
1. Introduction
It is stated that the names Persian and Median 
are mentioned for the first time in the stele of 
Karagündüz, which was built by Menua, son of 
Ispuini, the great king of the Kingdom of Urartu 
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ÖZET
Doğu Anadolu Bölgesi’nin Geç Demir Çağında önemli bir süreci yaşayan Pers/Akhaemenid kültür ev-
resine ilişkin oldukça az sayıda çalışma yürütülmüş ve arkeolojik olarak az sayıda bulgu ele geçmiştir. 
Doğu Anadolu Bölgesi’nde Pers/Akhaemenid Dönem öncesinde bölgenin her anlamda kültürel olarak en 
etkileyici krallığı Urartu olmuştur. Ancak, Doğu Anadolu’da yapılan kazı çalışmaları ışığında Urartu 
Krallığı’nın çöküşü ile neredeyse tüm bölge genelinde bir hiatus (boşluk) durumu söz konusudur. Bu 
durum, seramik verileri ve karbon analizleri ışığında MÖ 5. yüzyıl sonu ile MÖ 4. yüzyıl başlarında 
değişerek eski yerleşim alanlarına yeniden bir dönüş olduğunu göstermektedir. Tüm bu olgular, yüksek 
olasılıkla Doğu Anadolu Bölgesi’nde Pers/Akhaemenid Döneminin ilerleyen evresinde yeni bir kültürel 
oluşum sürecine girildiğine ve merkezi alanlardan çok kırsallarda (Sazlıkyanı Höyük gibi) yaşamaya baş-
lanıldığına işaret etmektedir. MÖ 5. yüzyıl sonlarından itibaren ise eski merkezi yerleşim alanlarına her 
ne kadar yeniden bir dönüş olsa da, arkeolojik olarak bu merkezlerde görülen yerleşim ancak cılız verileri 
ışığında tespit edilebildiği için, kırsal yaşam geleneğinin de devam ettiği anlaşılmaktadır. 

ABSTRACT
Very few studies have been carried out on the cultural phase of the Persian/Achaemenid Period known 
as Late Iron Age in Eastern Anatolia Region and a small number of archaeological findings have been 
obtained. Before the Persian/Achaemenid Period in the Eastern Anatolia Region, Urartu was the most 
culturally profound kingdom of the region in every sense. However, in the light of excavations carried 
out in Eastern Anatolia, the collapse of the Kingdom of Urartu may have created a hiatus (gap) situation 
in almost the whole region. This situation has been changing with the ceramic data and carbon analysis 
and the data reveal that there was a return to the old settlement areas at the end of 5th century BC and 
early 4th century BC. All these facts probably point out that a new cultural formation process started in 
the later phase of the Persian / Achaemenid Period in the Eastern Anatolia Region and that people began 
to live in rural areas (such as Sazlıkyanı Höyük) rather than central areas. Although there had been a 
return to the old central settlements since the end of the 5th century BC, it is understood that the rural 
life tradition continued, as the settlement seen in these centers can only be determined archaeologically 
considering the weak data.

which was the first central state of the Eastern 
Anatolia Region, near the northeast shore of 
Lake Erçek. King Menua reports that he defeated 
Persia (Parsua) and Med (Mesta) in this stele.1 

1	  Salvini, 2006: 50.
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After the collapse of the Kingdom of Urartu, 
which manifested its power in the previous peri-
ods in the Eastern Anatolian Region at the end of 
the 7th century BC, the Late Iron Age period be-
gan with the mid-6th century BC.2 This period, 
which started with the dominance of the Persian/
Achaemenids, who rose as a new power in Iran, 
in Eastern Anatolia and then all over Anatolia, 
continued until the end of the 4th century BC 
(Fig. 1).3 However, the information that will 
guide us about the Achaemenid period in Eastern 
Anatolia is rather scarce. It is possible to attribute 
the main reason for this to the continuity of the 
sheltered settlement model in mountainous areas 
with the authority gap formed after the collapse 
of the Kingdom of Urartu.4 In parallel with the 
scarcity of archaeological remains, almost no 
trace was left, except for a trilingual inscription 
identified in the Van Fortress and works by an-
cient writers such as Herodotus and Xenophon. 
In this mystery, there is a need to reevaluate the 
archaeological studies from different perspec-
tives and enhance the researches in order to en-
lighten the Achaemenid civilization, which was 
the only central power in Anatolia for more than 
200 years.

