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The article is devoted to the structural and functional analysis of the Stone Row (Sharan Karer), a mega-
lithic complex near the village of Hartashen in Armenia’s Shirak region. The aim of the study is to identify
the monument’s structural features and possible functions, and to compare them with similar megalithic
structures in Europe and Scandinavia. Field research and measurements revealed that the complex consists
of approximately 700 basalt menhirs arranged in three symmetrical rows, extending for approximately 400
meters. The rows of stones have a clear geometric organization, with an average distance of 120-160 cm
between the menhirs, and in some cases, a noticeable slope toward the foot of the hill. This structure is
unique not only in Armenia but also in the global megalithic heritage, as virtually no similar structures with
a three-row arrangement have been recorded. A comparative analysis with Carnac (France) and the Ales
stones (Sweden) reveals that the Hartashen complex has a unique organization that is not limited to ritual
or cultic significance. The arrangement of the stones, their topographic position, and structural logic suggest
that it may also have served a defensive or territorial function, serving as a natural barrier or boundary. This
perspective echoes the structure of modern military engineering systems, particularly artificial barriers such
as the “Dragon’s Teeth” The article concludes that the Hartashen stone path likely represents a multi-layered
monument combining both ritual and defensive functions. It also notes that this structure may represent
a prototype of early engineering thinking and spatial organization, a finding that requires confirmation
through further excavations, radiocarbon dating, geophysical scanning, and 3D modeling. The Hartashen
megalithic complex, thanks to its unique structure and possible multifunctionality, is of exceptional impor-
tance not only in the context of the development of Armenian but also global megalithology.
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Introduction materials, methodological approaches, and compar-

Megalithic structures are important components of
the material heritage of ancient cultures, widespread
throughout the world, and of archaeological inter-
est, as they can serve as keys to understanding and
interpreting the socio-political systems, economic
realities, and military realities of ancient civiliza-
tions. Traditionally, they have been interpreted as
monuments of ritual and cult significance, but new

ative analyses that have emerged in recent decades
indicate that the function of these structures may be
more multilayered, including elements of territorial
organization, social hierarchy, and even defensive
systems [1-3].

The Armenian Highlands, a crossroads of Neo-
lithic and Bronze Age cultures, are rich in stone and
megalithic structures (the most famous of which
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is undoubtedly the renowned Karahunj complex).
However, their systematic study has remained
largely unexplored. Except for isolated excavations
and inscriptions, structural, spatial, and functional
analysis of megaliths is virtually nonexistent. Par-
ticularly noteworthy in this context is the megalith-
ic complex known as the Stone Row (according to
the locals: Sharan Karer) near the village of Har-
tashen in the Shirak region, distinguished by its
exceptional three-row structure and precise geo-
metric organization.

The Hartashen Stone Row, located on a plain be-
tween natural hill ridges, is unique in that, among
the world’s known megalithic structures, there are
virtually no examples of such a three-row arrange-
ment. This feature allows us to consider it not only
within the context of cult or ritual systems but al-
so in terms of possible engineering and defensive
functions. Field observations indicate that the ar-
rangement of the stones and the distances between
them follow a certain logic, which may be due to
the area’s defensive and control functions.

Despite the abundance of megalithic monu-
ments in the Armenian Highlands, the structural
organization and functional significance of many
such complexes remain insufficiently studied. In
particular, the Hartashen Stone Row has received
little scholarly attention, and its spatial organiza-
tion, construction principles, and possible func-
tions have not been systematically analyzed. This
gap limits our understanding of the territorial orga-
nization, engineering practices, and cultural land-
scapes of prehistoric societies in the region.

The study focuses on the Hartashen megalithic
complex in Shirak Province, Armenia.

The study examines the spatial organization,
structural characteristics, and potential functional
significance of the Hartashen Stone Row within its
geographical and archaeological context.

Aim of the Research

The aim of this research is to investigate the struc-
tural and spatial characteristics of the Hartashen
megalithic complex and to evaluate its possible
functions through comparative analysis with anal-
ogous megalithic monuments in Europe and Scan-
dinavia.

To achieve this aim, the following tasks were
undertaken:

o to document and measure the principal struc-
tural parameters of the Hartashen Stone Row;
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« to analyse the spatial arrangement and topo-
graphic position of the monument;

 to compare the Hartashen complex with se-
lected megalithic structures in Europe and Scan-
dinavia;

« to assess the possible functional significance
of the monument based on its morphology, spatial
organization, and environmental context.

