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The Kingdom of Urartu was a 

dominant force in eastern Anatolia, 

Transcaucasia and north-western Iran 

between 9-6 centuries BC and our 

knowledge of Urartian art has been 

increased as a result of excavations 

and illegal activities. The materials 

that have been acquired by museums, 

and published artifacts, show us the 

richness of Urartian art and reveal its 

developmental stages and have enabled us 

to establish parallels between Urartian 

and contemporary civilisations.

Metal artefacts are a ubiquitous 

feature of Urartian culture and in 

recent years, there have been many 

publications dealing with this aspect of 

Urartian society. Unfortunately, a great 

majority of Urartian metalwork is hard 

to provenance as there has been a great 

deal of looting at Urartian sites over the 

years. However, professional excavations 

at sites such as Ayanis, Yukarı Anzaf, 

and Çavuştepe have nevertheless thrown 

much light on to Urartian metalworking.

In this article, five bronze vessels 

held in the collections of the Bitlis- 

Ahlat museum will be examined, in order 

to see what they may reveal about the
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manufacturing techniques that Urartian 

smiths employed in the production of 

bronze vessels.

Along with many other metal 

artefacts the bronzes were found at 

the sites of Toprakkale, Altintepe, 

Kayalidere, £avu$tepe, Karmir-Blur and 

Giyimli, and subsequently, this led some 

scholars to think of Urartu as a major 

"metalworking center" and that the 

production of metal artifacts was closely 

associated with the state.
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Figure 1: Bitlis -Ahlat Museum Inv. No:1478 

Height 4 cm., / Diameter 17.5 cm.
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The first group of bronzes under 

discussion here are three broad and 

shallow bowls (Fig. 1-3). They are 

generally in a good state of preservation 

and have thin walls, with the third bowl 

showing slight rust damage on one side 

(Fig. 3). The common feature of these 

bronze bowls is that the same casting 

techniques have been used to produce 

them and they are almost identical in 

both manufacture and shape.

Figure 2: Bitlis-Ahlat Museum Inv. No: 1458 

Height 3.5 cm. / Diameter 19.5 cm.

The second group of bronzes consist 

of a deep bowl and vase-like vessel (Fig. 4). 

The former has approximately a quarter 

of its body missing due to rust damage 

and it is hemispherical in shape, widening 

out at quite a sharp angle towards the rim. 

The latter features a large hole caused by 

rusting, and part of the neck is also lost 

(Fig. 5). However, two thin, raised bands of 

decoration can be seen on the neck which 

flares outwards to the rim of the vessel. 

Just below the rim there is a cruciform-

shaped handle, which has been attached 

to the vessel with three rivets (Fig. 5).

The shape of these vessels and the 

techniquesemployedintheirmanufacture, 

are characteristically Urartian. Some of 

the bronze metal vessels are that held 

by Van Regional Museum were studied by 

Başaran, Belli and Merhav show similar 

manufacturing techniques and forms1.

Fig. 3

Figure 3: Bitlis-Ahlat Museum Inv. No: 1198,

Height 4.5 cm. / Dimaeter 17.5 cm.

I t  is known that various metal 

vessels were widely used by Urartian 

society in their religious and social life. 

For example, in his annals, Sargon I I  gives 

a detailed description of many silver and 

bronze examples that formed part of 

the booty taken from Urzana palace and 

the Haldi temple, after he conquered the 

city of Musasir in 714 BC2. Unfortunately, 

although Sargon I I  listed these items in 

his annals, he left little information in 

regard to their style and the techniques 

employed in their manufacture.

However, in examples of Urartian 

art seen on monumental reliefs3 and 

decorated metal objects (such as belts4, 

quivers5, votive plates6, helmets7, horse 

harnesses8 and vehicle parts9) metal
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Fig-4

Figure 4: Bitlis-Ahlat Museum Inv. No: 1198 

Height 7 cm. / Diameter 15 cm.

vessels are frequently depicted and 

these depictions provide us with useful 

insights into widespread use in ceremonial 

and everyday life, and also provide us 

with a clear picture of how they were 

made and the various forms that they 

took. Often, these depictions show wide 

and shallow, bell shaped bowls, jugs, pots 

and cauldrons. I t  is evident that some of 

the bowls are decorated with thin bands, 

fluted motifs, inscriptions and animal 

heads. Incised and repousse decoration 

can also be seen and as we will see below, 

some of these decorative techniques 

feature on the metal artefacts under 

discussion in this paper. Also, on these 

depictions we can see bowls, dishes, and 

jugs being used in banquets, parades, 

religious rituals and ceremonies. In this 

latter respect, it is clear that metal 

vessels were used as containers for 

libations, offering vessels and that they 

held water, wine and food.

