yanik Tepe, Dinka Tepe, Havtavan Tepe, Kordlar
Tepe) or Tsopk (Korucutepe, Imikushaghi). The mentioned settlements are as a
rule small - 2-5 ha. Kultepe Il occupies an area of 10 ha, has double-walled
towers with buttresses and a citadel. There is also a continuous set of dwellings
(Lori Berd). Thus, a question arises: to what extent do the late Middle Bronze Age
settlements correspond to the concept of the city?

1. There must have been a certain hierarchy among the settlements, which,
however, is not comparable to previous or subsequent periods. In this sense, the
Kharberd valley stands out, where Korucutepe becomes the central settlement in
the Middle Bronze Age, around which a number of other settlements are
grouped.

2. There is also evidence of regular construction (Kultepe IlI, Chalhan Kale,
Korucutepe), including the presence of streets (Norshuntepe, Kultepe Il). Artisans’
districts are present in developed settlements (Kultepe Il, Kenan Tepe, Tepecik).
There are data on craftsmen living outside the citadel (Kultepe I1).

3. Citadels were in the central part of the settlements, surrounded by a wall
(Uzerlik Tepe, Kultepe I1). There is a piece of evidence on the existence of external
residential areas outside the walls (Kenan Tepe, Kultepe Il, Shaghat ).

4. The settlements were protected either by cyclopean-like fortresses (Karmir
Berd, Lori Berd, Shahlama | and I, Sotk 2) or by brick walls (Uzelik Tepe,
Korucutepe, Imikushaghi). The settlements of Nakhichevan (Chalhan Kale) had
defense systems similar to toothed walls.
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5. Palatial complexes are not known (cf. nevertheless, the “large building” of
Norshuntepe, or the “building with monumental walls” of Tepecik). However,
cuneiform sources indicate the existence of palaces in the Upper Euphrates and
Upper Tigris regions of the Highlands (Hahhum, Samuha, Tegarama, Nihria).

6. Temple-sanctuaries are known in some settlements (Kultepe 1l). The
temple is mentioned in written sources in Korduk (Kurda). Tombs could also play
the role of a sanctuary. Some elite tombs-kurgans have ritual roads (Trialeti,
Karashamb), as in some ancient Near Eastern states. Ritual areas could consist of
regular arrangement of menhirs (Zorats Karer) and megalithic sites (including
vishaps) which appear in the context of settlements, cemeteries or free areas in
the mountains.

7. The Middle Bronze Age monumental architecture is mainly represented by
“royal” funerary structures. In the first stage of the Middle Bronze Age
(Kurgancultures) there are 25-80 m diameter tombs of timbered construction
(Joghaz, Martkopi, Bedeni). In the next stage (Trialeti-Vanadzor), the huge tombs
(Trialeti, Lori) are evidence of monumental mentality, which could be 11-13 m
high, 140 m in diameter and possess an inner chamber of up to 170 m2. From
burial structures “cities of the dead” (Zorats Karer, Ghirghi, Choratan) were
formed, which are densely filled with tombs arranged along the passages.

8. There is some information on the existence of crafts, particularly
metallurgical (Uzerlik Tepe, Kenan Tepe, Tepecik) and agricultural (Uzerlik Tepe,
Tepecik, Imikushaghi) centers, as well as salt extraction (Duzdagh salt mine
exploited by Kultepe II). Irrigation systems (from mountains to lowlands, like on
Aragats and Geghama mountains), water pipes (Tepecik) are also known.

9. The Middle Bronze Age is a period of marked social inequality, with an
influential elite trying to imitate the Syrian-Mesopotamian and Central Anatolian
ruling circles, with obvious links to the elite of those zones (Trialeti and
Karashamb silver goblets with typical features of ancient Near Eastern
iconography). The human resources (up to 48,000 human-days) spent on the
construction of the elite tombs (“royal tombs”) are not inferior to the resources
spent on the construction of the temples of the early Mesopotamian cities, which
testifies to the enormous power of the leaders.

