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Abstract 
The Ancient Near Eastern powerful states in the mid II millennium BC were not only 
directing and supervising the military-political, trading-economic, and sociocultural 
processes, but were also trying to obtain their dominance and control in the region. 
This was the reason that two conflicting groups gradually polarized in the region, 
where each state, despite its interests concerning the redistribution of spheres of 
influence in the ancient Near East, had to ally a more convenient political formation, 
given the current political situation and its capacities. As a result, the Hittite New 
Kingdom, Arzawa and Wilusa appeared to be in one of the groups, and the New 
Kingdom of Egypt, Kassite Babylonia and Mitanni were in the other one. The inter-
state relations of these powers included both military-political and diplomatic rivalry, 
and a controlled system of well-organized transit trading and cultural relations. At the 
same time, each of the groups sought to urge other small early state organizations 
and tribal unions of the region to get involved in the alliance, contributing to the 
realization of prospective political plans with their capacities of raw materials, 
production of specific items and human resources. This was the situation also with the 
part of the early state organization of the Armenian Highland. Meanwhile, both the 
written sources and the archaeological excavations in general, testify the anti-Hittite 
orientation of the early state organizations of the Armenian Highland and their 
tending towards Egypt-Mitanni-Kassite Babylonia alliance.  
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The Ancient Near East as well as the Mediterranean basin were the arena 
of tumultuous developments in the mid II millennium BC. The periodically 
recurring adverse natural and climatic phenomena (everlasting droughts, 
earthquakes, epidemics, floods, frosts, etc.), the active ethnic movements (the 
expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt, the wanderings of the Sea peoples in the 
Eastern Mediterranean and their establishment in its various parts, the entry 
of the Kassites into Babylon, etc.), the internal contradictions and inter-state 
conflicts of the local powerful states, as well as various other processes, had 
significantly changed the vivid ethno-political pattern of the region1. The new 
states formed in the result of these developments (the New kingdom of Egypt 
and the Hittite empire, Kassite Babylonia, Mitanni) having overcome the long-
lasting crisis, where not only directing and supervising the military-political, 
trading-economic, and socio-cultural processes, but were also trying to obtain 
their dominance and control in the region. 

Apparently, this was the reason that two conflicting groups were gradually 
polarized in the region, where each state, despite its interests concerning the 
redistribution of spheres of influence in the ancient Near East, had to ally a 
more convenient political formation, given the current political situation and 
its capacities. As a result, the new Hittite Kingdom, Arzawa and Wilusa (Ilion-
Troy) appeared to be in one of the groups, and the New Kingdom of Egypt, 
Kassite Babylonia, and Mitanni (Naharina) were in the other2. The inter-state 
relations of these powers included both military-political and diplomatic rivalry 
(mainly to achieve dominance upon the territory of Levant), and a controlled 
system of well-organized transit trading and cultural relations. The latter was 
mainly realized through the maritime city of Ugarit, which since the fall of 
karum Kanish (Kanesհ) trading center (19th-18th cc. BC), especially by the 15th-
13th cc. BC had obtained a monopolistic position over the western transit 
trading route of the Near East3. At the same time, each of the groups sought to 

                                                            

1 Grayson 1975: text № 21; IDV 1983: 420-421; Yakobson 1989: 198-199; Kosyan 1999: 8-16; 
Kuzishchin 2007: 48-64; Nikol‘skaya, Kločkov, Tomaševič, Tkačenko 2008: 178. 
2 Chernykh 1989: 24-25. 
3 Martirosyan 1971: 219; Shifman 1987: 126-142.  
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urge the other small early state organizations and tribal unions of the region 
to get involved into the alliance, contributing to the realization of prospective 
political plans with their capacities of raw materials, production of specific 
items and human resources. This was the situation also with the part of the 
early state organizations of the Armenian Highland (Hayasa-Azzi, Tegarama-
Togarma, Alzi-Alshe, Nairi-Nikh(i)ria, and probably Etiuni)4. Meanwhile, both 
the written sources5 and the archaeological excavations6 in general, testify the 
anti-Hittite orientation of the early state organizations of the Armenian 
Highland and their tending towards Egypt-Mitanni-Kassite Babylonia alliance. 
The data on the Togarma-Hittite, Hittite-Hayasa, Nairi-Assyrian and Mitanni-
Etiuni (Ayrarat) relations were widely discussed in the special literature7. For 

                                                            

4 Indeed, as an early state organization, Etiuni is mentioned for the first time since the late 9th c. 
BC. Therefore, its inclusion in the list of the abovementioned “countries” is problematic at first 
sight. Nevertheless, the pattern of the historical-cultural realities of the 16th/15th - 10th/9th cc. BC 
reconstructed due to the excavations of the Middle Bronze, Late Brozne and Early Iron Age sites 
of the central regions of the Armenian Highland (the territory of Kars, the Ararat Valley, Shirak, 
Gugark, Aragatsotn, Syunik, Goghtn, Masyatsotn) represents generalized processes of the 
uniform development of local societies, gradual rapprochement, development of identical forms 
of government, similar organization of landscape and living space, as well as lifestyle, 
establishment of equal moral standards, formation of similar spiritual and religious perceptions, 
and identical manifestation of material culture. The mentioned situation could be developed in 
the conditions of early state organizations and/or tribal confederations that co-existed side by 
side, faced similar socio-economic challenges, anticipated targeted and prospective common 
development, and possessed with certain levels of governance and control. The name of that 
formation in the mid-2nd mill. BC is yet unknown, but since the late 9th c. BC its territory was 
called Etiuni, according to the Urartian inscriptions. Therefore, taking into account the 
abovementioned, we are inclined to believe that the latter could be the initial stage of the same 
formation, and its origins, apparently goes back to the 17th-16th centuries BC (Khanzadyan 
1982: 37; Piliposyan 2000: 43-44). 
5 Khachatryan 1971: 19-23, 94-96, 130-132, 138-145; Diakonoff 1968: 210-211; Kapantsyan 
1947: 22-60, 236-244; Kosyan 2004: 108-156. 
6 Piliposyan 1998: 42-44; Piliposyan, Hovhannisyan 2003: 72-82; Piliposyan 2007: 41-52; 
Piliposyan 2010: 203-222; Mkrtchyan, Piliposyan 2011: 250-263; Piliposyan, Zakyan, 
Gevorgyan, Poghosyan 2013; Piliposyan 2014: 99-107: Piliposyan 2015: 52-72; Piliposyan 
2018: 114-125:  
7 Kapantsyan 1947: 37; Korostovtsev 1978: 112, 119, 124, 289; Macqueen 1983: 41-42; 
Gurney 1987: 28-33; Avetisyan 1984: 45; Khachatryan 1971: 128-145; IDV II 1988: 144-150; 
Deller, Fadhil, Ahmad 1994, 461-467; Kosyan 1997; Kosyan 1998; Kosyan 1999, Tsakanyan 
2017: 161-172. 
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Mitanni, in particular, the mentioned developments are proved by the 
discoveries of Mitannian cylindrical seals8 from the archaeological complexes 
of the 15th-14th cc. BC (Lchashen, Artik, Aradjadzor, Metsamor, Aruch, Harich, 
Lori Berd, Qanagegh, Gegharot), that had been sent to the leaders of the 
early state organizations of the Armenian Highland by the Mitannian rulers 
and high-ranked officials. As for the Kassite Babylonia, the discovery of royal 
symbols (a frog-shaped weigh made of sardonyx with a cuneiform inscription, 
an inscribed cylindrical seal made of agate) in Metsamor, represented 
personal property of the powerful rulers of the country (Ulam-Buriash, the 
Son of Burna-Buriash I9, and Kurigalzu I), also points at business affairs of the 
latter with the rulers of an early state organization (probably, Etiuni) of the 
Armenian Highland. The consideration of these facts allows to conclude that 
some of the 16th-14th cc. BC early state organizations of the Armenian 
Highland, in the complex military-political conditions formed in the region by 
the mid-2nd mill. BC, were not only involved in the military-political alliance of 
the Egypt-Mitanni-Kassite Babylonia, but had also taken clear anti-Hittite 
measures, which allowed to obtain various goods and raw materials of 
strategic importance (gold, tin, seashells, etc.) from the allies. In this context, 
the relationship between the Armenian Highland and the New Kingdom of 
Egypt was discussed relatively little (see below).  

