URARTU
DOGU’DA DEGISIM
TRANSFORMATION IN THE EAST



Urartu
Dogu’da Degisim
Transformation in the East

Hazirlayanlar | Editors

Kemalettin Koroglu - Erkan Konyar

OTiipras O[o

Yapi Kredi Yayinlari

Tiirkiye Petrol Rafinerileri A.S.



URARTU
Dogu’da Degisim
Transformation in the East

Anadolu Uygarliklar: Serisi’nin ilk yayinidir.
Bu seri Ttipras - Yap: Kredi Yayinlar: isbirligi ile hazirlanmistir.
This title is the first publication of Anatolian Civilizations Series.
A co-publication of Tiipras - Yap1 Kredi Culture, Arts and Publishing.

Yap1 Kredi Yayinlar: - 3234
ISBN 978-975-08-1857-8

Hazirlayanlar Editors
Kemalettin Koroglu, Erkan Konyar

Ceviriler Translations
Azer Keskin, Gurkan Ergin, Yigit Deger Bengi

Grafik Tasarim Graphic Design
Nahide Dikel

Grafik Uygulama Graphic Application
Elif Rifat, Arzu Yaras

Diizelti Proofreading
Begiim Kovulmaz, Fahri Giilliioglu, Seyda Oztiirk

Bask: Print
Ofset Yapimevi
Sair Sokak 4, Caglayan Mahallesi Kagithane, 34410, Istanbul

1. baski: Istanbul, Subat 2011
1Ist Printing: Istanbul, February 2011

© Yap1 Kredi Kultir Sanat Yayincilik Ticaret ve Sanayi A.S. 2010
Sertifika No Certificate No 12334

Buitin yayin haklar: saklidir.
Kaynak gosterilerek tanitim icin yapilacak kisa alintilar disinda
yayincinin yazili izni olmaksizin higbir yolla cogaltilamaz.
All rights reserved.

No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written permission from the publisher.

Yap1 Kredi Kiltir Sanat Yayincilik Ticaret ve Sanayi A.S.
Yapi1 Kredi Kultir Merkezi
Istiklal Caddesi No. 161 Beyoglu 34433 Istanbul
Telefon: (0 212) 252 47 00 (pbx) Faks: (0 212) 293 07 23
http://www.ykykultur.com.tr
e-posta: ykykultur@ykykultur.com.tr
Internet satis adresi: http://alisveris.yapikredi.com.tr

Icindekiler

KEMALETTIN KOROGLU

PAUL ZIMANSKY

MIRJO SALVINI
PAUL ZIMANSKY

JAKYAKAR

STEPHAN KROLL

ALi M. DINCOL &
BELKIS DINCOL

ALTAN CILINGIROGLU
ERKAN KONYAR
HANIFi BIBER

RAFET CAVUSOGLU

AYLIN U. ERDEM &
ERKAN KONYAR

M. TANER TARHAN

ALTAN CILINGIROGLU

MEHMET KARAOSMANOGLU

Contents

Urartu: Krallik ve Asiretler
Urartu: The Kingdom and Tribes ¢ 12

Unutulan ve Tekrar Hayata Donen Bir Krallik:
Urartu Calismalari ve Literatiri

A Kingdom Revived from Oblivion:

Urartian Studies and Literature ¢ 56

Urartu Tarihine Genel Bir Bakig
An Overview of Urartian History ¢ 74

Urartu ve Cagdaslar:
Urartu and its Contemporaries ® 106

Etnoarkeolojik Veriler Isiginda Dogu Anadolunun
Urartu Déneminde Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapisi

The Ethnoarchaeology of the Socio-Economic Structure of
East Anatolia in the Urartian Period ¢ 126

Iran’daki Urartu Sehirleri
Urartian Cities in Iran ¢ 150

Urartu Yazisi ve Dili
Urartian Writing and Language ¢ 172

Urartu Dini
Urartian Religion ¢ 188

Urartuda Mezar Tipleri ve Gomii Adetleri
Tomb Types and Burial Traditions in Urartu ¢ 206

Urartu Silahlar:
Urartian Weapons ¢ 234

Urartu Takilar:
Urartian Jewelry o 250

Urartu Canak Comlegi
Urartian Pottery e 268
Bagkent Tugpa

The Capital City Tushpa ¢ 288

Ayanis Kalesi
Ayanis Fortress ¢ 338

Erzincan Altintepe Kalesi
Erzincan Altintepe Fortress ¢ 366



“Uygarhigin safagi’na methiye...

Yerytuzuntin Herakles siitunlarina kadar bilindigi kadim zamanda, diinya
topraklarinin tam ortasinda Anadolu vardi. Homeros, bir Anadolu destan1 olan
Ilyada’sinda “Asya” dedi buraya. Sonralari, bityiik kitadan ayirt etmek icin “Kiiciik
Asya” anlaminda “Asya Minor” diye tanimlanda.

Bizans’ta, baskent Konstantinopolis’e gore ginesin dogdugu yer oldugundan,
Grekce “safak” anlaminda “Anatole”, “Anatolia” diye de anildi. Uygarligin besigi,
uygarliklar mozaigi, Dogu ile Bat1 arasindaki kopri, kiilttr ve uygarhiklarin vatani
olarak tanimlanmasi icin, 19. yazyilin sonlarini beklemesi gerekti...

Hititler Anadolulu’ydu. Frigya, Lidya ve Karia Anadolulu... Anadolunun
verimli topraklarinda Ionyalilardan Urartulara, Lykialilara, Helenlere,
Romalilara, Bizans, Selcuklu ve Osmanlilara onlarca uygarhgin izi var.

Butin bu uygarliklardan kalan yapitlar ulusal mirasimizdir ama asil butiin
insanligin ortak uygarhik tranleridir.

Ko¢ Toplulugu olarak bu olaganustii mirasin “farkinda”y1z, Anadolunun
bugtinki yerlesikleri, sakinleri, yurttaslar: olarak bu mirastan “sorumlu”yuz.

Turkiye'nin rafineri sirketi ve en buytk sanayi kurulusu olan Ttpras, Ko¢
Toplulugu’nun bir tyesi olarak, toplumda farkindalik olusturmak ve genis kitlelere
ulasmak amaciyla gerceklestirdigi kiiltiir-sanat alanindaki sosyal sorumluluk
projelerini “Anadolu Uygarliklar1” temali on kitaplik bir diziyle strdiirtyor.

Kurumsal sorumluluk alanindaki calismalarimizi tanimlarken,
“Faaliyetlerinden etkilenecek ve faaliyetlerini etkileyecek tiim taraflarla etkili,
seffaf ve etik bir iletisim stratejisi olusturmayi, sosyal, ekonomik ve cevresel
sorumluluklari sirket stratejisine yerlestirmeyi ve sonuclarin stirdartlebilirligini
saglamay1 amachyoruz” dedik.

Faaliyet alanimizdaki taraflar, bu “enerji’yle tretim, dagitim, pazarlama
iliskisine giren ve enerjiyi talep eden tim bir “dinya”dir. Tupras, petrol
sektorunun kiresel bir oyuncusu ve yerel lideri olarak “diinya”yla etkili, seffaf ve
etik bir iletisim kuruyor. Ulkemizin enerji ihtiyacini karsilamakta tstlendigimiz
yasamsal roliin sorumlulugunu, ortak kiilttir mirasina kalic1 bir eser birakarak
sosyal alanda da gostermek istiyoruz.

Anadolu o kadar bereketli ki...

Anadolu Uygarliklar: dizi kitap projesi, bize bu firsat1 sunuyor.

Yavuz Erkut
Genel Mudur
Subat, 2011

A Eulogy to the Dawn of Civilization

In ancient times, when the whole World was thought to have been limited to the
Pillars of Hercules, Anatolia was in the middle of it. Homer called it “Asia” in his
Anatolian legend, the [liad. Afterwards, it was named as Asia Minor or “Little Asia”
to distinguish it from the great continent itself.

In Byzantium, it took the name “Anatole” or “Anatolia”, which means
“dawn” in Greek, since it was where the sun rose as viewed from the capital city
Constantinople. It had to wait until the end of the 19" century to be referred with
definitions such as the cradle of civilization, bridge between the West and the East,
and homeland of cultures and civilizations.

The Hittites were Anatolian, so were Phrygia, Lydia and Caria... There are many
traces of tens of civilizations ranging from Ionians, Urartians, Lycians, Greeks and
Romans to Byzantine Seljukid and Ottoman empires.

Their remains are our national heritage, but more importantly the common
achievements of the mankind.

As Koc¢ Group, we are well aware of this spectacular heritage and responsible for
it as the modern inhabitants and citizens of Anatolia.

Tupras, as the largest industrial enterprise and the refinery company in Turkey,
sustains its civil society initiative in the cultural and artistic areas in order to raise
awareness and reach the masses, with a ten-volume set of “Anatolian Civilizations.”

In defining our duties of corporate responsibilities, we intend to create an
effective, transparent and ethical communication strategy with all parties that are
involved in our sphere of activity; to embed social, economic and environmental
duties in the company strategy, and finally to provide the sustainability of the
outcomes.

The parties in our sphere of activity refer to the whole World that demands
energy and engages in production, distribution and marketing relations. It is
with this World that Ttipras establishes an effective, transparent and ethical
communication as a global player and a regional leader. We wish to show the
same vital responsibility that we assume in providing the energy requirement of
our country in the social domain with a lasting work for our common cultural
heritage.

Anatolia is such a fertile land...

The Anatolian Civilizations Project presents us this opportunity.

Yavuz Erkut
General Manager
February, 2011
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Onsoz

Urartu Kralligi, MO 9.-7. yiizyillar arasinda, Dogu Ana-
dolu, Transkafkasya ve Kuzeybati Iran1 egemenlik altina
alarak 200 yili askin bir stire denetiminde tutmak i¢in bi-
yuk ¢aba harcamistir. Boélge cografyasinin buyik bolimii,
siradaglar ve vadilerle birbirinden ayrilmis yaylalarla kapli-
dir. Tarim potansiyeli olan verimli ovalar sinirlidir. Bu ne-
denle s6z konusu boélgede yasayan toplumlar binlerce yil
yar1 gocebe olarak yasamis ve bir devletin denetimine ali-
namamuistir. Biitiin bu zorluklar, Urartularin Anadolu’daki
Demir Cag kralliklarindan farkli olarak boélgenin sorunla-
rina uygun c¢oézumler gelistirmesine zemin hazirlamis ol-
malidir. Devletin kurulusu ve baskent Tuspa’nin (Van) insa
edilmesinden sonra bu yéonde bir dizi uygulamanin gercek-
lestirildigi gorulmektedir.

Urartu Devleti enerjisinin buyik bolimuni tarimi ge-
listirmeye, yar1 gocebe gruplardan yerlesik bir toplum olus-
turmaya harcamaistir. Ulkenin farkh bolgelerinde ilk kez
devlet denetiminde kentler insa edilmistir. Devleti tem-
sil eden bastanr1 Haldi yaninda halkin inandig1 tanrilar-
dan ortak bir pantheon olusturulmustur. Madenciligin ge-
lismesi ve 6zellikle de demirin kullaniminin yayginlasma-
s1 tas isciligi ve mimaride Urartu damgas: niteliginde eser-
lerin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Comlekgi ¢carki ve
gelismis firinlama tekniklerinin bolgeye getirilmesi ise do-
nemin temsilcisi olan fabrikasyon tretimi dogurmustur.
Dogu’dailk kez yazi kullanilmaya baslanmus, elit sinifin be-
genisi dogrultusunda ¢cogu bronz ve demirden esyalar, ta-
kilar ile silahlar Gretilmistir. Mezarlara armagan olarak bi-
rakilan bu tiirde ¢ok sayida eser kacak kazilarda ¢ikarilmis,
sonrasinda yurt icinde ve yurt disinda butin buytk muze-

lere ve 6zel koleksiyonlara dagilmustir.

8

Foreword

The Kingdom of Urartu put great effort
into dominating and controlling Eastern
Anatolia, Transcaucasia, and Northwest
Iran for over 200 years between the 9" and
7™ centuries BC. A majority of the geog-
raphy of the region consists of highlands
separated by mountain chains and valleys.
Fertile plains with agricultural potential are
limited. For this reason, societies inhabit-
ing the region had lived a semi-nomadic life
for millennia, with no state able to control
them. All these difficulties must have laid
the foundation for the development of so-
lutions appropriate to the problems of the
region by the Urartians, setting them apart
from other Iron Age kingdoms of Anato-
lia. A series of policies and projects to this
end were implemented after the founding
of the state and the building of the capital
Tushpa (Van).

The Urartian state devoted a major part
of its energy to develop agriculture, to form
a settled society out of semi-nomadic socie-
ties. Cities were built by the state for the first
time in various areas of the land. A common
pantheon of gods already revered by the
public was created, in addition to the main
god Haldi, who represented the state. The
development of metalworking, especially in
iron, became wide-spread and laid the foun-
dation for the appearance of works of stone
masonry and architecture that qualify as
uniquely Urartian. The potter’s wheel and
advanced oven firing techniques brought
to the region resulted in mass production,
representative of the period. Writing be-
gan to be used for the first time in the East.
Household objects, jewelry, and weapons,
mostly bronze and iron, were produced in

styles preferred by the elite. Many artifacts

Urartu: Dogu’da Degisim

left in burials as gifts were unearthed in il-
licit excavations, which were then distribut-
ed to all major museums and private collec-
tions in Turkey and in other countries.

Urartians called themselves Biainili. The
name Urartu was given them by their Meso-
potamian neighbor Assyria, whose writing
and statecraft tradition was millennia old.
The name Urartu lived in the memory of
societies using cuneiform for a while after
the collapse of the kingdom. The name,
recorded as “rrt” in the Old Testament,
was written as “Ararat” instead of “Urartu”,
which had been long forgotten, and was not
remembered again until the decipherment
of cuneiform script in the 19" century.

Excavations and surveys aimed at under-
standing Urartians have been carried out
for about a century. To date, around three
thousand articles, research reports, sym-
posium papers, and books have been pub-
lished, mostly in English, German, Russian,
and French. It is difficult to say that publica-
tions in Turkey and translations from West-
ern languages are sufficient, in spite of their
increase in recent years.

The book you are holding, published by
Yap1 Kredi Yayinlar1 with the sponsorship
of Tipras, consists of articles evaluating
the Urartian kingdom in its various aspects,
with new information about language, writ-
ing, art, religion, burial customs, pottery,
and Urartian period settlements.

We would particularly like to thank Ttipras
inc. for their kind support, Yap: Kredi Cul-
ture and Art Publications for their diligence
in the process, and finally Azer Keskin, Giir-
kan Ergin and Yigit Deger Bengi for the

translation of the texts.

Urartular kendilerini Biainili olarak adlandirmaktay-
di. Urartu ad1 ise onlara, yazi ve devlet gelenegi binlerce
y1l 6ncesine dayanan Mezopotamyali komsusu Assur tara-
findan verilmistir. Kralligin yikilisindan sonra Urartu ad1
¢ivi yazis1 kullanan toplumlarin belleginde bir siire daha
yasamustir. Eski Ahit’e “rrt” olarak gecen isim, cevirilerde
hafizalardan silinmis olan “Urartu” yerine, “Ararat” olarak
yazilmis ve 19. ylizyilda ¢ivi yazisinin ¢é6ztimiine kadar bir
daha hatirlanmamuistir.

Yaklasik ytiz yildan bu yana Urartular: tanimak i¢in kazi
ve yuzey arastirmalari yapilmaktadir. Guinimuze kadar
cogu ingilizce, Almanca, Rusca ve Fransizca olmak tizere
bircok dilde yaklasik tichin kadar makale, arastirma rapo-
ru, sempozyum bildirisi ve kitap yayimlanmistir. Ulkemiz-
de yapilan yayinlarin ve Bat1 dillerinden yapilan cevirile-
rin son yillarda artmasina karsin yeterli oldugunu soyle-
mek zordur.

