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Abstract - This article synthesizes current knowledge on the archaeology of "desert kites" in
Armenia and outlines priorities for future research. Building on systematic surveys, high-
resolution satellite imagery, drone photography, and GIS mapping, approximately two
hundred structures have been documented across Armavir, Aragatsotn, and Shirak regions.
Morphological analysis confirms the canonical elements: converging stone alignments, large
enclosures, and external cells, while highlighting regional traits that align most closely with
northern Mesopotamian examples. Excavations and the first series of OSL and radiocarbon
measurements currently situate Armenian kites within the Middle and Late Bronze Age
cultural horizons (3rd-2nd millennia BC), yet absolute chronology remains fragmentary and
often indirect. Functional interpretations likewise remain contested: large-scale hunting traps
predominate, but pastoral and ritual readings persist in the absence of decisive faunal or
cultural assemblages. Methodological constraints further complicate inference. The article
argues for an integrated agenda: systematic radiocarbon/OSL sampling tied to construction
deposits; targeted, larger-area excavations across diverse morphological types; expanded
surveys into underexplored regions; and conservation measures. By repositioning Armenian
kites within interregional comparative frameworks, the study demonstrates their value for
understanding prehistoric landscape engineering and the social organization of collective
labor in the Armenian Highlands and beyond.
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AnHomayus - CTaTbA ABNAET cobOI CMHTE3 3HaHWI1 06 apXeonornn «BO3AYLUHbIX 3MeeB» B Ap-
MeHun. Ha ocHoBe cuctemaTuyeckux obcnefoBaHUil, BbICOKOKAYeCTBEHHbIX CMYTHUKOBbIX
CHUMKOB, aspocbémok u [MC-kapTorpacpupoBaHua BbiABNEHO OKONO [ABYXCOT OOLEKTOB B
obnactax Apmaeup, AparauoTH u Lupak. Mopdonoruyeckuii aHanms nopteep:kgaeT KaHOHU-
YeCKMe aMeMeHTbl — CXOJALLMECA KaMeHHbIe KNaflku, OrpOMHble OrpamaéHHble NpocTpaHCTBa
W BHELUHWE KaMepbl, a TaKiKe yKasblBaeT Ha pervoHasbHble 4epTbl, Hanbonee xapaKkTepHble
ona coopymeruii CeepHoit Meconotamun. PesynbTatbl packonok u nepsble cepun OSL u
pafMoyrnepofHbIX JATUPOBOK B HAacTosALLee BpemsA MO3BOMAIOT MPEAnonoxuTb, 4To B Apme-
HUW BO3JYLUHble 3MEM B OCHOBHOM MCMO/Nb30BaNUCh B MEPUOL CpedHeli U nosfHell 6poH3bl
(NI-11 Tbic. BO H.3.), XOTA He UCKAIOYEHO, YTO OHM MOIN ObITb COOpyMeHbI U B bonee paHHUiA
nepvog,. Bonpoc nx pyHKUMOHaNBHOrO Ha3HauYeHUA TaKMe ABNAETCA AUCKYCCUOHHbIM: Npeod-
najaeT runotesa O TOM, YTO OHU ABMANNCH KPYMHbIMWU OXOTHUYBUMMW NOBYLUKaMW, OfHaKO
ObITyeT TaKKe TOYKa 3PEHUA, YTO OHW MpefcTaBAnM coboil mactopanbHble MO0 KynbToBble
coopysenua. B craTbe npepcraBneHbl nepcnekTUBHble HarnpaBfeHUAs UX UCCNefoBaHuii, B
yacTHocTu, paguoyrnepoaHoe/OSL-gatupoBaHue, LeneBble pPacKOMKW PaclUMPEHHbIX MoLLa-
Aeil No pasHbIM TUNam: pacluMpeHve apeana pa3BefblBaTeNbHbIX paboT B Apyrvx pernoHax
ApMeHWH, paBHO Kak W NPUHATUE MEP MO COXPaHEHUIO TUX COOpyMeHwii. Mx paccmoTperue B
MEKpErnoHanbHOM KOHTEKCTE AEMOHCTPUPYET 3HAYMMOCTb U POib AaHHbIX COOPYKEHWIA B Mo-
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HUMaHUN [OOUCTOPUYECKOrO OCBOEHMUA naH,u,u.lacha n coumaanoﬁ opraHmsauun KONnekTns-
HOro Tpyda Ha ApMﬂHCKOM Haropb€ 1 3a ero npegenamu.

Keywords - "Kite", Armenia, archaeology, chronology, function.
<hduwpwntip - «onwwwpniy», Lwjwuwnw, htwghunnyniu, dwdwuwlwgnnygntu, gnpdwnnye:
KntoyeBble cnosa — «BO3AYLUHbIA 3Meli», ApMEHWA, apXeonorusa, XpOHONOruaA, yHKLMA.