2. Persian/Achaemenid Period of Eastern 
Anatolia Region in the Light of Ancient 
Sources
Regarding the political situation of the Eastern 
Anatolian Region under Persian/Achaemenid 
rule, Herodotus mentions that the Persians di-
vided their lands into 20 satrapies by separating 
them into races living under their yoke or na-
tions neighboring each other5 or thought to have 
racial affiliation with each other, and that the 

2	  Sevin 2004: Table 2; Kalkan 2008: 44.
3	  While making the map, ArcMap interface of ArcGIS 

10.5 software, which is one of the GIS (Geographic In-
formation Systems) software, was used. Locations were 
added with coordinates on the digital elevation model 
data of the ASTER satellite with a resolution of 30 m 
and confirmed by satellite images. While creating the 
route, archaeological information in the literature and 
suitability in the form of land were taken into account. 
We would like to thank Senior Archaeologist Nilüfer 
PARLITI from Erzurum Regional Board of Cultural 
Heritage Preservation for sharing the coordinates of the 
centers used in mapping with us.

4	  Sevin 2012: 351-368; Kroll 2014: 203-205.
5	  In the Behistun Inscription, the number of these satra-

pies was determined as 23. See, Hewsen 1983: 125.

Persians taxed these satrapies by assigning one 
person in charge at the head of each satrapy (Fig. 
2).6 According to the information conveyed by 
Herodotus, Persians, especially the Armenians 
and their neighbors living in the region from the 
north of the Tigris, which was the old Urartian 
border in Eastern Anatolia, to the Black Sea, were 
included in the 13th satrapy and paid 400 tal-
ents annually; Matiens living in Northwest Iran, 
Saspeirs living in the Caucasus and Alarodians 
living around Van were included in the 18th sa-
trapy and paid 200 talents a year.7 Another in-
formation transferred from Herodotus states 
that the Persians/Achaemenids used Armenians, 
Matiens, Alarodians and Saspeirs in the Persian/
Achaemenid armies during their expeditions to 
continental Greece during the Xerxes Period.8

From what we have learned from Herodotus, it is 
assumed that there were two satrapies in Eastern 
Anatolia during the Late Iron Age and these satra-
pies were created by taking into account the fact 
that they were related societies. In this case, each 
society must have been ruled by a Satrap within 
its own autonomous administration. Satrap, who 
was the ruler, was responsible for sending troops 
to the Persian army during war, allocating taxes 
and managing his own Satrapy center under the 
Persian central administration.9

On the political and economic situation of 
Eastern Anatolia under Persian/Achaemenid 
rule, Xenophon, in his book titled “Kyrou 
Paideia” on the Education of Cyrus, reports that 
Cyrus solved problems such as the authority and 
looting that occurred in Satrapy of Armenia in 
Eastern Anatolia with the troops consisting of 
Persian, Median and Armenian armies. Also, 
Cyrus wanted the people living in the mountains 
to rent the lands of the Armenian Satrap in return 
for not plundering the Armenian lands in the plain, 
and the Armenians to carry out animal husbandry 
activities in these mountainous regions with a cer-
tain rent. 

6	  Hdt.: 3.88, 94.
7	  Hdt.: 3.93-94; However, see Kalkan 2008: 35-36 for 

the information about Herodotus who may have been 
wrong about these satrapies as they cannot coexist 
geographically.

8	  Hdt.: 7.72-73, 79.
9	  Sevin 1982a: 315; Duran 2015: 61.
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Moreover, in order to make all these situations 
secure, he suggested that the Persian guards 
be positioned in the outposts of mountainous 
areas.10

In as much as we have learned from Xenophon, 
we see that especially Persians/Achaemenids 
stood next to the satrap they appointed in order 
to receive regular taxes from Eastern Anatolia. 
However, we understand that the satrap intervened 
in the problems with the people living in his exist-
ing areas of responsibility as a central administra-
tion when necessary and provided security with 
his own guard forces through mediation.

Additionally, we find significant insight into 
the political and economic situation of Eastern 
Anatolia in “Anabasis”, which is another work 
of Xenophon about the March of Ten Thousand. 
Xenophon conveyed important information such 
as the wars with the Corduenes living in the 
mountains during their advance to the Eastern 
Anatolia Region,11 especially when the army 
under the leadership of Xenophon followed the 
Tigris River and headed northward, and wel-
come with feasts in Armenian villages after the 
agreement with the Western Armenia Governor 
in Eastern Anatolia.12 Moreover, it is reported 
that the Persian language was spoken as a lingua 
franca in the borders of Armenian Satrapy and 
they could communicate by means of translators 
or, especially, with the help of Armenian wom-
en with arm and hand movements during their 
travels.13

In Xenophon’s Anabasis, we learn that the passag-
es on the Eastern Anatolian border, especially in 
the south of Armenia, were occupied by the people 
living in the mountains and they were predators, 
and in Armenia, people lived in villages and had 
better living conditions than the people living in the 
mountains. The living conditions of the people of 
Armenia, which were better than the other Eastern 
Anatolian people, coincide with the information in 
Kyrou Paideia, another work of Xenophon, and 

10	 Ksen. Kyr. Pa.: 3.2.
11	 For an idea about the route of Xenophon and his army, 

see Schachner and Sağlamtimur 2008: 411-417, Fig. 2; 
Polat 2014: Map 3-5. In addition, for a general study 
that deals with the March of Ten Thousand in the con-
text of historical geography and archaeology, see Polat 
2014.