10. The Middle Bronze Age was also a period of active trade and economic
relations. The beginning of the 2" millennium BC was marked by an organized
trade between northern Mesopotamia (Assyria) and central Anatolia (Kanesh), in
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which also the western and southern regions of the Highlands were participating.
There were two types of trading settlements in that system. 1. karum, which was a
market and was governed by a state or community body located outside the city
itself; and 2. wabartum, which was a temporary residence of these merchants and
governed by karum. Thus, the Mesopotamians introduced the structural elements
of their city beyond Taurus (the Mesopotamian city was divided into three parts -
the fortified city itself, the suburbs outside the wall, the merchant district -
karum). The study of the Cappadocian trade mechanisms is important for us not
only because a number of city-states of western and southern Armenia were or
had karums (Durhumit, Nihria, Hahhum; the latter is compared to Norshuntepe)
and wabartums (Samuha, Tuhpia), but also because the appearance of the
Mesopotamians in Cappadocia and the Highlands greatly contributed to the
development of new urban settlements. According to some authors, the
Cappadocian trade system was the follower of the trade system established by the
Kura-Araxes culture, but it was much more comprehensive. The people of
Mesopotamia could create karums and wabartums also in the central-
northeastern regions of the Highlands. However, the Kanesh texts do not mention
the corresponding place names, which could indicate that these regions were
indirectly involved in this trade. Here, at least, there were meeting places for
merchants which could have distant similarities with karum. The prototype of such
a meeting place was Kultepe Il of Nakhichevan. Excavations have shown that
merchants and artisans lived here outside the citadel, as in Kanesh. A similar
situation is also recorded in Tepecik settlement of Tsopk. This comparison, in
addition to the archaeological data (metal, pottery, iconography) testifying to the
relevant connections, is also confirmed by the early Babylonian cylinder seal
found in Nakhichevan and dated to the first quarter of the 2" millennium BC.
This seal could appear here from other regions of the Highlands, as such objects
have been known in Tsopk (Imikushaghi) and Urmia region (Geoy tepe), which
might have been important junctions in the Cappadocian trade system.

Emergence of Cities: the Urban Period

One of the most significant periods of urban life in the Near East was the Late
Bronze Age (ca. 16-13" centuries BC), which was a period of political and cultural
integration, following the “demographic explosion”. However, these global
processes stopped in the Early Iron Age (ca. 12-9™ centuries BC), when cultural
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systems became more concise. Early Iron Age is often referred to as the “Dark
Age” in the Near Eastern and Aegean archaeology, as it was probably a period of
climate changes, the collapse of various cultural and political systems, new ethnic
movements, the rise of “barbaric cultures” and the militarization of societies.

The Highlands has not escaped these developments. This is especially true in
the western and southern regions, where there is an obvious gap between the
Late Bronze and the Early Iron Ages’. Meanwhile, in the northeast, particularly in
the present-day Armenia, in the Urmia Basin and the areas between Van and
Mush, the rift between the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages is less pronounced.
That is why we are discussing those two periods together. Crisis processes in this
zone are observed only in the transition period between the Late Bronze and Early
Iron Ages (12" century BC), when a sharp demographic decline in population is
observed (cemeteries of Artik, Karashamb, Lchashen), some settlements are
destroyed or abandoned (Tsaghkahovit, Gegharot). However, in the 11" century
BC a large increase in population again occurs (Aygeshat, Talin, Shamiram
cemeteries) and centralization around large urban centers (Metsamor, Lchashen,
Shamiram) is observed.

In the Late Bronze Age sedentary life became dominant again.
Unprecedented economic growth is visible in all areas. The agricultural lifestyle is
being restored in the lowlands, the mass craft production indicates the growth of
a market economy. The chariot is widely used. Large settlements with a large
number of population concentrated around it start to emerge. In the western
(according to written sources, the land of Ishuwa) and southern (the lands of
Alshe, Nihria ) zones, mixed cultures consisting of Hurrian-Hittite and local
elements are present, while in the central-northeastern zone (in the written
sources - the lands of Hayasa, Etiuni) the Lchashen-Metsamor culture is
predominant. Within the mentioned three zones, Hurrian influences predominate
at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, whereas in the mid of the Late Bronze
Age, in the southern, central-northeastern sub-zones the Hurrian (Mitannian) and
partly Babylonian (Kassite) influences are present, while in the western sub-zone,
the Hittite influences are strong.

" For the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age in Armenia cf. Wjtwnpujwitu 2014; as well as
Apewsn 1974; Smith et al. 2009.
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As for the Early Iron Age, during this period processes of cultural integration
are observed in the Highlands. Similar to the Early Bronze Age, now all the three
sub-zones, having demonstrated peculiar elements of development, are in lively
interactions, forming a single cultural world, to be expressed first of all by the
same gray-polished pottery, similar historical and cultural developments, the
signals of which derive from the zone of spreading of Lchashen-Metsamor
culture®. Unprecedented growth of fortress-settlements is noticeable. The society
is essentially militarized, its power is represented by the military elite (especially
expressed in “soldiers' tombs”), which already possess the secret of the iron use.
As a result of these processes, large state formations consisting of various sub-
powers emerged, such as the principalities of Mushkians and Urumeans in the
vicinity of Tsopk, Nairi in the south, and Etiuni in the central-northeastern
regions. It was the further strengthening and development of these large unions
that led to the emergence of the Urartian Kingdom at the end of the Early Iron
Age.