Literature review

In scientific literature, megalithic structures are
typically viewed as objects of cult or funerary sig-
nificance [4]. However, in recent decades, research
has begun to emerge that, directly or indirectly,
points to possible additional functions for some
megaliths [5].

The Hartashen Stone Row is unique in its nature:
nowhere else in the world does a similar megalithic
structure with a three-row arrangement of stones
exist. In this regard, some similarities can be noted
with the famous megalithic monument of Carnac.
The Carnac megalithic complex (French: Aligne-
ments de Carnac) is located in the Morbihan region
of Brittany, France, between the towns of Carnac
and Plouharnel. It is considered the densest and
most significant complex of prehistoric stone struc-
tures in Europe, covering an area of over 0.4 km?
[6].

The complex includes more than 3,000 standing
stones (menbhirs), as well as dolmens, tumuli (burial
mounds), and circular stone structures (cromlechs),
with several subsystems: Ménec, Kermario, Kerles-
can, and the recently discovered site Le Plasker [7].

The Ménec section is characterized by parallel
rows of 11 symmetrical lines. The height of the
stones gradually decreases from east to west, creat-
ing a wave-like pattern [8].

In the Kermario section, the menhirs reach a
height of 3-4 m, forming more impressive and
dense fields [8].

The Kerlescan subsystem represents a more lim-
ited but symmetrical arrangement of approximately
13 rows, and excavations at the recently discovered
Le Plasker section have revealed menhir founda-
tion pits, indicating multi-stage construction of the
stones [7].

The arrangement of the stones is mainly ori-
ented in a north-south direction, with occasional
deviations in a west-east direction, which some
researchers interpret as a system of astronomical
orientation or ritual routes [6].

ISSN-L 1561-4980

79



80

H. Sayadyan, A. Gevorgyan
THE HARTASHEN MEGALITHS: SPATIAL ORGANIZATION AND POSSIBLE DEFENSIVE FUNCTIONS
OF A MEGALITHIC COMPLEX IN NORTHWESTERN ARMENIA

The Carnac stone rows extend approximately
4-10 km in length and range from a few hundred
meters to a kilometer in width [6]. The field is lo-
cated on a gently undulating plain covered with
grass and moss. The stones are primarily granite,
gray and light brown in color, and covered with
dark moss due to long-term weathering, giving
them a distinctive air of antiquity and mystery.

From a distance, the rows of stones at Carnac
resemble stone waves: the stones rise and fall in pro-
portion to one another, and their structure seems
to direct the eye toward a distant peak or ritual site.
This visual image is often presented as one of the
most iconic examples of European Neolithic archi-
tecture [6, 8].

Recent excavations at Le Plasker, conducted be-
tween 2019 and 2023, yielded 49 radiocarbon dates,
on which Bayesian modeling was used to derive
chronological phases [6].

Mesolithic pre-occupation phase:

c. 5680-5070 cal BCE
Cist/mound construction:

c. 4790-4640 cal BCE
Menbhir alignment construction:

c. 4660-4370 cal BCE

These data indicate that the territory of Carnac
was formed gradually, over several centuries, simul-
taneously combining burial, ritual, and territorial
functions.

The Carnac stone system is one of the oldest and
most complex megalithic structures in Europe. Ev-
idence from the Le Plasker section indicates that
construction began here as early as the 5th millen-
nium BCE, earlier than similar structures in Great
Britain or Scandinavia [6].

New research rethinks the function of the Car-
nac complex not only as a burial or ritual site but
also as an expression of social and territorial orga-
nization, demonstrating the engineering and ideo-
logical complexity of Neolithic societies [6].

Another megalithic monument that can be
roughly compared to the Hartashen Stone Row is
the Ales Stones, or Ale’s Stenar monument, located
in southern Sweden, near the village of Kaseberga
in Skane County. This stone structure from the Late
Bronze Age (c. 1000 BCE) consists of 59 upright
stones arranged in the shape of a ship, approxi-
mately 67 meters long and 19 meters wide. Aero-as-
tronomical analysis has shown that the orientation
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of the stones corresponds to the sunrise and sunset
points during the main calendar phases of the year,
making this monument a solar calendar of astro-
nomical or ritual significance [9].