Introduction

Over the past century, the study of so-called "desert kites" has become a
dynamic field within world archaeology. These monumental stone structures, usually
composed of long converging walls that lead into an enclosure and then to cells built
on its outer side, are most clearly visible from the air and stretch across vast arid
landscapes (Fig. 1). First observed by World War | pilots flying over the Syro-
Jordanian Desert (Holt 1923; Maitland 1927; Rees 1929; Dussaud 1929; Crawford
1929; Poidebard 1928) kites have since been documented in enormous numbers.
Thousands of examples are currently known from across Central Asia and the Near
East, with concentrations in Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Armenia, Tur-
key, Iraq, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia (Fig. 2). Their broad distribu-
tion, impressive scale, distinctive morphology, and enigmatic function have resulted
in a wide-ranging and interdisciplinary scholarship, which has included archaeo-
logical survey, excavation, remote sensing, morphological studies, comparative and
typological analyses, together with ethnographic analogy, functional interpretation,
and theoretical approaches (Amirov et al. 2015; Barge et al., 2015a; 2015b; 2016;
2021a; 2025; Betts, van Pelt 2021; Celik, Tolon 2018; Chambrade, Betts 2021; Cras-
sard et al. 2022; Kempe, Al-Malabeh 2013; Kennedy 2021; Malkinson et al. 2018;
Morandi Bonacossi, lamoni 2012; Nadel et al. 2015; Sahin, Massa 2025; Arogux
1991, etc.).

Within this broader panorama, Armenia occupies a distinctive and increasingly
significant position. The discovery of kites on the slopes of Mount Aragats has
extended the known distribution of the phenomenon beyond its previously recog-
nized southern and northern ranges, positioning Armenia as an intermediate zone
for understanding and interpreting these constructions. Within this region, kites are
not isolated monuments but components of larger archaeological landscapes that
also include settlements, necropoleis, towers, and petroglyphic complexes (Barge et
al. 2021b; Nadel et al. 2015; Cwfudnipwrywu 2023, 52-77). Their investigation
therefore not only contributes to the global discourse on kites, but also provides
new perspectives on the prehistoric societies of the Armenian Highlands, their
subsistence strategies, and their interactions with surrounding cultural spheres.

The study of kites in Armenia has already yielded a number of notable results.
Systematic surveys, combined with satellite imagery and aerial photography, have
facilitated the mapping and classification of approximately two hundred structures,
thereby revealing regional patterns in their distribution and construction (Brochier
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et al. 2014; Barge et al. 2021a; Cwfudnipwrnywu 2023). Excavations at selected sites
have offered preliminary chronological frameworks (Brochier et al. 2014; Nadel et
al. 2015; Kalantaryan 2017; Cwfudnipwrywu 2023, 78-80). Comparative analyses
with kites in Jordan, Syria, and Arabia have also clarified both the shared traits and
the unique local expressions of the phenomenon (Barge et al. 2015a, b, Cwfu-
dnipwrywt 2023). At the same time, major problems remain unresolved. Absolute
dating evidence for kites in Armenia remains limited. Their function is similarly
debated: while most interpretations emphasize their role as large-scale hunting traps
(Barge et al. 2021a, Crassard et al. 2022), other hypotheses point to pastoral
(Malkinson et al. 2017) or ritual significance (Cwfudnipwrywt 2023, 112-114). These
debates are complicated by the paucity of faunal and cultural remains directly
associated with the structures.

This article seeks to synthesize current knowledge about the archaeology of
kites in Armenia, drawing upon the results of recent fieldwork, comparative studies,
and theoretical discussions. It is organized around three key aims: to present the
achievements of kite research in Armenia and situate them within the wider context
of international scholarship; to identify and examine the issues and debates that
continue to shape interpretations; and to propose future directions for the
investigation, conservation, and interpretation of these monuments. By adopting this
structure, the article seeks not only to highlight the significance of evidence from
Armenia in the study of kites but also to chart a course for more comprehensive and
interdisciplinary approaches in the years ahead.

Achievements in the Study of Kites in Armenia

The archaeology of kites in Armenia is still in its formative stages, yet over the
past two decades it has progressed from scattered observations to a coherent field
of inquiry. The main achievements can be grouped under several themes: the
discovery, the mapping and classification of structures, the results of field
investigations, the integration of modern technologies, and comparative studies
within the wider Near Eastern and Central Asian frameworks.