12 Ksen. An.: 4.1-5.
13	 Ksen. An.: 4.5.33.

this could be associated with the fact that they 
paid twice as much tax to Persia / Achaemenids 
compared to the people living in the mountainous 
regions of Armenia. It makes it more plausible that 
the people of the 18th Satrap occasionally plun-
dered the villages of the 13th Satrap, probably due 
to the fact that many villages of the 13th Satrap in 
Eastern Anatolia were better off compared to the 
mountain people of the 18th Satrap, according to 
Herodotus. In addition, the knowledge that Persian 
/ Achaemenid language was spoken in the Satrapy 
of Armenia in Xenophon’s book The March of 
the Ten Thousand probably strengthens the pos-
sibility that the Armenians adopted the Persian / 
Achaemenid culture more than the other peoples 
in Eastern Anatolia. 

3. Persian / Achaemenid Period of 
Eastern Anatolia Region in the Light of 
Epigraphic Data 
Except for ancient sources, archaeological data 
on the Late Iron Age in Eastern Anatolia is very 
scarce, and the trilingual “Xerxes Inscription” 
belonging to the Persian / Achaemenid King 
Xerxes (485-465 BC) in Van Fortress is again 
one of the epigraphic documents that provide im-
portant information (Fig. 3a).14 This inscription 
writes:

“Ohrmazd, (Ahura Mazda)” the greatest of the 
gods is the supreme God. He is the one who cre-
ated this world, this paradise, created mankind, 
gave happiness to humanity, made Xerxes the 
king, the only king of many kings, the only master 
of many. I am Xerxes, the Great King, the king of 
kings, the king of the provinces where many lan-
guages ​​are spoken, the king of these great lands 
far and near, the son of Achaemenid Darius, 
King Xerxes says; King Darius, My Father, did 
a lot of work with Ohrmazd’s guard and ordered 
a niche be carved on this hill, but no inscription 
was written. I then ordered the preparation of 
this inscription. Ohrmazd, bless me, my kingdom 
and my deeds with all the other gods!”.15

From this inscription, King Darius (521-486 BC) 
paid attention to the “Achaemenid” propaganda 
around Van in Eastern Anatolia and made efforts 

14	 Tarhan 2011: 319, Fig. 15.
15	 Layard 1853: 394; Lynch 1882: 678; Lynch 1901: 66; 

Belck 1893: 61, 82; Weissbach 1911: 116-119; Lehman-
Haupt 1926: 159-161. Also, for the Turkish translation 
of the inscription, see. Kalkan 2011: 52.
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in this regard. Similarly, his son King Xerxes 
(485-465 BC) seems to have continued this pro-
paganda in order to strengthen his dominance 
in the region by following his path. In addition, 
Xerxes, who probably intimidated the regional 
rulers with the word of the king of kings, points 
out that his kingdom was bestowed to him by 
Ahura Mazda (Ohrmazd), the greatest of the 
gods, and draws attention to the divine power in 
this respect.

4. A General Evaluation Regarding 
the Persian / Achaemenid Period of the 
Eastern Anatolia Region

4.1. Architectural Building Ruins 
Architectural remnants of Late Iron Age, Persian 
/ Achaemenid structures can be seen in very lim-
ited numbers. Except for the ruins of a building 
in Erzincan Altintepe,16 which is thought to have 
an Apadana structure in the light of the exist-
ing findings, no architectural remains in Eastern 
Anatolia have been fully associated with the 
Persians so far. There are still debates on wheth-
er the Apadana building in Altıntepe, Erzincan 
is related to the Persian / Achaemenid Period.17 
Especially the structure in Altıntepe, which dis-
plays a typical Apadana plan with the architec-
tural layout pattern of the Persian / Achaemenid 
Period, and the very weak ceramic samples found 
in this building could not be associated with the 
certain contexts. For this reason, the interpretation 
of the building directly in relation to the Persian / 
Achaemenid Period does not seem very sound in 
the light of available data.18 Moreover, the wall 
paintings observed in the building are still con-
troversial to the possibility of whether the build-
ing was used in the Persian / Achaemenid Period 
as it revealed an effective Neo-Assyrian work-
manship19 rather than the Persian / Achaemenid 
Period. However, Late Iron Age painted ceram-
ics found in Erzincan and Altıntepe excavations, 
some weak architectural remains associated with 

16	 Kleiss 1976: 37-38; Summers 1993: 95, Fig. 4; 
Çilingiroğlu 1997: 79-80; Karaosmanoğlu and Korucu 
2012: 131-147, Fig. 1-19; Karaosmanoğlu et al. 2015: 
117-119, Illus. 2, Pic 2.