Tupras'in sponsorlugunda Yapi Kredi Yayinlari tarafin-
dan yayimlanan bu kitap, Urartu Kralligi'ni bircok yontiy-
le degerlendiren, siyasal tarih yaninda dil, yazi, sanat, din,
ol gbmme bicimleri, ¢anak ¢cémlek ve Urartu dénemi yer-
lesmeleri konusundaki yeni bilgileri iceren makalelerden
olusmaktadir.

Basta boyle bir kitabin hazirlanmasina olanak taniyan
Tupras AS olmak tizere, kitabin hazirlik asamasinda goster-
dikleri hassasiyet icin Yap1 Kredi Kiiltiir Sanat Yayincilik’a
ve cevirileri yapan Azer Keskin, Gurkan Ergin ve Yigit De-

ger Bengi’ye tesekkirti bir borg biliriz.

Kemalettin Koéroglu - Erkan Konyar

Urartu: Transformation in the East
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Urartu: Krallik ve Asiretler

Urartu: The Kingdom and Tribes

Giris: Urartu Ulkesi ve Sinirlar

Urartu (Biainili) Kralligi’'nin, denetlenmesi oldukca zor
olan yuksek yaylalar, siradaglar ve derin vadilerden olu-
san Dogu Anadolu ve cevresinde (Fig. 1-2) iki ytiz yil1 agskin
stire boyunca stirdirdiigti egemenlik bircok bakimdan in-
celenmesi gereken ilging ozellikler tasir. Urartu, Orta De-
mir Cagrnda Onasya’daki giiclii devletlerden biriydi. Cag-
daslarindan gtiineyde Assur, batida Melitia (Melid, Malat-
ya), Tablani (Tabal/Kayseri cevresi) ve Qumaha (Kum-
muh/Kommagene, Adiyaman/Samsat) basta olmak uze-
re Gec¢ Hitit devletleri, Orta Anadolu’da Frigler, Kuzeyba-
t1 fran’da Mana ve Medler gibi kralliklarla siyasal ve ticari
iliskiler kurmustu (Bkz. bu kitapta Zimansky). MO 9. ytizy1l
ortalarinda Van Golu’nin dogu kiyisinda baskent Tuspa’da
(Van) ilan edilen Urartu Devleti, 7. ytizyilin ortalarina ka-
dar batida Firat, kuzeyde Kars platosu - Sevan Goli havza-
s1, doguda Urmiye Goli havzasi ve giineyde Toros Daglari-
nin c¢evreledigi bolgeyi yonetmistir (Fig. 1).

Urartu Kralligi'nin egemen oldugu alan, genel hatlariy-
la burada belirtildigi gibi tanimlansa da gtinimiize ulasan
yazil1 belgeler ve arkeolojik kalintilar sinirlar konusunda
iki ayr1 resim cizilmesine sebep olur. Bu nedenle Urartu
Kralligr'nin yayilim stratejisini ve sinirlarini iki farkli bakis
acist ile degerlendirmek gerekmektedir.

Birincisi, Urartu ordularinin gucla oldugu dénemlerin-
de hemen hemen her yil yaptiklar: yagma seferleri ile ulas-
tiklar1 en u¢ noktalarda ana kayalara kazdirdiklar: “gosteris
yazitlarini” veya diktikleri yazith stelleri esas alarak cizilen
sinirlardir. Tamamen propaganda amach olan bu yazitlar

kuzeyde Ardahan bélgesine ve Gurcistan sinirina, doguda

KEMALETTIN KOROGLU

Introduction: The Land of

Urartu and Borders

The rule of the kingdom of Urartu
(Biainili) thatlasted more than two centuries
in and around Eastern Anatolia, with its diffi-
cult to control high plateaus, mountain rang-
es and deep valleys, has many interesting as-
pects that should be investigated in multiple
ways. Urartu was one of the powerful states
in the Near East in the Middle Iron Age. It
had established political and commercial re-
lations with contemporary kingdoms, includ-
ing Assyria in the south, Late Hittite states
such as Melitia (Melid, Malatya), Tablani
(Tabal around Kayseri) and Qumaha (Kum-
muh/Kommagene, Adiyaman/Samsat) in
the west, Phrygia in Central Anatolia, and
Mannae and Medea in northwest Iran (See
Zimansky in this book). Founded in the cap-
ital Tushpa (Van) on the eastern shore of
Lake Van in mid 9" century BC, Urartu dom-
inated the area bordered by the Euphrates
in the west, the Kars plateau- Lake Sevan
basin in the north, Lake Urmia basin in the
east, and the Taurus Mountains in the south
(Fig. 1).

While the area ruled by Urartu is gener-
ally defined as above, surviving textual and
archaeological evidence leads to two differ-

ent pictures in terms of borders. Therefore,

First are the borders drawn based on
“display inscriptions” carved on rocks and
inscribed stelae erected at the farthest
points arrived during booty campaigns that
the Urartian army carried out almost yearly
in their powerful periods. Completely prop-
agandistic in purpose, these inscriptions
were erected in the Ardahan area and on
the Georgian border in the north, near the
Caspian Sea in the east, and on the Malatya-
Elazig border in the west. This practice, not
corresponding to actual borders, was one
of the methods of pressuring their con-
temporaries and, like the cuneiform script,
was copied from the Neo-Assyrian Empire.
Neo-Assyrian kings also erected reliefs to
mark Anatolian campaigns to areas which
they did not rule, but which they plundered
a few times during their history, such as the
slopes of the Taurus to the north of Cuku-
rova, and Yoncali near Mus in Eastern Ana-
tolia (Borker-Klahn 1982).

To understand the areas ruled by Urartu
and to draw its borders, looking at the dis-
tribution of cities built by the state and local
administrative centers connected to them
will be a realistic approach. Urartian State,
as discussed below, built most of the cities
consisting of citadels and surrounding civil-
ian settlements in the Lake Van basin and
in the Aras River valley in the north. On
the other hand, local administrative cent-
ers connected to the state appear across a
larger area.

Lake Van basin, where the Urartian
State was founded, is surrounded on its
south by the Taurus, which separates Meso-
potamia and Anatolia. While the southern
border extends down to the upper Tigris
area in many maps depicting the areas con-
trolled by the kingdom of Urartu, this is not
accurate. A few uncertain localizations of

place names mentioned in the inscriptions

URARTU: THE KINGDOM AND TRIBES

kilmistir. Gergek sinirlar1 géstermeyen ve cagdaslarini bas-
ki altina almak icin uyguladiklar: yontemlerden biri olan
bu anlayis, ¢ivi yazisini aldiklart Yeni Assur Kralligi'ndan
kopyalanmusti. Yeni Assur krallar1 da Anadolu’ya yaptiklar:
seferlerin isareti olan kabartmalarini, Cukurova’nin kuze-
yinde Toroslarin etekleri, Dogu Anadolu’da Mus yakinin-
daki Yoncali gibi kendilerinin olmayan, tarihleri boyunca
ancak birka¢ kez yagmalamak icin gidebildikleri bolgeler-
de bile dikmislerdi (Borker-Klahn 1982).

Urartu'nun egemen oldugu bolgeleri algilamak ve sinir-
larini ¢izebilmek icin devletin insa ettigi kentlerin ve bagh
yerel yonetim merkezlerinin dagilimina bakmak daha ger-
cekgi bir yaklasim olur kanisindayiz. Urartu Devleti asagi-
da deginecegimiz tizere, sitadel ve eteklerindeki sivil yer-
lesmelerden olusan kentlerin cogunu Van Go6li havzasinda
ve kuzeyde Aras Nehri vadisinde insa etmistir. Devlete bag-
11 yerel yonetim merkezleri ise daha genis bir alanda karsi-
miza ¢ikar.

Urartu Devleti'nin kuruldugu Van Goli havzas: giiney-
den Mezopotamya ve Anadolu’yu birbirinden ayiran Toros-
lar tarafindan kusatilmis durumdadir. Urartu Kralligi'nin
egemenlik alanini gésteren bircok haritada gtiney sinir Yu-
kar1 Dicle bolgesine kadar uzatilmakla birlikte bu dogru
degildir. Krallik, bu yondeki genisleme ¢abalarina ragmen,
yazitlarda gecen birkac¢ yer adinin kuskulu lokalizasyonu
tartisma disinda tutulursa, Toroslarin giineyinde kalic1 ola-
mamis ve bereketli ovalarda herhangi bir merkez kurama-
mistir. Ayni1 dénemde Toroslarin guneyinde, Yukar1 Dicle
bolgesinde Tushan (U(;tepe), Amedi (Diyarbakir) ve Tidu
(Ziyaret Tepe) adh ti¢ eyalet merkezi kurmus olan Yeni As-
sur Krallig1 egemendir (Koroglu 1998). Bu bolgede Urar-
tu Kralligr'yla iliskilendirilebilecek herhangi bir arkeolojik
veri bulunmamaktadir. Ayrica Urartu ile Assur arasinda,
hicbir kralligin denetimine girmeyen ve Assur yazitlarinda
krallik olarak tanimlanan gugcla yerel asiretlerin varligini
sturdirdigt bilinmektedir (Kessler 1995; Schachner 2007).

Baskentin batisindaki Bingol, Elazig (Alzi) ve Tunce-
li bolgesi MO 9. yuizyildan itibaren Urartunun kontrolii-
ne gecmistir. Bolgenin denetimi Palu ve Mazgirt/Kalekoy
gibi icinde ¢ok odali kaya mezarlar1 yer alan eyalet mer-

kezleri araciligiyla saglanmisti. Gliinimuiz-

(sonraki sayfalar)

de Karakaya Barajimin bulundugu bolge- Fig. 1:

de Firat Nehri, tilkenin en bati sinirini be- Urartu dénemi

yerlesmelerini gosteren

aside, the kingdom could not stay with any lirliyordu. II. Sarduri tarafindan yazdirilan harita (Armagan Tan,
Kemalettin Kéroglu).

Hazar Deniziyakinina, batida da Malatya-Elazig sinirina di- the expansion strategy and borders of the

. Urartian Kingdom require evaluation from i ; 70l i .
* Prof. Dr., Marmara Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakultesi Eskicag Tarihi 8 9 permanence in the south of the Taurus in Izoli yaziti (Salvini 1972’ van Loon 1974) Map: Urartian period
Goztepe/Istanbul, kemalettin@marmara.edu.tr two different perspectives. spite of its efforts to expand in this direc- Urartu’nun bu bolgeye gelerek Firat geci- settlements, next pages.
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URARTU: KRALLIK VE ASIRETLER

sini anlatmaktadir. Firat Nehri’ni yalnizca vergi ve ganimet
almak icin asan Urartular, Minua ve II. Sarduri doneminde
Melitia ve hatta Qumaha gibi kent devletleri tizerinde bas-
k1 uygulamis ve vergi almislarsa da nehrin 6tesinde yerlese-
memistir (Astour 1979). Bat1 ssmirindaki Ge¢ Hitit krallik-
larin1 tanimlayan Hate adi Urartunun yikilisina kadar ya-
zitlarda varhigini korumustur.

Ana kayalar tizerine yazdirdiklar: civi yazih fetih yazit-
lar1 Urartularin kuzeyde Erzurum, Kars ve Ardahan yaylasi
uzerinden Gurcistan sinirina kadar ¢iktigini gosterir. Aras
Nehri vadisinin kuzeyindeki Stingttas, Sarikamis, Taskop-
ru ve en kuzeydeki Hanak yazitlari, bu yondeki seferlerin
rotasini gostermektedir. Urartu kuzeyde ulastig1 en ug¢ nok-
tay1 Hanak/Ortakent yazit1 ile belirlemistir (Dingol - Din-
col 1992).

Yazitlarin kuzeyde Giircistan sinirma kadar ulasma-
sina ragmen Urartu donemi yerel eyalet merkezlerinin
en kuzeyindekileri Aras Nehri vadisindeki Pasinler ve
Yogunhasan’dir. Aras Nehri vadisi Urartu'nun merkez-
den yonetebildigi alanin kuzey sinirimi ciziyor gézukmek-
tedir (Koroglu 2005). Daha kuzeyde Kars ve Ardahan yay-
lasinda gintmize kadar yapilan arastirmalarda Urartu
Devleti’nin insa ettigi kent veya icinde ¢ok odali kaya meza-
r1 bulunan yerel yonetim merkezi saptanamamistir.

Krallik kuzeydoguda Aragats Dagi’nin gtineyi ile Sevan
Goli’ntin batisindaki verimli Aras Nehri vadisine yerles-
mek icin buytk yatirimlar yapmistir (Biscione 2003). Bura-
da Armavir Blur (Argistihinili), Arinberd (Erebuni) ve Kar-
mir Blur (TeiSebai URU) adli tg¢ buytk krali kent kurul-
mustur (Piotrovskii 1969; Forbes 1983). Aragats Dagrmin
kuzeyindeki Gulijan, Sevan Golu kiyisindaki Leasen, Tsovi-
nar ve Tsovak gibi yazitlar (Salvini 2008 II: A8-9, 11, A9-7,
A10-2) ordularin yagma seferlerinin isareti olarak dikilmis
gozukmektedir.

Doguda Urartu devletinin yaptig1 en 6nemli yatirim-
lardan biri MO 7. yiizyilda II. Rusa tarafindan Kuzeyba-
t1 fran’da insa ettirilen Bastam (Rusai-URU.TUR.) kenti-
dir (Kleiss 1980). Urmiye Havzasi Kale Hodar, Sarik, Isma-
il Aga ve Rezaiye (Urumiye) gibi yerel yonetim merkezleriy-
le denetlenmistir. Guneydeki Kelisin, Topzava ve Tastepe
(Salvini 2008 IT: A3-11; A5 10; A10-4,5) Urartu ordularinin
ulastig1 noktalar:1 isaretleyen yazitlardir. Urartu Kralligi,
Assur ile siirini, Zagros Daglar’min dogal olarak boldi-
gu hatt1 kabul etmis ve yazitlara da bunu yansitmistir. An-
cak Assur’'un bu sinir1 tanidigi konusu kuskuludur. Dogu-

da Urartu ordularinin Tebriz tizerinden Hazar Denizi’ne
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tion, and was unable to found any centers
in the fertile plains. At this time period,
the Neo-Assyrian Empire established three
provincial centers named Tushan (Ugtepe),
Amedi (Diyarbakir), and Tidu (Tepe) in
the upper Tigris region, and was dominant
to the south of the Taurus (Koéroglu 1998).
There is no archaeological evidence relat-
ed to the kingdom of Urartu in this region.
In addition, it is known that powerful lo-
cal tribes that were not under the control
of any kingdom, referred to as kingdoms in
Assyrian texts, inhabited the area between
Urartu and Assyria (Kessler 1995; Schachn-
er 2007).

The area of Bingol, Elazig (Alzi) and
Tunceli to the west of the capital was incor-
porated by Urartu by 9" century BC. This
area was controlled by provincial centers
with multi-roomed rock-cut tombs such as
Palu and Mazgirt/Kalekéy. The western bor-
der of the land was defined by the Euphrates
River, in the present area of the Karakaya
Dam. Izoli inscription of Sarduri II (Salvini
1972; van Loon 1974) relates the crossing of
the Euphrates in this area. Urartians crossed
the Euphrates only to collect taxes and boo-
ty; they were not able to settle beyond the riv-
er although they pressured city states such as
Melitia and even Qumaha and collected tax-
es (Astour 1979). The name of Hate that de-
scribe late Hittite Kingdoms on the western
border continued to exist in writen sources
until the collapse of Urartu.

Cuneiform inscriptions carved on bed-
rock after conquests indicate that Urartians
reached up to the Georgian border through
Erzurum, Kars and Ardahan plateau in the
north. Stingutas, Sarikamis and Taskopri
inscriptions in the north of the Aras Riv-
er valley, and the northernmost Hanak in-
scription show campaign itineraries in this
direction. Urartu marked the northern-
most point it has reached by the Hanak/Or-
takent inscription (Dingol - Dingol 1992).