Late Bronze and Early Iron Age settlements in the western and southern
regions of the Highlands are represented mainly by artificial hills and are
concentrated in the vicinity of Kharberd (Korucutepe, Norshuntepe, Pirot) and
Tigranakert (Uch tepe, Giricano) valleys. As for the third zone, there are artificial
hills (Dvin, Guzelova, Pulur, Dilkaya), but the most common type of settlements
are fortress-settlements (often called “cyclopean”), the number of which reaches
several hundred, which find their parallels with similar structures of the Aegean
Worldand of Asia Minor. The range of cyclopean fortresses continues between
Ararat, Mush and Van (Yurekkale, Panzkale, Aliler, Meidantepe). These fortresses
are located as a rule in foothill zones, a few in lowlands (Metsamor, Aghin) and
have a rational urban-defensive nature, due to which they have been preserved
and developed both in the Urartian period and afterwards. They are built of large
boulders, mostly without mortar. According to location features they can be

8 At the transition between the Late Bronze and the Early Iron Ages (mid of the 12th centu-
ry BC) one can discern decrease of population in the territory of modern Armenia. However,
from the 11™ century BC a clear increase is evident. Everywhere this demographic growth is
accompanied by the appearance of urban settlements such as Metsamor, Dvin, Shamiram. It is
possible that the decrease in population mentioned above in certain regions is primarily the
result of a migration (rural exodus) and a concentration in urban centres (Avetisyan, Badalyan
2007, 305).
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classified into three main types: hill (Zolak, Vardadzor), plateau (Ashkala,
Akhtamir) and mountainous promontory (Shish Blur, Ujan). They can have one
(Topkar, Tufashen), two (Sarnaghbyur, Beshtasheni), three or more fortifications,
when the citadel, the terraces and the residential districts (Akhtamir, Lanjaghbyur)
are separated by particular walls. Fortresses usually have rectangular towers and
one or two, in rare cases up to four (Shamkhor) entrances. Many have citadels
(Nagharakhan, Sangar) and most importantly, residential areas outside the walls
(Metsamor, Sarnaghbyur, Shirakavan, Tsaghkahovit, Yoncatepe).

In the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages we can speak of a real urban life.
What are the main features of the urbanism during that period?

1. Each geographical sub-zone is characterized by an obvious hierarchy of
settlements - fortresses with central and satellite settlements and their guard
posts. From the point of view of defense, they are in an advantageous position in
relation to each other, have a functional relation, are connected with the use of
local resources and the exchange relations and form one or more socio-political
commonalities. So, the investigations of the Armenian-American expedition in
Tsaghkahovit valley on the northern slopes of Mount Aragats indicate that from
the beginning of the Late Bronze Age the main settlements (Hnaberd,
Tsaghkahovit, Gegharot and Aragatsi Berd) were synchronously populated, and
around them a system of satellite settlements and cemeteries emerged. Some of
them (Tsaghkahovit, Hnaberd) reach large scales (ca. 5000 tombs in162 groups,
on an area of 30 km?). These settlements had small fortresses (Hnaberd - 1.56
ha, Tsaghkahovit - 0.59 ha, Gegharot - 0.36 ha), but together with the settlement
itself they occupied a larger area (Sahakaberd | — 30 ha, Hnaberd - 33.2 ha,
Tsaghkahovit — 39.6 ha). Among them there were craft and religious centers
(Gegharot)®.

The investigations carried out by the Armenian-Italian expedition in the south-
western part of the Sevan basin are supplemented by written sources. Thus, the
construction of 28 fortified settlements in the region began in the pre-Urartian
period and was already completed during the invasion of the Urartians. These
settlements were concentrated around four units (Arkukini, Lueruni, Kamaniu,
Tulikhu), the central settlements of which were Nagharakhan, Mtnadzor, Tsovak,
Sangar fortresses. Closest to the idea of a city-state was the Kamaniu group with

9 Smith et al. 2009.
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its central settlement Nagharakhan (15.5 ha), which was surrounded by five small
(0.15 ha) fortresses and played the role of a unique “capital”. In the 8" century
BC Urartian written sources in this area mention three types of political units: city-
state (Tulikhu), tribal unions (Arkukini, Lueru, Kamaniu), confederation (Uduri-
Etiuni), which included the above-mentioned tribal unions with their settlements.
Accordingly, two types of settlements are mentioned. 1. URU - town, village,
community (= Urartian patari, but used mainly for Tushpa and settlements built
by the Urartians). At the beginning of the 8" century BC, 120 URU-s were
captured by the Urartians on the south-western shore of Lake Sevan, including
Tulikhu (Kra or later Sangar fortresses) and the city of the god Teisheba (Tsovinar
fortress). 2. E.GAL - palace (economy), fortress, administrative center. In the
Urartian written sources they are mainly fortresses without citadels (Tsovak, Bruti
Berd in Sevan Basin), fortresses with external settlements, palaces in the
settlement or fortress (Tsovinar). It is assumed that the E.GAL-s of Etiuni could be
cities and the URU-s urban areas, which is slightly different in the Sevan Basin. A
unit called E.GAL agununi also appears: fortified areas with additional fortresses,
citadels (Nagharakhan, Sangar):°.