The matter is that due to the efforts of the first pharaohs of the 18th 
dynasty (1552–1305 BC) the New Kingdom of Egypt had expelled the Hyksos 
from the country and, expanding the borders, had spread its influence also 
over the Palestine and the Northern Mesopotamia10, coming close to the 
Taurus Mountains, the southern reaches of the Armenian Highland. For these 
rulers of Egypt, the position and attitude of the local early state organizations 
                                                            

8 Piliposyan 1998, 42: 
9 IDV I 1983: 420-421; Bertman 2007: 99-100, 124-125; Khanzadian, Sarkisian, Diakonoff 
1992: 75-83.  
10 This is especially true of Thutmose III, who during his reign organized 17 victorious campaigns 
in Palestine and Northern Mesopotamia, conquered and turned into his ally Mitanni, and then 
reached the middle course of the Euphrates River. https://www.ucl.ac.uk/museums-
static/digitalegypt/chronology/thutmosisiii.html; Aldred 2004: 122. 
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would certainly matter. Therefore, it is possible that particular steps would be 
taken to solve those issues at this stage. Judging from the artifacts of the 
Egyptian origin found in different parts of the Armenian Highland, such 
contacts and relations really took place. They were of a practical nature and, 
apparently, formed mutually acceptable approaches to the complex situation 
in the region. So far, in order to identify the issues around which the parties 
could negotiate and come to a common understanding, then, judging by the 
written and archaeological sources, they would most likely include the 
following sub-items: 

Recognition of local early state organizations’ authorities as strategic 
partners and involvement of the latter in anti-Hittite activities; 

The inclusion of some of the early state organizations of the Armenian 
Highland in the general measurement system of Egypt and its allies; 

The establishment of trade, economic and cultural ties that are of utmost 
importance for both sides to that date. 

The first point mentioned is proved by the important archaeological finds 
of the 15th-14th cc. BC that were discovered in the burial complexes of high 
social rank, as well as the excavations of most powerful and organized 
settlements of the Armenian Highland at this period. In this regard, the 
scarab-seals, discovered from the ancient settlement of Metsamor are of 
paramount importance, since they are directly related to the reign of the 
pharaohs of the 18th dynasty of Egypt. 

The first scarab-seal was uncovered in the vicinity of the fourth 
counterfort in the eastern part of the Metsamor citadel rampart. It has a 
hemispherical body and a smooth stamping surface, bearing a personal 
name11 in Egyptian hieroglyphs imbedded in a deep ellipsoid royal cartouche, 
with the hieroglyph of “feather of truth” in the right part (Tab. I, fig. 1) that 
can be found very often on the seals of that period12. The seal was made of 

                                                            

11 Piliposyan, Zakyan, Gevorgyan, Poghosyan 2013: 19; Piliposyan 2015: 56.  
12 Khodjash 1999: 83-86, № 326-328.  
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steatite13 and was covered in turquoise glaze, the traces of which are still 
visible in the deep engravings of the hieroglyphs. Some orientalists have tried 
to read the name of the ruler of Egypt Tuthmose III (1479-1425 BC). In fact, 
the throne name of Tuthmose III “Menkheperre” was inscribed in Egyptian 
hieroglyphic texts, as well as the scarab-seals and pendants with a circular Sun 
symbol or an ovoid symbol, a Senet board symbol (here sand hills with 
pointed summits) and the sacred scarab hieroglyphs (Tab. I, fig. 2–13)14. The 
Metsamor scarab-seal contains these hieroglyphs on the sealing side and 
apparently should be read as the “Menkheperre”, the throne name of 
Tuthmose III. The Metsamor scarab-seal repeats the stylistics of the scarabs 
with the names of the 18th dynasty pharaohs of Egypt and should most 
probably be related to the 15th c. BC, to the period of the reign of Tuthmose III 
or later.  

The second scarab-seal (Tab. I, fig. 14) was found during the excavations 
of the burial no. 17. It was made of fine kaolin clay, fired and covered with 
greenish-turquoise glaze, which is preserved on the surface in residual form. 
It has a hemispherical body and a flat, ovoid sealing surface. The latter bears a 
cartouche encircling a falcon on the pedestal (the symbol of Horus), with a 
scepter or a flail on his back and in the lower part a crescent or a boat15. 
Interestingly, the images of a whip and a boat are more frequent in the titles 
of the 18th dynasty pharaohs16 (Tab. I, fig. 15-23). In the meantime, the 
hieroglyphic symbol of a falcon perched above a pedestal is deciphered as 
“Golden Horus name” and is considered as one of the five most important 
titles of the pharaoh. In particular, Tuthmose III, while talking of this title tells: 
“He (i.e., Amun) created me as a “bjk n nbw” - a Golden Falcon”17. The 
mentioned aspects directly point at the fact that both the scepter “Uas-

                                                            

13 In our earlier publications we had mentioned that the seal was made of the finely seaved clay, 
but later investigations by geologists have proven its being made of steatite. 
14 Khodjash 1976: 85-113, tab. I-IV; Piliposyan, Hovhannisyan 2003: 75-76, tab. 4. 
15 Bonewitz 2003: 160, 168; Boonstra 2019: 154-156.  
16 Khodjash 1976: tab. I-IV; Khodjash 1999: 87, № 358. 
17 Helck, Otto 1999: 153; Allen 2000: 64-66. 
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scepter” and the flail “nekhakha” symbolized supreme power in Egypt.18 So 
far, we can assume that the scarab-seal uncovered from the burial no. 17 
should also be related to the 18th dynasty of Egypt. The archaeological 
materials uncovered in this burial also refer to the same period (14th-13th cc. 
BC)19. It is possible that an Egyptian official handed the scarab to the person 
buried in the burial no. 17 of Metsamor on special purpose (recognition of 
power, advanced trade and economic ties, military support, etc.), expecting 
cooperation and fulfillment of certain allied obligations. 

This cooperation continued also until the end of the New Kingdom of 
Egypt, during the reign of the pharaohs of the 20th dynasty. This is testified by 
the finds of scarab pendants uncovered from burials nos. 1, 18, 34 and 106 
(12th-11th cc. BC) of the Horom cemetery (Tab. II, fig. 1). They were made of 
bitumen and covered with thin gold foil on the upper part20. Close to the seal 
base, which was not gold-plated, two lateral reach-through holes were made 
for incorporating the pendant into a necklace, as made on the 15th-12th cc. BC 
Egyptian samples (Tab. II, fig. 2-8)21.  