Although the inscriptions reach up to the

Urartu: Dogu'da Degisim

Georgian border in the north, the northern-
most local provincial centers of the Urartian
period are Pasinler and Yogunhasan in the
Aras River valley. Aras River valley seems to
draw the northern border of the area that
Urartu was able to control from the center
(Koroglu 2005). Research identified no cit-
ies or local administrative centers with mul-
ti-roomed rock-cut tombs built by Urartu in
Kars or Ardahan plateau in the north so far.

The kingdom made significant invest-
ments in the northeast to settle in the
south of Mount Aragats and in the fertile
Aras River valley to the west of Lake Sevan
(Biscione 2003). Here, three large royal
cities named Armavir Blur (Argistihinili),
Arinberd (Erebuni) and Karmir Blur
(Teisebai URU) were founded (Piotrovskii
1969; Forbes 1983). Inscriptions such as
Gulijjan to the north of Mount Aragats,
Lcasen, Tsonivar and Tsovak on the shore
of Lake Sevan (Salvini 2008 II: A8-9, 11,
A9-7, A10-2) appear to have been carved to
mark the plunder campaigns of the armies.

One of the most significant investments of
the Urartian State in the east was the city of
Bastam (Rusai-URU.TUR.) built by Rusa Il in
northwest Iran in the 7" century BC (Kleiss
1980). Urmia basin was controlled by local ad-
ministrative centers Kale Hodar, Sarik, Ismail
Aga and Rezaiye (Urumiye). To the south,
Kelishin, Topzava and Tashtepe inscriptions
(Salvini200811:A3-11;A510;A10-4,5) markthe
furthest points reached by the Urartian army.
Asreflected in inscriptions, kingdom of Urar-
tuaccepted the Zagros range asits border with
Assyria. However, it is doubtful that
Assyria recognized this border. Urartian
army reached the area marked by Razlik and
Nashteban inscriptions (Salvini 2008 II: A 11-
3, 4) near the Caspian Sea through Tabriz.
However, it is difficult to find any other evi-
dence directly related to Urartu in these fron-
tier regions with this kind of inscriptions
(Kroll 1976).

It seems that Urartians at no point

URARTU: THE KINGDOM AND TRIBES

yakin olan ve Razlik ve Nasteban (Salvini 2008 II: A 11-3,4)
yazitlariyla isaretlenen alana kadar gittigi anlasilmakta-
dir. Ancak bu tiirde yazitlarin bulundugu u¢ boélgelerde,
Urartu’yla dogrudan iliskili baska herhangi bir bulguya
rastlamak zordur (Kroll 1976).

Anlasildig1 kadariyla Urartular hicbir zaman ne gtiney-
batida Akdeniz’e ne de kuzeyde Karadeniz’e ulasabilmistir.
Fildisi ve cam boncuk gibi tirtinlerin Urartu merkezlerinde
varligi, Dogu Akdeniz ve Kuzey Suriye ile ticari baglanti-
ya isaret etmektedir. Frig kokenli fibulalarin Urartu’ya geli-
si, Anadolu ile olan iliskilerin yalnizca seferler veya Assur’a
karsi yapilan ittifaklarla sinirli olmadigini gostermektedir.

Urartu Kralligrnin, kurdugu kentler ve olusturdugu
eyalet merkezleriyle sahip olmaya calistig1 sinirlar icinde
denetlenmesi zor boélgeler bulunmaktadir. Bunlarin basin-
da Toroslar, Nemrut, Siphan, Aladaglar, Agri, Aras Giline-
yi Daglar1 gibi ytukseklikleri 2500 ile 5000 m arasinda degi-
sen volkanik ytuikseltilerin yamaclarindaki yaylalar gelmek-
tedir. Bu bolgelerde saptanan kalintilar, genellikle yar1 go-
cebe toplumlarla iligkili ve yerel karakterlidir. Devletin bu-
ralar1 denetledigini gosteren kanitlardan yoksunuz. Urar-
tu Devleti yatirimlarini genellikle tarim alanlarinin bulun-
dugu bolgelere yapmuis, yiksek ve ulasilmasi zor bolgele-

riise hayvan ihtiyacini karsilamak amaciyla yagmalamuistir.
Urartu Devleti Oncesinde Dogu Anadolu

Arkeolojik kazilar, Dogu Anadolunun deniz seviyesin-
den 600-700 m’den daha al¢ak olan batidaki Elazig bol-
gesi ve dogudaki Aras havzasi disinda kalan bolgelerinde-
ki hoytiklerin MO I1. binyilda ve I. binyilin baslarinda bii-
yiik oranda terk edildigini géstermektedir. Ilk Tung Cag1
sonrasinda terk edilen hdyiiklerin yeniden yerlesim ala-
ni1 olarak secilmesi Urartu Kralliginin kuruldugu Orta
Demir Cagr’'nda baslamistir. Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da ho-
yuklerin 1ssizlastigi Orta ve Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagr'nda, kurgan
tiri mezar mimarisi ve bir bolimi ¢ok renkli bezeme-
lere sahip canak ¢6mlegiyle varliklarindan haberdar ol-
dugumuz “yayla kualtirt” yayginlik kazanmistir. Yerle-
sim alanlar1 saptanamayan ve tarim yapilabilecek bolge-
lerdeki hoyuklerde izlerine rastlanmayan bu kultir, Agri
Dagrnin eteklerinde, Stitey Yaylasi'nda, Siphan Dag1 cev-
resinde ve Ardahan bélgesindeki kurgan tirii mezarlar
ile cogu kacak kazilar yoluyla miizelere gelen canak ¢com-
lek araciligiyla tanimlanabilmektedir (Koroglu 2000; Ci-
lingiroglu 2001; Ozfirat 2002; Rubinson 2005; Ozfirat

Urartu: Transformation in the East
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2006). Tastan insa edilmis dikdortgen bir mezar odasi ve
uzerindeki tepe gorintimli yukseltiden olusan kurganla-
rin boyutlari, gémiilen kisinin statiisine gore degisiyor-
du. Gelismis mezar mimarisine sahip bu toplumlarin si-
rekli bir yerlesim yerleri oldugunu gosteren izlerden yok-
sunuz. Bu durum sézkonusu toplumlarin daha cok yaylak
ve kislaklar arasinda yar1 gocebe bir yasam strdiklerini

gostermektedir (Fig. 3-4).

Fig. 3:

Dogubeyazit’ta deniz
seviyesinden 2300 m
yiksekte Balikgoli'nde
bir stirii. Dogu Anadolu
ve cevresinde yar1 gocebe
yasam bicimi gintimiize
kadar yaygin bicimde
stirdirtalmektedir. Yaz
aylarini ytiksek yaylalara
¢ikan gogerler, kist
daha alcak bolgelerde
gecirmektedirler.

A flock at Balikgoli,
Dogubeyazit, 2300 m above
sea level. Seminomadic
lifestyle in Eastern Anatolia
is widely practiced up

to today. People spend

the summer months in
highlands, and winters in
lower areas.
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Uruatri ve Nairi Asiretleri

Dogu Anadolu’ya MO II. binyilin son-
larindan itibaren yeni toplumlarin gel-
digini gosteren yazili belgeler ve arkeo-
lojik veriler bulunmaktadir. MO 13. yiiz-
yildan itibaren Orta Assur yazitlart Dogu
Anadolu’ya yonelen seferler baglaminda
bolgedeki toplumlardan s6z etmeye bas-
lar. Assur krali I. Salmaneser (1274-1245)
Toroslarin kuzeyinde karsilastig1 asiret-
leri Uruatri (Urartu) olarak adlandirir.
Yagmalanan daglik cografyayr da tanim-
layan bu isim, 9. ytizyilin ortalarinda dev-

leti kuran toplumun bolgedeki varhigi-

reached the Mediterranean in the southwest
or the Black Sea in the north. Finds such
as ivory and glass beads in Urartian centers
suggest commercial relations with Eastern
Mediterranean and North Syria. The arriv-
al of Phrygian fibulae at Urartu shows that
the relations with Anatolia were not limited
to military campaigns or coalitions against
Assyria.

There were areas difficult to control with-

= ol PR -

Y

in the borders that the kingdom of Urartu
attempted to rule by building cities and es-
tablishing provincial centers. Among these
areas are highlands on the slopes of volcan-
ic mountains with elevations ranging from
2500 m to 5000 m, such as the Taurus, Nem-
rut, Suphan, Aladaglar, Ararat (Agr1) and
Aras Guneyi Mountains. Remains in these
areas are associated with seminomadic soci-
eties and are of local character. We lack any
evidence that the state controlled these are-
as. Urartian state made its investments most-
ly in regions of agricultural fields, while it
plundered high and difficult to reach areas

to supply animals.

Urartu: Dogu’da Degisim

Eastern Anatolia before the
Urartian State

Archaeological excavations show that
mounds in Eastern Anatolia, other than
those that are lower than 600-700 m above
sea level in Elazig region in the west and
the Aras basin in the east were abandoned
in the II" millennium and the beginning
of the I'* millennium BC. Resettlement of
the mounds abandoned at the end of Early
Bronze Age began in the Middle Iron Age
when the kingdom of Urartu was founded.
In the Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Ages
when mounds in northeast Anatolia were
depopulated, a “highland culture” that we
know through the kurgan type burial archi-
tecture and polychrome decorated pottery
was widespread. Settlement areas of this cul-
ture have not been identified, nor its traces
have been found on mounds in agricultur-
al areas; the culture is defined by kurgan
type burials on the slopes of mount Arar-
at, on the Sutey plateau, around Mount Su-
phan and Ardahan region, and by pottery
most of which has been retrieved through
illicit excavations and eventually acquired
by museums (Koroglu 2000; Cilingiroglu
2001; Ozfirat 2002; Rubinson 2005; Ozfirat
2006). Kurgans consist of a rectangular
stone burial chamber above which a coni-
cal mound is built, and their dimensions
vary by the status of the individual buried
in them. We lack traces of permanent set-
tlements of these societies, who had a de-
veloped burial architecture. This situation
suggests that the societies in question led
a seminomadic life between summer and

winter settlements (Fig. 3-4).

Urartu and Nairi Tribes

There is textual and archaeological evi-
dence indicating the arrival of new societies
in Eastern Anatolia from the end of second

millennium BC on.

URARTU: THE KINGDOM AND TRIBES

n1 gosteren en erken kanittir. Salmaneser, Uruatri’yi olus-
turan 8 tulkeyi ti¢ gunde fethettigini anlatmaktadir. As-
sur ordularinin Toroslarin kuzeyine ¢ikmakla birlikte, bir-
kac ayda ancak katedilebilecek Dogu Anadolu’nun, kictk
bir bélumuni yagmalayip birkac gtinde geri déondigut an-
lasilmaktadir. I. Salmaneser’den sonra I. Tukulti-Ninurta
(1244-1208) Dogu Anadolu’da Nairi olarak adlandirdi-
g1 bolgede 40 kralla savastigini kaydetmektedir. Nairi, gi-
neyde Tur Abdin (Kasiyari) Daglarindan baslayan ve To-

roslarin kuzeyinde, Yukar1 Deniz olarak adlandirilan Van

Goli’'nu de kapsayarak Diauei (Erzurum)
bolgesine kadar genisleyen daglik bolge-
nin adiyd: (Russell 1984). Bu genis daghik
alandaki asiretlerin Assur yazitlarinda,
basarinin yuceltilmesi adina kral olarak
tanimlandigi anlasilmaktadir. 1. Tiglat-
Pleser (114-1076) bu sozde krallarin sayi-
sin1 60’a kadar ¢cikarmaktadir (Zimansky
1985: 48-50; Salvini 2006: 28-34).

Assur vyazitlarinin Dogu Anadolu’da

Uruatri ve Nairi adli bolge ve toplumla-

Fig. 4:

Yarigocebe toplumlar yaz
aylarinda geleneksel kara
cadirlarda konaklamaktadir.
Ancak bu ¢adirlarin
kuruldugu alanda ve

yakin ¢evresinde tastan
yapilmis daha kalict basit
mekanlar olusturuldugu
gorulmektedir.

Seminomadic people live

in traditional black tents

in summers. However,
around these tents are more
permanent simple structures
made of stones.

rin ortaya cikisina taniklik ettigi MO 13. yiizy1l sonrasina ilis-
kin arkeolojik veriler, Kurgan kultiirlerini yaratan toplumlar-
dan farkli gruplarin Dogu Anadolu’ya gelisine isaret etmek-

tedir. Erken Demir Cag1 olarak adlandirilan bu siirecte, me-
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zar mimarisinde bireysel gomi icin tasarlanan kurganlar ye-
rine, Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da, icine ¢ok sayida gomu yapilan,
dromoslu oda mezar anlayis1 ortaya ¢cikmistir. Butiin Dogu
Anadolu’da ayrica yaygin olarak yakarak gémme (kremas-
yon) uygulanmaya baslamistir. Canak ¢émlek tipleri, yapim
teknikleri ve bezeme anlayisi da oldukca degismistir. Orta ve
Gec¢ Tung Cagrnin boya ve cizgisel bezemeli kaplarinin yerini
tekduize, elde yapilmis, genellikle orta ve kotii firinlanmis bir
tur canak ¢cémlek almistir. Bunlardan yaygin olan canaklarin
agizlari ile boyunlar1 arasinda yer alan yiv bezeme nedeniy-
le bu dénemin temsilcisi “yivli canak ¢omlek” olarak tanimla-
nir. Yivli canak ¢omlegin ortaya cikist Erken Demir Caginin
da baslangici olarak kabul edilir. Bu tirin tarihlenmesine
yonelik stratigrafik veriler ilk kez Elaz1g bolgesinde Korucu-

tepe ve Norsuntepe gibi hoytiklerde saptanmistir. Ge¢ Tung

Fig. 5: (Cag1 tabakalarinin tzerinde saptanan bu

Diyarbakir/Ziyaret Tepe’de
bulunan icine kremasyon
(yakarak gomii) yapilmis
bir urne ve kapak olarak
kullanilan dénemin
temsilcisi agiz kenar1 yiv
bezemeli canak.

Urn and bowl with grooved
decoration, representative
of the period, used as a

lid; found with a cremation
burial inside at Diyarbakir/
Ziyaret Tepe.

yeni kiiltiiriitn MO 12. yiizy1l sonrasina ait
oldugu kabul edilmistir (Winn 1980; Bartl
2001; Miiller 2005).

Yivli canak c¢omlegin Dogu Anado-
lu’daki yayihm alani, Uruatri ve Nairi top-
lumlarinin yasadig1 cografya ile értasmek-
te, bu nedenle bu toplumlarla iliskilendi-
rilmektedir (Roaf - Schachner 2005). Urar-
tu Devleti'nin kurulusuyla birlikte, buytik

kentlerde ve eyalet merkezlerinde ortaya ¢ikan yeni ihtiyac-
lar dogrultusunda fabrikasyon, standart, bazilar1 ltiks ¢canak
comlek tiretilmeye baslanmis ancak kirsal alanlarda, kéylerde
geleneksel “yivli canak ¢omlek” kullanilmaya devam etmistir
(Koroglu 2003; Koroglu - Konyar 2008; Erdem 2009).
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Beginning in the 13™ century BC, Mid-
dle Assyrian sources mention societies in the
region in the context of campaigns to East-
ern Anatolia. Assyrian king Shalmaneser I
(1274-1245) refers to the tribes he encoun-
tered to the north of the Taurus as Uruatri
(Urartu). This name, which also refers to the
plundered mountainous region, is the earli-
est evidence of the society that founded the
state of the same name in the mid 9™ cen-
tury. Shalmaneser relates that he conquered
8 countries that make up Uruatri in three
days. It is clear that the Assyrian army went
up to the north of the Taurus, but returned
in a few days after plundering only a small
part of Eastern Anatolia, which requires a
few months to cross. After Shalmaneser I,
Tukulti-Ninurta I (1244-1208) records that
he fought with 40 kings in the region that
he called Nairi in Eastern Anatolia. Nairi
was the name of the mountainous region
that started from the Tur Abdin Mountains
(Kashiyari) in the south and extended to
the Diauei (Erzurum) region to the north of
the Taurus, including Lake Van, called the
Upper Sea (Russell 1984). The tribes in this
wide mountainous region were called kings
in the Assyrian inscriptions in order to glo-
rify the success. Tiglath-Pileser I (1114-1076)
increases the number of these so called kings
up to 60 (Zimansky 1985: 48-50; Salvini 2006:
28-34).

