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Introduction

In 1989, during construction works in Yeghegnadzor, a number of objects, primar-

ily in metal, were discovered under unclear circumstances and were initially interpreted
as Urartian grave goods.' Among these artifacts, two bronze belts have attracted the
most attention in scholarly literature, while other objects were perceived as less signifi-
cant. The first publication detailing this discovery appeared in 1990, authored by S.A.
Yesayan and O.S. Xnkikyan, under the title “Nakhodki biayniskikh izdeliy v Yegheg-
nadzore”. Published in Russian, this article focused entirely on describing the material;
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the only subsequent publication on the subject was by O.S. Xnkikyan in 2002, where the
finds were discussed in the context of the Iron Age in Syunik (Xnkikyan 2002, 94-96,
pls. XCIV-XCVI).

In 2018, as part of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Institute of Ar-
chaeology and Ethnography of the Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Armenia
(IAE NAS RA), the Yeghegnadzor Regional Museum, and ISMEO - the International
Association for Mediterranean and Oriental Studies, a comprehensive research project
was initiated to study the materials held in the Yeghegnadzor Regional Museum. This
was part of the joint Armenian-Italian “Vayots Dzor Project” (VDP). The discovery site
was revisited on July 13th, 2018, and catalogued under the code VDP059 (Gasparyan et
al. 2016, 149, 160). A total of fifty-eight objects were unearthed, fifty-five of which are
made of metal (bronze and iron), while the remaining three items included a carnelian
seal and two potsherds. The collection of materials has recently been the subject of a
comprehensive study, published in a monograph (Dan et al. 2025). This contribution is
focused specifically on the morphology and significance of the carnelian seal and its ico-
nography. Indeed, this object is particularly important both in terms of interpretation of
the context as a metal hoard, and for reasons related to the symbolic role of writing in
the society under the Urartian rule. The seal is decorated with what, at first glance, ap-
pears to be a cuneiform sign, which, upon closer analysis, it has been revealed to rather
be a possible imitation of cuneiform. This circumstance has prompted a reflection on the
imitation of writing in the Urartian period as a possible result of the widespread dissem-
ination of monumental epigraphy produced by the Urartian royal chancellery among
presumably vast segments of the illiterate population. Moreover, it has led to a broader
consideration of the role of glyptic in Urartu, and which specimens should be regarded
as true Urartian seals.

The archaeological context of the Yeghegnadzor hoard

The objects uncovered during the construction works were subsequently trans-
ferred to the Yeghegnadzor Regional Museum, which was at the time known as the
Provincial Museum of Yeghegnadzor (Xnkikyan 2002, 94). According to Yesayan and
Xnkikyan, the artifacts were found buried inside a pithos, of which only a small frag-
ment of the rim survives. The scholars suggested that this burial practice was character-
istic of both the Urartian and post-Urartian periods ( Yesayan, Xnkikyan 1990, 44). How-
ever, there are several inconsistencies in their report that warrant reconsideration. One
issue concerns the description of the pithos, which is said to have originally contained
the objects. The vessel is described as “small”, yet it seems unlikely that it could have
contained a total of fifty-eight artifacts (today fifty-six, after the loss of two vessel frag-
ments). Furthermore, the assertion that pithos burials were typical of Urartian culture
can no longer be entirely supported (see, for example, the pithos burial in Armavir,
published by Tiratsyan 2010).