2-4. The central urban settlements have regular construction, divisions of
districts, according to separate functional significance, as well as traces of
monumental architecture.

For example, Lchashen Fortress, with its two citadels, 22 towers, 3.5 m wide
walls, numerous structures, entrances, secret passages, was like a surface
labyrinth. Together with the external settlement, it occupied an area of about 55
ha, spread over 15 hills, rising on 50-100 m above the surrounding area. The
total length of the outer walls of the fortress and settlement was about 5000 m.

The town of Lazaravan occupied an area of about 35-40 ha, 1.5 ha of which
was occupied by the citadel located in the center. It was protected by massive
walls, which were in three rows on the southern side. It had ten rectangular
towers with a front length of up to 17 m. Inside the citadel traces of monumental
architecture are present, straight streets up to 6 m wide, with houses on both
sides. There are special districts and squares connecting the streets.

10 Biscione et al. 2002.
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The citadel of the Motkan fortress, about half a kilometer long, was divided
into eight sections by latitudinal internal walls. It had fortified walls on the slopes
and together with the settlement occupied an area of about 40 ha.

The pre-Urartian settlement of Karmir Blur, located by the Urartian city
Teishebaini occupied about 40-50 ha and consisted of the complexes of
dwellings, cemetery and a cyclopean fortress.

In the Early Iron Age, Metsamor occupied an area of about 200 ha, together
with the citadel fortified by a cyclopean wall and residential districts adjacent to it.
With its public, religious, economic, industrial (metallurgical) complexes and two
cemeteries, it resembled a real city. During the Early Iron Age the massive
fortress of Uyts, together with its surrounding settlement, occupied ca. 200 ha.

5. The mentioned powerful cities would surely have palatial complexes, of
which few are known (Metsamor, Tsovinar, Yoncatepe). The Hittite sources
mention palatial complexes in the western regions of the Highlands (Ishuwa).

6. There are temple-like complex sanctuaries within (Gegharot,Metsamor,
Dvin, Shirakavan) and beyond (Byurakan, vishap stone platforms) the settlements.
Hittite texts mention temples in Hayasa.

7. In the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages monumental funerary architecture
(mainly tombs) is known with materials from different social strata (Lchashen, Lori
Berd, Metsamor, Karagunduz). Although the elite continues to be buried with
luxurious property, the Middle Bronze Age tradition of building large-scale tombs
disappears, which indicates a completely different social and psychological
orientation of the political power. There is an impression that the “individualistic”
Middle Bronze Age society is becoming "state-centered".

8. There were craft, particularly metallurgical (Metsamor, Sotk, Dvin,
Lchashen, Karmir Blur, Haghartsin, Gyumri, Gegharot, Shirakavan, Mtnadzor,
Klor Dar) and agricultural (Dvin, Tsaghkahovit, Karmir Blur) centers. The tombs
of craftsmen (Lchashen, Akhtala, Artik, Kanagegh) indicate the existence of deep
subdivisions in crafts. Metal mines (Alaverdi, Akhtala, Sotk) are actively exploited.
The fact of mass production (especially pottery) is remarkable. In a number of
regions (slopes of Aragats and Geghama Mountains) large-scale irrigation systems
are known, among which artificial lakes and canals, directly related to cyclopean
fortresses, can be observed.

9. Social stratification is obvious. We can talk about the existence of different
social strata (princes, priests, warriors, merchants, craftsmen). In written sources,
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the rulers of Hayasa and Nairi are called “kings”. Moreover, if in the Late Bronze
Age we deal with a theocratic power, in the Early Iron Age the dominance of the
military elite can be observed (tombs of Lchashen, Lori Berd, Metsamor, the
stelae of Hakkari).

10. The Late Bronze Age was a period of active trade and economic
interaction between the Near Eastern civilizations, which is brilliantly expressed in
written sources (e.g., the Amarna archive) and archaeological sources (such as the
tomb of Tutankhamun, the shipwrecks of Uluburun and Gelidonia). Leveling
processes are also observed in the mental perceptions of the Late Bronze Age
people (the discovery of the “monotheism” in Akhenaten Egypt and among the
Hebrews). As a result, a system of relations was formed, to be characterized by
the elite exchange/trade, the state-controlled royal economy, the transformation of
the palace into both the king's residence, and also into the storage-workshop and
center of barter. Gold becomes a trade unit, Akkadian - an international
language, horse and camel are established as means of transportation, (battle)
chariot is used, sea and land roads are activated, the Aegean, Balkan and the
Caucasian regions are actively involved in the Near Eastern cultural relations.
These tendencies are also fully expressed in Armenia, with cultural elements,
which more than ever speak of the existence of Mesopotamian, Syrian, Egyptian
and Mycenaean contacts. Among them, the Mitannian seals (Artik, Lchashen,
Kanagegh, Norshuntepe) found in Armenia, the seal of the Kassite king Kurigalzu
| (end of the 15" century BC) with the Egyptian inscription (Metsamor), the weight-
stone of the Kassite king Ulam Buriash (ca. 16-15™ centuries BC) with cuneiform
inscription (Metsamor), the scaraboid of the Egyptian King Thutmose Il (edge of
the 16-15™ centuries BC) with an Egyptian inscription (Metsamor), the bitumen
medallions with Elamite iconography (Verin Naver) (mid 2™ millennium BC), a
bead with the cuneiform inscription of the Assyrian king Adadnirari | (edge of the
14-13" centuries BC) (Khojali).