The golden foil fragments uncovered in the burial no. 1 allow us to 
assume that they belong to at least three similar scarab-pendants. The biggest 
foil fragment allows to reconstruct the whole decoration of the gold-plating. 
Two deep vertical lines split the surface into three equal parts, each covered 
with fine deep and dense oblique lines. The preserved edge of the foil 
fragment is decorated with a belt of oblique lines enclosed in two parallel 
grooves. The paleoanthropological materials of the burial testify its belonging 
to a man of 40-45 years old22. 

                                                            

18 Badge 2000: 227-231; Lurker 1998: 134-137.  
19 They are still kept at the storage of the Historical-archaeological museum-reserve of 
“Metsamor” and are not yet published. 
20 Piliposyan, Badalyan 2007: 130-133, Tabl. LXXIII-2. 
21 Hassaan 2017: 21, fig 5; Tour Egypt 2017 http://www.touregypt.net/featurestories/picture 
05182004.htm, https://glencairnmuseum.org/newsletter/2020/3/6/sacred-adornment-jewelry-
as-belief-in-ancient-egypt  
22 The studies of sex and age definitions of the anthropological materials were realized by the 
anthropologist, Associate Professor Ruzan Mkrtchyan, Ph.D. 
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The excavations of the burial no. 18 revealed three scarab-pendants made 
of bitumen, although the foil-covers where not found. There was a skeleton of 
a 40-50 years old male. 

The discovery of gilding foil fragments from the burial no. 34 allows us to 
assume that two (or more) scarab-pendants should be buried here. Fine 
engravings on the preserved surfaces mainly repeat the ornaments of similar 
materials from the Horom burial no. 1. They belonged to a man of mature 
age.  

At least five scarab-pendants were buried in the tomb no. 106, judging by 
the fragments of gilding foil. Their decorations represent different motives. 
Two dotted lines divided the whole surface into three horizontal sections, the 
first of which was the head of the scarab, the second one was the body 
(pronotum) and the third one was the lower body part (elytron). The head was 
decorated with the dotted crosshatching, the middle part-pronotum is covered 
with deeply engraved hatching net and the elytron part is decorated with a 
vertical dotted line, separating the surface into two dotted triangles, which 
looks like the lower part of the beetle’s wings. Remains of a 45–55-year-old 
female were uncovered in the burial23.  

Only four relatively rich burials out of 160 excavated ones at Horom 
cemetery yielded similar objects. This fact allows us to assume that scarab-
pendants were not accessible to everyone at this period; these objects 
belonged to the elderly representatives of the local Early Iron Age society elite, 
as symbols of power and position, and most probably apart from the high 
status and occupation they signified also the connection of their owners to the 
high-ranked officials or even the palace of the New Kingdom of Egypt. 

These ties and relations are indirectly confirmed by another reality as 
well. This was the inclusion of some of the early state organizations of the 
Armenian Highland in the general measurement system of Egypt and its allies, 
which meant the regulation of general trading activities, the assortment to be 
sold, transit routes, customs duties and other issues. The most important fact 

                                                            

23 Mkrtchyan 2001: 110. 
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in support of this proposal is the frog-shaped weigh found in the Metsamor 
burial no. 8. It is made of sardonyx and bears a Middle Assyrian cuneiform 
inscription of Ulam-Buriash, the Son of Burna-Buriash I, the king of Kassite 
Babylonia24. In particular, it directly indicates on the inclusion of the Ararat 
Plain (Etiuni) rulers in the measurement system of Egypt-Mitanni, Kassite 
Babylonia alliance25. Since this period, the number of golden objects abruptly 
increases in the high social rank burial complexes of the Late Bronze Age local 
settled societies. It is possible that in return to the engagement in anti-Hittite 
activities, some early state organizations of the Armenian Highland, like other 
Near Eastern powers of an anti-Hittite orientation, had obtained the right to 
the shares of gold from the Egyptian Behen (Coptos) and Nubian (Kush and 
Wawat) mines and thereby had made their allied obligations firmer and more 
practical26. 

Another notable evidence of the establishment of trade, economic and 
cultural relations between the New Kingdom of Egypt and the early state 
organization of the Ararat Valley (Etiuni) consists of luxury items made of 
cornelian and agate, which were uncovered in the Metsamor Late Bronze Age 
burials (already partially robbed in antiquity) (Tab. III, fig. 1, 3, 4). Their 
direct parallels which were found in Egypt (Tab. III, fig. 5-8, 11-15), in the 
opinion of the investigators consisted of beads in the form of symbolic 
puppies, which were braided in the necklaces, dedicated to the elite and were 
worn over their clothes. Most probably, in addition to the aesthetic 
appearance, the latters were also attributed symbolic meaning and 
significance. 

In the Near East, the Mediterranean Basin, and North Africa, the seeds of 
this plant, and especially the capsules, were widely distributed and were in 

                                                            

24 Khanzadyan, Sarkisyan, Diakonoff 1983: 118. 
25 Piliposyan 2014: 100-107. 
26 Piotrovskiy 1983: 14, 17-20; Montet 1989: 139-141, 147-151. 
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large demand. They were not only used in the food, applied as a painkiller 
remedy, but also were source of psychotropic drugs27. 

The pomace, tincture, and the gum, as well as the psychotropic effects of 
the latter on humans were known in the region since very remote times28. The 
earliest records on this matter are known from the Sumerian and Assyrian 
texts29. Later mentions come from the Classical historians (Hesiod, Homer, 
Theophrastus, Diodorus Siculus, Hippocrates, Aristotle, Diagoras, Pliny the 
Elder etc.) as well as the ancient legends of the region (in particular, the 
legend of the Argonauts)30. It is possible that already in the Middle and Late 
Bronze Ages the local priests were using it during some rituals to reach 
hallucination or state of ecstasy and in clairvoyance practices. It justifies the 
use of poppy capsules as symbolic objects, their duplication and imitation in 
various materials (gold, agate, cornelian, Lapis Lazuli, glazed clay, glass etc.) 
and wearing as specific ritual amulets. 

Orientalists consider the Asia Minor, Armenian Highland, Greece, Iranian 
plateau and rarely North-Eastern Africa (Egypt) as possible areas of 
preliminary cultivation of poppies31. In regard to North-Eastern Africa, an 
opinion prevails concerning the occasional use of poppies in the early period 
(the 3rd mill. BC), and its spread which began since the 2nd mill. BC and was 
mostly related to the activities of the representatives of the 18th dynasty32. The 
sedative and analgesic means, as well as psychotropic drugs made of this plant 

                                                            