Archaeological evidence related to the
period after the 13" century BC when As-
syrian inscriptions witnessed the appear-
ance of the regions and societies of Uruat-
ri and Nairi indicates the arrival of groups
different from the societies of the Kurgan
cultures in Eastern Anatolia. In this peri-
od, that is, in the Early Iron Age, burial
chambers with dromoi with multiple buri-
als replace the kurgan designed for indi-
vidual burials in northeast Anatolia. In
addition, cremations become widely prac-
ticed all over Eastern Anatolia. Pottery

types, productions techniques, and deco-
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rations also change significantly. Medium
or low fired monotonous handmade pot-
tery replaces the painted and insize dec-
orated pottery of the Middle and Late
Bronze Age.

The representative type of this peri-
od is “grooved pottery,” named after the
grooved decoration between the rim and
the neck of bowls that appear commonly.
The appearance of grooved pottery is ac-
cepted as the marker of the beginning of
the Early Iron Age. Stratigraphical evi-
dence towards the dating of this type was
first found on mounds such as Korucutepe
and Norsuntepe in the Elazig region. This
new culture, found above Late Bronze Age
levels dates to post 12" century BC (Winn
1980; Bartl 2001; Mller 2005).

Distribution area of the grooved pottery
coincides with the region of the Uruatriand
Nairi, and therefore the pottery is associat-
ed with these societies (Roaf - Schachner
2005). With the foundation of the Urartian
state and the accompanying new needs of
the large cities and provincial centers, mass
produced standardized pottery began to be
made, some as luxury items; however tradi-
tional “grooved pottery” continued to be
used in villages/rural settlements (Koéroglu
2003; Koroglu - Konyar 2008; Erdem 2009).

Grooved pottery was also common in
the Upper Tigris region, where the Nairi so-
cieties lived, but which wasn’t incorporated
into the Urartian State (Fig.5). Here, this
pottery was common in the period when
Middle Assyrian dominance was interrupt-
ed, and remained in use during the period
when the Neo-Assyrian Kingdom resumed
control through provincial centers such as
Amedi, Tushan, and Tidu. In the Upper
Tigris, grooved pottery is less common in
centers founded by the Assyrians and in
settlements that are connected to them,
and more common in rural areas (Koéroglu
1998; Matney et al. 2008: 55-56; Fig. 15-17).

Nairi societies using grooved pottery en-
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Nairi toplumlarinin yasadig1 ancak Urartu Devleti'nin
sinirlar: icine alinamayan Yukar: Dicle bolgesinde de yivli
canak comlegin yaygin oldugu goriulmektedir (Fig.5). Bu-
rada Orta Assur egemenliginin kesintiye ugradigi dénem-
de yayginlasmis; Yeni Assur Kralligi'nin Amedi, Tushan ve
Tidu gibi eyalet merkezleriyle yeniden denetlemeye basla-
dig1 dénemde de varhigini korumustur. Yukar: Dicle’de,
yivli canak ¢émlek Assur Kralligrmin kurdugu merkezler
ve onlara bagh yerlesmelerde daha az, kirsal alanda daha
yaygindir (Koroglu 1998; Matney et al. 2008: 55-56; Fig. 15-
17). Yivli canak ¢omlek kullanan Nairi toplumlar: bolgede,
13. yiizyildan itibaren Assur kiltirtyle tanismis ve uzun-
ca bir stire bu kualtiirtn etkisi altinda kalmistir. Bolgede-
ki eyaletlerin II. Asurnasirpal (883-859) ve III. Salmaneser
(858-824) gibi krallar tarafindan yeniden insa edilme stire-
cinde yerli halki olusturan Nairili gruplarin da ¢alistirildi-
g1, bazilarinin Assur kentlerine yerlestirildigi kaydedilmek-
tedir. Bu durum bize, Urartu Devleti'nin kurulus siirecin-
de, dogrudan Assur’dan uyarlanan yazi, devlet organizas-
yonu, sitadel ve kent insas1 basta olmak tizere bircok gele-
negin Yukari Dicle bolgesindeki Nairi toplumlar: tarafin-
dan tasinmis olunabilecegi yolunda degerlendirme yapma

olanagi saglar.

Kentler, Kaleler ve Kéyler:
Doguda Kiiltiirel Degisim

Urartu Kralligi1, Dogu Anadolu’da koki eskilere giden
bir gelenegin devami degil, 6ncusiz ve birdenbire kurul-
mus gozilkmektedir. Devletin yapisi, kent tasarimi, mima-
ri, yazi ve sanat gibi alanlarda ortaya konan anlayis, bu de-
gerlendirme kapsaminda verilebilecek 6nciistiz 6rnekler-
den yalnizca birkagidir. Urartunun birdenbire varolusu,
arkasindaki gui¢, kulttrel etkiler ve en 6nemlisi de devlet
tecribesinin yonetici sinifa hangi yolla ulastig1 gibi soru-
lara net cevaplar bulmak zordur. Guneydeki gt¢lia komsu
Assur Kralligi, bircok bakimdan model olmus géziikmek-
tedir. Urartu Devleti'nin kurulusuyla Dogu Anadolu’ya ta-
sinan yeniliklerin bircogu, buradaki geleneksel yasam bi-
¢imiyle hicbir sekilde ortiismemekte ve radikal degisimle-
ri zorunlu kilmaktaydi. Cografyanin tim olumsuzluklari-
na ragmen nufusun 6énemli bir béltimiiniin kentlerde ya-
samaya zorlanmasi, sulu tarimin tesvik edilerek yerlesik
kdy toplumu olusturma cabalar1 ve giiclii bir merkezi yo-
netimin kurulmasi bu degisim siirecinin belli basli nokta-

laridir.
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Urartu Devleti’'nin planli uygulamalari, Dogu Anado-
lu’daki yerel kultiirleri degisime zorlamistir. Ancak bu pro-
jenin geleneksel yasami butintyle degistirecek sekilde ba-
sartli sonuclandigini séylemek zordur. Urartu Devleti’ni
mimarlik, madencilik, sanat, ¢canak ¢omlek, din gibi alan-
larda tanimlayan kriterlerin bir¢ogu, tilkenin merkezin-
den ve buytik kentlerden uzaklastikca siliklesir. Civi yazi-
s1 basta olmak tizere cogu sitadellerle iliskili olarak tasarla-
nan kule tipi tapinaklar, saraylar, pithoslu depolar, cok duz-
giin kesilmis bazalt veya kalker bloklardan insa edilmis ya-
pilar, surlar ile buytk sarniglar, kanalizasyon sistemi, sita-
delleri sinirlayan hendekler bu kriterlerin belirgin olanla-
r1 arasinda sayilabilir. Ayrica ¢cok odali anitsal kaya mezar-
lar1, krallar ve yerel yonetici sinifin gémulmesi icin tasar-
lanan 6nemli yapilardir. Kap: biciminde yazith kaya anit-
lar1 ve uzun sulama kanallar1 gibi devletin varligina isa-
ret eden kriterler de bunlar arasinda sayilmalidir. Gunlik
yasama iliskin olarak parlak kirmizi astarli ¢canak ¢omlek
Urartu'nun damgasi niteligini tasir. Ancak Urartu éncesin-
de var olan yerel karakterli yivli canak ¢émlegin de bu do-
nemde kullanildig1 anlasilmaktadir. Cogu demir, bronz si-
lahlar ve takilar donemin 6zelliklerini tasir. Miihtr, fibu-
la, igne ve kemer gibi 6zel esyalarin Urartu’ya 6zgi yanlari,
bezeme ve teknikleri ayirt edilebilmektedir.

Urartu Devleti’'nin egemenlik alani icindeki butiin mer-
kezler genellikle “kale” olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Urartu
yazitlar1 da baskent Tuspa disinda, diger yerlesim yerleri
icin belirgin tanimlar kullanmaz. Yazitlarda gecen URU ve
E.GAL gibi determinatif ve terimlerden ilkinin “kent” ikin-
cisinin de “saray, kale” isimlerinden 6nce kullanildig: ka-
bul edilmektedir. Ancak bazi durumlarda yukarida saydi-
gimiz ozelliklerin ¢ok azina sahip, yerel karakteri agir ba-
san merkezler icin de bu tanimlardan birinin kullanilabil-
digi gorilmektedir (Zimansky 1985: 60-76). Anlasildig1 ka-
dariyla Urartu Devleti’'nin resmi yazicilari, yapilan isi yu-
celtmek adina tanimlari ve kavramlar: kullanmakta seci-
ci davranmamuislar, cogu zaman yerel uygulamalar: da dev-
letin 6nemli imar faaliyetleriyle benzer terimlerle ifade et-
mislerdir.

Glinimuze ulasan arkeolojik veriler ve yukarida soz et-
tigimiz kriterler, Urartu Devleti'nin gelistirdigi projeler ile
devletin denetimindeki yerel uygulamalar arasinda ayirimin
yapilabilecegini gostermektedir. Cok genel bir yaklasimla
Urartu donemi yerlesmeleri, kentler, yerel yonetim merkez-
leri ve kirsal yerlesmeler/koyler olarak ti¢ gruba ayrilabilir.

Kentler: Urartu Devleti, yalnizca baskentlerini gelistir-
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countered the Assyrian culture by the 13
century and remained under its influence
for a long time. It is recorded that Nairian
groups were made to work in the recon-
struction process of the provinces in the
region by Assurnasirpal II (883-859) and
Shalmaneser III (858-824), and some were
resettled in Assyrian cities. This enables us
to evaluate the possibility that many tradi-
tions adapted directly from Assyria, such as
the script, state organization, citadel and
city construction were transferred through

Nairi societies in the Upper Tigris region.

Cities, Fortresses, and Villages:
Cultural Change in the East

Kingdom of Urartu appears not as a
continuation of a tradition rooted in more
distant past in Eastern Anatolia, but as a
sudden establishment without a precursor.

The approach apparent in state struc-
ture, city planning, writing and art are some
of the examples without precursors in the
context of this interpretation. It is difficult
to neatly answer questions of the sudden ap-
pearance of Urartu, the power behind it,
cultural influences, and most significantly,
the way in which state experience reached
the ruling class. The powerful neighbor
Assyrian Kingdom appears to have been a
model in many ways. Most of the changes
brought about in Eastern Anatolia with the
foundation of the Urartian state did not fit
with the traditional life style there in any
way and made radical transformations nec-
essary. Forcing a significant part of the pop-
ulation to live in cities in spite of the nega-
tive geographical conditions, efforts to es-
tablish settled rural societies through sub-
sidization of irrigation agriculture, and the
establishment of a powerful central admin-
istration are the major aspects of this trans-
formation process.

The planned practices of the Urartian

state forced change on local cultures of
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Eastern Anatolia. However, it is difficult
to say that this project was successful to
change traditional life altogether. Many of
the criteria that define the State of Urar-
tu, such as architecture, metal working, art,
pottery, and religion become indistinct as
one moves away from the center of the state
and its large cities. Among these significant
criteria are cuneiform script, tower tem-
ples designed in relation to citadels, pal-
aces, storage rooms with pithoi, buildings
of carefully cut basalt or calcareous stone,
fortification walls and large cisterns, drain-
age systems, and ditches bordering the cita-
dels. In addition, multi-roomed monumen-
tal rock-cut tombs are important buildings
designed for the burials of the kings and
local ruling classes. Inscribed rock monu-
ments in the shape of gates and long irri-
gation channels should also be counted
among these criteria. In terms of daily life,
red slipped pottery is the defining charac-
teristic of Urartu. However, local grooved
pottery that existed before Urartu was
in use also in this period. Many iron and
bronze weapons and jewelry are character-
istic of this period. Decorational and tech-
nical aspects of seals and personal items
such as fibulae, pins and buckles particular
to Urartu are distinguishable.

All centers within the area dominated by
Urartu are generally defined as fortresses.
Urartian inscriptions do not designate par-
ticular definitions for settlements other than
the capital Tushpa. The determinatives and
terms such as URU and E.GAL in inscrip-
tions are used before “city” and “palace, for-
tress” names, respectively. However, in some
cases one of these terms can be used for cent-
ers with few of the particularities enumerat-
ed above, and for centers predominantly of
local character (Zimansky 1985: 60-76). It
seems that the official scribes of the Urar-
tian state used these terms indiscriminately
in order to glorify the deeds, and in many

cases described local undertakings with
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meye odaklanan Anadolu Demir Cag kralliklarinin aksi-
ne, ilkenin bir¢ok noktasinda baskentten daha biiytik kent-
ler insa etmistir. Kralligin Dogu Anadolu’daki geleneksel
yasam bicimini degistirme cabasini ve kendine 6zgu yone-
tim anlayisini en iyi yansitan uygulamalar kent insa proje-
leridir. Urartu kriterlerinin biitiinti buralarda gézlenebilir.
Kent olarak niteledigimiz 12 yerlesim yerinin bizzat devlet
tarafindan planlanip insa edildigini gésteren bulgular var-
dir. Kentlerin ortak 6zellikleri su basliklar altinda toplana-
bilir:

¢ Kentler genellikle sitadel ve asag1 yerlesme olmak tizere
iki bolimden olusur.

¢ Sitadelin insa edildigi kayaligin topografyasi, duzlesti-
rilerek ve teraslar acilarak belirgin bir bicimde degisti-
rilmistir.

e Sitadel surlari, arazinin sekline gore degil, ihtiya¢ du-
yulan alan 6l¢tistinde, yamaclara acilan genis teraslara
insa edilmistir.

e Sitadellerde saray, tapinak, depo ve buyiik sarnic gibi
planh yapilar ve kanalizasyon gibi altyap: sistemi yapil-
mistir.

® Devletin planladig: kentlerde, basta tapinak duvarlarin-
da olmak tizere mimariyle iliskili tas bloklar tizerine ka-
zilmis ¢ivi yazili insa kitabeleri veya yilliklar bulunur.

¢ Baskent disinda, yukarida siraladigimiz 6zelliklere sa-

hip krali kentlerde ¢cok odali kaya mezar1 yapilmamistir.

Van Golu havzasinda Van (Tuspa), Yukar1 Anzaf, Cavus-
tepe (Sardurihinili), Toprakkale (Rusahinili *"*Qilbanikai),
Ayanis (Rusahinili *"REidurukai), Korzit ve Kef Kalesi
(Haldiei URU); kuzeyde Murat Nehri havzasinda Aznavur-
tepe; Aras Nehri havzasinda Armavir Blur (Argistihinili),
Arin Berd (Erebuni), Karmir Blur (Teisebai URU) ve Bas-
tam (Rusai-URU.TUR.) ortak o6zellikleriyle bu kapsamda
degerlendirilebilecek krali kentlerdir. Bircok 6zelligiyle bu
gruptaki kentlere benzeyen ancak temel bazi farklar1 da
bulunan Kayalidere ve Erzincan/Altintepe de burada tar-
tisilacaktir.

Urartu kentlerinin c¢ogu sitadel fslfnf;akl sayfalar)
icin insa edilmis gozukse de sitadelin Gavustepe sitadelinin
disinda bir asag1 sehrin varligi anla-
silmaktadir. Sitadeller genellikle bu- gorilmektedir.

lundugu bolgeye, ovaya veya ana yola Ugkale section of the

veya bir dagin uzantisi tizerine kurul- (next page).
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Uckale bolimii, dogudan.
Surlarin kayalik yamaclara
acilan teraslara yapildig:

Cavustepe citadel, from the

hakim noktadaki yﬁksek bir kayahk east. Walls are built on terraces
opened on the rocky heights,
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mustur (Fig. 6, 9). Geleneksel olarak yerlesime uygun ol-
mayan bu alanlara insa malzemesi tasimak ve i¢cme suyu
gibi zorunlu ihtiyaclar1 getirmek oldukca zordur. Ayrica
engebeli bir kayalik tizerinde yénetim merkezinin binala-
rin1 yerlestirmek i¢in altyapr olusturmak, ihtiya¢ duyulan
zaman ve isguctint oldukca artirmis olmaliydi.