Given these discrepancies, the materials found in Yeghegnadzor may be better in-
terpreted as a hoard of objects, rather than items associated with a burial. There is no
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mention of human remains in the discovery, though it is possible that the site could have
been the location of a cremation burial. More critically, the type and diversity of the
objects found, along with their large number, do not align with typical grave goods. The
sheer volume and range of items suggest that this discovery is more accurately catego-
rized as a hoard rather than a burial. Consequently, this find should be added to the list
of metal hoards discovered across the Armenian Highlands, alongside the well-known
examples of Zakim (OAK 1907, 131, figs. 239-243; Piotrovskij 1959, 249, 253, fig. 85) and
Gusei (Hanfmann 1956; Hamilton 1965; Haji Mohammadi et al. 2019, 96-98, figs. 2-3).
The characteristics of the Yeghegnadzor material suggest, moreover, that the hoard had
a functional purpose, and may have been a collection of metal materials intentionally
gathered to be melted down or reused at a later time. The majority of the items are met-
al objects, with the exception of the seal. Whether the metals were hoarded for future
remelting or simply deposited with the intention of being recovered later, it is plausible
that the seal had a specific function, rather than being included in the group purely by
chance. The seal likely served as a means of ensuring that the hoard belonged to its right-
ful owner, who, upon reopening the hoard, could prove their identity through the seal.
The exact nature of the deposit remains unclear, though two speculative scenarios can be
considered. The first hypothesis, given the fragmentary state of the items, is that the
objects were stored for future metallurgical use. In this case, they would have been in-
tentionally deposited in a broken and non-functional state, as they were not meant for
reuse, but rather for melting down. The heterogeneity of the finds, which do not appear
to share any other common attributes except for the material, supports this interpreta-
tion. The second hypothesis is that the deposit functioned as a treasure hoard, possibly
containing family possessions, which may or may not have been fragmented at the time
of deposition.

The combination of metal objects and a seal is a particularly interesting aspect of
this discovery and should prompt a re-examination of other contexts that may have been
hastily interpreted. A comparative context for this hypothesis can be found in the signif-
icant funerary site of the Yerevan Columbarium, one of the most important examples of
Urartian funerary practices ( Yesayan et al. 1991; Biscione 1994). In addition to the struc-
tural remains and urns found in situ in the niches, the discovery of three “caches” -
storerooms located under the floor slabs — adds to the significance of the site. The mate-
rials found in these storerooms are diverse, though repetitive, with a predominance of
bronze and iron objects (Biscione 1994, 116). Also of interest is the presence of a seal,
indicating that depositing a seal alongside an accumulation of metal objects was, possi-
bly, a recognized practice.

While the Yerevan Columbarium likely had a funerary function, with a cultic or
ritual purpose tied to death and the afterlife, the Yeghegnadzor hoard does not provide
evidence for any associated burials. Thus, while the Yerevan Columbarium’s hoard may
have had ritual meanings related to funerary practices, the Yeghegnadzor hoard seems to
have served a more utilitarian purpose. The key element linking both contexts is the
practice of placing a seal to signify the closure of the hoard.
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The Yeghegnadzor Seal

The carnelian seal has a parallelepiped-like shape, wider at the base, with a suspen-
sion loop (pic. 1-2). The wider sides and the base bear incised motifs that can be defined
as phytomorphic. The decorations on the narrow sides (pic. 3) are not adequately pre-
served, so that only a summary description can be provided. A. Piliposyan proposed the
idea that one of the sides would report the cuneiform sign gis (Piliposyan 1998, pl. 64.4):
in particular, citing Ayvazian (Ayvazian 2006, 882), “in the opinion of Piliposian, the
facets of this seal may be put together to read ‘Argishti; if one reads the first facet with
the depiction of a tree as GIS”. This would be based on the reading of the Sumerogram
sign for “tree” as GIS, which, however, looks extremely unlikely, as it would imply a
diffusion of Sumerian language knowledge in the lower levels of a society living in not-
so-close proximity with the Urartian highest classes. However, it should be noted that,
while the rebus writing of the name Argisti employing the actual depiction of a tree is
both never attested and highly questionable, the carvings on the narrow sides of the seal
may be actually seen as an imitation of writing, which could have been appropriated
(without full understanding) by members of the local elite or by individuals seeking to
distinguish themselves within the community. Such a scenario raises interesting ques-
tions regarding the role of writing and glyptic art in Urartu, and it suggests that the de-
posit belonged to a local community member who had repurposed an object typical of
the Near Eastern world —potentially brought to the region by the Urartians.