As for the Early Iron Age, this period does not stand out for active trade and
economic relations in the Near East. During this time span of cultural isolation,
the connections of the Highlands were mainly directed to central-western Iran
(Gilan, Talish, Mazandaran, Luristan). Moreover, those relations are noticeable in
all spheres of material and spiritual culture (weapons, horse bit, pottery, burial
rites, general patterns of development), which testify to the existence of the
“Western Iranian-Armenian koine”.
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Discussion

One of the most important questions is which version of the formation of the
city and civilization is reflected in the Highlands, and which external or internal
factors were more active during this process?

According to H. Manandyan, the reason for the emergence and development
of the city in Ancient and Medieval Armenia, should be sought in disposition of
settlements on trade routes and in the vicinity to the civilized world". Indeed, the
Highlands, especially the areas of its western and southern regions, was in active
contact with the advanced centers of urban life of the time. The nature of these
relations can be understood in the context of the so-called “center-periphery”
theory, according to which in the Ancient Near East there were mountainous
regions rich in raw materials (Asia Minor, the Highlands, Iran, Pakistan, the
Levant) and river valleys poor in raw materials, however, high in terms of socio-
economic organization (Mesopotamia, Egypt, Indus valley). The criterion for the
normalization of relations between these zones was the exchange, as a result of
which the mountaineers became acquainted with the civilizational values, and the
lowlanders acquired the necessary raw materials. In this sense, ancient Asia
Minor, Armenia and Iran with Syria and Mesopotamia were in almost the same
relationships as Europe with the Mediterranean.

As for the internal factor, recently V. Masson put forward a hypothesis of the
“Caucasian way of civilization”2. According to it, the early Caucasian societies
were characterized by: 1. obvious social differences and unequal distribution of
wealth, 2. the existence of a military elite that was the main accumulator of wealth
and the organizer of the exploitation of human power, 3. settlements with large
areas, but relatively few archaeological data: they did not form artificial mounds
and were hierarchically concentrated around the fortresses, 4. investment of
wealth and human resourses mainly in the construction of burial structures
(kurgans), during which the invested energy is comparable to the energy
expended during the construction of the Mesopotamian temples. These processes
led to the creation of a proto-urban society, which, however, did not develop into
a classical city. It went along the “non-urban path of civilization”. This finds
parallels, for example, in the ancient societies of Balkan Peninsula or Early Iron

1 ManaHngsaH 1985, 7-229.
2 MaccoHn 1997, 124-133.
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Age societies of Central Europe. This view is applicable to the earliest societies of
the North Caucasus (of Maykop culture type), the South Caucasus and the Middle
Bronze Age societies of the Highlands. In fact, the early agricultural societies of
the Highlands, which acted from the Neolithic period until the end of the Early
Bronze Age, were going mainly through the Near Eastern path of the urban life.
There have been artificial mounds and large settlements with their internal
infrastructure, typical of early urban societies since the Early Bronze Age.
Irrigated agriculture played a certain role in the public life of the lowlands since
the Chalcolithic period, especially in the Early Bronze Age. Although those
processes are incomparable in size with the complex Mesopotamian social
relations, the paths are distantly similar. However, by the end of the 3™
millennium BC, this process terminated for various internal and external reasons
(climatic conditions, invasions of steppe tribes) and already in the Middle Bronze
Age the dominance of the “Caucasian way” became visible. During the Late
Bronze-Early Iron Ages, the above-mentioned Near Eastern and Caucasian ways
seem to have an equal impact on the development of urban life. From the
coexistence of these two ways, the version of the development of Urartian and
later Armenian cities was formed.

The ways of internal development of the earliest societies of the Highlands
were substantially different from those of Syria-Mesopotamia. The closest parallel
to the process of city formation in the Highlands is to be found in the
geographically and culturally close Hittite-Hurrian world*3. Both the Hittite and the
Hurrian societies were agricultural in their nature, concentrated in the valleys
(where the developed urban communities were located) or in the mountains
(where the tribe was the dominant organization). The Hurrian society consisted of
related family communities, which had their own land resources and were ruled
by the patriarch. Several kinship and non-kinship communities formed an
organization called a settlement (Akkad. alum). The settlements were grouped
around one or more fortified centers, which can be conventionally called the
“city”, and where the temple was located, together with the houses of the ruler.
Here the council of elders met.