Discovery and Mapping

The study of kites in Armenia began only recently, in 2009, when the geologist
A. Karakhanyan identified these structures and reported them to the Institute of
Archaeology and Ethnography of the National Academy of Sciences of Armenia. Yet
the first observations appear to date back much earlier: in the 1920s, reconnais-
sance work conducted by the Committee for the Preservation of Antiquities of Ar-
menia in the areas of Aghavnatun and Shamiram (Aragatsotn region) recorded long,
parallel stone alignments noted by archaeologist A. Kalantar (Pwjwupwn 1925,
216). Given that both kites and V-shaped structures with long converging walls have
since been identified at Shamiram and Aghavnatun, it may be assumed that kites
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were already observed in Armenia at that time. Their existence, however, was firmly
documented only after systematic surveys in the Aragatsotn, Armavir, and Shirak
regions, which confirmed their presence and brought them into the scope of
regional archaeological research (Gasparian et al. 2013; Brochier et al. 2014; Nadel
et al. 2015; Barge et al. 2021a). The recognition of these monuments immediately
attracted scholarly attention, as they showed that the phenomenon was not confined
to its well-documented centers in the deserts of Syria, Jordan, and Arabia, or to the
steppe regions of Central Asia, but also extended into the Armenian Highlands, an
intermediate zone whose position makes it especially significant for understanding the
wider distribution and development of kites. Subsequent mapping has documented
around two hundred kites in Armenia. More than half are situated in Armavir province
(53%), nearly half in Aragatsotn (45%), and a small fraction in Shirak (2%). The
largest clusters occur in the vicinity of Koghbavan, Karakert, Shenik, Aragatsavan, Arta-
met, Ddmasar, and Khanjyan villages (Gwudnipwrywtu 2023, 19, maps 2-3, diag. 1).

Integration of Modern Technologies

Remote sensing has played a central role in the study of Armenian kites. High-
resolution satellite imagery, drone-based aerial photography, and GIS mapping have
enabled the identification and documentation of structures that are difficult to detect
from ground level. These technologies provide precise measurements, support visi-
bility modeling, and allow spatial analysis on a regional scale. They have also proved
highly effective for morphological studies, enabling the recording of enclosure forms,
the lengths of stone rows, the number and placement of towers, and other structu-
ral features of the kites. Such methods have greatly facilitated both the discovery of
new sites and the systematic documentation of their characteristics and distribution.

Morphological and Typological Studies

The majority of kites identified in Armenia display the classical structural
components characteristic of this monument type: long converging stone align-
ments, an entrance, an enclosure, and cells (Barge et al. 2015a; b; 2021a; Cwjfudnt-
pwrywu 2023, 33-52). In most cases, two converging stone alignments form the
basic layout, although occasionally additional alignments occur (Fig. 3). Unlike in
southern regions, however, these supplementary walls often extend not toward the
main enclosure, but radiate outward from it or from cells (e.g., Aragatsavan 2, 4;
Koghbavan 6). In some instances, only a single alignment is preserved, or none at
all, where natural ridges may have substituted for guiding walls. As elsewhere, the
walls are built of unworked stones laid in single or double rows, usually reaching
only a few decimeters in height. Their preserved length ranges from 100 to 1600
meters, most commonly between 200 and 700 meters. In certain complexes, the
alignments of one kite connect to those of another, creating linked groups, as
documented at Aragatsavan (Aragatsavan 1-4).
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Fig. 1. Distribution of desert kites in Armenia, on the southern and southwestern slopes of
Mount Aragats (Map: H. Danielyan)
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Fig. 2. The main structural elements of the kite (Drawing: H. Sahakyan)
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Fig. 3. 1 - A section of the stone row of the Tlik 3 kite; 2-4. Schematic representations of
kites with two or more stone rows (Drawings: H. Sahakyan)



The Archaeology of "Desert Kites" in Armenia 233

DOMASAR 1 DDMASAR 10 DASHTADEM 3
\. f .'._ //
/
4 4 xpe H
a b C
ANIAVAN 2 KOGHBAVAN 19 KARAKERT &
A s
@m\ A . . A .
d e f

Fig. 4. Common types of entrances of kites in Armenia (Drawings: H. Sahakyan)
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Fig. 5. Examples of enclosure forms of Armenian kites (Drawings: H. Sahakyan)
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Fig. 6. 1-3. Schematic representations of enclosures with open and closed niches; 4-6.
Schematic representations of enclosures with internal subdivisions; 7-9. Schematic
representations of enclosures with external annexes (Drawings: H. Sahakyan)
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Fig. 7. 1. Top view of the cell of the Aragatsavan 1 kite (Aerial photo: A. Mkrtchyan); 2-4.
Examples of cell placement along the enclosure perimeter (Drawings: H. Sahakyan)
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Entrances to Armenian kites usually fall into two main types: some are simple
openings in the enclosure wall (e.g., Artamet 7, Dashtadem 3, Yervandashat 4),
while others are created by walls that curve inward at the point of entry (e.g.,
Koghbavan 19, Myasnikyan 4, Karakert 5) (Fig. 4). Rare examples of blocked entran-
ces are also attested. Entrance widths typically range between 20 and 35 meters.