This seal (classified by Ayvazian 2006, 881-882, fig. 3.11, as NP07) belongs to the
category defined as “four-faceted seals”, which includes several other specimens (Ayvazian
2006, 22; AR 05; ER 06; KB 02; KB 76; KB 77; KB 78; NP36; pic. 4). The shape of these
seals is said to “occupy a place between cylinder seals and stamp seals” (Ayvazian 2006,
52), as they bear images both on the sides and on the bottom. In particular, the Yeghegnad-
zor seal appears to bear a similar decoration to three faceted seals found in Karmir-blur
(Ayvazian 2006, KB76-78), especially with regard to the images on the narrow sides and
the base, which show abstract phytomorphic motifs, possibly depicting a tree; on the wid-
er sides, the seals from Karmir-blur report the image of griffins or hybrid creatures, while
on the bottom there is the representation of a stylized tree (even though Ayvazian 2006,
78, hypothesizes that the base may be occupied by a hieroglyphic notation).

Cuneiform writing on the Yeghegnadzor seal?

The use of cuneiform in Urartu was inextricably tied to the uppermost levels of
society, particularly the royal dynasty, who utilized writing as a tool to express and le-
gitimize their authority (Zimansky 2006). In Urartu, the concept of kingship is particu-
larly articulated through the use of writing: unlike other contemporary states, where
writing served a wide range of functions including administrative, economic, and literary
purposes, Urartian cuneiform was a royal prerogative, primarily employed by the kings
themselves. This selective use of writing as a symbol of power is exemplified by monu-
mental inscriptions carved on stone and rock surfaces, and incised inscriptions on metal
and clay objects. These inscriptions were not intended for bureaucratic record-keeping
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or practical communication; rather, they served as public declarations of royal power,
triumphs, and divine favour. As such, writing in Urartu functioned as an instrument of
royal display, reinforcing the status and authority of the monarch (see Bonfanti—Dan
2024). In this context, the Urartian use of cuneiform could be defined as a “performa-
tive” act, emphasizing the symbolic and ceremonial roles of writing. Writing, in this
sense, was not a mere tool for communication but a visible symbol of the king’s power,
used to impress both the elite and the broader populace.

The seal from Yeghegnadzor provides the opportunity to explore the influence of
the royal strategy of using cuneiform script as a tool for prestige. If individuals from the
lower strata of society — those wealthy enough to own a hoard of metal objects and a
carnelian seal - attempted to mark their possessions with an imitation of cuneiform writ-
ing, it suggests that writing was perceived by the broader society as a symbol of prestige,
status, and authority. Even if these individuals were not directly affiliated with the royal
court, they may have sought to appropriate the royal symbol of writing to elevate their
own status within the local community. The prestige associated with the idea of writing
was thus clear, especially in a culture of highly restricted literacy, where the elites had
the advantage of keeping writing an arcane system (Gelb 1963, 185). In this case, the
owner of the seal was not interested in inscribing an actual sign with its attached mean-
ing; rather, the mere act of imitating a cuneiform sign was enough for them to signal that
they held, or aspired to, a prestigious position in a local setting.

Seals, as a rule, typically feature carved images that identify their owner or signal
a particular function or identity (see Collon 1987). In Urartu, writing was an element
traditionally reserved for the seals of the royal court (Dan, Bonfanti 2023): the presence
of an imitation of cuneiform script on the Yeghegnadzor seal, especially in an unusual
position at the centre of the seal’s short faces, indicates a departure from conventional
practice. Rather than using the seal’s decorative space to depict a personal emblem or
divine image, the imitation of writing appears to have replaced the usual identifying
images. The position of writing on this seal may reflect also a broader trend in Urartian
art and epigraphy, where writing was often employed not just as a functional tool but as
a decorative, performative element, designed to convey the prestige of the individual or
institution associated with it. The shape of the seal, moreover, is unusual in the courtly
Urartian context, as it is a four-sided faceted seal with a stamp on the base. Unfortunate-
ly, we do not know what the impressions of these seals looked like, particularly whether
a specific face was stamped onto the clay, as no impressions of this type have been pre-
served (Ayvazian 2006, 45). Faceted seals usually bore religious imagery, suggesting a
connection to the ritual sphere, making this specimen the only known exception to that
trend. In sum, the seal represents an intriguing deviation from every norm attested in
and around Urartu.