17	 For the latest study on this subject, see. Yılmaz and 
Karaosmanoğlu 2019: 323-331, 333-350, Fig. 1-7.  

18	 Yılmaz and Karaosmanoğlu 2019: 329-331.
19	 Nunn 2012: 332, 336; Yılmaz and Karaosmanoğlu 

2019: 326-327.

the Late Iron Age and some grave remnants are 
the findings of Erzincan, Altıntepe proving their 
Persian / Achaemenid process.20

Apart from Erzincan Altıntepe, settlements in 
Eastern Anatolia showing the architectural find-
ings related to the Persian / Achaemenid Period 
consist of a few centers that present very poor evi-
dences. Only in the light of Persian / Achaemenid 
Period, ceramic finds uncovered during ex-
cavations such as Sos Höyük,21 Büyüktepe,22 
Patnos,23 Kaleköy24 and İmikuşağı25 in the 
Eastern Anatolia Region, the foundation re-
mains of some buildings can be associated with 
the Persian / Achaemenid Period.26 However, 
although many Persian / Achaemenid Period ce-
ramics were encountered in settlements such as 
Van Karagündüz27 and Van Kalesi Höyügü,28 
these findings cannot be explained by any archi-
tectural remains.

Besides, it is thought that the Umudum Rock 
Tomb in Erzurum, Doğubayazıt Rock Tomb in 
Ağrı and Küçük Horhor Rock Tombs in Van 
may be related to the Persian / Achaemenid 
process. (Fig. 3b-d).29 While the Rock Tomb in 
Doğubayazıt (Fig.3b) resembles Urartian tombs 
with its multi-chambered tomb structure, yet, as 
it does not have any path to the tomb as it is in 
Urartian tombs, and the relief made on the façade 
of the tomb is similar to the Sahna tomb, espe-
cially related to the Median process in Eastern 
Anatolia, we can contend that it is one of the 

20 Yılmaz and Karaosmanoğlu 2019: 346-350, Fig. 1-7.
21	 Sagona and Sagona 1995: 193-218; Sagona et al. 1996: 

27-52; Sagona and Sagona 2003: 101-109.
22 Sagona et al. 1992: 29-46; Sagona et al. 1993: 69-83; 

Sagona et al. 1996: 27-52.
23 Kalkan 2011: 56, Fig. 1.
24 Bakır and Çilingiroğlu 1980: 219-221; Bakır and 

Çilingiroğlu 1987: 157-182.
25 Sevin 1982b: 121-130; Sevin 1983: 137-142; Sevin 

1988: 299-321; Sevin 1995: 47-67.
26 For the Eastern Anatolian Late Iron Age (Persian / 

Achaemenid Period) sites, see. Kalkan 2011: 56, Fig. 1.
27 Sevin 1998: 575-576; Yiğitpaşa 2010: 194; Yiğitpaşa 

2015: 518.
28 The simple earth grave uncovered on only one Urar-

tian layer in the Van Fortress Mound is associated with 
the Late Iron Age (Persian / Achaemenid Period). See. 
Tarhan and Sevin 1991: 433; Tarhan and Sevin 1993b: 
848-849, Pic. 12; Yiğitpaşa 2010: 196-197.

29 Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: 184-185, Fig. 2a-c.
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structures bearing Persian / Achaemenid trac-
es30. However, the thoughts that the iconography 
seen on the front of the tomb31 contains elements 
encountered on many different bronze works 
unique to Urartu, causes us to suspect that the 
tomb is related to the Persian / Achaemenid pro-
cess. Umudum Rock Tomb (Fig. 3c) in Erzurum 
is facing the southern slope of Umudum Tepe 
Fortress and has a triangle-shaped entrance. The 
tomb is about 7 m. long with anterior chamber 
and then a three-leveled door to the burial cham-
ber. In addition to the thoughts that it was built 
in the Urartian Period,32 it is also suggested as 
a Persian / Achaemenid Period structure, based 
on the thought that it may belong to a local lord 
during the Persian / Achaemenid Period or it may 
have been used as a fire temple (Atashkadeh) 
based on the bench carved into the bedrock of the 
tomb.33 The Küçük Horhor Rock Tomb in Van 
displays a very similar workmanship to the burial 
chamber of Darius I in Iran, especially with its 
four dead beds positioned in a north direction to 
its rectangular main chamber.34 Therefore, it is 
possible to evaluate it as a tomb structure specific 
to the Persian / Achaemenid Period (Fig. 3d).35 

4.2. Satraps in Anatolia through Ancient 
Sources 
Persian / Achaemenids established satraps simi-
lar to the federal system in order to keep mixed 
peoples in Anatolia together. It is possible to say 
that the Achaemenids may have implemented 
the local decentralization model in this system, 
which was derived from the Assyrian Empire, 
by not applying pressure that would isolate lo-
cal people from their identities. It is possible to 
understand the usefulness of this model, which 
the Persians applied through satraps, from their 
dominance that lasted for about two hundred and 
twenty (220) years.36 In this period, we can say 
that especially satraps were very close to each 
other in Western Anatolia. These were formed 
at Daskyleion and Sardis. In the inner parts of 