The enclosures themselves are generally large and open, built in dry-stone
construction with single or double rows filled with smaller stones. While most kites
feature a single enclosure, occasionally additional, smaller enclosures are appended
to the main one (e.g., Aragatsavan 7, Khanjyan 3). Natural features such as cliffs or
hill slopes are sometimes incorporated into the perimeter (e.g., Artamet 3, Myasnik-
yan 3). The preserved height of walls usually ranges from 0.5 to 1.5 meters, though
excavations at Aragatsavan 1 suggest original heights of at least 1.5 meters. Most
enclosures cover areas of 1-3 hectares, with a few exceptionally large examples ex-
tending up to 6.7-7 hectares (e.g., Mayisyan 1, Khanjyan 9). Their forms are stri-
kingly diverse, including rectangular, triangular, circular, trapezoidal, arrow-sha-
ped, spade-shaped, and crescentic variants, alongside more irregular plans. Niches
are often observed in the enclosure walls (e.g., Karakert 5, 10). Internal partitions
and external annexes are also sometimes present (Fig. 5, 6) (Barge et al. 2015a, b;
2021; Swjudnipwnywu 2023, 33-52).

Cells are attached externally to the enclosure walls, often positioned at the ends
of niches (Fig. 7). Most kites in Armenia include two to five cells, although rare
examples preserve as many as seven or eight (e.g., Aragatsavan 4). They are
constructed of unworked stone in dry masonry, usually with double-faced walls filled
with smaller stones. In plan, they are generally circular, oval, or rounded-rectan-
gular, with internal diameters ranging from 3 to 10 meters and depths up to 3-4
meters. The cells are closed structures, without openings toward the enclosure or
the exterior, though occasionally a low, door-like aperture is preserved (e.g.,
Karakert 10, Hakko 1).

Taken together, these features demonstrate that Armenian kites embody the
essential structural elements common across the broader distribution of the phe-
nomenon. Built in dry-stone masonry, with converging alignments, large enclosures,
and external cells, they fit within the architectural tradition documented from Arabia
to Central Asia. At the same time, they display regional particularities: unlike
Jordanian examples (Barge et al. 2015; Betts, Burke 2015; Kempe, Al-Malabeh
2013), they lack numerous converging walls and dozens of cells; unlike Arabian kites
(Kennedy 2021), they do not include multiple nested enclosures; and unlike some
Central Asian sites (Aropun 1991; Amirov et al. 2015; Barge et al. 2016) they rarely
feature smaller subsidiary enclosures attached to the main structure. In terms of
both scale and design, Armenian kites most closely parallel those of northern
Mesopotamia (Iraq, Turkey, northern Syria), reflecting geographical proximity and
shared cultural spheres.
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By virtue of their structural diversity, and high state of preservation, Armenian
kites offer a promising basis for addressing broader questions of diffusion, regional
adaptation, and the function of these constructions.

Field Investigations and Archaeological Context

Excavations of Armenian kites have been carried out by several collaborative
teams, including expeditions of the Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography of the
National Academy of Sciences of Armenia, the University of Haifa, and the
Globalkites project.

The Armenian-Israeli team excavated the Aghavnatun 1 kite, together with the
V-shaped structures Aghavnatun 2, 3, and Lernamerdz 1. At Aghavnatun 1, OSL
samples taken from the sediments of a cell suggested a Late Bronze Age date, while
surface finds including pottery, stone tools, and arrowheads, ranged from the
Chalcolithic to the Late Bronze Age (Nadel et al. 2015, 120, 141).

In parallel, a series of radiocarbon and OSL dates were produced within the
framework of the Globalkites project, providing termini ante quem for several sites,
including the 14th-16th centuries AD at Karakert 8 (AM 140), the 7th century AD at
Karakert 5 (AM 59), the 2nd century BC at Shenik 1 (AM 10), the 3rd century BC at
Aragatsavan 4 (AM 4), the 8th century BC at Karakert 9 (AM 15), and the late 2nd
millennium BC at Karakert 10 (AM 14) (Barge et al. 2021a, tab. 4/1). The Armenian-
French team also excavated an agglomerative house at Arteni 1, about one kilometer
southwest of the Ddmasar 4 kite, dated to the Late Bronze Age (15th-13th centuries
BC) (Kalantaryan et al. 2017).

The excavations of the team of the Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography of
Armenia at the Aragatsavan and Tlik complexes have shed light on the associated
settlements of the kites. At the Aragatsavan complex the adjacent settlements belong
to the Middle Bronze Age (21st-20th centuries BC). At Tlik, settlements provide
further chronological anchors: Tlik 4 dates to the Middle Bronze Age (20th-18th
centuries BC), while Tlik 2 preserves multiple layers from the Early and Late Iron
Age (8th-5th centuries BC) through to the Classical and Medieval periods
(Cwudnipwrywu 2023, 79-80).

Although finds remain relatively scarce, these investigations demonstrate that
Armenian kites are not isolated features but integral parts of broader archaeological
landscapes. Their associations with settlements, necropoleis, and other monuments
place them firmly within regional cultural traditions, while the growing body of
absolute dates, though still limited, offers a picture of their long and complex
histories of construction and use.