The imitation of cuneiform script on the seal from Yeghegnadzor likely functioned
as a visible signal of status, appropriating the royal signifier of writing and using it as a
form of social capital. This suggests that the members of the local elite — or individuals
aspiring to such status — viewed writing, even in its imitative form, as a way to align
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themselves with the power and prestige associated with the king. The seal also suggests
broader questions about the relationship between local elites and the royal court in Urar-
tu. The imitation of royal symbols, such as cuneiform writing, may have been a way for
these elites to reinforce their power within the local community, signalling that they had
access to or command over symbols of authority typically reserved for the king. The
seal, in this sense, becomes an indicator of a larger social process in which elite members
of society attempted to appropriate elite symbolism to assert their own status.

The role of monumental epigraphy in Urartian culture
and the imitation of writing

As previously mentioned, in Urartu writing played a crucial role in the manifesta-
tion of royal authority and the consolidation of power. Urartian kings, much like their
Near Eastern counterparts, used inscriptions as a means of legitimizing their rule, assert-
ing divine favour, and communicating their military and administrative achievements.
Royal inscriptions, often carved in cuneiform on stone stelae, rock faces, and the walls of
fortresses and temples, proclaimed the king’s conquests, construction projects, and devo-
tion to the god Haldi, the chief deity of the Urartian pantheon. These texts reinforced the
notion of the king as both a warrior and a divinely sanctioned ruler, whose duty was to
expand and protect the kingdom while ensuring religious and economic prosperity. The
widespread presence of monumental inscriptions across Urartian territories and sites not
only demonstrated the reach of royal authority but also contributed to the cultural and
political cohesion of the state. In this way, writing in Urartu was an essential instrument
in the articulation and perpetuation of kingship, linking royal power to divine will and
the material landscape of the realm. The use of cuneiform writing by the Urartians had
a dual significance (Dan 2019, 230-231). On one hand, its introduction was certainly
linked to the administrative needs of the state, while on the other, it held an important
symbolic value. Writing in Urartu was an exogenous element; it did not follow an inter-
nal developmental trajectory that can be reconstructed but instead appeared fully de-
fined in its essential features. It represented a complete discontinuity from previous pe-
riods and was the earliest known tool employed by Urartian kings for legitimizing and
administering the state. The precise details of the adoption process remain unknown.
However, we do know that the introduction of writing, attested in Assyrian script and
language, began during the reign of Sarduri, son of Lutipri (second half of the 9th centu-
ry BCE), the first Urartian ruler for whom inscriptions are known. Over time, this bor-
rowed writing system was also employed to transcribe the native Urartian language,
marking a process that began with the adoption of both the Assyrian writing system and
the language, followed by a phase of adaptation of the script to the Urartian language. In
Urartu, this assumption is based on a series of copies of the same inscription, written in
Assyrian, yet signed by the first known Urartian king, Sarduri, son of Lutipri (CTU A
1-1). However, a relatively recent proposition, grounded in palaeographical and morpho-
logical evidence, suggests that the first Urartian king may have also engraved an inscrip-
tion in Urartian on a bronze bowl, as marked by the morpheme of Urartian genitive



LUahsNkH@3NFL 27

present in the short epigraph (Dan, Bonfanti 2023a). Even more striking is the fact that
just a few years later, Sarduri’s son, I$puini (c. 830-820 BCE), was able to commission
entire inscriptions in Assyrian ductus now perfectly adapted to the Urartian language,
spoken at least by some of the populations of Nairi and Urartu. Unfortunately, no docu-
ments have been discovered that directly attest to the shift from one language to the
other, leaving the adaptation process largely unobserved; however, this phenomenon
indicates a desire to distance Urartu from the Assyrian model while retaining certain key
features. The function of writing in Urartu also diverged significantly from its Assyrian
counterpart. In Assyria, writing was largely an internal element of palace administration,
as demonstrated by cuneiform tablet archives and extensive annalistic inscriptions
adorning royal palace walls. In contrast, Urartian writing adopted a more outward-facing
dimension. Urartian inscriptions were primarily rock cut, strategically placed in highly
visible locations, serving a dual purpose: to communicate content accessible only to a
select group within the royal court and to function as a symbolic instrument that con-
veyed a state message comprehensible to the wider population. The meticulous execu-
tion of Urartian rock inscriptions and the careful selection of their locations suggest that
Urartian epigraphy carried a highly symbolic and propagandistic value, likely compara-
ble to the role of inscribed and decorated orthostats in Assyria.