Urartu kentlerinden ¢ok azinin asagi kenti konusunda
arastirma yapilmistir (Stone 2005; Stone - Zimansky 2009).
Dogu Anadolunun zor kosullarinda yapimi, birkag bin isciy-
le, yillarca sirmus olmasi gerektigi anlasilan bu sitadellerin

ayakta kalmasi, ihtiyaglarinin karsilanmasi, ancak kalabalik

bir niifus ile mimkandtr. Ayrica sitadellerde askeri birlik-

terms similar to significant building activi-
ties of the state.

Surviving archaeological evidence and
the criteria mentioned above indicate that
projects of the Urartian state and local un-
dertakings under state control can be dis-
tinguished. In general, settlements of the
Urartian period can be classified into three
groups: cities, local administrative centers,
and rural settlements/villages.

Cities: Unlike Iron Age Anatolian king-

doms which focused exclusively on develop-
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Fig. 7: ler i¢in diizenlenmis mekan bulunmama- ing their capitals, the Urartian state built
Cavustepe sitadelinin . ) o . )
yapildig yiiksek s1, guvenligin de asag1 sehir kapsaminda cities larger than the capital at many points
kayalik, yapilar insa - . . . . 143 :
edilme?:l]en 63;5 belirgin planlanmis oldugunu dustindirmektedir. across the land. City building projects best re-

bir bicimde kesilerek
altyapi olusturulmustur.

Duzlestirilen kayalik icine resinde santiye olarak kurulan gecici yer- the traditional life style in Eastern Anatolia as
derin sarniglar oyulmustur.

Insa asamasinda sitadel yukseltisinin c¢ev- flect the efforts of the kingdom to transform

The rocky heights on which lesmelerin insaat bitince asag1 yerlesme well as their particular ruling style. All of the
Cavustepe citadel was built olarak yasadig1 ongorilebilir. Urartu ya- Urartian criteria can be observed in these cit-
was cut significantly before
construction. Deep cisterns zitlarinda kral I.Argisti’'nin tlkenin bati- ies. There is evidence that 12 settlements de-
were cut into the levelled . L. . . . . . . .
rocky surface. sindaki Alzi bolgesinden tehcir ettigi 6600 fined as cities were planned and built directly Fig. 8:

C . . . . .. Cavustepe sitadeli giine
kisiyi, yeni kurulan Erebuni (Arin Berd) by the state. Common characteristics of the duvart. P suney
kentine yerlestirdigini kaydetmesi, sitadel cities can be described as follows: South wall of Cavustepe

citadel.
28 29
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disindaki yerlesmenin planlanmasi ve bu tiirde kentlere teh-
cir yoluyla getirilen niifus miktariyla ilgili olarak degerlen-
dirilebilir. Urartu kentlerinin boyutlarinin Ayanis érnegin-
de oldugu gibi 80 hektar1 astig1 anlasilmaktadir (Zimansky
2005). Sitadel bu alanin ancak birkac¢ hektarlik bolimuni
olusturmaktadir.

Krali projelerin ayirici 6zelliklerinden biri, sitadelin insa
edildigi kayaligin topografyasinin belirgin bir bicimde de-
gistirilmesidir (Fig. 7-9). Yukarida adlarmi siraladigimiz
kentlerin sitadellerinin kuruldugu kayaligin tst boltiimiinin

hemen hemen butintyle kesildigi, altyapinin olusturuldu-

Cities consist of two sections: a citadel
and a lower settlement.

The topography of the crag on which
the citadel is built is modified signifi-
cantly through leveling and terracing.
Citadel fortifications are constructed
not according to the topography of
the crag, but on wide terraces opened
on the slopes according to the area
needed.

Planned buildings such as palaces, tem-

Fig.9:
Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi'nin
kuruldugu kayalik yikselti. dir. Urartu devlet projeleriyle yerel yone-

gu ve yapilarin insa edildigi gorilmekte-

Rocky height on which ticilerin kurdugu merkezler arasindaki en
Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi was

built. temel fark, mimarlik bilgisi ve olduk¢a bu-

yuk isgtici gerektiren bu tiirde muidahale-

de ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Kuruldugu kayali-

g her iki ucunda acilan hendekler de bircok Urartu sita-
delinin standart gtivenlik uygulamalarindan biri olarak kar-
simiza ¢ikar. Yerel yonetim merkezi olarak insa edilen Palu,
Mazgirt/Kalekdy, Dogubeyazit ve Karakoyunlu gibi kalele-
rin kuruldugu kayalik ytkseltinin dogal gértiiniimiinti degis-
tirecek herhangi bir iscilik gézlenememektedir. Hatta sur te-

mel yataklar1 disinda kayaliklara midahale oldukca sinirli-
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ples, storage rooms and large cisterns,
and infrastructure such as drainage
were built in citadels.

In cities planned by the state, building
inscriptions or annals were carved in
cuneiform on stone blocks associated
with architecture, particularly of tem-
ples.

Except for the capital, no multi-
roomed rock-cut tombs were built in
royal cities with characteristics listed

above.
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Among the royal cities that can be evalu-
ated in this context by their common char-
acteristics are Van (Tushpa), Yukar1 An-
zaf, Cavustepe (Sardurihinili), Toprakkale
(Rusahinili *"RQilbanikai), Ayanis (Rusa-
hinili ¥"REidurukai), Kérziut and Kef Kale-
si (Haldiei URU) in Lake Van basin; Azna-
vurtepe in Murat river basin in the north;
and Armavir Blur (Argistihilini), Arin Berd
(Erebuni), Karmir Blur (Teisebai URU) and
Bastam (Rusai-URU.TUR.) in the Aras River
basin. Kayalidere and Erzincan/Altintepe,
which are similar to the cities in this group
but still with some fundamental differences,
will also be discussed here.

While most Urartian cities appear to be
built for their citadels, there is also a lower
town beyond the citadel. Citadels are usual-
ly built on steep rocky heights or extensions
of mountains located at points dominant
over the region, the plain or the main road
(Fig. 6, 9). It is difficult to deliver construc-
tion materials or basic needs such as drink-
ing water to these areas that are tradition-
ally unsuitable for settlement. Furthermore,
building an infrastructure on top of a rough
rocky surface over which buildings for ad-
ministrative centers were erected must have
increased time and labor costs considerably.

Few of the Urartian lower towns have
been researched (Stone - Zimansky 2009;
Stone 2005). The maintenance of and sup-
plying to these citadels, whose construction
must have taken several thousand workers
and several years under the difficult condi-
tions of Eastern Anatolia, is only possible
with a large population. In addition, absence
of spaces for military troops in citadels sug-
gests that security was also planned within
the limits of the lower town. It can be sup-
posed that temporary settlements around
the citadels during construction turned into
permanent lower town settlements after the
completion of the construction. The reset-
tlement of 6600 people deported from the

Alzi region in the west in the newly founded
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dir. Yerel yonetim merkezi olarak tanimladigimiz bu ttirde-
ki kalelerde Urartu’ya 6zgi en belirgin kalintilar, asagida ay-
rintilariyla tartisacagimiz ¢cok odali kaya mezarlaridir.

Yerel yonetim merkezleri ve kalelerle, krali projeleri bir-
birinden ayirmak icin kullanilabilecek kriterlerden biri de
sitadel surlarinin insa bicimidir. Urartu kentlerinin sitadel-
leri tas temelli kerpig surlarla kusatilmisti. Sur temelleri her
zaman ana kayalara acilan basamaklara oturtulmustur'.
Surlar, kaleler ve yerel yonetim merkezlerinde kayaligin
sekline gore bicim alir. Krali projelerde ise ihtiya¢ duyulan

alan 6lctistinde, yamaclara dogru kaydirilmistir (Fig. 6, 10).

Bu, Urartu Devleti’nin sitadel projelerin- Fig. 10:
o . Patnos/Aznavurtepe sitadel

de kullandig1 isgtiniintin boyutlarini gos- surlarinin giiniimize

ulasan kalintilari.

teren 6nemli bir ayrintidir. Bu surlar ayni

Remains of the Patnos/
zamanda kayalik alanda yer kazanmak Aznavurtepe citadel walls.

amaciyla teras duvari islevi gérmekteydi.
Surlarda veya duvarlarda kullanilan taslarin isciligi her za-
man standart degildir. Van Kalesi/Madirburc¢’ta kullanilan
kiklopik taslar, Cavustepe, Ayanis ve Kef Kalesi'nde kulla-
nilan bazalt taslar, boyutlar: ve iscilikleriyle yerel uygula-
malarin ¢ok tizerindedir ve Urartu’nun prestij trtinleridir
(Fig. 11).

Sitadellerde, planlhi bir yapilasmanin oldugunu gosteren
tapinak, saray, depolar, konaklar ve atolyeler bulunmaktadir
(Forbes 1983): Saray dogrudan kral veya ailesinden bir yone-

tici icin insa edilmekteydi. Devletin varligini, vergi, denetim

1 Surlar icin olusturulmus tas temel yataklar: tek basina bir kalenin Urartu
olarak degerlendirilmesi icin kriter degildir. Dogu Anadolu’da Ortacag’a
kadar bir¢ok uygarlik kale insas1 icin kayaliklar tizerinde tas temel yatak-
lar1 agmustir.
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gibi uygulamalarinmi yansitan bir diger ornek sitadellerde or-
taya ¢ikarilan buiyuk pithoslar yerlestirilmis depolardir. Dogu
Anadolu’da 5-6 ay kadar siiren ve nakliye imkanlarinin azal-
dig1 uzun kis déneminde sitadelde oturan devlet gorevlileri,
tapinak personeli ve yoneticilerin ihtiya¢ duydugu yiyecek ice-
cek bu depolarda saklanmaktaydi. Saklanan tiriin ve mikta-
r1 kiipler tizerine yazilmakta ve gorevliler tarafindan miihir-
lenerek ihtiya¢ duyuldugunda dagitilmaktayd: (Payne 2005).

Sitadelde yer alan kare planli, kule tipi tapinak ve cephe-

sindeki bloklaraveyastellere kazinmis Urartucayazitlar dev-

let projelerinde, standart bir uygulama olarak gorilmekte-

Fig. 11: dir (Fig. 12a-12b, 13). Van Kalesi’'nde Or-

Erebuni (Arinberd) as recorded by Argishti
I in Urartian inscriptions can be evaluated
in relation to the planning of the settlement
around the citadel and the number of peo-
ple brought in to this type of cities through
deportation. Size of Urartian cities extend-
ed to over 80 hectares, as in the case of Ay-
anis (Zimansky 2005). The citadel comprises
only a few hectares of this area.

One of the distinguishing characteristic of
royal projects is the significant modification
of the topography of the rocky heights over
which the citadel is built (Fig. 7-9). The tops
of the rocky heights over which the citadels of
cities discussed above were built were almost
completely cut and the infrastructure was
built before the buildings were erected. The
fundamental difference between Urartian
state projects and centers founded by local
rulers is in the architectural knowledge and
in these labor intensive modifications. Ditch-
es opened on both ends of the rocky heights
on which Urartian citadels are built appear as
one of the standard practices. In Palu, Maz-
girt/Kalekoy, Dogubeyazit and Karakoyunlu,
fortresses built as local administrative centres
do not display any work that modified the
natural appearance of the rocky heights on

which they are built. Furthermore, the modi-

steps carved on bedrock!. Walls take form
according to the shape of the bedrock in
fortresses and local administrative centres.
In royal projects they are extended towards
the slopes according to needed area (Fig. 6,
10). This is an important detail showing the
amount of labor used in citadel projects of
the Urartian state. These walls also func-
tioned as terrace walls to gain space on the
bedrock. The craftsmanship of the stones
used on city walls was not standard. Cyclop-
ic stones used at Van Fortress/Madirburc,
basalt stones used at Cavustepe, Ayanis and
Kef Kalesi are much larger and of higher
quality than local applications and they
make up prestigious works (Fig. 11).

There are temples, palaces, storage
rooms, mansions and workshops in cita-
dels, indicating planned construction
(Forbes 1983). The palace was built directly
for the king or a ruler from the royal fam-
ily. Another example of the presence of the
state practices such as taxing and control
are storage rooms unearthed in citadels
with large pithoi placed in them. Food for
state officials, temple personnel, and rul-
ers were kept in these storage rooms during
5-6 month long winter periods in Eastern

Anatolia when transportation options were
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tadel surlar1 kentlerdekilerle oldukca yakin 6zellikler tasir.
Ancak bu merkezlerde Urartuca yazit bulunmamasi 6nem-
li bir fark olarak algilanmaktadir. Urartu krallari, sefer si-
rasinda ulastiklari en u¢ noktalara, insa ettikleri kanal ve
golet duvarlarina, acikhava tapinaklarina ¢ivi yazili kitabe
kazdirmislardir. Bu kapsamda, insas1 uzun yillar alan Al-
tintepe ve Kayalidere gibi buyuk projelerde devletin dog-
rudan katkisini gosteren yazit bulunmamasi dikkat cekici-

dir. Kayalidere’de bunlara ek olarak ¢ok odali kaya meza-

Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi'nin
sitadelindeki yapilarda tacag tahribati nedeniyle tapinak kalinti-
kullanilan tas bloklar.

fication of the boulders is very limited, aside minimized. The products stored and their

lar1 gtintimiize ulasmamistir. Ancak sita- from the fortification wall foundations. The quantities were written on pithoi, which
Stone blocks used in the .
construction of buildings delin en ytiksek noktasinda ana kaya tlize-

of Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi.

most significant remains particular to Urartu were sealed by officials to be distributed

rinde saptanan ve boyutlar1 tapinak cella-
sinin Olcustne yakin olan izler tapinaga
ait olabilir (Tarhan - Sevin 1990). Benzer planli tapinaklar
Anzaf (Belli 1998), Cavustepe (Erzen 1976-77), Toprakka-
le (Barnett 1954), Ayanis (Cilingiroglu 2001), Kérzut (Din-
col 1976), Aznavurtepe (Balkan 1960), Arin Berd ve Bas-
tam gibi kentlerde saptanmistir. Ayrica Kayalidere (Burney
1966), Altintepe (Ozgiic 1966; 1969) ve Verahram gibi yerel
yonetim merkezi olabilecek yerlesmelerde de kule tipi tapi-
nak insa edildigi gérilmektedir (Kleiss 1989).
Urartu tlkesinin sinirlart i¢cinde bircok kalede, krali
projelerdekilere benzeyen vyapilarin insa edildigi go-
zukmektedir. Ornegin Erzincan/Altintepe ve Varto/

Kayalidere’de ortaya ¢ikarilan kare tapinak, depolar ve si-
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in this type of fortresses defined as local ad-
ministration centres are multi-roomed rock-
cut tombs as discussed below.

One of the criteria that can be used to
distinguish local administration centres
and fortresses from royal projects is the
construction style of the citadel walls. Cita-
dels of the Urartian cities were surround-
ed by mudbrick walls on stone founda-

tions. Wall foundations were always set in

1 Beds cut for stone foundations are not sufficient cri-
teria for the designation of a fortress as Urartian by
themselves. Many civilizations have opened stone fo-
undation beds on boulders for walls up to the Medie-
val period in eastern Anatolia.
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when needed (Payne 2005).

Tower temples with square plans and
inscriptions carved on the blocks of their
facades or on stelae in Urartian language
seem to be a standard practice of state
projects (Fig. 12a-12b, 13). Temple remains
have not survived in Van Fortress because
of Medieval disturbance. However, traces
with dimensions close to a temple cellar
identified on bedrock on the highest point
of the citadel could have belonged to the
temple (Tarhan - Sevin 1990). Temples with
similar plans have been identified at cities
at Anzaf (Belli 1998), Cavustepe (Erzen

r1 bulunmasi, Altintepe’de de kaya meza-

r1 plan anlayisiyla yer altina insa edilmis
u¢ mezarin varligi bu yerlesmelerin dog-
rudan devlet tarafindan degil baskentten
atanan gucla yoneticiler tarafindan insa
edilmis olabilecegini gosterebilir.