Comparative Studies within Wider Frameworks
Inclusion of Armenia in the distribution zone of kites has extended the pheno-
menon into the Armenian Highlands and provided a new basis for interregional
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comparison. Within the framework of the Globalkites project, as well as by the
author, comparative morphological studies have examined Armenian examples
alongside those from the Near East and Central Asia (Barge et al. 2015a, b; Cwtfu-
dnipwrywtu 2023). These analyses demonstrate that Armenian kites embody the
essential structural elements of the wider tradition: converging stone alignments, large
enclosures, external cells, and dry-stone construction. At the same time, they display
distinctive regional features, lacking the numerous converging walls and multiple
cells characteristic of Jordan, the nested enclosures of Arabia, or the subsidiary
attachments noted in parts of Central Asia. In terms of scale and design, Armenian
examples most closely parallel those of northern Mesopotamia (lrag, Turkey,
northern Syria). Placed within this comparative framework, the Armenian material
contributes directly to broader studies of kite morphology across the Near East and
Central Asia.

Gaps and Debates

Despite notable achievements in the study of kites in Armenia, many funda-
mental issues remain unresolved. These gaps stem both from methodological
limitations and from the inherent complexity of interpreting large-scale prehistoric
structures that yield little direct material evidence. The principal gaps concern
chronology and function.

Chronological Uncertainty

Despite several excavation campaigns and the first series of radiocarbon and
OSL analyses, the chronology of kites in Armenia remains only partially defined.
Excavations at Aghavnatun 1 yielded OSL samples pointing to a Late Bronze Age
date, while surface finds extended back to the Chalcolithic (Nadel et al. 2015: 120,
141). The Globalkites project has produced additional dates that establish termini
ante quem for a number of sites, ranging from the late 2nd millennium BC at
Karakert 10 to the Medieval period at Karakert 8 (Barge et al. 2021a, tab. 4/1). The
Armenian-French excavations at Arteni 1 likewise provided a Late Bronze Age date
for an associated agglomerative house (Kalantaryan et al. 2017). Work at the Ara-
gatsavan and Tlik complexes indicates that the settlements in the vicinity of kites date
from the Middle Bronze Age through the Iron Age (Gwfudnipwrywu 2023, 79-80).

Taken together, these results offer important chronological anchors, yet they
remain fragmentary and inconclusive. The available dates are few, often indirect,
and sometimes reflect later horizons of use rather than the original construction of
the kites. In many cases, chronology is inferred from associations with nearby
settlements, burials, or surface material, rather than from secure stratified contexts.
As a result, the absolute dating of Armenian kites is still uncertain, and major
questions persist as to whether they were first built in the Bronze Age, or whether
their origins might extend into earlier periods, as documented elsewhere in the
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Near East (Helms, Betts 1987; Betts, Burke 2015; Akkermans et al. 2014; al-Khasa-
wneh et al. 2019). Addressing these gaps requires a larger and more systematic
program of radiocarbon and OSL analyses directly tied to the structures themselves.

Functional Interpretations

The debate over the function of kites is perhaps the most long-standing and
contentious issue. The dominant interpretation, supported by comparative evidence
from the Levant, Arabia, and Central Asia, is that kites were large-scale hunting
traps designed to capture herds of wild ungulates. The converging walls would chan-
nel animals into enclosures, then to pits, where they were killed en masse (Barge et
al. 2021a, Crassard et al. 2022; Rosen, Perevolotsky 1998; Zeder et al. 2013).

Yet alternative interpretations persist. Some scholars suggest a pastoral
function, viewing the enclosures as corrals for domestic animals (Echallier, Braemer
1995; Kirkbride 1946; Malkinson et al. 2017). Others emphasize ritual or symbolic
roles, arguing that the monumental scale, shapes, and associations with petroglyphs
and cemeteries indicate that kites may have been imbued with meanings beyond
subsistence (Kobusiewicz 1999; Cwludnipwrywu 2023).

The scarcity of direct archaeological evidence exacerbates these debates. Few
faunal assemblages have been recovered from kite contexts in Armenia, and none
are sufficient to demonstrate mass kills or specialized butchery. Without such
evidence, interpretations rely heavily on analogy, which, while valuable, remains
speculative.

Methodological Limitations

The interpretation of Armenian kites is further hindered by methodological
challenges. Excavations have been limited in scale, often revealing only partial
sections of walls or enclosures. Large-scale excavation is difficult due to the
immense size of the structures. The scarcity of associated cultural material has made
it difficult to reconstruct the activities that took place within or around the kites.
Remote sensing has provided valuable data, but it cannot resolve questions of
chronology or function on its own. Similarly, while visibility and spatial analyses offer
suggestive patterns, they remain probabilistic rather than conclusive. The absence of
faunal remains or artifacts directly linked to kite use represents a significant gap in
the evidentiary base.

Conservation and Heritage Protection

Beyond academic debates, kites in Armenia face practical challenges of con-
servation and heritage management. Many are located in open mountain environ-
ments, exposed to natural erosion and human activity. Agricultural expansion,
construction, mining, and stone removal threaten the integrity of these structures.
Unlike more conspicuous monuments such as fortresses or towers, kites are difficult
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to recognize on the ground, leaving them particularly vulnerable to neglect or
destruction. There is also a problem of public awareness. Kites are little known
outside specialist circles, and their protection depends on integrating them into
broader heritage frameworks. Without legal protection, site management plans, or
community involvement, many kites risk further damage. This issue is compounded
by the fact that most kites remain unpublished or only briefly described, limiting
their visibility in both scholarly and public domains.