30 Köroğlu 2008a: 33.
31	 Konyar 2017: 21-22, Fig. 2-6. Also, for the thought that 

it is the Urartian Period, see. Köroğlu 2008a: 33.
32	 Çilingiroğlu 1980: 194; Başgelen 1989: 22-25.
33	 Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: 184, footnote 13, 215, Fig. 2b.
34 Schmidt 1970: 80-82, Fig. 31.
35	 Köroğlu 2008a: 34, Fig. 12.
36 Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: 183.

Anatolia, it was probably designed as the Mazaka 
centered Kappadokia and the Satrap of Armenia, 
whose central location is not known exactly in 
Eastern Anatolia.37 Local administrative control 
and loyalty to the king were essential in these 
satraps. However, the most important point here 
was the “King’s Way”, which ensured that the 
taxes were collected regularly and the collected 
taxes were transferred to the center securely. 
Darius I built castles, outposts and accompany-
ing royal residences to keep communication on 
the royal road from Sardis to Susa. Thanks to 
this way, the Persian / Achaemenid postal service 
was able to convey the political intelligence in 
Anatolia to the center much faster (Fig.2).38

Thus, Persians managed to strengthen the politi-
cal unity in Anatolia even though their admin-
istrative form was first shaken by the “Ionian 
Revolt”39 led by Miletus at the beginning of 
the 5th century BC and then by the “Satrap 
Uprisings”40 that emerged between 366-360 
BC.41 

Although information has been obtained from 
historical data about the above-mentioned in-
cidents in the 5-4 BC centuries, this is a com-
plete mystery especially about the 13th and 18th 
Satraps in Eastern Anatolia which was men-
tioned by Herodotus. Much available informa-
tion regarding the involvement of these satraps 
in the uprising has not yet been explained by 
both historical and archaeological findings. This 
situation is not in a position to provide sufficient 
evidence with the excavations carried out so far. 
Especially, the absence of archaeological data 
showing how these satrap revolts of the Late Iron 
Age of the Eastern Anatolia Region occurred, 
which is the subject of our article, may not be ex-
plained in a long period of time.

There is no satrapy center in the Eastern Anatolia 
Region ascertained so far. Research on this sub-
ject is mostly in the form of searching for satra-
py centers in a place that could be a paradeisos 
(hunting garden). Accordingly, one of the areas 
recommended as a satrapy center is Saztepe 

37	 All satraps may have changed periodically, for Darius 
I Period satraps, see Hdt.: 3.90-94.

38 Hdt.: 5.52-54, 8.98; Kalkan 2014a: 451, 454-455, Fig. 1.
39	 Hdt.: 6.1-33.
40 Diod.: 15.90.1.
41	 Diod.: 15.91.1.
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located near Ekşisu Sazlığı in Erzincan Plain42.  
Another suggestion of a place to be a center of 
satrapy is the former capital of the Kingdom of 
Urartu proposed by H. Kalkan43. Epigraphic 
findings such as the Xerxes Inscription on the 
rocks of Van Fortress strengthen the possibility 
of this area being the center of satrapy.

4.3. Iconographic Works 
Apart from the limited information obtained 
from the epigraphic and ancient sources of the 
Persian / Achaemenid Period in the Eastern 
Anatolia Region, some iconographic documents 
reveal significant information especially about 
the Satrapy of Armenia. These iconographic 
documents can be seen in the Reception Palace 
(Apadana) in Persepolis, the capital of the Persian 
/ Achaemenids.44 In these reliefs depicting sa-
trap ambassadors bringing gifts to the Persian / 
Achaemenid King Darius or Xerxes, each group 
is accompanied by a guide dressed in Median 
or Persian clothing. These high-ranking bureau-
crats often wore “torgues” (Median or Persian / 
Achaemenid clothing). The wands they carry are 
a clear indication that they were Persian. Each 
Persian leader keeps the hand of the group leader 
next to him and puts them in order before they ap-
pear before the king.45 The nations on the boards 
are understood by the gifts they bring with them, 
specific to their own land. Ambassadors from the 
Satrap of Armenia are located in the third row of 
the panels with reliefs.46 One of the most striking 
figures in one of the reliefs is the tankard car-
rying a Urartian or Post Urartian ceramic form 
(Fig. 4).47

Iconographically, the reliefs that bring gifts from 
Satrap of Armenia to Persepolis are of course in 
the style of the capital, and the Eastern Anatolian 
Region is far from giving any information about 