In the Hittite-Hurrian world, the significance of the temple and temple
economy was especially emphasized, together with the worship of the Thunder

13 For details cf. Diakonoff 1984, 24-38.

148



Bobokhyan A.

god, on which the state ideology was based. The temple (resp. the “sacred area”)
here, as in the Highlands, was to be the foundation on which city life could be
built. As we have seen above, the ancient cities primarily served as agricultural
communities, centers of craft and trade and, most importantly, ideological
leadership centers. That is why the existence of a temple center was the most
important impetus for the emergence of an urban settlement. This version is quite
visible in Ancient Asia Minor and Armenia, and finds parallels with the
ethnographic materials of the Caucasian mountain dwellers. In these areas,
starting at least from the Hittite period (perhaps even earlier), the temples were 1.
theocratic communities, 2. public places of worship, 3. royal places of worship**.
The earliest and most common of these was the theocratic community, from which
various political organizations later emerged. During the period of the decline of
the tribal system and the formation of territorial communities in the agricultural
zones, the organizational center and the cult center (i.e. the rural and temple
communities) coincided. Most of the agricultural population was concentrated
around the temples. The temples were not only sacred, but also economic centers
for the local autonomous communities, engaged in production, creating material
goods, and later in issuing coins. And it is no accident that many of them were on
trade routes and were centers of exchange. The lands of the community were
considered the property of the deity (i.e. of the temple), which embodied the idea
of the unity of community. From the temple communities centered around the
sanctuary, these units gradually grew into political organizations. Temples such as
Gobekli Tepe in the Neolithic and Deghirmentepe in the Chalcolithic periods,
Mokhrablur in the Early Bronze Age, Kultepe Il in the Middle Bronze Age,
Gegharot, Metsamor, Dvin in the Late Bronze - Early Iron Ages could be the
centers of public life, around which the city gradually emerged. This tradition
developed more in the Urartian period (Tushpa, Musasir, Kumenu) and continued
also in the post-Urartian period (Astghi Blur, Salkar, Artsvaberd, Khortambots),
and found its expression in the Armenian environment. It is enough to remember
the existence of the temple-cities Ashtishat, Ani-Kamakh (Kumakha of the country
Hayasa), Yeriza and finally the ancient capital of Armavir. In addition, the
construction or relocation of the city in ancient Armenia was necessarily
associated with the idea of relocation of the sanctuary there (Bagaran, Artashat).

% MepuxanaH 1959, 170-181.
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Moreover, as in a number of ancient Near Eastern states, also in the Highlands,
the sanctuaries could be located outside the settlements (Harich, Babadervish,
Amiranis Gora, Byurakan, Salkar, Ashtarak), to which the ritual paths led. Thus,
the Armenian version of the city emergence and development outlines the main
features of the Hurrian and Hittite ways. These cultures entered the stage of
urban life almost simultaneously with the Highlands (at the end of the 3™
millennium BC). However, if the rise in the urban life of the mentioned regions
led to the emergence of a society of a Near Eastern type at the beginning of the
2" millennium BC, then in the Highlands the same happened with the emergence
of the Urartian state.

Finally, referring to the emergence of the Urartian city, it should be noted
that the latter is closer to the model, which developed in the depths of the Hittite-
Hurrian and Late Bronze-Early Iron Age cultures of Armenia than to the Syrian-
Mesopotamian model. Although the Hittite-Hurrian, pre-Urartian and Urartian
fortresses had the same function as the Mesopotamian city (administrative-
religious center with large storage houses, a temple and a palace), however unlike
the latter, a large population was not concentrated in them. In particular, the
Urartian urban environment (asuni) consisted of a central fortress (E.GAL)
surrounded by unprotected urban settlements (URU), irrigation canals, cultivated
fields, and forests. Such an accumulation of population was more similar to pre-
Urartian Armenia rather than to the Syrian-Mesopotamian environment. The lack
of tepes also supports this opinion. Interestingly, the same situation prevails in the
initial zone of formation of the Urartian kingdom, in the Van basin. In this regard,
the Urartian fortresses can be considered the last stage of development of pre-
Urartian fortresses, and the Urartian state — the continuation, development and
the final result of the urban processes in pre-Urartian Armenia, influenced by the
Assyrian administrative system®®. In this sense, the pre-Urartian settlements,
surviving through the Urartian period, formed the basis of the Armenian city.