Broader Theoretical Debates

Finally, the kites are entangled in wider theoretical debates about prehistoric
social organization, landscape use, and human-animal relations. Were these
installations instruments of cooperative hunting, implying the participation of large
groups and complex coordination? Were they used as enclosures for domestic
animals, reflecting the pastoral and economic functions of such structures? Did they
serve as territorial markers delineating controlled communal spaces? Or were they,
rather, ritual landscapes? Each of these perspectives carries implications for how we
understand the societies that built and used the kites. At present, the lack of decisive
archaeological evidence prevents firm conclusions. Nevertheless, the very multipli-
city of interpretations underscores the importance of these structures for theoretical
discussions.

Future Directions

The archaeology of kites in Armenia has reached a stage where achievements must
be consolidated and outstanding problems addressed through new research strategies.

Perhaps the most urgent priority is the establishment of reliable absolute dates.
Without firm chronological anchors, interpretations of function, cultural affiliation,
and regional significance remain speculative. Radiocarbon dating of organic remains, if
recovered from kite contexts, would provide the most direct evidence. However,
given the paucity of such material, alternative methods such as optically stimulated
luminescence (OSL) should be employed to date sediments from construction layers
or associated deposits. Systematic sampling during future excavations, combined
with laboratory collaboration, could gradually build a chronological framework that
situates Armenian kites within the Bronze Age or possibly earlier horizons.

The next essential step is the expansion of field surveys and excavations. While
remote sensing has revolutionized the study of kites, excavation remains indispen-
sable for addressing questions of their construction, use, and abandonment. Future
projects should combine large-scale mapping with targeted excavation of key sites,
chosen for their morphological diversity and strategic location. At least some kites
should be excavated extensively enough to expose enclosures, entrances, and asso-
ciated features. Surveys should also expand to underexplored regions of Armenia,
particularly the southern highlands, where comparable structures may yet be
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discovered. By broadening the geographical coverage, it can be assessed whether
kites were confined to specific ecological niches or distributed more widely across
the Armenian Highlands.

The research of kites should not only solve empirical problems but also
contribute to broader theoretical debates. By addressing questions of landscape
modification, and human-animal relations, kites can illuminate the social dynamics of
prehistoric communities. Future work should explore whether the construction and
use of kites imply hierarchical leadership or collective decision-making, whether they
represent strategies of subsistence in challenging environments, and how they
articulate with ritual practices evident in funerary contexts.

Through such inquiries, kites can be repositioned from enigmatic structures to
key evidence for understanding the complexity of prehistoric societies. They can serve as
case studies in how humans created monumental infrastructures to manage ecological
resources, organize collective labor, and inscribe meanings onto the landscape.

The preservation of kites is as important as their study. Many structures are
endangered by mining, and construction, making heritage management an urgent
concern. Future directions should therefore include the development of protective
measures, such as legal recognition of kite sites, the creation of buffer zones, and
the integration of kites into national heritage inventories.

Conclusion

The archaeology of kites in Armenia has progressed from scattered
observations to a structured field of research, producing significant achievements
while also revealing critical gaps and charting clear future directions. Among the
main accomplishments are the discovery and mapping of nearly two hundred kites,
the integration of satellite imagery, drones, and GIS technologies into their
documentation, and the establishment of morphological characteristics and regional
distributions. Excavations, though still limited, currently point to the integration of
Armenian kites within Middle and Late Bronze Age, as suggested by both OSL
results and associated archaeological contexts. At the same time, the presence of the
Early Neolithic settlement at Lernagog, situated in close proximity to a kite, leaves
open the possibility of an earlier origin for the phenomenon in this region. In either
case, the kites are embedded within broader prehistoric landscapes that encompass
settlements, necropoleis, tower structures, petroglyphic complexes, and other types
of archaeological monuments. In doing so, the evidence from Armenia has extended
the known range of the kite phenomenon and enriched comparative studies across
the Near East and Central Asia.

At the same time, major uncertainties remain. Chronology is not yet firmly
established, as available radiocarbon and OSL dates provide only fragmentary and
often indirect anchors. The function of kites likewise continues to be debated,
oscillating between hunting, pastoral, and ritual interpretations in the absence of
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decisive faunal or cultural assemblages. Methodological constraints, from the sheer
scale of the monuments to the scarcity of associated finds, further complicate efforts
to reconstruct their original role and significance.

Looking forward, future research must focus on consolidating chronological
frameworks through systematic radiocarbon and OSL sampling, expanding excava-
tion programs to encompass diverse morphological types, and extending surveys
into underexplored areas of the Armenian Highlands. Equally urgent is the need to
safeguard these structures through legal protection, heritage management
strategies, and public engagement, ensuring that they are recognized as integral
parts of Armenia’s archaeological record.