42 Yiğitpaşa 2010: 111; Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: 188; 
Yılmaz and Karaosmanoğlu 2019: 331.

43	 Kalkan 2008: 22.
44 Walser 1966: 72; Klinkott 2005: 453, 483.
45	 For detailed information on this subject, see. Gropp 

2009: 327-351, Abb. 5-13.
46 Gropp 2009: 293, 329, Abb. 6b.
47	 For the interpretation that such vessels probably 

emerged in the last phase of the Urartu Kingdom, see. 
Sevin 2012: 359. For the interpretation that such ves-
sels are peculiar to the Post Urartu Period, see. Kalkan 
2014b: 211-214, Pic. 1-8.

the Persian / Achaemenid Period plastic arts. In 
Eastern Anatolia, data in the form of relief that 
can be associated with the Persian / Achaemenid 
specific to this period have not been detected 
so far. However, some rhytonic ceramics pro-
vide more or less information about the plas-
tic arts. Especially in the Erzurum Archeology 
Museum, a horse shaped rhyton (Fig. 5a)48 with 
the Inventory No.144-81 is depicted as a typi-
cal Persian / Achaemenid horse49 with its manes 
tied with a sash above its head.50  Apart from the 
sample from Erzurum Meseum, there are plastic 
works of art showing Achaemenid characteristics 
in Van Archeology Museum (Fig. 5b),51 Adana 
Museum (of Patnos-Malazgirt origin?) (Fig. 5c)52 
and Diyarbakır Museum (Fig. 5d).53 The neck 
straps, crest, bridle rings and gem decorations 
painted on these works reflect the fine details of 
Persian art. Giving the horse rider (asabara) a 
hood protecting his ears from dust and sandstorm 
is a typical reflection of Persian art.54 Except for 
a small number of such horse-shaped rhytons, 
which can also be examined in plastic arts in the 
Eastern Anatolian Region, there is not much of 
a Persian / Achaemenid effect to be mentioned.

48 Kalkan 2008: 256, Fig. 88: Müz. 2, Pic. 8: Müz. 2a-c; 
Kalkan 2009: 48-49, 51, floor. 4, Illus. 4, Fig. 6b-c.

49 For the visual of tying the manes of horses above their 
heads, which is a characteristic of Anatolian-Persian 
/ Achaemenid art, see. For the equestrian figure in 
Yalnızdam Mezar Steli, see. Özüdoğru 2012: 118. For 
the mounted figure in Altıkulaç (Çan) Lahti, see. Polat 
2012: 80; Tombul 2012: 120-123; Lintz 2012: 152. For 
Hekatomnos Tomb in Milas, see. URL 1. For an exam-
ple of Persepolis reliefs outside Anatolia, see. Walser 
1966: Fig. 16; For the horse figure on the Pazirik Car-
pet found in the Pazirik Kurgan in Siberia, see. Lintz 
2012: 152.

50 The part made as the liquid pouring hole area on 
the top of the head corresponds to the area where the 
horse’s manes are collected.

51	 Kalkan 2008: Fig. 88, Müz. 2.
52	 Kalkan 2008: 194, Müz. 4.
53	 Yücel 2018: 46-48, Fig. 3a; It is not known where these 

artifacts were obtained from, which were acquired 
by the Diyarbakır Museum; however, the workman-
ship characteristics are also seen in Eastern Anatolia. 
From this point of view, even if it is considered that 
the work originates from Southeastern Anatolia, it is 
observed that there were similar craftsmanship mate-
rials between the Eastern and Southeastern Anatolian 
Regions in the Persian / Achaemenid Period, just like 
the ceramic samples.

54 Değirmencioğlu 2017: 550, 554.
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Although it is a ceramic form, some Eastern 
Anatolian origin samples depicted in the form 
of a woman’s face embossed on the body are of 
the kind that we can consider as iconographical. 
After the ceramic form was created, the female 
faces made in molds were applied to the body of 
the ceramics. It is understood from the retouches 
applied afterwards to the relief that both the ce-
ramic form and the relief were applied when wet. 
These women’s faces are generally embroidered 
with a narrow forehead, round face, almond eyes, 
crescent-shaped scowling eyebrows, bulging 
lips, slightly pointed noses, fleshy, full cheeks 
and smiling expression. Also, black in eyebrows, 
eyes and pupils and red paint application was 
used on the lips. A few common examples of 
this type have been identified in the Museum of 
Anatolian Civilizations and Ahlat Museum in 
Turkey and overseas samples were encountered 
in a collection in Germany. These female face re-
liefs are considered to be related to the Persian / 
Achaemenid Period, based on the festoon and tri-
angle motifs on the ceramics on which they were 
applied.55       