Let us emphasize again, that the version of the development of the central
settlement in pre-Urartian Armenia finds parallels first of all in the Hittite-Hurrian
world. K. Hovhannisyan is restoring the same path in Hayasa (according to Hittite
sources)'®. Here, it is enough to remember Hattusa, which was located in a foothill

5 For such an approach cf. Biscione et al. 2002, 351-370. For Urartian state infrastruc-
ture cf. Zimansky 1985.
6 Lndhwupujwi 1996, 95:
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zone, and consisted of complexes of monumental architecture with few traces of
population. It is noteworthy that evidence on this type of urban space is preserved
also in Mesopotamian sources in face of kirhu. It was an area fortified by a citadel
on a hill, with a palace and a temple, and beyond it spread the outer settlement,
where the main population gathered. This was the sacred part of the common
area and a kind of “city within a city”. An urban space of this nature was alien to
the people of Mesopotamia. The latter used to call kirhu mainly the Hurrian cities
of northern Syria and Mesopotamia (Chagar Bazar, Nuzi, Arrapha). According to
the exact definition by L. Oppenheim, the people of Mesopotamia used the same
term to describe the cities of Armenia'’, which is fully confirmed by the above-
mentioned archaeological studies.
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<LUNR3L <U3UUSULP LUNULUSPL UbRUYUSMEME

PNPNRU3SUL U.
Wdthnthnid

Pwbiwgh pwnbp' <wjulwu Gnuwofuwph, Jwn hwuwpwynieiniuubn, puw-
Ywywjpbph wunphwuwywpgniejnit, pwnwp, pwnupwypenyentt, wjwunnye,
unpnype:

<hu U dhouwnuwnwu <wjwunwup hwynuh Ep pwdwlwupt wofunyd pw-
nwpwjhu Ywupny: Uwhw)u, dhts wyn, pwnwpubipp <wjwunwunid wugbi| thu
Gpywpwunnle nu pupn dh 6wuwwwph, nph pdwuwmwynpnwdp hhdptip Yupnn &
unbindt] pniu hwjywlwu pwnwph wbuwyp, wnwowgdwu b qupqugdwu
npnwwwwnbwnubpp hwulwuwnt hwdwn:

Cuwghwnwlywu wnbuwuyniuhg pwnwpp uwhdwuynd £ npwbu Yuqdw-
Ybpwywsd nmwnpwdp, nphu punpng Gu 1. puwywywpbph wunhbwuwlwpgnye-
jwu dby YEunpnuwlwu nphpp, 2. Ywuntwynp hwnwlwgdny Junniguwjw-
winwd, 3. dhouwptipn, 4. wwonmwwuwlywu hwdwlwng, 5. ywjww, 6. tnwbwp,
7. puwlwywyphg nnipu guinuynn nwdpwpwuwnwsow, 8. wphbunwgnpdwlwu
U gynununtunbuwlwu Yuwmpnu [hubne gnpdwnnyp, 9. stpunwynpnid, 10. wo-
funyd wnbuwnnip: Uu hdwuwnny, pwnwph htwghunwlwtu nwunwiuwuppnieiniup
wnyjw| hwuwpwyniejwu hwnnpnuyguwywu hwdwywpgh hGwnwgnungeiniut k:

Glubiny wnyw wndjwjubphg’ wnwowpyynid | wywdwuwywunpbl wnwus-
Uwgub] bwuwpwnwph (Unp pwph b wnudh nwpbn, d.e.w. IX - IV hwqg. Ytu),
ywn pwnuwph (Jun b dhoht ppnugh nupbp, d.p.w. IV hwg. Ybu - Il hwg. Ytu)
U pwnuwph (ny ppnugh W un Gpyweh nwpbp, d.e.w. 11 hwg. Ytu - | hwg.
uyhgp) gnjnipjwu thnybipp, npnug uwhdwudwu hphdpnud puywsd £ ytpnhhgjuy
wnwu hwwnlwuhoubph hwwhiwlwunyejwlu npwdwpwiuwlwu wap:

Luunyeniup gnyg £ wwihu, np pwnwph b pwnwpwyppnyejwu duwynp-
dwt hwjwunwujwt wmwppbipwyu hp gnigwhbnubpu £ gunund <pu Uplubph

154



Bobokhyan A.

(nuwht (fjubpw-funinhwlwu ndh) hwuwpwynyeiniuubpnid, npunbn hwnlw-
wbu Yupunpynud Ep nmwbwpwlwu inunbungeiniup bW wdwpnuh wunydwéntpe-
Jwl wwownwdntupp, nph Ypw | hGuynd Ep whnmwwu quinuithwpwiununte-
jntup: Swbwpp («uppwquit mwpwdpp») nununud Ep wyu hhdpp, npp 2nipg wu-
wnhtwuwpwp duwynpynwd Ep pwnwpwihtu Ywupp: Ldwu dhowydwpbpp wnw-
ohtu hbpphu Yuwunwpnud bhu gjniquntunbuwlwu huptwdwn wnwpwdpwihtu
hwdwjuph wphGunwynpw-wnnpwywu YGuwpnup ni, np gwwn Juplnp L,
qunwthwpwlwu wnweunpnh nbtp: buy wwbwpubpu wn  hwdwjupubpp
uppwqw Ysunpnuhg wunmhtwuwpwp Yyepwdynd Ehu inunbuwywu Yeuwinpn-
uh' hnqunp gnpéniubinieniupg quinn gpwnytiny uwbe wpnwnpniepjwdp b yne-
puwlwu pwphpubip untindtny:

rOPOOCKUE JTAH[WASDTbI PEBHEALIE APMEHUM

BEOBOXAH A.