In summary, the archaeology of kites in Armenia demonstrates both how far
research has advanced and how much remains to be done. By addressing the gaps
in chronology and function, while simultaneously developing strategies for preser-
vation and outreach, future scholarship can transform these enigmatic constructions
into an important basis for understanding the social, economic, and symbolic
dimensions of prehistoric societies in the Armenian Highlands and their connections
to the wider ancient world.

Acknowledgments

The author gratefully acknowledges the valuable advice and support of collea-
gues O. Barge, P. Avetisyan, A. Bobokhyan, B. Vardanyan, R. Badalyan, L. Mkrtch-
yan, A. Hakhverdyan, and G. Tumanyan during the course of this research, and
extends thanks to A. Mkrtchyan, H. Danielyan, A. Ananyan, and H. Sahakyan for the
preparation of the maps and drawings. The research was conducted with the
financial support of the Science Committee of the Ministry of Education, Science,
Culture, and Sports of the Republic of Armenia, the Rust Family Trust, the National
Association for Armenian Studies and Research, the Knights of Vartan Fund, the
Foundation Nubar Pacha, and the Fund for Armenian Relief.

References/Qpwljwuntpyniu/Jinteparypa

1. Akkermans P., Huigens H., Briining M. 2014, A Landscape of Preservation: Late Prehis-
toric Settlement and Sequence in the Jebel Qurma Region, Northeastern Jordan, Levant,
N 46/2,186-205.

2. al-Khasawneh S., Murray A., Thomsen )., Abu-Azizeh W., Tarawneh M. 2019, Dating a
Near Eastern Desert Hunting Trap (Kite) Using Rock Surface Luminescence Dating, Ar-
chaeological and Anthropological Sciences, N 11/5, 2109-2119.

3. Amirov S., Betts A., Yagodin V. 2015, Mapping Ancient Hunting Installations on the
Ustyurt Plateau: New Results from Remote Sensing Imagery, Paléorient, N 41/1, 199-219.



242 Mariam Shakhmuradyan

19.

Arimura M., Petrosyan A., Arakekyan D., Nahapetyan S., Gasparyan B. 2018, A Prelimi-
nary Report on the 2015 and 2017 Field Seasons at the Lernagog-1 Site in Armenia,
Aramazd, N XII/1, 1-18.

. Barge O., Brochier J.—E., Chahoud )., Chataigner C., Régagnon E., Abu-Azizeh W., Cras-

sard R. 2021a, Hunting with Kites in Armenia. In: Betts A., van Pelt P. (eds), The Gazelle’s
Dream: Game Drives of the Old and New Worlds, Sydney, Sydney University Press, 105-126.

Barge O., Brochier J.-E., Crassard R. 2015a, Morphological Diversity and Regionalization of Kites
in the Middle East and Central Asia, Arabian Archaeology and Epigraphy, N 26/2, 162-176.

. Barge O., Brochier J.—E, Régagnon E., Chambrade M-L, Crassard R. 2015b, Unity and

Diversity of the Kite Phenomenon: a Comparative Study between Jordan, Armenia, and
Kazakhstan, Arabian Archaeology and Epigraphy, N 26, 144-161.

Barge O., Brochier J.—E., Deom J.-M., Sala R., Karakhanyan A., Avagyan A., Plakhov K.
2016, The ‘Desert Kites’ of the Ustyurt Plateau, Quaternary International, N 395, 113-132.

Barge O., Régagnon E., Abu-Azizeh W., Bouzid S., Brochier J.—E., Crassard R. 2025, De-
sert Kites and Related Constructions: Data from the Globalkites Project, Journal of Open
Archaeology Data, N 13 (4), 1-8.

. Barge 0., Perello B., Régagnon E., Nols C. 2021b, Desert Kites and Aggregated Cells of

Mt Aragats (Armenia): Spatial Coincidences ? Quaternary International, N 579, 29-41.

. Betts A., Burke D. 2015, Desert Kites in Jordan: A New Appraisal, Arabian Archaeology

and Epigraphy, N 26, 74-94.

. Betts A., van Pelt P. (eds.) 2021, The Gazelle’s Dream: Game Drives of the Old and New

Worlds, Sydney, Sydney University Press.

. Brochier J.—E., Barge 0., Karakhanyan A., Kalantarian I., Chambrade M.-L., Magnin

F. 2014, Kites on the Margins: the Aragats Kites in Armenia, Paléorient, N 40/1, 25-53.

. Chambrade M.-L., Betts A. 2021, Kites of Syria, Southern Turkey and Western Iraq. In:

Betts A., van Pelt P. (eds), Gazelle’s Dream: Game Drives of the Old and New World,
Sydney, Sydney University Press, 127-186.