27 Goltsman 2000: 6, 327-328; Tomashevska 2019: 43-44 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337547952 
28 Merelin 2003: 295-323. 
29 Thompson 1924: 46, 251, 261, 269; Terry, Pellens 1928: 54; Anslinger, Tompkins 1953: 1; 
Kramer 1954: 76-84.  
30 Kritikos, Papadaki 1967: 17-38; Grinkevich, Sorokina 1988: 9-12. 
31 Tschirch 1923: 647; Gabra 1956: 41-42, fig. 1-4; Merrillees 1962: 287- 292; Niggorski 
1999: 537-542; Arnott 1999: 268-271; Manniche 1999: 26-34; Julyan, Dircksen 2011: 75-90. 
32 In any case, the detailed medical examination of the mummy of the Chief palace builder Hay 
of the son and successor of Thutmose III - Amenhotep II (1428-1397 BC) did not reveal any trace 
of a psychotropic drug (in particular, opium) which indicates on its low distribution and 
moreover its application in the 15th c. BC (Muzzio 1925: 249-253; Bisset, Bruhn, Curto, 
Holmstedt, Nyman, Zenk 1994: 99-114; Bisset, Bruhn, Curto, Holmstedt, Nyman, Zenk 
1996: 200). 
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started to spread in Egypt since this period. There is also an opinion that the 
initial samples of this plant and/or the products made of it were imported 
from Cyprus, Asia Minor or adjacent territories33. Due to the high demand 
and multiple uses of poppies in the 15th-14th cc. BC, this plant and its 
derivatives were spread in Egypt so quickly, that they were at some point 
involved in the sphere of ritual-religious processes34. This can explain the 
depiction of flowers and capsules of the poppies on the walls of a number of 
palaces and temple complexes of this period, as well as on the wall paintings 
of the tombs of the pharaohs, the members of their families and high-ranking 
nobles35. Most probably, the same should be said for the poppy-capsule-
shaped beads of agate, cornelian, glass, glaze-covered clay and other 
materials, which appear in the mentioned tombs of the Egyptian elite since the 
15th c. BC36. Moreover, the special clay molds (Tab. III, fig. 9, 10) uncovered 
in Tel Amarna testify that the mass production of these glass and glaze-
covered clay beads had begun37. Interestingly, this type of adornments is not 
found in the contemporaneous archaeological complexes of Cyprus, Palestine, 
Asia Minor, the Mediterranean and Persia, which points at purely Egyptian 
origin of these artifacts.  

In contrast to these regions, the earlier representations of this plant in 
the Armenian Highland are observed in the late phase of the Middle Bronze 
Age Trialeti-Vanadzor culture (20th-18th cc). They were uncovered in the Lori 
Berd burials no. 61, 77 and 94 and represent golden hollow objects 
(pinheads) in the form of poppy capsule and were adjusted to silver pins (Tab. 

                                                            

33 Podosyonov 2020: 22 may, https://knife.media/ancient-opiates/  
34 Hepper 1990: 14; Wilkinson 1998: 53; Wilson 2015: 54-57 
info@ancientegyptmagazine.co.uk 
35 Saleh, Sourouzian 2007: ill. 79; Rosso 2010: 84-86. 
https://www.atthemummiesball.com/poppies-ancient-egypt/  
36 https://www.pinterest.com/pin/323977766948025576/; 
https://www.pinterest.es/pin/225186854 4141485/; 
https://www.pinterest.es/pin/258957047295045040/; https://www.reddit.com/r 
/ArtefactPorn/comments/ab786l/golden_earrings_and_necklace_from_tomb_kv56/;  
37 http://www.ancientresource.com/lots/egyptian/amarna_egypt.htmlAmarna  
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III, fig. 2)38. Whether they had only aesthetical significance or were related to 
other perceptions connected with the poppy-plant, is not clear. However, it is 
characteristic that the discussed objects were used to pin the cloths or hair, 
and seem to coincide with the hair decorations of the Poppy Goddess 
uncovered not far from the Knossos Palace and preserved at the Heraklion 
Archaeological Museum (Tab. IV, fig. 12)39. Concerning the beads in poppy-
capsule shape, they were spread in the Ararat Valley in the 15th-13th cc. BC and 
are known up to now only from the Metsamor burial complexes no. 5, 8, 18, 
19 and 20. Judging from the form, materials of which they were made 
(cornelian, agate), technology, and the period, they were quite similar to the 
Egyptian samples, and therefore, should be either imported, or imitated here, 
at least, part of them. In any case, the existence of these objects only in Egypt 
and in the Ararat Valley, the center of the Armenian Highland, allows to 
assume direct relations between these two political units and hint that apart 
from the military cooperation they consisted also of trading, social, elite and 
other spheres. In this regard, it is not excluded that the appearance of poppy-
shaped pendants and necklaces in the center of the Armenian Highland is due 
not only to the willingness of showing high social status through artifacts and 
dressing up like the powerful ally, but it might be an indication of relation to 
another important field of activity, to special ritual ceremonies. It should be 
mentioned that since the mid-II mill. BC the number of kernos-shaped vessels 
increases significantly in the burials of the rich Late Bronze Age burials of the 
local elite (Lchashen, Lori Berd, Metsamor, Dilijan, Haghartsin, Ijevan, 

                                                            

38 Devejyan 2006: 25, 47-50, 91, Tabl. III-1, 3, 4, Tabl. IV-6: It should be mentioned, that a 
similar pin (the only difference is that the pin is made of gold) was accidentally discovered in the 
central part of the Asia Minor and, according to the publishers, dates back to the time of the 
New Hittite Kingdom. 
 https://www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/327403  
39 Kritikos, Papadaki 1967: 23; Burkert 1987: 23, 30; Sakellarakis 1987: 91  
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674362819; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 
Poppy_goddess; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poppy_goddess; http://albertis-window.com 
/2013/10/minoans-the-poppy-goddess-and-opium/ 
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Tsaghkalanj, Hrazdan, Verin Naver, Qarashamb etc.) (Tab. IV, fig. 8-10)40. 
These vessels in the ancient Near East and Mediterranean basin were directly 
related to the cults of the goddesses Demeter and Persephone41. The vegetal 
symbols of the latter were poppies and the mature capsules. Judging by the 
engraved and/or incised images42 on the Near Eastern Middle and Late Bronze 
Age seals (Ur, Uruk, Akkade, Kish, Tell Asmar, Abu Salabikh, Babylon, 
Chogha Mish etc.) and clay tablets (Sfiré, Tell Hadidi, Mari, Tell-ed-Dհibaՙi, 
Haradum) (Tab. IV, fig. 1-3, 11-13), the kernos-type vessels and especially 
their contents were used during special rituals. In the meantime, the 
participants of the ceremony (tribal leaders, rulers, military leaders, priests, 
priestesses, etc.) drank or smoked the tincture filled in this vessel (as well as 
the smoke from the plant mass - pomace and/or hemp), through thin pipes 
(apparently, reed rods) and falling in hallucinations performed divination. It is 
possible also that the poppy-decorated necklaces and pendants uncovered 
both in the Egyptian and Armenian Late Bronze Age burial chambers 
belonged to these people. 

Another interesting aspect linking the early state organizations of the 
Armenian Highland with the New Kingdom of Egypt is connected to some 
mutually imported peculiarities of the burial rituals of the mid-II mill. BC. 