Yerel yonetim merkezleri bashgi altin-
da ayrintlarla degerlendirecegimiz tize-
re baskent Van (Tuspa) disinda, Urartu
kriterlerinin tiimune sahip kentlerin hic-
birinde ¢ok odali kaya mezar1 yoktur. Ay-
rica bu merkezlerin yakin cevresindeki

Urartu yerlesmelerinde de ¢ok odal kaya

Fig.12a:

Musasir tapinaginin goruntiisiu
esas alinarak yapilan cizim
(Gizim: Serap Kusu.

Barnet 1950; Fig. 11).

Reconstruction of Cavustepe
temple based on the
appearance of Musasir temple
(Barnett 1950:

Fig. 11. Drafted by Serap
Kusu)

Fig.12b:

Cavustepe tapinaginin temel
plani esas alinarak yapilan
rekonstriiksiyon denemesi
(Gizim: Serap Kusu).

Reconstruction of Cavustepe
temple based on the
foundation plan (Drafted by
Serap Kusu).
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Fig. 13:

Cavustepe Tapinagimin
cellasi (kutsal odasi) ve
temel kalintilar:

(Fotograf: E. Konyar).

The cella (sacred room)
of Cavustepe Temple and
remains of its foundations
(Photo by E. Konyar).
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1976-77), Toprakkale (Barnett 1954),
Ayanis (Cilingiroglu 2001), Korziit (Dincol
1976), Aznavurtepe (Balkan 1960), Arin
Berd and Bastam. In addition, tower tem-
ples were built in settlements that could
have been local administrative centers,
such as Kayalidere (Burney 1966), Altintepe
(Ozgﬁg 1966; 1969) and Verahram (Kleiss
1989).

Buildings similar to those of royal
projects have been built in many fortress-
es within the borders of Urartu. For ex-
ample, square plan temple, storage rooms
and citadel walls unearthed at Erzincan/
Altintepe and Varto/Kayalidere are quite
similar to those at cities. However, the ab-
sence of Urartian inscriptions in these cent-
ers is perceived as an important difference.
Urartian kings had cuneiform inscriptions
carved on the furthest points reached at
military campaigns, on the walls of chan-
nels and dams, and on open air temples.
Within this context, it is interesting that
there are no inscriptions in big projects like
Altintepe and Kayalidere, which took long
years to complete, to show the direct con-
tribution of the state. In addition, multi-
roomed rock-cut tombs at Kayalidere, and
three underground tombs built in rock-cut
tomb style at Altintepe suggest the possibil-
ity that these settlements were not built by
the state directly but by powerful rulers ap-
pointed by the capital.

As will be discussed in detail under the
local administrative centers section, none of
the cities with all the Urartian criteria have
multi-roomed rock-cut tombs, except for
the capital Van (Tushpa). No multi-roomed
rock-cut tombs were built in Urartian set-
tlements around these centers either. When
individuals of the royal family ruling at cit-
ies passed away, they were probably taken
to the capital and buried in monumental
multi-roomed rock-cut tombs built for the
kings; that is in the same tombs as the king.

In this way, bodies of the kings and his fam-
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mezar1 yapilmamuistir. Olasilikla kentleri yoneten kral ai-
lesinden bireyler oldiiklerinde baskente gotiirtilmekte ve
krallar icin yapilmis anitsal cok odali kaya mezarlarina,
yani kralla ayn1 mezara gémilmekteydi. Boylece, kral ve so-
yundan gelenlerin bedenleri ile mezara yerlestirilen zen-
gin hediyeler de baskentin giiclii surlarinin gilivencesine
alinryordu. Bu saptama 1s181nda, dogrudan kral ailesinin
yonetimindeki Urartu kentlerini yerel yonetim merkezle-
rinden ayirt edebilmek i¢cin 6nemli bir kriter elde edilmek-
tedir. Buna karsilik kentlerin denetim alani disinda kalan
bolgelerde kurulmus yerel yonetim merkezi ve kalelerin ¢o-
gunda cok odali kaya mezar1 bulunmaktadir.

Kralligin planlayarak insa ettigi sitadeller, genellikle
daha once yerlesilmemis alanlarda bulunmaktadir. Urar-
tu krallart insa kitabelerinde “benden 6nce burada hic-
bir sey yoktu” gibi ifadelerle bu duruma isaret etmislerdir.
Geleneksel yasama uygun olmayan ytiksek kayalik uzanti-
lar tzerindeki sitadellerin ayakta kalmasi, buttiniyle dev-
letin varligina, diizeni korumasina ve gelirlerin sturekliligi-
ne baghdir. Kentler icin yapilan yatirimlar arasinda, tarimi
gelistirmeye yonelik acilan su kanallar1 ve insa edilen go-
letler 6nemli bir yer tutar. Van Goli havzasi, Patnos cevre-
si ve Aras havzasinda yazitlarla belgelenen ve kalintilar gi-
niimiize ulasan bu tir projelerin izleri saptanmistir (Garb-
recht 1988; Dalley 2005).

Kentin sitadelinde oturan yonetici sinif ve biirokrasinin
giderleri, birkac bini gecen asag1 sehir halkinin i¢cme suyu
ve diger zorunlu ihtiyaglar1 duzenli isleyen bir sistem ve or-
ganize bir cabayla karsilanabilirdi. Bu nedenle devletin yi-

kilisiyla kentlerden ¢cogunun 1ssizlasmas: sasirtic degildir.

Yerel Yonetim Merkezleri ve Kaleler: Urartu
Kralligi'nin egemen oldugu bolgede saptanan bircok ka-
lenin insa bicimi kentlerin sitadellerinden esintiler tasir.
Ancak kalelerdeki kalintilarin ¢ogu, kentlerde karsimiza
¢ikan ve devletin gticiinii, mimarlik anlayisini ve sahip ol-
dugu uzman isgiicint gosteren standardi ytiksek 6zellik-
te degildir ve yerel karakterlidir. Bunlarin genel ozellikle-

ri soyle siralanabilir:

® Yerel yonetim merkezlerinin/kalelerin tizerinde kurul-
dugu kayalik yiikseltisinin topografyasina miidahale si-
nirhdir.

® Kalenin plani ve cevresini kusatan surlar, kayalik arazi-
nin bi¢imine gore sekil almis ve surlar genellikle kayalik

yukseltisinin sinirlar1 boyunca insa edilmistir.

Urartu: Transformation in the East
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® Duvarlarda kullanilan tas isciligi genellikle yerel karak-
terlidir.

e Kralligin baskenti Tuspa’da oldugu gibi yerel yonetim
merkezlerinde de sitadel surlarinin icinde cok odali
kaya mezarlar1 bulunur.

¢ Bazilarinin yakininda yazith stel, ana kayada yazt ve
kaya isareti gibi kentlerde de olan izler vardar.

® Yerel yonetim merkezlerinden bir béliimintn asag: yer-

lesmesi oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Kalelerden ¢ogunun, Urartu Devleti’nin yonetim sis-
temine entegre olarak varligini koruyan yerel asiret re-
isleri tarafindan insa edilmis oldugunu distinmekteyiz.

Bu asiretler olasilikla Urartu Krallig1 6ncesinde de ayni

boélgede yasamaktaydilar. Devletin egemenligiyle birlikte

Fig.14: devlet adina bolgesini denetlemeye, ver-

Palu Kalesi’nin kuruldugu .
kayalik yiikselti. gi toplamaya, Urartu ordusuyla sefere
Rocky heights on which katilmaya, ganimetten pay almaya bas-

Palu Fortress was built.

layarak sisteme katildilar. Bazi yerel yo-

netim merkezlerinin yakininda civi ya-
z1l1 stel veya ana kaya tizerindeki yazit, genellikle bolgeye
yonelen seferlerin kanit1 olarak yazdirilmis goésteris ya-
zitlaridir.

Urartu yazitlarinda bazi eyaletlere merkezden de vali
("EN.NAM) atandigina iliskin kayitlar bulunmaktadir. As-
sur yazitlar1 da birka¢ Urartu valisinin adin1 vermektedir
(Zimansky 1985: 89-94).

Yerel yonetim merkezleri ve kalelerin kuruldugu ala-

nin se¢iminde, kent sitadelleriyle benzer 6zellikler aran-
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ily, as well as the rich gifts placed in the
tombs, were in the safety of the strong walls
of the capital. In the light of this observa-
tion, an important criterion to differenti-
ate Urartian cities from local administra-
tive centers is obtained. On the other hand,
there are multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in
most of the local administrative centers and
fortresses in places beyond the control area
of the cities.

Citadels planned by the kingdom were
built in areas not settled before. Urartian
kings indicate this in building inscriptions
with phrases such as “there was nothing
here before me”. The survival of the citadels
on rocky height unsuitable for traditional
life is wholly dependent on the presence of
the state, maintenance of the order and the
continuity of income. Water channels and
dams for the development of agriculture
are among important investments for the
cities. Surviving remains of such projects
documented in inscriptions have been iden-
tified in the Lake Van basin, around Patnos
and the Aras River basin (Garbrecht 1988;
Dalley 2005).

The costs of the ruling and bureaucrat-
ic class living in the citadel, drinking wa-
ter and other needs of the lower city pop-
ulation of several thousands could be only
dealt with by a well working system and an
organized effort. For this reason, it is not
surprising that most of the cities were aban-

doned with the collapse of the state.

Local Administrative Centers and For-
tresses: Building style of many fortresses
within the area ruled by the kingdom of
Urartu is influenced by the city citadels.
However, most of the remains of the fortress-
es are not of the high standard observed in
cities to show the power of the state, its ar-
chitectural style and its expert labor; they
are of local character. General properties of

these fortresses can be listed as below:
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® Modifications to the topography of the
rocky heights on which the local admin-
istrative centers/fortresses are built are
limited.

e Plan of the fortress and the surrounding
walls are formed according to the shape
of the crag, and fortification walls are
usually built along the edge of the crag.

¢ Stone masonry of the walls are usually of
local character.

e There are multi-roomed rock-cut tombs
within citadels of the local administra-
tive centers, as in the royal capital Tush-
pa.

® Some have inscribed stalae, inscriptions
on bedrock, or rock signs in their vicin-
ity, as in cities.

® Some local administrative centers have

lower town settlements.

We think that most of the fortresses were
built by local tribal chiefs who survived by
integration into the administrative system
of the Urartian state. These tribes probably
lived in the same area before the kingdom
of Urartu. With the dominance of the state,
they were integrated into the system by con-
trolling areas, collecting taxes, joining mili-
tary campaigns with the Urartian army, and
taking a share of the booty in the name of
the state. Cuneiform stelae or inscriptions
on bedrock in the vicinity of some local
administrative centers are usually display
inscriptions written to mark military cam-
paigns to the area.

Urartian inscriptions record that for
some provinces, governors (“EN.NAM)
were appointed from the center. Assyrian
inscriptions also give the names of some
Urartian governors (Zimansky 1985: 89-94).

Characteristics similar to those of the
city citadels were sought in the selection of
the sites on which to build local adminis-
trative centers and fortresses, and usually a
high crag was preferred. However, efforts to

modify the topographical structure of the
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mis ve genellikle ytiksek bir kayalik tercih edilmistir. An-
cak kalelerde kayalik alanin topografik yapisini degistir-
me cabasi pek gorilmez (Fig. 14-15). Acilan sur temel ya-
taklari, savunma amaclh hendekler, sarniclar ve bazi kaya
platformlari, yerel ydonetim merkezlerinin insasi i¢in har-
canan isguicinun sinirh oldugunu goéstermektedir. Surla-
rin kayaligin sinirlar1 boyunca insa edilmesinin gerekce-
si de bu olabilir.

Bir yerel yonetim merkezinin Urartu dénemine tarih-
lenmesindeki en 6nemli kanit ¢ok odali kaya mezaridir
(Fig 16-18). Kaya mezar: krallara ait olanlar1 taklit eden,
belki de baskentteki mezarlar: yapan ustalar ¢agrilarak ka-
yalara oydurulan anitlardir. Bunlar, Urartu déneminde,

yonetici sinifin ayricaligini yansitmak tizere sitadellere ko-

numlandirilmis gézikmektedir.

Cok odali kaya mezarlari, baskent Van Fig.15:

Kalesi (Tuspa) ve yerel yonetim merkezi

Mazgirt/Kalekdy Kalesi'nin

konumundaki kalelerde, surlarla cevrilen
veya kayalik ytkseltinin dogal olarak koru-
nan dik béliimtine yapilmistir. Bu tiir me-
zarlar sitadel disinda gorilmezler. Kaya
mezarlarinin  konumu, mezardakilerin
sosyal statiisiinii de gostermektedir. Van

Kalesi’'ndeki 4 adet anitsal ¢cok odali kaya

bulundugu kayalik yiikselti
ve iki odali mezar odasinin
girisi (Fotograf: E. Konyar).

Rocky heights where
Mazgirt/Kalekdy Fortress
is located and the entrance
to the two-roomed tomb
chamber (Photo by E.
Konyar).

mezariin krallara ait oldugu belirgindir. Nitekim birinin
girisinde kral I. Argisti'nin yaptiklarim1 anlatan yazit1 yer
alir. Bu anitsal mezarlarin yalnizca Urartu krallar icin de-
gil buitiin kral ailesi icin yapildig1 anlasilmaktadir. Van Gola

havzasindaki Dilkaya, Karagiindiiz ve Yoncatepe mezarlikla-
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rinda yapilan kazilardan, Urartu déneminde aile mezar: an-
lay1sinin yaygin oldugu anlasilmistir. Bunlardan yalnizca 18
m? olan Karagtndiiz 8 no.lu mezardaki iskelet say1s1 106 ka-
dardir (Sevin - Kavakli 1996). Kaya mezarlarinin oda sayisi
ve boyutlar1 buralara gémiilen kisi sayisinin da goreceli ola-
rak daha fazla olacagini gosterebilir.

Baskent disinda Urartu Kralligi'nin kent 6l¢eginde insa
ettigi buiytik krali yerlesmelerin hic¢birinin sitadelinde kaya
mezar1 bulunmamasi ilging bir durumdur. Yukarida belirt-
tigimiz gibi kentin yakin ¢evresindeki kalelerde de kaya me-
zar1 yoktur. Kanimizca kentler ve c¢evresi dogrudan kral ai-
lesinden bireyler tarafindan yonetilmekte, yoneticiler 6lin-
ce de baskentteki anitsal cok odali kaya mezarlarina gomiil-

mekteydiler. Bu nedenle krali kentlerde kaya mezar1 insa

edilme geregi ortaya cikmamuistir.

Fig. 17: Cok odali kaya mezarlarinin plani,

Palu II nolu ¢ok odali kaya

mezarmumn icinden ayrmnti. Gok odali Urartu’ya 6zgu yanlar1 tanimlanabilir bir

kaya mezarlari, baskent Van Kalesi
(Tuspa) ve yerel yonetim merkezi
konumundaki kalelerde, surlarla
cevrilen veya kayalik yiikseltinin
dogal olarak korunan dik boéliumune
yapilmustir.

Detail of the interior of multi-
roomed rock-cut tomb no. IT at Palu.
Multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in the
capital Van Fortress (Tushpa) and
local administrative center fortresses
are carved on the steep part of rocky
heights either in their natural state
or encased by walls.

anlayisla bicimlenmistir. Plan semasi, gi-
riste bir platform, buytk bir kap: ile ge-
cilen genis bir ana oda ve bu odanin cev-
resindeki yan oda veya odalardan olusur
(Fig. 16-18). Oda say1s1 Van/ Ickale ve Argis-
ti Mezarr'nda oldugu gibi en ¢ok 6-7 kadar-
dir. Mezarlarin ¢ogu iki odalidir. Ana oda-
lar bircok mezarda, Neftkuyu’daki gibi 90

m?yi asmakta ve torensel boyutlara ulas-

maktadir. Mezarlarin 5’inde (I. Argisti, Palu I, Kayalidere, Ce-

likli, ve Iran’daki Kale Hodar) odalardan birinin tabanindan

derinlesen ve olasilikla eski gomui atiklarinin depolandigi, de-
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crag are not common in fortresses (Fig. 14-
15). Ditches for wall foundations and for
defense, cisterns and some rock platforms
show that invested labor was limited. This
might also be the reason why the walls were
built along the borders of the crag.