4.4. Ceramics 
The Persian / Achaemenid Period ceramics in 
the Eastern Anatolia Region are explained by the 
fact that the traditional understanding of Urartian 
ceramics continued until the mid-6th century BC 
and then until the end of the 5th century BC, 
there was a hiatus (gap) throughout the region.56 
However, the late 5th, early 4th century BC and the 
red-colored paste, cream and white coated ceramics 
painted in monochrome, bichrome and polychrome 
shapes with triangle ware or festoon ware are note-
worthy.57 It is possible to define the most character-
istic form of the Persian / Achaemenid Period as ex-
amples of bowls with an everted-slanted rim, with 
sharp bodies and smooth transitions.58 

55	 Köroğlu 1995: 25-28, Fig. 1-4.
56 Kalkan 2011: 49-50.
57	 Tarhan 1989: 383, 387; Tarhan and Sevin 1990: 360-

363; Tarhan and Sevin 1991: 433-437; Sevin 1998: 715-
726; Dyson 1999a: 115-144; Dyson 1999b: 101-110; 
Sevin 2002: 475-482; Kalkan 2008: 44; Kalkan 2011: 
49-50; Yiğitpaşa 2015: 514.

58 Kandaz 2016: 79-82, 89-92, 105-108, Table 3A-D, 4A-
D, 5A-D. 

Especially, such finds in the Van Lake Basin 
Karagündüz,59 Evditepe,60 Aşağı Keçikıran,61 
Yeşilalıç II, Van Kalesi Höyük,62 Aşağı Elmalık,63 
Çavuştepe,64 Eski Norgüh,65 Ayanis (Fig. 6b),66 
Büyüktepe,67 Çengiler,68 Sos,69 Altıntepe (Fig. 6c),70 
Saztepe71 in Northeast Anatolia, in the Malatya-
Elazığ Section, centers such as İmikuşağı,72 
Köşkerbaba (Fig. 6d)73 and Kaleköy74 are remark-
able75. Both geometric and figured decorations 
are seen on some ceramics specific to the Eastern 
Anatolian Region, and many of these ceramics 
are still in the museums of the region, and the 
exact location of most of them is not known.76

4.5. Lifestyle and Religious Belief 
Considering their dominance of Persians / 
Achaemenids in 6th-4th centuries BC, it is pos-
sible to mention that they displayed an image 
originating from the understanding of imitating 

59	 Sevin et. al. 2000: 852-855, Pic. 10, 12/3; Kalkan 2011: 
51; Sevin 2012: 361; Kalkan 2015: 29.

60 Sevin 2014: 357.
61	 Sevin 2006: 668.
62 Tarhan and Sevin 1993a: 410; Summers 1993: 86-87; 

Konyar and Avcı 2014: 279, Pic. 5; Konyar et. al. 2013: 
361, Pic. 4.

63 Sevin 1985: 288, Pic. 1/1-4.
64 Erzen 1978: 258.
65 Tarhan and Sevin 1977: 290-291, Lev. XVII.
66 Erdem and Batmaz, 2008, Fig. 10.
67 Sagona et. al. 1993: 76-77, Fig. 4, 4-10.
68 Parker 1999: 138.
69 Sagona et. al. 1992: 34, Fig. 5: 1, 3.
70 Emre, 1987: Lev. IV.1-4, Lev. V.1-4; Kalkan 2008: 49-

51, Fig. 7.
71	 Işıklı 2008: 266-272; Karaosmanoğlu, Işıklı and Can-

er 2014: 507, Pic. 8; Işıklı and Özdemir 2019: 354-356, 
Fig. 1-5.

72 Sevin 1982b: 121-130; Sevin 1983: 137-142; Sevin 
1988: 299-321.

73 Bilgi 1980: 113-119; Bilgi 1981: 83-86; Bilgi 1982: 89-
94; Bilgi 1983a: 252-253; Bilgi 1983b: 113-116; Bilgi 
1984: 49-54; Bilgi 1987a: 28, Fig. 02.11, 1-2; Bilgi 
1987b: 1-5; Ökse 1988: 34-37, Abb. 590, 591.

74	 Bakır and Çilingiroğlu 1980: 219-221; Bakır and 
Çilingiroğlu 1987: 157-182.

75	 Such ceramics found in a small number of centers in 
Eastern Anatolia are valid in the Southeastern Anato-
lia Region. Especially triangle ware and festoon ware 
type ceramics were found in mounds such as Ziyaret 
Tepe, Kavuşan, Salat Tepe, Gricano, Hirbemerdon and 
Üçtepe. See. Köroğlu 2008b: 337, 344, fig. 1-5.