The matter is that in the burial complexes of the Armenian Highland 
(Nerkin Getashen, Lchashen, Hacarat, Tolors, Artik, Lori Berd, Metsamor, 
Shirakavan, Kuchak, Verin Naver, Nor Oshakan Garajamirli, Kyudurlu etc.) of 
the final phase of the Middle Bronze Age (18th-16th cc. BC) and the Late Bronze 

                                                            

40 Khanzadyan, Mkrtchyan, Parsamyan 1973: 129; Devejyan 1981: 38-39, Tabl. XI-1, 2; 
Kushnaryova 1977: 66, image. 79, Tabl. XV-2; Biyagov 1980: 81, Tabl. II-1; Ghafadaryan 
1982: 118, Tabl. XII-2; Piliposyan 1982: 13-15; Piliposyan, Gevorgyan, Abgaryan, Zakyan 
2015: 42, Tabl. XXIII-2; Kalantaryan, Piliposyan 1996: 78-79; Zakyan, Mamikonyan, 
Simonyan 2020: 45.  
41 Zhyulen 1961: 123; Barreca 1974: 121; Krasnovskaya 1986: 51; Vinogradova, Kapterev, 
Starodub 1997: 215-216. 
42 Heinrich 1931: tab. 62, 63, 69; Woolley 1934: pl. 194/22, 23; Frankfort 1955: fig. 375; 
Parrot 1958-1959: 72-75, tab. XXVIII-XXX; Al-Gailani 1965: 36-37, tab. 5/54; Brandes 1979: 
pl. 30; Buchanan 1981: 124-127, ill. 332-337; Collon 1987, 146, 149, 152, p. Ill. 627, 640, 
660, 668; Kepinski-Lecomte 1992: 367, 414, fig. 149/1-2: Beyer 1996: 21-26, fig. 1-6.  
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Age (16/15th - 13/12th cc. BC) among other artifacts were found perfect bronze 
objects43 which the archaeologists conventionally call “standards”. The latter, 
as objects signifying especially high rank, position and occupation, according 
to the ritual, together with the other funeral materials, were placed in the 
burial chamber. These are mostly highly artistic massive objects, of up to 40 
cm height and consist of an anchor-shaped base, tower-shaped trunk, and a 
zoomorphic or anthropomorphic upper part (Tab. V, fig. 1-5). They could 
represent the tripartite structure of the world for the local societies of the II 
mill. BC. The lower, basic part would then represent the netherworld 
(Chthonos), the tower-shaped core would signify the human world (Chaos), 
and the upper part - the heaven (Cosmos). In this respect, it can be noticed 
that the lower part looks like a symbolic boat. The samples with figures of 
various animals on the upfolding ends of the base spread since the transition 
period from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age (16th-15th cc. BC) and are 
known from Lchashen, Lori Berd, Artik, Metsamor, Kuchak and other 
contemporaneous sites44. Some samples uncovered in the Lchashen royal 
burials allow us to discuss their certain role and significance. On the samples 
found from the burials no 1 and 9, where the composition consists of a pair of 
horses, a battle chariot, warrior-hunters and a symbolic scene of hunting, 
there are miniature models of such standards with the mentioned boat-shaped 
bases (Tab. V, fig 1, 5)45. Such images can be seen on the preserved 
engraved scenes of the clay andiron excavated in the Late Bronze-Early Iron 
Age layer of Dvin (Tab. V, fig. 6)46. It should be mentioned as well that the 
significant part of these “standards” was uncovered from intact burial 

                                                            

43 Lalayan 1931: 197-199, p. 197; Mnatsakanyan 1957: 146-153; Martirosyan 1964: 110-111, 
Tabl. X, p. 3, 4; Esayan, Mnatsakanyan 1975: 253-261; Khachatryan 1975: 217-218, p. 129; 
Arešyan, Simonyan, Sargsyan, Kocharyan, Ohanyan 1979: 216-220; Esayan 1980: 23-29, 
tab. 27-33, 37-40; Devejyan 1981: 27-32, p. 6, 8; Khanzadian 1995: 51-55, pl. 15; 
Shanshashvili, Narimanishvili, Narimanishvili 2016: 136-139, tab. LXIX-LXXIII.  
44 Petrossian, Sandrot 1996: 89, ill. 48. 
45 Mnatsakanyan 1957: 8; Mnatsakanian 1960: 4-6; Esayan 1966: 139; Esayan, 
Mnatsakanyan 1975: 260.  
46 Kushnaryova 1977: 12.  
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chambers placed in situ in the frontal part of the wooden four-wheeled carts 
or double-wheeled battle chariots, which directly relates them to the royal 
transportation means47. The figurines of water birds and frogs that can 
sometimes be found on the up-folding ends of the bases indirectly suggest the 
idea of these lower parts to be symbolic boats. 

In this regard, it is interesting to find out why the standards with boat-
shaped bases appear in the royal burials of the Armenian Highland since the 
mid-II mill. BC. The idea of a boat and/or its model as a symbolic 
transportation measure to the underworld was not typical for the funeral 
rituals and perceptions before, and, therefore, it should be an imported 
phenomenon. When discussing the issue in this light, the ties and relations 
between the New Kingdom of Egypt and the early state organizations of the 
Armenian Highland since the mid-II mill. BC once again becomes important. 
As a result of these relations, some rulers of the early state organizations of 
the Armenian Highland, together with the adoption of a group of elite symbols 
(scarab-seals, new measurement system, high social ranking by the poppy-
adornments, group sacrifices of accompanying personnel etc.), adopted also 
the idea of the boat as a transportation means to the underworld and placed 
its material representation in the form of the base of standards and placed 
them in the tomb48. From this point of view, by the compositional details and 
some peculiarities of spiritual perceptions, the mentioned boats are rather 
similar to the ones depicted on the wall paintings and bas-reliefs of the Middle 
and mostly of the New Kingdoms of Egypt (Tab. V, fig. 7-10). The boats 
floating to the netherworld depicted there, are very alike to the boat-shaped 
base of the Armenian Late Bronze Age standards, the canopy with the 
pharaoh or with its mummy on the bier in the center are parallel to the 
                                                            

47 Brilyova 2011: 62. 
48 Of course, the idea of going to the netherworld by boat is fixed already in the III mill. BC 
mythological texts of Mesopotamia, the engravings of some seals, and especially in the epic 
dedicated to Gilgamesh, but the absence of such representations in the Early Bronze Age 
societies of the Armenian Highland (according to archaeological materials) allows to link this 
phenomenon especially to the Egyptian and Mediterranean realities of the Late Bronze Age. On 
this matter see https://www.ancient.eu/article/221/the-mesopotamian-pantheon/. 
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quadrilateral tower-shaped trunk49, and the Ba bird50 depicted over the 
canopy (the deity accompanying souls to the netherworld) to the water birds51 
in the upper part of the Armenian standards. Therefore, it is also possible that 
in the Middle and New Kingdoms of Egypt and on the territory of the Fertile 
Crescent (including the Armenian Highland), as a result of cultural relations 
formed between the ruling elites, the Egyptian funeral ritual endorsed the 
ceremony of interment on a four-wheeled cart, which until then does not 
seem to be found in elite funerals. The acceptable example of the above-
mentioned phenomena can be the kind of a golden funerary barge model 
belonging to the 17th dynasty pharaoh Kamos (alternate spelling Kamesu, 
1554-1549 BC) and uncovered in the sarcophagus of his wife Ahhotep, which 
is furnished elaborately with four wheels of the Near Eastern funeral cart 
(Tab. V, fig. 11).  