However, there are no inscriptions 

on the above mentioned vessels, which is 

unusual, as many Urartian metal artefacts

TÜRK ARKEOLOJİ VE ETNOGRAFYA DERGİSİ

often bear the name of Urartian kings. For 

example, we have many bronze utensils 

that are inscribed with the names of the 

Urartian kings ispuini (830-810 BC)10, 

Menua (810-786 BC)11, Argisti I  (786-

764 BC)12, Sarduri I I  (765-734 BC)13, 

and Rusa I I  (685-645 BC)14. Obviously, 

such inscriptions are very useful when it 

comes to dating Urartian metalwork.

Archaeological excavations carried 

out at the sites of contemporary Anatolian 

civilisations in Phrygia, Neo-Assyria 

and Lydia also reveal the widespread 

use of various types of metal pots (e.g. 

omphalos, vessels, bowls ) and examples 

have been found at such notable sites 

as Gordion15 (Yassihoyuk ). Also, Neo-

Assyrian art has been a very useful 

source of information as regards to the 

manufacturing techniques that were 

employed in the production of bronze 

vessels that show some similarities to 

those used by the Urartians16. In addition, 

similar vessels and bowls made of bronze 

were recovered in north western Iran at 

the site of Hasanlu17, Marlik cemetery18; 

in North Syria at Zincirli (Sam'al), Tell 

Halaf and Tell Fakhariyah19, which 

indicate extensive use of these types 

utensils across Iron Ages societies of 

Near East.

As to the date of the vessels 

discussed here, it is hard to be certain 

in this regard, as their provenance is 

unknown. Nevertheless, similar examples 

found during excavations at other 

Urartian sites strongly suggest that the 

above vessels were widely used in Urartu 

during the 8-7 centuries BC. Such finds 

reveal that Urartians had good access to, 

and were in control of metal ore sources 

and thus were able to produce numerous 

metal artefacts.

__________________  19



utensils in the religious and secular life

of Urartian society.

Figure 5: Bitlis-Ahlat Museum Inv. No: 922 

Height 15 cm. / Diameter 8.5 cm.

In conclusion, excavated artefacts 

and museum collections clearly 

demonstrates the extensive use of 

bronze by Urartians. The manufacturing 

techniques and decoration of the vessel, 

which has a cruciform shaped handle 

attached by bronze rivets (Fig. 5) reveals 

the richness and diversity of the metal 

artefacts that were produced by Urartian 

metal workers. In addition, the vessels 

under discussion here also provide us 

with evidence of the existence of skilled 

artisans in Urartian society. The richness 

and diversity of the metal artefacts 

that were produced by Urartian metal 

workers show their extraordinary skills. 

In addition, given the visual arts as well 

as archaeological data and the kingdom 

of Urartu shape bowl is common among 

metal vessels were used. Indeed, the bowl 

shaped vessels commonly used in the art 

of Near Eastern civilizations, especially 

the contemporary Assyrian. Although, 

the vessels in the Bitlis-Ahlat museum 

are not well preserved, they nevertheless 

demonstrate the importance of bronze

ÖZET

M.Ö. 9.-6. yüzyıllar arasında Doğu 

Anadolu, Transkafkasya ve Kuzey Batı 

İran Bölgesinde egemenliğini sürdüren 

Urartu Krallığı'nın sanatı hakkındaki 

bilgilerimiz, gerek bilimsel gerekse kaçak 

kazılar sonucunda ele geçirilen eserlerin 

değerlendirilmesi sonucunda gün geçtikçe 

artmaktadır. Ele geçirilen ve yayınlanan 

bu sanat eserleri Urartu sanatının 

zenginliğini gösterdiği gibi, çağdaşı çevre 

bölgelerin sanat eserleri ile paralellik 

kurmamızı sağlamaktadır. Urartuluların 

dinsel ve sosyal hayatında yaygın olarak 

kullanılan bu kaplar komşu bölgelerin 

metal kapları ile de paralellik kurmamızı 

sağlaması yönünden önemlidir.Bu makalede 

Bitlis-Ahlat Müzesi'nden 3 çanak, 1 kase 

ve bir çömlekçik çalışılmıştır.
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