Pesiome

Knroyesbie cnosa. ApmAHcKoe Haropbe, paHHWe obLLecTBa, WepapxuA nocene-

HWi1, ropof, LMBUIKU3ALMA, TPaLULWA, MUHHOBALMA.

Lna ppeBHeil n cpepHeBekoBoli ApmeHun Obina xapakTepHa LOBOJIbHO-
TakW OMUBNEHHaA ropofckas xusHb. OpHako, fo sToro, ropoga ApmeHun
NPOWAN AAUTENbHBIA W CNOMHBIA NyTb, OCMBICNEHUE KOTOPOrO MOMKET
MOCNYXUTb OCHOBOW ANA MOHWMAHWA TUNa KOPEHHOrO apMAHCKOro ropoja,
MPUYMH €ro BOSHUKHOBEHWUA U PasBUTUA.

C TOUKM 3peHUuA apxeonorum, ropof, — 3To OpraHUsoBaHHaA TEPPUTOPUA,
LA KOTOPOWM XapaKTepHbl: 1. LeHTpanbHoe MONOKeHUe B Uepapxum nocene-
HUI; 2. 3acTpoliKa ¢ cUCTEMATUYECKOW NMNaHUpoBKoM; 3. uutasens; 4. dop-
TUpMKaLMOHHAA cucTema; 5. aBopell; 6. Xpam; 7. HEKPOMONb BHE MOCENEHUA;
8. pyHKLMA peMecNeHHNYECKOTO U 3eMIefeNbYeCKOro LeHTpa; 9. cTpaTtudu-
Kauma obuiectsa; 10. akTmBHaA ToprosnAa. B sTom cmbicne apxeonormyeckoe
“3yyeHue ropoja ABAAET coboll uccnefoBaHne KOMMYHUKaLMOHHOW cUCTEMbI

JaHHoro obuiecTsa.
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Ucxopa U3 umeroLMxca LaHHbIX, MOXKHO MPELIOXUTD CefyroLlme 3Tanbl
ncTopumn ropofa: nNpotoropof (Heonut u sHeonuT, IX — cepepmuna IV Tbic. fo
H.3.), paHHWiA ropoj (snoxa paHHell n cpefHel bpoHsbl, cepepnHa IV - cepe-
avHa Il Teic. fo H.3.) U ropog (No3pHAA bpoH3a U paHHee Xeneso, cepeinHa
[l Tbic. — Havano | Tbic. O H.3.), B OCHOBE OMPELENEHNA KOTOPbIX NEMUT No-
FMYECKNI POCT YacTOTbl BbILLEYMOMAHYTbIX LECATU NMPU3HAKOB.

BapuaHT paseutua ropoga u umMsunusauum B ApMeEHUN HaXoLWUT CBOW Na-
pannenn B ropHbix obectsax [lpesHero BocToka (xeTTo-xyppuTcKoro ctuna,
rie ocobeHHO BaMHO 3HAYEHWE XPaMOBOIO XO3ANCTBA W KynbTa rPOMOBEpPM-
L, Ha KOTOPbIX 3VMAETCA rocyfapcTBEHHaA UAE0NOrna).

Xpam («cakpanbHoe NPOCTPaHCTBO») CTAHOBUTCA TEM OCHOBAHUEM, BOK-
pyr kKoToporo nocteneHHo cpopmmpyeTca ropofckas xusHb. [logobHaa cpepa
B MEPBYIO OYepelb Urpana poib PEMECNEHHO-TOPrOBOrO LEHTpa 3eMnenesb-
YECKOI aBTOHOMHOI TEPPUTOPUANBHON OBLLMHBI U, YTO OYEHb BaHO, POJb
nieonormyeckoro nuaepa. Xpambl e ANA JaHHbIX OBLUMH MOCTeneHHo
TpaHcpopMMpPOBaNUCh U3 CaKpalibHOMO LEeHTPa B XO3AWCTBEHHbIN, B KOTOPOM
3aHUMaNNCb, MOMMUMO LYXOBHOI AEATENbHOCTU, TaKkKe MPOU3BOACTBOM U CO3-

AaHNem maTtepunaibHbIX 6nar.
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