The provided materials allow us to assume that some early state 
organizations of the Armenian Highland in the 15th-13th cc. BC (especially in 
the regions of Shirak, Lori and Ararat Valley) had established connections with 
the rulers of the New Kingdom of Egypt. Taking into consideration the fact 
that the territory laying between the North-Syrian steppes in the zone of the 
Egyptian influence and the central (Ararat Valley) and north (Shirak) parts of 
the Armenian Highland was vast, and the relations from North Syria to the 
Armenian Highland could be realized in general through the only available 
passage: the Pass of Mardin, it can be possible that some early state or tribal 
organizations (including Alzi, Nairi, Ishuwa, Arme-Shub/pria etc.) of the 15th-
13th cc. BC of this zone also participated in these processes52. It should be 

                                                            

49 Snisarenko, https://history.wikireading.ru/176338 ; http://redstory.ru/world/legendy/03.html; 
It should also be noted that this cultural influence applies not only to the Armenian Highland. An 
exactly similar structure is typical for the bronze boat models of Mediterranean (mainly Nuraghi) 
origin dated back to the mid-II mill. BC (Tab. V, fig. 12-14). 
50 Zabkar 1968: 73-89. 
51 Avdiev 1948: http://flibusta.site/b/516280/read; Vandersleyen 1971: 138; Höber-Kamel 
2003: 23; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kamose .  
52 Of course, it is not excluded that the above-mentioned early state and tribal organizations 
would have played a decisive role in this case, but the scarcity of written sources, as well as the 
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mentioned as well that these relations did not determine solely a unilateral 
vector from Egypt and its allies to the Armenian Highland. Undoubtedly, there 
was also a path in the opposite direction, and the early state organizations also 
exported the required assortment to the international market.  

Unfortunately, the scarcity of written sources does not yet allow to speak 
in detail about the size, role and significance of the participation of the 
inhabitants of the Armenian Highland in these processes. However, there is 
some data, and their study clearly indicates that in the conditions of military-
political, socio-economic, ethno-cultural complex and contradictory processes 
started since the mid-II mill. BC some of the early state organizations of the 
Armenian Highland managed to simultaneously realize transactions even with 
the warring parties. In particular, this aspect is evident from the letter of the 
Old Hittite king Hattusilis I addressed to Tunia (Tuni-Teshub), the leader of the 
Hurrian political organization. The latter orders to organize transportation of 
certain amount of iron (!) from the city of Nihria to the land of the Hittites53. 
Even more eloquent is the data from the cuneiform tablets found at the 
excavations of the ancient settlement of Tell al-Rimah in Mesopotamia. They 
directly tell that in contrast to Kanesh (in Asia Minor), the Nihria (Nehria, 
Neheria) karum of the Armenian Highland not only did not cease to exist in 
the first half of the II mill. BC, but instead, had become an important transit 
trading center. It should be mentioned that in these texts the karum is 
mentioned both as Nih/hria (Ni-ih-ri-a) and as Nairi (Na-i-ri), allowing to 
presume the identity of these geographical names at the mentioned period54. 
One of the inscriptions (IM-57821) of Tukulti-Ninurta I prove the mentioned 
aspect, where the discussed toponym appears as “KUR.KUR. Né-hé-e-ri” 
(Countries of Neheri) in the 12th line, while in the line 28 it is mentioned as 
“KUR.KUR. Na-i-ri” (Countries of Nairi)55. According to the data of the Tell al-

                                                                                                                                                       

poorly studied local archaeological sites of the Late Bronze Age period, so far forces us to 
refrain from comments of this nature. 
53 Salvini 1996: 107; Avetisyan 2002: 18-19. 
54 Wiseman 1968: 179, 183, 187, TR-3005, TR-3019. 
55 Deller, Fadhil, Ahmad 1994: 459-465. 
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Rimah cuneiform inscription, Nihria-Nairi was exporting large amount of tin to 
North Syria, Northern and Central Mesopotamia. In particular, one of the 
texts reports on a transaction for 50 minas of tin signed by the merchant 
Upal-Marduk56. It is also possible that other tablets concerning the trade of 
tin, which do not mention the country, may be related to Nairi57. Alongside 
with this, metal-ware called “nihriyatum” was exported, as well as cereals 
(both weat and barley), boar fat in special containers and wool of “hudadu” 
type, which supposedly was processed in special pits58. The same tablets testify 
about another “country” in the south of the Armenian Highland, the land of 
“Kadmukhi”, which exported high quality barley to Mesopotamia. One of Tell 
al-Rimah tablets (TR-3007) recounts on such a transaction, mentioning also 
Kubi-Eresh, the son of a certain Shubria, the representative of Kadmukhi59. 
Like a number of large and successful powers of the ancient Near East, the 
early state organizations of the Armenian Highland, apart from the raw 
materials and finished goods, sent also people of different professions and 
labor to the neighboring countries. In particular, Hayasa-Azzi was sending 
chariot makers and charioteers to the Kingdom of Hattusa, Kummaha was 
sents soldiers for the security service in the Hittite capital, and Nairi was 
sending skilled builders from the countries of Kadmuhi and Shubria to 
Mesopotamia60. An interesting evidence is preserved in one of the Middle 
Assyrian cuneiform tablets. According to the latter, out of 993 foreigners that 
had taken part in the construction of the city of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta, 720 were 
Shubrians, 174 Kadmuhians and 99 Nairians61. In the meantime, as each 
Shubrian had got 6 minas of wool, the majority of Kadmuhians and Nairians 

                                                            

56 Wiseman 1968: TR-3019. 
57 Wiseman 1968: TR-3002, 3006, 3011, 3012, 3021, 3030. Saggs 1968: TR-2015, 2030, 
2057, 2058, 2081. 
58 Kupper 1982: 17; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1989: 23; Wiseman 1968, 179: CAD.H 1956-1968: 
222. 
59 Wiseman 1968: 180. 
60 Saporetti 1970: 224, 283; HŽP 1971: 199; Freydank 1976: 86-88; Güterbock, van den 
Hout 1991; Kosyan 2017: 207.  
61 Freydank 1976: 86-87. 
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had got 20 mina each, and some of them even 1-3 talents of wool. Hence, we 
can assume that the Shubrians were used as hard labor, while Kadmuhians 
and Nairians were masons and masters.  

In this context, it is possible to make some assumptions about the possible 
export of raw materials and certain products from the Armenian Highland to 
the New Kingdom of Egypt, as well as about transactions for the transportation 
of craftsmen and specialists. 

In particular, the Late Bronze Age merchants of the Armenian Highland 
could be mediators in the export of certain quantities of Lapis Lazuli form the 
Iranian plateau (the mountains of Badakhshan) to Egypt62. It was highly 
demanded especially during the reign of the pharaohs of the 18th dynasty of 
Egypt, and the latter, as it was mentioned above, was engaged in cooperation 
with the leaders of some early state organizations of the Armenian Highland 
and could get the necessary raw materials through them. 

The next important sphere, where Egypt and some early state 
organizations of the Armenian Highland could cooperate since the mid-II mill. 
BC was the industry of weapons, in particular chariot making and issues of its 
skillful operation. Indeed, already on the wall paintings of the pharaohs of the 
18th dynasty, sometimes are depicted images of battle chariots, however, 
according to prevailing proposal, as a military weapon, they were of unique 
character, apparently borrowed from Hurrians and, at this stage, they rather 
symbolized supreme power, than were perceived as military transportation 
means63. Meanwhile, in the period of the New Kingdom, the battle chariots 
appear in the regular Egyptian army as a separate unit, and as far as the 
chariot makers and the charioteers from the Armenian Highland (i.e., Hayasa-
Azzi) were especially renowned in the region at that period (see above), it is 
then not excluded that they took part in retraining and modernization of battle 

                                                            

62 Kulikov 1982: 82, 122, 152; Kesley 2010: 27-28, 34-35, Provided by: Minds@University of 
Wisconsin; https://core.ac.uk/display/10597540; Zinkina, Ilyin, Andreev, Aleshkovskiy, 
Koprotaev 2017: 157; Pasturo 2017, https://gemsvalley.ru/lazurit/, https://books. 
google.ru/books?id=NdEkDwAAQBAJ&printsec=frontcover&hl=ru#v=onepage&q&f=false  
63 Helck 1978: 337-340. 
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chariots of the regular Egyptian army64. It is also possible that the experienced 
craftsmen of the Armenian Highland (in particular, from Subartu-Shubria, 
Kadmuhi and Nairi) participated in the construction of palaces and temples 
realized by the pharaohs of the New Kingdom of Egypt and especially during 
the reign of the 18th dynasty. 