It should remain clear that the general analysis
of a defense line, which is geographically based,
cannot ignore the principal theoretical elements—
still not well enough known in their drawing
lines—on the direct examination and architec-
tural definition of megalithic monuments. In re-
cent research, it is also often noted that landscape,
borders, and geographical determinism make sig-
nificant contributions to ancient as well as new
military strategies [10-12]. Such studies demon-
strate how natural and architectural features have
played a role in structuring the position and pur-
pose of defensive monuments, which is relevant
to reading the Hartashen Stone Row as some-
thing other than ritual or supraindividual defense
works.

It’s also appropriate to review research on the
development of Armenia’s defensive system during
the Bronze and Iron Ages, which provides insights
into the defensive structures and buildings that
emerged in the northern regions of the Armenian
Highlands during this period. Research shows that
stable defensive systems began to emerge here as
early as the mid-2nd millennium BCE [13].

Methodology

The Hartashen megalithic complex is situated in the
Shirak Province of northwestern Armenia, northeast
of the present-day village of Hartashen (WGS-84:
41°00'49.72" N, 43°55'56.87" E). The site occupies
a geomorphologically distinctive position within a
gently dissected upland environment composed of
low volcanic hills and intervening flat surfaces. The
preserved stone alignments are distributed along
the interface between sloping and level terrain, cre-
ating a clearly identifiable anthropogenic landscape
feature. The monument’s location provides broad vi-
sual control over the surrounding area and demon-
strates a close relationship between the monument’s
construction and local topography. Since theoreti-
cal studies of the Hartashen complex are practically
nonexistent, the study is based solely on our field
observations and comparative analysis with other
megalithic monuments (Fig. 1, 2).

As a result of field research and measurements,
several interesting patterns and episodes were iden-
tified that warrant special attention.
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| Location of the Hartashen

Megalithic Avenue |

Fig. 1. Location

The first thing that catches the eye upon the ini-
tial inspection of the megalithic monument is the
presence of two preserved three-row “paths,” the
first of which (let’s conventionally call it southwest-
ern) is located in the southwestern part of the mon-
ument, stretches for 398 m, and starts from the hill
on the northeastern side to the foot of the hill on
the southeastern side but does not reach it.

The second path, the eastern one, runs along the
eastern hill and is 282 m long. Notably, the eastern
hill in this area is approximately 30 m concave, and
the path appears to “cover” the lower part of the hill.
Near the eastern path, on the higher part of the hill,
a “ditch” approximately 400 m long, 15 m wide, and
3 m deep is visible to the naked eye. According to

OF A MEGALITHIC COMPLEX IN NORTHWESTERN ARMENIA

Legend
@ spring

Fig. 2. Study Area

residents, this ditch is also part of the megalithic
monument (Fig. 3).

Field measurements were conducted on a rep-
resentative sample of menhirs from both preserved
alignments. More than 50 measurements were re-
corded for inter-stone spacing, menhir height, and
row width. Inclination measurements were focused
on the monument’s sloping eastern sector, where
approximately 20-30 menhirs exhibiting visible
inclination were documented and measured. To
ensure reliability, a portion of the measurements
was repeated and cross-checked during fieldwork.

In total, the megalithic monument contains ap-
proximately 700 preserved basalt stone columns
(menhirs) of varying sizes, weights, and heights.

Table 1. Selected Parameters of Hartashen Stone Row'

Parameter Mean Min Max
Inter-stone spacing 142 cm 120cm 160 cm
Row width 451 cm 430cm 470 cm
Menhir height 87 cm 40 cm 140 cm
Inclination angle 82.4° 80° 85°

! Field measurements were conducted using a Machtz MDM 70-P laser rangefinder. The instrument has a manufacturer-specified
measurement accuracy of £2 mm. To improve measurement reliability, selected measurements were repeated and cross-checked

during fieldwork.
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Fig. 3. The Hartashen Stone Row (overview)

They are arranged in a very logical pattern, in three
rows, with stones in each row spaced 120-160 cm
apart. The distance between menbhirs on the south-
western path is 135-160 cm, while those on the
eastern path are less—120-160 cm. The width of
the entire path (for both paths) varies from 430 to
470 cm. The height of the lowest menbhir is 40 cm,
and the highest—140 cm. The menbhirs on the east-
ern path have a slope toward the foot of the hill,
visible to the naked eye. The angle of inclination
varies among menhirs: 80-85°. It is also noteworthy
that the arrangement of the menhirs in the middle
row of paths is such that it never coincides with the
“straight line” connecting the adjacent menbhirs in
the first and third rows (Table 1).

According to residents, a spring (“Katnakh-
byur”) and two partially collapsed caves are located
2-3 km north of the complex.