. Celik B., Tolon K. 2018, Desert kites in Neolithic Period from Sanliurfa, Karadeniz, N 37, 28-36.
. Crassard R., Abu-Azizeh W., Barge O., BrochierJ.—E., Chahoud J., Régagnon E. 2022, The

Use of Desert Kites as Hunting Mega-Traps: Functional Evidence and Potential Impacts on
Socioeconomic and Ecological Spheres, Journal of World Prehistory, N 35, 1-44.

. Echallier J., Braemer F. 1995, Nature and Functions of the Desert Kites: New Data and

Hypothesis, Paléorient, N 21, 35-63.

. Gasparian B., Khechoyan A., Bar-Oz G., Malkinson D., Nachmias A., Nadel D. 2013, The

Northernmost Kites in South-West Asia: the Fringes of the Ararat Depression (Armenia),
Antiquity (Project Gallery), N 87/336.

Helms S., Betts A. 1987, The Desert "Kites" of the Badiyat Esh-Sham and North Arabia,
Paléorient, N 13/1, 41-67.

20.Kalantaryan I., Perello B., Chataigner Ch. 2017, New Insight into the Agglomerated Hou-

ses-Agglomerated Cells in Armenia: Arteni, Aragats Massif. In: Avetisyan P., Grekyan E.



The Archaeology of "Desert Kites" in Armenia 243

(eds), Bridging Times and Spaces, Festschrift in Honour of Gregory E. Areshian on the
Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday, Oxford, Archaeopress, 183-201.

21. Kempe S., Al-Malabeh A. 2013, Desert Kites in Jordan and Saudi Arabia: Structure,
Statistics and Function, a Google Earth Study, Quaternary International, N 297, 126-141.

22.Kennedy D. 2021, Kites in Saudi Arabia. In: Betts A., van Pelt P. (eds), Gazelle’s Dream:
Game Drives of the Old and New Worlds. Sydney, Sydney University Press, 205-333.

23.Kirkbride A. 1946, Desert ‘kites’, Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society, N 20, 1-5.

24. Kobusiewicz M. 1999, Excavations at Sinai-10: The Kite Site, Romythi locality. In: Eddy F.,
Wendorf F. (eds.), An Archaeological Investigation of the Central Sinai, Cairo, American
Research Center in Egypt, 173-180.

25.Malkinson D., Bar-Oz G, Gasparyan B., Nachmias A., Gershtein E., Nadel D. 2018, Seaso-
nal Use of Corrals and Game Traps (Desert Kites) in Armenia, Quaternary International, N
464, 285-304.

26.Morandi Bonacossi D., lamoni M. 2012, The Early History of the Western Palmyra Desert
Region: The Change in the Settlement Patterns and the Adaptation of Subsistence
Strategies to Encroaching Aridity: A First Assessment of the Desert Kite and Tumulus
Cultural Horizons, Syria, N 89, 31-58.

27.Nadel D., Bar-Oz G., Malkinson D., Spivak P., Langgur D., Porat N., Khechoyan A., Nach-
mias A., Crater-Gershtein E., Katinaa A., Bermatov-Paz G., Nahapetyan S., Gasparyan B.
2015, New Insights into Desert Kites in Armenia: the Fringes of the Ararat Depression,
Arabian Archaeology and Epigraphy, N 26, 120-143.

28.Rosen B., Perevolotsky A. 1998, The Function of ‘Desert Kites’ - Hunting or Livestock
Husbandry?, Paléorient, N 24, 107-111.

29.$Sahin F., Massa M. 2025, Mass-hunting in South-west Asia at the Dawn of Sedentism: New
Evidence from Sanliurfa, South-East Turkiye”, Antiquity, N 99 (403), 1-8.

30.Zeder M., Bar-Oz G., Rufolo S., Hole F. 2013, New Perspectives on the Use of Kites in
Mass-kills of Levantine Gazelle: A View from Northeastern Syria, Quaternary International,
N 297, 110-125.

31. Swiudnipwrywu U. 2023, «Uuwwwuinh onwwwnniyutiph» Yunnigywdpp, dubipp, pqw-
gpnipjniup U gnpdwnnyep. Mwwndwlwu ghnnyejniuubph ghluwdnth ghnwlwu wu-
nhtwuh hwjgdwt wnbbwfununieni, Gplwu:

Shakhmuradyan M. 2023, The Structure, Morphology, Chronology, and Function of
‘Desert Kites’, Unpublished PhD Dissertation, Yerevan (in Armenian).

32. Lwjwupwn U.1925, Rwnb nwpp <wjwuwnwund, Lnpp, 207-232:
Kalantar A. 1925, The Stone Age in Armenia, Nork, 207-232 (in Armenian).

33.Arogun B. 1991, CrpenoBupHble nNnaHMpoBKKM YCTOPTa: OMbIT UCTOPUKO-KYNbTYPHOI WH-
Tepnpetauumn, Apxeonorva lNpuapanbs, Bbin. 5, TallkeHT.
Yagodin V. 1991, Arrowhead-Shaped Structures of Ustyurt: An Attempt at Historical and
Cultural Interpretation, Archaeology of the Aral Region 5, Tashkent, Fan (in Russian).