So far, concluding this concise discussion about diverse targeted 
processes established between Egypt and the early state organizations of the 
southern and central regions of the Armenian Highland (Nairi, Ishuwa, 
Shubria, Kadmuhi, Etiuni, etc.) in the mid-II mill. BC, we can assume that they 
had mainly military-political, trading-economic and socio-cultural orientation. 
Mutually beneficial for each of the parties, they resulted in a long-term 
(16/15th-12/11th cc. BC) uninterrupted cooperation, although with variable 
efficiency related to the military-political fluctuations. 

 
Table I 

  
1 2 3

 

                                                            

64 It is noteworthy that the king of the Hittites Mursilis II (1320-1290 BC) during one of the 
campaigns to Hayasa-Azzi, after seizing the fortress of Dukkama (Tukkama), incorporated 3000 
captured fighters of the latter into his army (Godawa-Chrzanowska 2020: 376). To this we 
should add the fact that battle chariots either complete or partial and/or their remarkable 
bronze models were uncovered during the excavations of the Late Bronze Age burials of the 
ancient cemeteries of Lchashen, Lori Berd and Keti (Voskehask). In any case, at the first sight 
the Egyptian battle chariots are closer to the Armenian samples rather than the ones from the 
Asia Minor. 
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Աշոտ Փիլիպոսյան, Արմինե Հայրապետյան 

 
Բանալի բառեր՝ Հայկակական լեռնաշխարհ, Եգիպտոսի Նոր թագավորություն, 
Միտաննի, Կասսիտական Բաբելոնիա, վաղպետական կազմավորումներ, Նաի-
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Հին Մերձավոր Արևելքն ու Միջերկրականի ավազանը մ.թ.ա. II հազ. 

միջնամասում բուռն զարգացումների թատերաբեմ էին: Այստեղ ձևավոր-
ված նոր տերությունները (Եգիպտոսի և Խեթական նոր թագավորություն-
ներ, Կասսիտական Բաբելոնիա, Միտաննի) հաղթահարելով տևական 
ճգնաժամը, արդեն ոչ միայն փորձում էին ուղղորդել ու վերահսկել տարա-
ծաշրջանի ռազմաքաղաքական, առևտրատնտեսական և սոցիալ-մշակու-
թային գործընթացները, այլև ձգտում էին անհատապես գերիշխողն ու թե-
լադրողը դառնալ դրանցում: Ըստ ամենայնի, սա էր պատճառը, որ տա-
րածաշրջանում աստիճանաբար բևեռվեցին երկու հակամարտող քաղա-
քական խմբավորումներ: Դրանցից մեկում հայտնվեցին Նոր Խեթական 
թագավորությունը, Արծավան և Վիլուսան (Իլիոն-Տրոյա), իսկ մյուսում՝ 
Եգիպտոսի նոր թագավորությունը, Կասսիտական Բաբելոնիան և Մի-
տաննին (Նահարինա):  

Խմբավորումներից յուրաքանչյուրը ձգտում էր իր կողմը գրավել և 
դաշինքի մեջ ներքաշել նաև տարածաշրջանի մյուս ոչ մեծ վաղպետական 
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կազմավորումներին ու ցեղամիություներին, որոնց ենթակայության տակ 
գտնվող հումքային պաշարները, կոնկրետ արտադրական կարողություն-
ները և մարդկային ներուժը կարող էին օժանդակել նախանշված քաղա-
քական հեռահար ծրագրերի իրագործմանը: 

Նմանատիպ խնդիր առկա էր նաև մ.թ.ա. II հազ. կեսի Հայկական 
լեռնաշխարհի վաղպետական կազմավորումների մի մասի համար և, դա-
տելով գրավոր աղբյուրների ու հնագիտական հետազոտությունների ըն-
ձեռած տվյալներից, վերջիններս ընգծված հակախեթական դիրքորոշում 
էին դրսևորել՝ աջակցելով Եգիպտոս-Միտաննի-Կասսիտական Բաբե-
լոնիա խմբավորմանը: Այդ են վկայում Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի վաղպե-
տական կազմավորումների առաջնորդներին առաքված և տեղի մ.թ.ա. 
XV-XIV դդ. թվագրվող հուշարձաններում (Լճաշեն, Արթիկ, Առաջաձոր, 
Մեծամոր, Արուճ, Հառիճ, Լոռի բերդ, Քանագեղ, Գեղարոտ) պեղված մի-
տաննական, կասսիտական և եգիպտական իշխանական տարբեր 
խորհրդանշանները: 

Այս համատեքստում հատկապես քիչ են քննարկված Հայկական լեռ-
նաշխարհի և Եգիպտոսի նոր թագավորության միջև ձևավորված փո-
խառնչությունները: Բանն այն է, որ XVIII հարստության (մ.թ.ա. 1552-1305 
թթ.) առաջին փարավոնների ջանքերով հզորացած Եգիպտոսի Նոր թա-
գավորությունը մ.թ.ա. II հազ. կեսին ընդհուպ մոտեցել էր Տավրոսյան լեռ-
ներին՝ Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի հարավային մատույցներին: Ուստի փա-
րավոնների համար բոլորովին էլ միևնույն չէր, թե ինչ դիրքորոշում և վե-
րաբերմունք հանդես կբերեն տեղի վաղպետական կազմավորումները: Չի 
բացառվում, որ այդ փուլում երկուստեք իրականացվել են կոնկրետ քայլեր 
նշված խնդիրները հստակեցնելու համար: Դատելով Հայկական լեռնաշ-
խարհի տարբեր հատվածներում հայտնաբերված, եգիպտական ծագում 
ունեցող արտեֆակտներից, նման շփումներ ու փոխառնչություններ իսկա-
պես կայացել են, կրել են գործնական բնույթ և, ըստ ամենայնի, ձևավորել 
փոխընդունելի մոտեցումներ տարածաշրջանում ստեղծված բարդ իրավի-
ճակի հարցում: 