The most significant evidence to date a
local administrative center to Urartian peri-
od is multi-roomed rock-cut tombs (Fig. 16-
18). Rock-cut tombs are monuments that
imitate those at the capital, carved in the
rocks perhaps by experts brought from the
capital. These seem to have been placed in
the citadels of the Urartian period to re-
flect the privilege of the ruling class.

Multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in the cap-
ital Van Fortress (Tushpa) and local admin-
istrative center fortresses are carved in the
steep part of rocky heights either in their
natural state or encased by walls. This type
of tomb is not observed outside of the cit-
adel. The location of the rock-cut tombs
demonstrates the social status of those bur-
ied in them. 4 monumental multi-roomed
rock-cut tombs in Van Fortress clearly be-
long to the kings. At the entrance to one
of them, there is an inscription relating the
deeds of king Argishti I. It seems that these
tombs were made not only for the Urartian
kings, but for the whole royal family. It has
become evident at excavations in the cem-
eteries at Dilkaya, Karagtindiz and Yon-
catepe that family tombs were common in
the Urartian period. The number of skel-
etons in Karagtndiiz tomb no. 8, which is
only 18 square meters, is around 106 (Sevin
- Kavakli 1996). Size and number of rooms
in rock-cut tombs might suggest that the
number of individuals buried inside would
be proportionally high.

It is interesting that there are no rock-
cut tombs outside of the capital in any of
the citadels of the big royal settlements
built by the Urartian Kingdom in urban
proportions. As mentioned above, there are

no rock-cut tombs in fortresses in the vicin-
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ity of the city. In our opinion, the vicinity of
the cities was directly ruled by individuals
from the royal family who were buried in
monumental multi-roomed rock-cut tombs
at the capital. Therefore there was no need
to carve rock cut tombs in royal cities.

The plans of the multi-roomed rock cut
tombs are formed in a certain way that makes
it possible to identify some aspects. The plan
consists of a platform at the entrance, a wide
main room reached through a large gate and
rooms around this main room (Fig.16-18).
Number of rooms does not exceed 6 or 7, asin
Van/Ickale and Argishti tombs. Most tombs
are two-roomed. Main rooms of many tombs
exceed 90 m? as in Neftkuyu and reach mon-
umental proportions. In 5 of the tombs (Ar-
gishti I, Palu I, Kayalidere, Celikli, and Kale
Hodar in Iran), there is a deep pit going down
from the floor of one of the rooms, probably
where older burial refuse was stored. In addi-
tion, many rooms feature niches and benches
along the side walls. Multi-roomed rock-cut
tombs with this common plan should not be
confused with single-roomed rock-cut tombs
common in Eastern Anatolia. Single-roomed
rock-cut tombs, dated to the Urartian period
to this date, feature many different character-
istics showing that they are the products of
late cultures coming to Eastern Anatolia after
Urartu (Koéroglu 2007; 2008).

12 royal centers defined as cities and 22 for-
tresses with multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in
their citadels, interpreted here as local admin-
istrative centers in the land of Urartu reveal
a distribution that will shed light on adminis-
trative patterns of the state. The relationships
among these centers enable us to distinguish
areas ruled directly by the central administra-
tion from local powers under Urartu.

Urartian state built 5 cities to the east of
Lake Van: Van Fortress, Anzaf, Cavustepe,
Ayanis and Korziit. With the exception of Van,
there are no rock-cut tombs in the cities in
this area or in the fortresses around them. It

seems the kingdom ruled over this area from
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rin bir ¢ukur bulunur. Ayrica mezar odalarinin bircogunun
yan duvarlarinda sekiler ve nisler yer alir. Bu ortak plan anla-
yisina sahip cok odali kaya mezarlari, Dogu Anadolu’da yay-
gin olan tek odali kaya mezarlariyla karistirilmamalidir. G-
nimiize kadar Urartu dénemine tarihlenen tek odali mezar-
larin Urartu sonrasinda Dogu Anadolu’ya gelen ge¢ kulttirle-
rin Grtni oldugunu gosteren bircok farkl 6zelligi vardir (Ko-
roglu 2007; 2008).

Vé— ]

Palu I no.lu kaya mezarinin

A-A Kesiti
Urartu tlkesinde kent olarak tanimladi- Fig.18:
gimiz 12 krall merkez ile yerel yonetim mer- cizimi ve kesiti.
kezi olarak degerlendirdigimiz, sitadelinde Plan and section of rock-cut

tomb no. I at Palu.

cok odali kaya mezar1 bulunan 22 kale, dev-

letin yonetim sablonu konusuna 1sik tutacak

bir dagilim gosterir. Bu merkezlerin birbiriyle iliskisi kani-

mizca merkezi yonetimin dogrudan egemen oldugu alanlar

ile Urartu’ya bagh yerel gticleri ayirmamiza olanak tanir.
Urartu Devleti, Van Go6li’ntn dogusunda 5 kent insa et-

mistir: Van Kalesi, Anzaf, Cavustepe, Ayanis ve Korzut. Van

hari¢ bu bolgedeki kentler ve cevrelerindeki Urartu kale-

lerinde kaya mezar1 yoktur. Kralligin bu bolgeyi merkez-

den yonettigi anlasilmaktadir. Benzer durum diger kent-

ler icin de gecerlidir. Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi ve Patnos/
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Circular rock sign near
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Aznavurtepe’nin cevresinde de kaya mezar: bulunan kale
yoktur. Ancak Urartu yatirimlarinin daha zayif oldugu, go-
liin bat1 ucundaki Tatvan Kalesi’'nde iki odali bir kaya me-
zar1 yer almaktadir (Ozdogan 2009). Burada yerel bir yone-
ticinin egemen oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Armavir Blur, Arin
Berd, Karmir Blur ve Bastam kentleri ve yakin cevresinde
cok odali kaya mezar1 bulunan kale yoktur.

Yerel yonetim merkezleri, kent insa edilmemis bolgeler-
de kurulmuslardir. Urartu Kralligrmin batisinda yerel yone-
tim merkezi olarak degerlendirilebilecek iki kale bulunmakta-
dir. Murat Suyu'nun kiyisindaki Palu (Sebeteria?) cok odali tig
kaya mezari ( Fig. 14, 17-18) ve Minua dénemi fetih yazitiyla bu

grubun en erken érneklerinden biridir (Sevin 1994; Koéroglu

Fig.19:
Delicay Kalesi’nin

1996). Mazgirt/Kalekoy’de (Fig. 15) de bir
Kaya isareti kaya mezar1 ve mezarmn girisinde II. Rusa
dénemi yaziti 6nemli kanit olarak ginumi-
Delicay Fortress. ze ulasmustir (Schifer 1977; Ogiin 1978). Bu
bolgede Urartu ile iliskilendirilen tek odali
kaya mezarlar1 ve bunlarla iliskili bircok kii-
cuk kale, Urartu sonrasina ait 6zellikler gostermektedir (Ko-
roglu 2007). Palu ile Patnos arasindaki genis bolgenin 6zellik-
le daglik kesiminde yeterince arastirma yapilmamistir. Bu bol-
gede yer alan Kayalidere Urartu’nun batiya agilan yolu tizerin-
deki tek 6nemli yonetim merkezidir (Burney 1966).
Van Golu havzasinin kuzeyinde, Murat Nehrinin kay-
naklarinin ciktigr Agri cevresinde Atabindi, Donertas, Ce-
likli ve Hasanova yerel yonetim merkezi 6zelliklerine sahip-

tirler. Bu merkezlerdeki ¢ok odali kaya mezarlari, iscilik,

the center. This is true for other cities. There
are no fortresses with rock-cut tombs around
Adilcevaz/Kef Kalesi or Patnos/Aznavurtepe
either. However, there is a two-roomed rock-
cut tomb (Ozdogan 2009) in Tatvan Fortress
on the western end of the lake, where Urartu
investments were less substantial. A local ruler
must have ruled there. There are no fortresses
with multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in cities at
Armavir Blur, Arin Berd, Karmir Blur or Bas-
tam, or their vicinities.

Local administrative centers were built in
areas where no cities were built. There are two
fortresses to the west of the kingdom of Urar-
tu. Palu (Shebeteria?) on the Murat River with
three multi-roomed rock-cut tombs (Fig. 14,
17-18) and a Minua period conquest inscrip-
tion are among the earliest examples of this
group (Sevin 1994; Kéroglu 1996). A rock-cut
tomb and a Rusa II period inscription at Maz-
girt/Kalekoy (Fig. 15) survived as important
evidence (Schifer 1977; Ogiin 1978). Single-
roomed rock-cut tombs associated with Urar-
tu in this area and many small associated for-
tresses show characteristics of post Urartian
periods (Koroglu 2007). There is not enough
research in the wide region between Palu and
Patnos, especially in mountainous areas. Lo-
cated in this area, Kayalidere is the only im-
portant administrative center on the way to
the west from Urartu (Burney 1966).

To the north of LLake Van basin, around
Agr1 where the sources of the Murat River
are, Atabindi, Donertas, Celikli and Hasano-
va feature characteristics of local administra-
tive centers. Multi-roomed rock-cut tombs in
these centers are quite similar to those at the
capital in terms of craftsmanship, planning,
and detailing (Cevik 2000). The similarities
are significant enough to consider traveling
rock-cut tomb masons in Urartian period.

The northernmost of the fortresses that
can be interpreted as local administra-
tive centers are to the east of Erzurum, in
the Aras basin: Pasinler, Marifet (Sagona
1999; Cevik 2000) and Yogunhasan (Bel-
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li - Ceylan 2002). All three have multi-
roomed rock-cut tombs and fortification
walls shaped according to the topography.
Urartian walls are not visible at Pasinler, as
a Medieval fortress was built on the rocky
heights. A two-roomed rock-cut tomb here
is of Urartian plan type. It seems that Erzu-
rum area, home to a local power named Di-
auehi (probably a large tribe) was control-
led from Pasinler. There are no fortresses
that might have been a local administra-
tive center in this wide area between Erzu-

rum and Erzincan/Altintepe, apart from
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planlama ve sahip olduklar1 ayrintilar bakimindan baskent-
te bulunanlarla oldukca benzerdirler (Cevik 2000). Bu ben-
zerlik, Urartular déneminde gezici kaya mezari ustalarinin
varligini distiindiirecek boyutlardadir.

Urartu donemi yerel yonetim merkezi olarak degerlendiri-
lebilecek kalelerden en kuzeydekiler Erzurum’un dogusunda,
Aras havzasinda Pasinler, Marifet (Sagona 1999; Cevik 2000)
ve Yogunhasan’dir (Belli - Ceylan 2002). Bunlarin tictinde de
¢ok odal1 bir kaya mezar1 ve arazinin sekline goére bicimlendi-
rilmis surlar bulunmaktadir. Pasinler’de kayalik tizerinde bti-
yuk bir Ortacag kalesinin insa edilmis olmasi nedeniyle Urar-
tu duvarlar1 gozitkmemektedir. Buradaki iki odal kaya meza-

r1 Urartu plan tipindedir. Urartu doneminde Diauehi adli ye-

Sirinkale (Isik 1987) and Pekeric, which

has some traces that date its foundation to

Urartian period®.

Dogubeyazit Fortress was built to the east
of the Lake Van basin and of Aladaglar bor-
dering the basin and Karakoyunlu Fortress

was built in the area between Ararat and

2 A fortress found near the village of Umudum to the
north of Erzurum town center and associated remains
defined as rock-cut tombs (?) have been presented as
main evidence showing that Erzurum was controlled
directly by Urartians. However, rock-cut tombs here do
not resemble Urartian rock-cut tombs. For instance,
these tombs are located not within the defense system
of a fortress, but they are accessible from the outside.
The plan consists of a vaulted room with one facade
opening to the outside, and a second room with an
apse. Cevik (2000: 121-122; pl. 39), who published the
plan, has stated that the structure was used as a rock
chapel in the Byzantine period. There are no signs to
suggest that building remains on the rocky surface or
rock-cut rooms go back to the Urartian period.

rel bir gtctin (olasilikla buytik bir asiret) bu- Fig. 20:
(solda)
lundugu Erzurum bolgesinin Pasinler’den Atabindi Kalesi’nin

o . k da bul
denetlendigi anlasilmaktadir. Erzurum ile yamimea unan

Erzincan/Aluntepe arasindaki genis alan- Yoke shaped rock sign near
da, Sirinkale (Isik 1987) ve Urartu dénemin- ~ ‘‘tabindiFortress.
de kurulduguna iliskin izler bulunan Peke- figlili)

sagda

ri¢ disinda yerel yonetim merkezi olabilecek  Delicay’da “U” bicimli

kaya isareti.

bir kale yoktur?.

“U” shaped rock sign

at Delicay.
2 Erzurum il merkezinin kuzeyindeki Umudum at belicay

koyt yakininda bulunan bir kale ve bu kaleyle ilis-

kili kaya mezar1 (?) olarak tanimlanan kalintilar,

Erzurum’un Urartular tarafindan dogrudan denetlendigini gosteren te-
mel kanit olarak sunulmustu. Ancak buradaki kaya odalari, ¢cok odali Urar-
tu kaya mezarlariyla benzerlik tasimamaktadir. Ornegin bu odalar bir ka-
lenin savunma sistemi icinde degil, disaridan ulasilabilecek bir yerdedir.
Plani, bir cephesi disa acik tonozlu bir mekan ile i¢inde apsis olan ikinci bir
odadan olusur. Plani yayimlayan Cevik (2000: 121-122; lev. 39) tarafindan
da Bizans doneminde kaya kilisesi/sapel olarak kullanildig:1 belirtilmistir.
Kayaligin tizerindeki yap1 kalintilarini ve dik yiizeye oyulmus kaya odalari-
nin Urartu dénemine giden bir ge¢misi oldugunu gosteren herhangi bir iz
gozlenememektedir.
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Van Goliu havzasinin ve bu havzay: sinirlayan Aladagla-
rin dogusunda Dogubeyazit Kalesi, Agr1 Dagi ile Aras Neh-
ri arasindaki alanda ise Karakoyunlu Kalesi yerel yonetim
merkezi olarak insa edilmistir. Kuzeybati Iran’da kent ola-
rak degerlendirdigimiz Bastam’in kuzeyinde cok odal kaya
mezarina sahip iki kale bulunmaktadir: Verahram ve San-
gar. Urmiye havzasinda ise, Urartu kriterlerine sahip, dev-
letle siyasal ve kulttirel baglar1 belirgin oldugu anlasilan
merkezler goliin batisinda bulunmaktadir. Urartu déonemi-
ne tarihlenen Kale Hodar, Sarik ve Rezaiye kaya mezar1 bu-
lunan yerel yonetim merkezleridir (Fig. 1). Bu bolgede ad1
gecen merkezler disinda, sur insa teknigi, kaya basamaklar:
ve bazi ¢canak ¢omlek formlar1 nedeniyle Urartu donemine

tarihlenen baska kaleler de saptanmistir (Kleiss 1971; 1974;

Bkz. bu kitapta Kroll).

Urartu kentleriyle yerel yonetim merkezleri arasinda-

Fig. 22:

Yoncatepe konaginin
rekonstriiksiyonu

Bu konak, Urartu déneminde
olasilikla yakinindaki kéoye
veya koylere hakim asiret
reislerinden biri tarafindan
yaptirilmis olmalidir (Cizim:
Riza G. Akgtn, Serap Kusu).