The seal of Yeghegnadzor, in this context, represents a rare example of the phenom-
enon of the imitation of writing for decorative purposes. As previously introduced, this
seal features a face adorned with what appears to be a cuneiform sign, which, upon
closer examination, does not form coherent text and lacks lexical structure. Instead, it
may well represent an artistic appropriation of writing, likely intended to evoke the
prestige and authority associated with literacy and official inscriptions. This practice of
pseudo-writing suggests that cuneiform script, beyond its administrative and monumen-
tal functions, held symbolic power in Urartu. Even for individuals who may not have
been literate, the visual appearance of writing could serve as a marker of status, legitima-
cy, or even magical protection. The deliberate imitation of cuneiform on a seal — an ob-
ject typically linked to administration, identity, and ownership - further underscores the
cultural value attached to script-like imagery. Such artefacts reflect how writing, even
when functionally absent, could be visually integrated into material culture to reinforce
social and political hierarchies.

The imitation of writing in the ancient world is a complex phenomenon that often
reflects not only an aesthetic or functional interest, but also a process of cultural assimi-
lation. In this context, it is interesting to mention another object, the bone clasp from
Podgorodnoye, Ukraine, discovered alongside an assemblage of Early Scythian arrow-
heads. This object is decorated with elements resembling the wedges composing cunei-
form signs (Daragan, Didenko 2021, fig. 15). The use of symbols that recall the cuneiform
script could be interpreted as an attempt to emulate a system of communication and
power, without a true understanding of the linguistic meaning. This reflects the broader
phenomenon where cultures adopt and adapt symbols of prestige from more powerful
neighbours, incorporating them into their own material culture even if the original
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meanings are not fully understood. This imitation may suggest a process of cultural pres-
tige, in which nomadic societies adopted visual and symbolic forms associated with Near
Eastern cultures, such as the Assyrian and Urartian, to legitimize their own status, or
align with a shared language of power and authority. Writing, in particular, can be seen
as a sign of sophistication and control, and its imitation, while lacking real communica-
tive functionality, reflected its symbolic value. The phenomenon of pseudo-writing may
have been part of a broader strategy of cultural integration, also evident in the interac-
tions between Urartians and Scythians in the 7th century BCE (see the materials in the
kurgan of Kelermes, Galanina 1997). The ability to imitate and reinterpret symbols, like
cuneiform signs, shows how ancient cultures influenced each other, not only in terms of
art and style, but also in codes of power and communication. The adoption of cuneiform
elements in decorations, for example, may suggest that the nomadic societies sought to
gain prestige in the Near East by assimilating distinctive features of cultures perceived as
powerful, like the Urartian one, but without fully adopting the writing system, making
it symbolic rather than functional. This process of borrowing and imitation may fit into
a broader context of complex and prolonged political relations between state entities and
nomadic or local communities that go far beyond simple military conflict and domina-
tion. Urartian influences are evident in certain objects from the Kelermes Kurgan and
other sites, further supporting the idea of a cultural exchange between these groups
(Metdepenninghen 1997). This exchange reflects a deeper interaction that involved not
just warfare, but also trade, diplomacy, and the transfer of artistic and symbolic ideas.
This circumstance is also reflected in the hoard of Yeghegnadzor, where, alongside Urar-
tian materials or those from the same period, materials of Scythian origin coexist, such
as, for example, a trilobate arrowhead.