Այդ արտեֆակտների առաջին խումբը կազմում են բերովի կոյաբզեզ-
կնիքները (սկարաբեյներ) և նմանատիպ զարդակախիկները: Սրանք 
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հայտնաբերվել են Մեծամորի միջնաբերդի և թիվ 17 դամբարանի (աղ. I, 
նկ. 1, 14), ինչպես նաև Հոռոմի դամբարանադաշտի թիվ 1, 18, 34, 106 
դամբարանների (աղ. II, նկ. 1) պեղումների ժամանակ և իրենց բազմա-
թիվ զուգահեռներն ունեն մ.թ.ա. XV-XI դդ. նորեգիտպական համապա-
տասխան նյութերում (աղ. I, նկ. 2-13, 15-23): Հայաստանյան հնագիտա-
կան համալիրների համակողմանի ուսումնասիրությունները ցույց են տա-
լիս, որ կոյաբզեզ-կախիկները ժամանակին ոչ բոլորին են հասու եղել, որ-
պես իշխանության և դիրքի ուրույն խորհրդանշաններ՝ պատկանել են տե-
ղի ուշբրոնզեդարյան- վաղերկաթեդարյան հասարակությունների վերնա-
խավերի տարեց ներկայացուցիչներին և, ըստ ամենի, սոցիալական 
բարձր կարգավիճակից զատ մատնանշել նաև վերջիններիս կապերը 
Եգիպտոսի նոր թագավորության բարձրաստիճան պաշտոնյաների, գու-
ցեև՝ արքունիքի հետ: 

Եգիպտոսի նոր թագավորության և Արարատյան դաշտի վաղպետա-
կան կազմավորման (Էթիունի) միջև երկուստեք առավել կարևորություն 
ներկայացնող առևտրատնտեսական և մշակութային կապերի հաստատ-
ման մի այլ ուշագրավ վկայություն են նռնեսի (խաշխաշ, կակաչ) պարկու-
ճի տեսքով պերճանքի առարկաները, որ պեղվել են Մեծամորի ուշբրոն-
զեդարյան (մ.թ.ա. XV-XIII դդ.) դամբարանաբլուրներից (աղ. III, նկ. 1, 3-
4): Եգիպտոսից հայտնաբերված սրանց համաժամանակյա զուգահեռնե-
րը (աղ. III, նկ. 5-8, 11-15), մասնագետների կարծիքով, որպես բարձրաս-
տիճան անձանց համար նախատեսված հատուկ առարկաններ, ագուցվել 
են վզնոցների շարի մեջ և/կամ կրվել հագուստի վրա: Ձևով, նյութի ընտ-
րությամբ (սարդիոն և ագաթ), պատրաստման տեխնիկայով և ժամանա-
կով հայաստանյան օրինակները միանգամայն նույնական են եգիպտա-
կաններին և, ըստ այդմ, կամ ուղղակի ներմուծման արդյունք են, կամ էլ 
դրանց մի մասն ընթացքում նմանակվել է տեղում: Ամեն դեպքում, այս 
արտեֆակտների առկայությունը միայն Եգիպտոսում և Հայկական լեռ-
նաշխարհի կենտրոնում՝ Արարատյան դաշտում, դարձյալ ենթադրել է 
տալիս երկու քաղաքական միավորների միջև գոյություն ունեցած անմի-
ջական կապերի մասին և մատնանշում, որ ռազմական համագործակ-
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ցությունից զատ դրանք ներառել են նաև առևտրական, սոցիալական, էլի-
տար և այլ ոլորտներ: 

Եգիպտոսի նոր թագավորության հետ Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի որոշ 
վաղպետական կազմավորումների ունեցած փոխառնչությունների մի 
ուշագրավ փաստ էլ կապված է թաղման ծիսակարգի մեջ մ.թ.ա. II հազ. 
կեսին երկուստեք արված որոշ նորամուծությունների հետ: Բանն այն է, որ 
Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի միջին բրոնզի շրջափուլի վերջի (մ.թ.ա. XVIII-
XVI դդ.) և ուշ բրոնզի (մ.թ.ա. XVI/XV–XIII/XII դդ.) դամբարանային համա-
լիրներում, նյութական մշակույթի տարբեր առարկաների հետ հայտնա-
բերվել են նաև բրոնզաձույլ եզակի իրեր, որոնց հնագետները պայմանա-
կանորեն «զինանշաններ» են անվանում: Սրանք բարձրարվեստ, զանգ-
վածեղ արտեֆակտներ են, ունեն մինչև 40 սմ բարձրություն և կազմված 
են մակույկաձև հիմնամասից, աշտարակաձև կոթունից և կենդանակերպ, 
թռչնակերպ կամ մարդակերպ վերնամասից (աղ. V, նկ. 1-5): Հետաքրքիր 
է այն հանգամանքը, որ մակույկաձև հիմնամաս ունեցող քննարկվող զի-
նանշանները Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի իշխանական դամբարաններում 
սկսում են կիրառվել հատկապես մ.թ.ա. II հազ. կեսից: Այս տեսանկյունից 
հարցը դիտարկելիս, դարձյալ առաջնային կարևորություն է ձեռք բերում 
մ.թ.ա. II հազ. կեսից Եգպտոսի նոր թագավորության և Հայկական լեռ-
նաշխարհի որոշ վաղպետական կազմավորումների միջև դրսևորված կա-
պերն ու փոխառնչությունները: Դրանց արդյունքում, հավանաբար, Հայ-
կական լեռնաշխարհի վաղպետական կազմավորումների որոշ առաջ-
նորդների կողմից, էլիտար մի խումբ խորհրդանշաների հետ եգիպտացի-
ներից փոխ է առնել անդրաշխարհ տանող մակույկի գաղափարը և դրա 
առարկայական դրսևորումը հավելվել իշխանական դամբանախցի գույ-
քակազմի անհրաժեշտ մաս հանդիսացող զինանշանի ստորին հատվա-
ծում: Չի բացառվում նաև, որ Եգիպտոսի միջին ու նոր թագավորություն-
ներում և Բերրի կիսալուսնու տարածքում (ներառյալ Հայկական լեռնաշ-
խարհում) մ.թ.ա. II հազ. կեսին իշխող վերնախավերի միջև ձևավորված 
մշակութային փոխառնչությունների արդյունքում էլ եգիպտական թաղման 
ծեսում հայտնվել է քառանիվ սայլի վրա արվող հողարկավորման արարո-
ղությունը, ինչը մինչ այդ կարծես թե չի հանդիպում տեղի էլիտար թա-
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ղումներում: Նշվածի ընդունելի զուգահեռը Եգիպտոսի XVII (Թեբեական) 
հարստության փարավոն Կամոսին (անվան հին տարբերակը՝ Կամեսու, 
մ.թ.ա. 1554-1549 թթ.) պատկանող և նրա կին Յահհոտեպի սարկոֆագից 
հայտնաբերված անդրաշխարհյան մակույկի ոսկե մանրակերտն է, որ 
վարպետորեն համալրված է մերձավորարևելյան թաղման դիասայլի չորս 
անիվներով (աղ. V, նկ. 11): 

Ի մի բերելով մ.թ.ա. II հազ. երկրորդ կեսին Եգիպտոսի նոր թագա-
վորության և Հայկական լեռնաշխարհի որոշ վաղպետական կազմավո-
րումների միջև ձևավորված բազմաբնույթ գործընթացների մասին այս 
համառոտ շարադրանքը, կարելի է եզրակացնել, որ դրանք առավելապես 
ռազմաքաղաքական, առևտրատնտեսական և սոցիալ-մշակութային ուղղ-
վածություն են ունեցել, եղել են փոխշահավետ կողմերից յուրաքանչյուրի 
համար, ինչի արդյունքում էլ մի տևական շրջան (մ.թ.ա. XVI/XV–XII/XI 
դդ.), կախված տարածաշրջանում կոնկրետ իրավիճակներում ձևավոր-
ված ռազմաքաղաքական վայրիվերումներից, գործել են փոփոխական 
արդյունավետությամբ, բայց առանց ընդհատումների: 