Reconstruction of the
Yoncatepe mansion. This
mansion was probably built by
one of the clan leaders who
was sovereign over nearby
village(s) in the Urartian

era (Drafted by Riza Giirler
Akgun, Serap Kusu).
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ki bag1 kurma konusunda katki yapabile-
cek belirgin izlerden bir grubu da kaya isa-
retleri olusturmaktadir. Bu isaretler, ana
kayalara veya buytik kaya bloklarinin duz
yuzeyleri tzerine 15-25 cm derinliginde,
25-30 cm genisliginde, “U”, “V”, boyundu-
ruk ve daire gibi bicimlerde oyulmuslar-
dir (Fig. 19-21). Her isaret ortak bir amacg
dogrultusunda belli bir boyutta yapilmis-
tir. Bunlar Urartu krali kentlerinde, yerel

yonetim merkezlerinde ve bazi kalelerde

Aras River as local administrative centers.
There are two fortresses with multi-roomed
rock-cut tombs to the north of Bastam, a city
in northwest Iran: Verahram and Sangar. In
the Urmia basin centers with Urartian crite-
ria and with clear political and cultural ties
to the state are located to the west of the lake.
Urartian period Kale Hodar, Sharik and Re-
zaiye are local administrative centers with
rock-cut tombs (Fig. 1). In addition, there are
other fortresses in this area dated to Urar-
tian period based on construction technique
of the fortification walls, rock steps and some
pottery forms (Kleiss 1971; 1974; Kroll in this
book).

Another significant group of traces that
can contribute to establish the relation be-
tween Urartian cities and local administra-
tive centers is rock signs. These signs are
carved in 25-30 cm wide “U” or “V” forms,
or in the shape of yokes or circles, 15-25
cm deep into bedrock or on flat surfaces of
stone blocks (Fig. 19-21). Each sign is carved
in a certain size in line with a common pur-
pose. These appear in Urartian royal cit-
ies, local administrative centers and some
fortresses. Rock signs have been identified
at Urartu cities Yukar1 Anzaf, Cavustepe
and Bastam. In addition, similar speci-
mens have been found in Lake Van basin at
Celebibag, Delicay, Edremit, Panz, Tatvan,
Elazig/Bahcecik, Erzincan/Pekeric, Igdir/
Tasburun - Magaratepe, Agri/Atabindi,
Dogubeyazit/ Tutumlu; and at rocky heights
associated with fortresses such as Kuh-e
Zambil in northwest Iran (Lehmann-Haupt
1926; Kleiss 1981; Isik 1987; Sevin 1988;
Basgelen 1988; Belli 1989; Basgelen 1990;
Ozfirat 2002; Belli - Konyar 2003).

The centers where these signs are locat-
ed give us an idea for their dating to the
Urartian period. A further interpretation
comes from the Atabindi Fortress. Here,
there is a multi-roomed rock-cut tomb on
the steep part of the boulders to the south-

west of the Urartian period fortress, as well
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as many rock signs in the same area. One
of the rock signs were clearly cut during
the opening of the entrance to the tomb,
proving that the signs were made before the
rock-cut tomb.

In publications these signs are usual-
ly interpreted as sacred symbols. Most re-
cently Konyar (Konyar 2006; 2008) clas-
sified these signs and suggested that they
could be moulds for shaping semi worked
wood in the manufacture of chariot wheels,
yokes and other chariot equipment. It
seems that wood suitable for making wheels
or yokes was placed in the sign carved in
similar shape to dry and shape according
to the purpose. Indeed, their near stand-
ard shapes and sizes are similar to sizes
and shapes of chariot parts. In the light of
this interpretation, we can say that chariots
needed by the Urartian army were made in
royal centers, local administrative centers

and at some fortresses.

Villages/Rural Life: As mentioned
above, mounds abandoned after the Ear-
ly Bronze Age in many points in Eastern
Anatolia were resettled in the Middle Iron
Age. This development seems to have tak-
en place to a large extend in relation to the
resettlement policy of the Urartian state
in the areas of cities. It has been claimed
that deportation practices that are reflect-
ed in Urartian texts were carried out for se-
curity concerns, population of the new cit-
ies and recruitment in the army (Zimansky
1985: 53-60; Konake¢1 2009). This practice
was adapted from the Neo-Assyrian Em-
pire, which carried out large deportation
programs in its expansion period (Oded
1979). The location of all Urartian cities on
points dominating wide agricultural areas,
and construction of dams and channels to
increase productivity suggest that groups
resettled to the skirts of the citadels were
given the task of working the surrounding

agricultural areas.
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karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Urartu kentlerinden Yukari Anzaf,
Cavustepe ve Bastam’da kaya isaretleri saptanmistir. Ayrica
Van Golu havzasinda Celebibag, Delicay, Edremit, Panz, Tat-
van ile Elaz1g/Bahcecik, Erzincan/Pekeric, Igdir/ Tasburun-
Magaratepe, Agri/Atabindi, Dogubeyazit/ Tutumlu, Kuzey-
bat1 Iran’da Kuh-e Zambil gibi kalelerle iliskili kayaliklarda
benzer 6rnekler bulunmustur (Lehmann-Haupt 1926; Kle-
iss 1981; Isik 1987; Basgelen 1988; Sevin 1988; Belli 1989;
Basgelen 1990; Ozfirat 2002; Belli - Konyar 2003).

Bu tiir isaretlerin Urartu déonemine ait oldugu konusun-
da bulunduklar: merkezler bir fikir vermektedir. Daha ileri
bir degerlendirme ise Atabindi Kalesi’nden gelmektedir. Bu-
rada, Urartu dénemine ait kalenin giineydogusundaki kaya-
ligin dik bélimunde ¢ok odali bir kaya mezari ile ayn1 alan-
da ¢ok sayida kaya isareti bulunmaktadir. Kaya mezarinin

girisi acilirken isaretlerden birinin kesildigi acik bir bicimde

goriilmektedir. Bu da isaretlerin kaya meza-  Fig.23:
Giriktepe konaginin
rekonstriiksiyonu
(Cizim: Riza G. Akgiin, Serap Kusu).

rindan 6nce yapildigini kanitlamaktadir.
Yayinlarda bu isaretler genellikle kut-
sal semboller olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
Son olarak bu konuda ¢alisan Konyar (Kon-
yar 2006; 2008) isaretleri siniflandirmis ve
bunlarin araba tekerleri, boyunduruk ve diger araba aksam-
lar1 yapiminda, yar1 islenmis agaclar: bicimlendirmek icin
hazirlanan kaliplar olabilecegini énermistir. Anlasildig: ka-
dariyla tekerlek veya boyunduruk yapmak icin, uygun 6zel-
liklere sahip agac, benzer bicimde oyulan isaretin icine yer-
lestirilip kurutulmakta ve amaca uygun sekil almasi saglan-
maktaydi. Gercekten de bunlarin standarda yakin olan bo-
yutlar1 ve bicimleri, araba aksamlarinin boyutlar: ve sekliy-
le benzesmektedir. Bu degerlendirme 1s181nda, Urartu or-

dularinin ihtiya¢ duydugu at arabalarinin krali merkezler-
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Reconstruction of the Giriktepe
mansion (Drafted by Riza Gurler
Akgun, Serap Kusu).
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de, yerel yonetim merkezlerinde ve baz1 kalelerde yapilabil-
digi soylenebilir.

Koéyler/Kirsal Yasam: Yukarida belirttigimiz gibi Dogu
Anadolunun bircok yerinde Ilk Tun¢ Cag1 sonrasinda terk
edilen hoyiiklerde Orta Demir Cagrnda yeniden yerlesim

baslamistir. Bu gelisme buytik oranda Urartu Devleti'nin

Fig. 24: kent kurdugu bolgelerdeki iskan politika-

Another settlement type in areas near
cities and large provincial centers that
can be interpreted as a product of the re-
settlement policy of the state is the villag-
es. Yoncatepe near Van (Fig.22), Patnos/
Giriktepe  (Fig.23), Elaz1g/Norsuntepe

(Koroglu 2009) and Haftavan Tepe in

red slipped luxury vessels and Urartian jew-
elry among items for daily use increase the
proximity of these buildings to the culture
formed in the Urartian period. There are
no fortification walls around the buildings.
The masonry of the stone on the walls is of
local character. We think that this type of
buildings belonged to chiefs or aghas con-
trolling the civilian settlement formed by
the Urartian State. It seems that the life
styles of tribal chiefs who were integrated
into the system established in Eastern Ana-
tolia by the Urartu and settled in certain
areas changed significantly.

In addition to deportees, some tribes
continuing their traditional seminomad-
ic life styles were settled in villages on
mounds near agricultural areas. Village
settlements of excavated Dilkaya in the
Lake Van basin (Cilingiroglu 1993) and
Karagunduz (Sevin - Ozfirat 2000) can be
evaluated in this group. The architecture
found on these two mounds does not ex-
tend beyond village character in terms of
construction techniques and proportions.
Red slipped pottery, bronze and iron finds
among the finds from the mounds and
from the nearby cemeteries show that the
villagers were in communication with the
cities and were familiar with developments
in production techniques accompanying
the formation of the state. However, in this
type of villages traditional grooved pottery
that was in use before Urartu continued to
be used (Koroglu - Konyar 2008).

Kingdom of Urartu caused significant
changes in the daily lives of the groups liv-

ing in the areas of Lake Van basin, around
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Yeni Assur Kralligi'mdan uyarlanmistir (Oded 1979). Bitin
Urartu kentlerinin genis tarim alanlarina hakim noktalarda
insa edilmis olmasi, verimliligi artirmak icin golet ve kanal-
lar insa edilmesi, sitadellerin eteklerine yerlestirilen toplu-
luklara, ¢cevredeki tarim alanlarini isleme gorevi de ytiklen-
mis olabilecegini dusiindiirmektedir.

Kentlere ve biiylik eyalet merkezlerine yakin bolgelerde,
devletin iskan politikasinin trtini olarak degerlendirilebile-
cek bir diger yerlesme tipi, koylerdir. Van yakinindaki Yonca-
tepe (Fig.22), Patnos/Giriktepe (Fig.23), Elazig/Norsunte-
pe (Koroglu 2009) ve Kuzeybati Iran’da Haftavan Tepe (Zi-
mansky 1985: 39) bu grupta degerlendirilebilecek 6rnekler-
den bazilaridir. Bu yerlesmelerde 6ne ¢ikan yapilar, boyutla-
r1 1500-1600 m? ulasan konaklardir. En az bir avlu ve cok sa-
yida mekandan olusan yapilarin mutfak ve depolari, kent si-
tadellerinde bulunan 6rneklere benzer anlayista olusturul-
mustur. Bu 6zelligi yaninda gtunliik kullanim esyalar: ara-
sinda parlak kirmizi astarli liks kaplarin ve Urartu takila-
rinin varligi bu yapilarin Urartu déneminde olusan kiiltiire
yakinlhigini artirmaktadir. Yapilarin cevresinde sur yoktur.
Duvarlarinda kullanilan taslarin isciligi yerel karakterlidir.
Bu tiir yapilarin Urartu Devleti’nin olusturdugu sivil yerles-
meyi denetleyen bey veya agalara ait oldugunu distinmekte-
yiz. Anlasildigina gére Urartunun Dogu Anadolu’da kurdu-
gu sisteme katilarak belli bolgelere iskan edilen asiret reisle-
rinin yasam bicimi 6énemli 6l¢tide degismistir.

Urartu déneminde, tehcir edilenler disinda gelenek-
sel yar1 gécebe yasam bicimini devam ettiren bazi asiret-
lerin, tarim alanlar1 yakinindaki hoytuklere yerleserek koy-
ler olusturduklar: da anlasilmaktadir. Van Go6lii havzasin-
da kazilarla incelenen Dilkaya (Cilingiroglu 1993) ve Kara-
gindiiz (Sevin - Ozfirat 2000) koy yerlesmeleri bu grupta
degerlendirilebilir. Bu iki hoytikte saptanan mimari, insa
bicimi ve boyutlar1 bakimindan kéy karakterini asmaz. Ho-
yiklerde ve yakinlarindaki mezarliklarda ele gecen bu-
luntular arasindaki parlak kirmizi astarli ¢anak ¢omlek-
ler, bronz ve demir buluntular, bu kéylilerin kentlerle ileti-

sim icinde oldugunu ve devletin olusumuyla tiretim teknik-

Dogubeyazit/Sulucem . . .
yaylasinda gegleneisel koy evleri. Sl}’la baglantlh olarak ger‘;ekle§ml§ gOZUk'
Urartu’dan giintimtize kadar
Dogu Anadolu’nun yiiksek
bolgelerinde giinliik yasam
tarimdan c¢ok hayvanciliga
dayali olarak sirdiralmektedir. gis1, yeni kentlere niifus kazandirmak ve

Traditional village houses on
the Dogubeyazit/Sulucem

_ plateau. Since Urartian era, lirtilmektedir (Zimansky 1985: 53-60; Ko-
till modern times the daily life

northwest Iran are examples to this group Patnos, and Sevan and Aras basins where

(Zimansky 1985: 39). The dominant build-

lerinde ortaya cikan yenilikleri tanidigini gostermektedir.

mektedir. Urartu yazili belgelerine yansi- city construction projects were carried Ancak bu tir koylerde gunlik yasamda, Urartu 6ncesinde

yan tehcir uygulamalarinin gtivenlik kay- ings in these settlements are mansions with out. Rural groups in these areas were in- de kullanilan geleneksel yivli ¢anak ¢omlek kullanilmaya

sizes reaching 1500-1600 square meters. At fluenced by the developments in the cit- devam etmektedir (Koéroglu - Konyar 2008).

askere almak gibi amaclarla yapildig1 be- least one courtyard and multiple rooms ies, and were introduced to new products. Urartu Krallig1 kent insa projelerini yuruttigt Van

make up the buildings; kitchens and stor- The traces of the cultural change are also Goli havzasi, Patnos cevresi, Sevan ve Aras havzasinda ya-

is b}(l)um:l to the 'swlebre'ediEg nak¢t 2009). Bu uygulama, genisleme sii- age rooms are formed similarly to the ex- clear in the vicinity of large local centers. sayan toplumlarin gunlik yasaminda belirgin degisimle-

rather than agrlcu ture 1n the

highlands of Eastern Anatolia. recinde buyik tehcir programi uygulayan amples at city citadels. In addition, bright This must be indicative of the state policy re neden olmustur. Bu bolgelerdeki koy toplumlar: bir se-
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kilde kentlerdeki gelismelerden etkilenmis, yeni trunleri
tanimistir. Merkezi konumdaki buyuk yerel yonetim mer-
kezlerinin ¢cevresinde de kultiirel degisimin izleri belirgin-
dir. Bu da devletin yerlesik yasami yayginlastirmak tzeri-
ne kurdugu politikasinin gostergesi olmalidir. Ancak ta-
rim yapilamayan daglik bolgelerde, kentlerin uzaginda bu-
lunan yerlerde Urartu izlerini bulmak zordur. Erzurum ya-
kinindaki Sos hoytkte (Sagona 1999) oldugu gibi kentler-
den uzak bolgelerdeki koylerde Urartu Devleti donemini
teshis edebilecegimiz kriterler oldukca azdir. Yizey aras-
tirmalarinda “yivli ¢canak ¢oémlek” bulundugu i¢in Urartu
oncesine tarihlenen yerlesmelerden bircogu gercekte kent-
lerden uzaklig1 nedeniyle geleneksel cizgide kalan (Fig. 24)
ve glunliik yasamda ortaya ¢ikmis yeniliklere ulasamayan

Urartu dénemi kirsal yerlesimleri olabilir.

to spread settled life. However, it is diffi-
cult to find traces of Urartu in mountain-
ous areas where agriculture is not feasible,
or in places distant to the cities. As in Sos
mound near Erzurum (Sagona 1999), cri-
teria to identify Urartian state period are
rare in places distant from the cities. It is
possible that many settlements identified
by surveys and dated to pre-Urartian pe-
riods because of “grooved pottery” found
in them can be Urartian period rural set-
tlements that, unable to reach innovations
that appeared in daily life, kept their tra-
ditional ways as a result of their distance

from the cities (Fig. 24).
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