A Urartian seal? Concluding remarks on Urartian economy

The Yeghegnadzor Hoard seal is a valuable find, as it provides a series of reflections
not only on the object itself, but also on its context of discovery. As already stated in this
text, the deposition of the seal can be interpreted as a common practice of associating
seals, likely belonging to the owner of the deposited materials, within hoards during the
Urartian or immediately post-Urartian periods. Chronologically, the seal has been dated
to the 8th century BCE (Ayvazian 2006, 881), or to a broader period between the 8th
and 6th centuries BCE (Yesayan, Xnkikyan 1990, 44). Given the nature and variety of
the hoard’s materials, a 7"-6" century BCE dating seems more plausible (Dan et al.
2025). The Yeghegnadzor seal also prompts a broader reflection on seals during the Urar-
tian period. The general trend is to label all seals found in Urartian archaeological con-
texts with the general and misleading term “Urartian seals.” This terminology seems to
suggest that all these seals, which are highly varied in terms of morphology and decora-
tive elements, should be considered representative of the Urartian royal culture. This
assumption is reinforced by the common belief that the economic management of Urar-
tu was entirely in the hands of the state and, as a direct consequence, seals should have
been produced by the royal palace. However, the situation is much more complex than
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it has been described so far. The seals suggest that a wealthier segment of the population,
who evidently owned land and livestock, interacted with the Urartian royal palaces us-
ing their own seals. Therefore, we can divide the production of Urartian seals into at least
two major groups: palace seals, used by high-ranking officials or even personally owned
by the king, characterized by specific iconography and often featuring short inscriptions,
sometimes abbreviated (Dan, Bonfanti 2023); and “common” seals, which include the
Yeghegnadzor seal. These common seals were used by local elites operating within the
Urartian state, though we do not know whether they had any significant degree of au-
tonomy. Seals, used by local communities at least since the Bronze Age, during the
Urartian period, present iconographic motifs influenced by palace art and iconography,
but they are clearly distinguishable from those of the palace. The process of iconograph-
ic assimilation of elements we might define as Assyro-Urartian, which also concerns the
local production of seals, is comparable to the production of bronze belts in the Armeni-
an Highlands (Dan, Bonfanti 2022). These are classes of materials already attested in
pre-Urartian times and characterized by iconographic motifs, which, during the Urartian
period, were reinterpreted in iconographic terms and adapted to the tastes of the time,
the result of deep and prolonged processes of Assyrianization in those territories. In this
sense, the Yeghegnadzor seal is a crucial element in supporting the existence of a dual
economic component in the territories controlled by Urartu: both a royal and a more
locally-oriented component. The seal features morphologies and decorative elements re-
lated to types attested in the Urartian period, but the presence of a pseudo inscription
undoubtedly makes it the result of a process of imitation of royal stylistic elements, in
this case embodied by the epigraphic aspect. Furthermore, the study of seals like the
Yeghegnadzor example contributes to a broader understanding of the role of symbolism
in the Urartian economy. Seals were not merely administrative tools; they were also
symbols of power, identity, and authority. The adoption of royal motifs in local seals
reflects the intertwining of local and royal interests, highlighting the dynamic and mul-
tifaceted nature of the Urartian economy. The Yeghegnadzor seal is not just a simple
artefact: it is a key to understanding the complexity of the Urartian economy. By exam-
ining such items, we gain a clearer picture of how different sectors of society interacted
with the state and how economic practices were negotiated between the centre and the
periphery, underscoring the importance of state authority and local autonomy in shap-
ing the economic landscape of Urartu.
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Lhiuwpwntip. Mpupunnt, Bnbhquwéanph quudwnpu, Yhnd-gpnipymu, ubwywughp,
tnjupeh nup, Cujwunwu

Uju hnngwop niumduwuhpnid £ Gnbhiquuéanph quudupuund hwymuwptipduo uwp-
nhnubt Yuhpp: Swdwpwin bpupt nuph hwjwpwon £ punugwd hhduwljw-
umd dtnwnju wnwpluutiphg, npnup hwynuwpbtpdty tu 1989p. Cwywunmwh
Bntiquwénp punwupnid:

‘Lwfunpy ghnwjwu nunduwuhpnipiniuibinn hhdfuwuiund jaunpnuwgty tu
quudwpwuh ppnugl b tpluph wnwpywutiph Ypw, uvwuyu Yuhph wnjuwynpniup
Jupunp hupgtp E wnwowgumd mpupunuuu dywynipuhu dhywjuwpnid gjhw-
whl wpytunh, gph b unghwjwlju huptmpyu nbph Jbpuptpyu:

Uuhpp Ypnud L ubiyughp wpwuh adwu thnpugpjud dnnhy, uwuyu wytgh dwb-
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gnpouwu wpadwuwgnpnipjniu:

Uju Ytmo-qpmpjuu tpunypen wpdipuynp yunipugnid L nwjhu nmimwlju Eh-
wmwiubiph opowitimd ubwwgnph pujupdwi twuht'’ npugtu htimhuwynipyw funphpyw-
uhg nipupuuyu hpjuwunipjwu utippn:

Entiquwanph Yuhpp wtmungptny npuponuluiu tuhgpudhyuyh, Yuhputiph wp-
nunpnipjuu b puquynpujut yuntpugpnipjuu  jnipugduu wybh quyu
puuwpymdutiph hwdwwnbtipunmd, wyu hnnwoép nunfuwuppmd L, ph huswtu £
ghpp npwtiu fjunphpwuhy wpyniuwy tinpbu Swnuyty pwgquynpujuu punwuh-
phu syunjuiunn wudwug:
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ABTOPUTET YEPE3 NMNCbMEHA.
COOBPAXEHMA MO NOBOAY MEYATU KASHAYEMCTBA EXETHA3OPA

KnroueBbie cjioBa. Ypapty, cokpoBuliHuiia Exernansopa, ¢anbliysble NucbMeHa, KJIU-
HOIIXCB, JKene3Hblit BeK, ApMeHus

B maHHO# cTaThe paccMaTpUBAaeTCs CapAMOHOBas Il€YaTb, Hal[leHHasl B COKPOBHUIIHHULE
Exernanzopa. CokpoBUIIHMIA TIPE/ICTaBIsET COO0H KOTIEKIUIO XKeIe3HOTO Beka, COCTOsI-
Y10 B OCHOBHOM M3 MeTaJUIMYECKUX peIMeToB, 06Hapy keHHbIX B 1989 rony. B ropone
Exernagsop, Apmenus. [Ipenpiayiiyie Hay4yHble UCCIIENOBaHUS ObUIM COCPELOTOYEHbI B
OCHOBHOM Ha OPOH30BBIX U XEJIE3HbIX IpeMeTaxX U3 COKPOBUIIHHULBL, HO HaJIM4Ue I1eda-
TH TIOIHMMaeT BakHble BOIPOCBHI O POJIM [JIANTUYECKOIO MCKYCCTBA, MUCbMEHHOCTH U
COLIMAJIbHON MIOEHTUYHOCTU B YPAapTCKOHN KYJIbTypHOU cpene. Ha meyatu BeirpaBUpOBaH
MOTUB, NIOXOXXUI Ha KJIMHOIUCHDIN 3HaK, HO 60Jlee TIIATeJIbHbIA aHaJIU3 [I0Ka3bIBA€eT, YTO
3TO CKOpee MMHUTaLKs, YeM IIpaKTUYeCKas 3alliCh. DTO SBJIEHHUE IICEBIONNUCH JAeT IeH-
HYI0 HHGOPMAIIUIO O BOCIPUSTUAY KJIMHONKUCHA MECTHBIMU JIUTaMU KaK CUMBOJIa aBTOPU-
TeTa IIpY ypapTckol BnacTy. [ToMemas neyaTs Exernasizopa B KOHTEKCT OoJlee MMPOKUX
IUCKyCCUit 06 ypapTckoit snurpa¢uke, U3rOTOBJIEHNH IeyaTell U OBNaJIeHUH KOpPOJIEB-
CKolt nKoHorpaduelt, B 3TOH cTaTbe HCCefyeTcsl, Kak MMCbMeHHOCTb 3PGEKTUBHO CIIy-
JKIJTa CHMBOJIOM JIJISl JIUL, He IPUHaJJIeXalluX K KOPOJIEBCKON ceMbe.