76	 Yiğitpaşa 2013: 612-628, Illus. 1-21, Pic. 1-12.
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the king (Imitatio Regis), especially by local lords 
and satraps in Western Anatolia.77 However, ac-
cording to Herodotus, there is not enough data 
about the tradition of living by imitating the 
king (Imitatio Regis) in the 13th and 18th Satraps 
known to be in the Eastern Anatolia Region. In 
addition, considering the inadequacy of the cul-
tures belonging to the ancient kingdoms or prin-
cipalities in the Eastern Anatolian Region in the 
archaeological-epigraphic field and not having 
enough data about their religious beliefs, it does 
not seem possible to comment on these issues for 
now.78

5. Conclusion
The aforementioned findings we have com-
bined reveal that communities with very dif-
ferent cultures lived together in the Persian / 
Achaemenid Empire during the 6th-4th centuries 
BC. Furthermore, all cultures probably melt into 
each other in this period and the cultures of the 
past period were still maintained in this process. 
Unlike the Persian / Achaemenid lifestyle felt in 
Western Anatolia, there is not much data to prove 
this situation in Eastern Anatolia. Although there 
are few data in Eastern Anatolia, the fact that the 
Persian / Achaemenid King Xerxes has left the 
epigraphic data behind, emphasizing the domi-
nance in the region, is likely to be more than a 
lifestyle like imitating the king (Imitatio Regis) 
in Eastern Anatolia, as in Western Anatolia. It 
presents a model that preserves local / regional 
characteristics.

In addition, as we understand from Herodotus 
and Xenophon that the people of the region were 
also engaged in the chaos within themselves, 
although they were affiliated with the Persian / 
Achaemenid Dynasty. Especially in this period, 
one of the reasons for the existence of the peoples 
living in mountainous areas or higher than their 
surroundings may have stemmed from both the 
tension within the Urartian successors and the 
reflection of the tension between the Satrapies 
of Armenia (13th and 18th Satraps according to 
Herodotus) and the whole region. It is possible 
to say that due to some tensions experienced 
throughout the region, in contrast to a strong 

77 Ksen. Kyr. Pa.: 8.6, 10.
78 For the interpretation of the Karagündüz Achaemenid 

bowl finds group within the scope of imitatio regis, 
see. Kalkan 2013: 710-715, Abb. 4-5, 8.

settlement model like in the Kingdom of Urartu, 
weak residential areas must have been preferred. 

Considering their geographical and cultural 
proximity, especially the Persian / Achaemenid 
culture did not impose too much sanctions on the 
existing order in the Eastern Anatolian Region. 
Even in the light of ancient texts and archaeologi-
cal remains, the Persian / Achaemenid dynasty 
did not penetrate the region too much. It is possi-
ble to say that they turned the dominance in their 
favor using the authority gap and the tensions be-
tween the tribes in Eastern Anatolia. 

It is clear that there are still many problems wait-
ing to be solved due to the lack of sufficient ex-
cavations in Eastern Anatolia to illuminate the 
Persian / Achaemenid Period and the existing 
data need more explanatory studies. More impor-
tantly, a short period after the Urartu Period, the 
lack of evidence of the existence of the Median 
community in the region with a successor tra-
dition of Urartu, and the lack of research in the 
centers of the Persian / Achaemenid Empire in 
the region and its countryside for more than 200 
years, are the main reasons for the barrenness of 
the data.
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Fig. 1: The centers mentioned in the article.  

Fig. 2: The Persian King Road and the spreading geography of the Achaemenid kingdom 
(prepared by. Eyüp CANER). 



An Evaluation on Eastern Anatolia Late Iron Age (Persian/Achaemenid Period)2021/1

Fig. 3: a. Xerxes Inscription (Tarhan 2011: Fig. 15); b. Doğubayazıt Rock Tomb (Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: Fig. 2a); c. 
Erzurum Umudumtepe Rock Tomb (Işıklı and Parlıtı 2019: Fig. 2b); d. Van Küçük Horhor Rock Tomb (Köroğlu 
2008: Fig. 12).

Fig. 4: Relief in Persepolis Reception Palace (Apadana) depicting the ambassadors from the Satrap of Armenia 
(Walser 1966: Tafel 10: 3).
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Fig. 5: a. 
Rhyton Sample from Erzurum 
Archeology Museum (Kalkan 
2008: Fig. 88, Mus. 2); b. Rhyton 
from Van Archeology Museum 
(Kalkan 2008: Fig. 88, Mus. 2); 
c. Rhyton from Adana Museum 
(Kalkan 2008: 194, Mus. 4); d. 
An Example of Mounted Tro-
ops from Diyarbakır Museum 
(Yücel 2018: Fig. 3a).

Fig. 6: a. Festoon Ware type vessel in Van Fortress Mound and Rithon vessel with mountain goat figurine 
attachment (Konyar and Avcı 2014: 279, Picture 5; Konyar, Avcı, Genç, Akgün and Tan 2013: 361, Picture 4); b. 
Triangle amorphous ceramic samples from Ayanis Fortress (Erdem and Batmaz 2008: Fig. 10); c. Examples of 
triangle cups from Altıntepe (Emre 1987: Lev IV.1-4); d. Triangle container samples from Köşkerbaba 
(Bilgi 1987a: 28, Fig. 02.11, 1-2).