It is worth mentioning the dimensions of the
wooden chariot discovered during excavations at
Lchashen from 1956 to 1974. This remarkable find,
housed in the collection of the History Museum of

ISSN-L 1561-4980 YKPATHCbKWI TEOTPAGIYHWI KYPHAT -

Armenia under item number 2009-609, is a four-
wheeled chariot with an arched roof, dating to the
15th-14th centuries BCE. Its dimensions are:

body — 350 x 220 x 140 cm,

yoke — 300 x 80 x 20 cm

(https://surl.li/mbhoey) (Fig. 4).

Fig. 4. Four-wheeled cart
(source: https://historymuseum.am/wp-content/
uploads/2025/08/2009-6092018bq.jpg)
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The Lchashen chariot clearly demonstrates that
similar devices were already in use in the northern
Armenian Highlands by the mid-2nd millennium
BCE, requiring unconventional, original solutions
for protection.

Overall, the area of the megalithic complex re-
quires serious archaeological research. Even with
the naked eye, traces of alleged tombs or other sig-
nificant structures are visible, the study of which
could reveal fascinating facts about the life, behav-
ior, and customs of the region 3,000-4,000 years
ago, and possibly even earlier.

When compared with the Hartashen Stone Row,
interesting parallels can be found in modern mili-
tary reference books, bulletins, and scientific stud-
ies containing information about artificial obstacles
that hinder the advance of heavy armored vehicles.
Specifically, during the Russan-Ukrainian War, the
manual “Engineering Support for Combat Opera-
tions,” published by the Kyiv Institute of the Na-
tional Guard of Ukraine in 2024, described, among
the artificial obstacles preventing the advance of
heavy armored vehicles, vertical concrete or stone
pillars as recommended for installation in 3-5 rows,
with 150-450 units per 100 m [14]. The didactic

materials in this work also note a certain inclina-
tion attributed to the barriers, due to their defen-
sive orientation. In fact, these barriers were quite
common since World War II and were nicknamed
“Dragon’s Teeth” [15] (Fig. 5).

Results

Structural Characteristics
of the Hartashen Stone Row

Field investigations conducted at the Hartashen
megalithic complex revealed the presence of a
large-scale stone alignment system composed of
approximately 700 preserved basalt menhirs of
varying dimensions. The monument is situated
northeast of the village of Hartashen, within an
open upland landscape characterized by gently
sloping terrain and a series of low hills surround-
ing the site.

Two principal stone alignments were document-
ed during field observations. The first alignment,
located in the southwestern sector of the complex,
extends for approximately 398 m. The second align-
ment is situated on the eastern hill and measures
approximately 282 m in length. Both alignments

The 5,000-year evolution of defensive structures

Fig. 5 Hartashen Stone Row and Dragon’s Teeth use in Ukraine
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exhibit a distinctive three-row arrangement of up-
right stones.

Measurements indicate that the spacing between
adjacent menhirs generally ranges between 120 and
160 cm. Along the southwestern alignment, distanc-
es between stones vary from 135 to 160 cm, where-
as in the eastern alignment the observed spacing
ranges from 120 to 160 cm. The overall width of the
stone rows varies between 430 and 470 cm.

The preserved menhirs display considerable
variation in size. Recorded heights range from ap-
proximately 40 cm to 140 cm above the present
ground surface. Most stones are composed of local-
ly available basalt and remain partially embedded
in the soil.

A notable feature of the eastern alignment is
the inclination of many menhirs toward the low-
er part of the slope. Visual observations indicate
inclination angles ranging between approximately
80° and 85°. In addition, the stones of the central
row consistently occupy offset positions relative to
the stones of the outer rows, producing a staggered
rather than linear arrangement.

Topographic Context

The monument occupies a transitional zone be-
tween adjacent hills and open terrain. The south-
western alignment descends from a hill slope to-
ward lower ground, while the eastern alignment
follows the contour of a naturally concave hillside.
The eastern hill exhibits a depression of approxi-
mately 30 m in depth relative to the surrounding
terrain.

Near the eastern alignment, a linear depression
approximately 400 m long, 15 m wide, and 3 m
deep is visible on the upper part of the hill. Accord-
ing to local informants, this feature may be associ-
ated with the broader megalithic complex, although
its chronology and function remain undetermined.

Field observations also recorded the presence
of a spring known locally as “Katnakhbyur” and
two partially collapsed caves located approximately
2-3 km north of the monument.

Comparative Morphological Observations

Comparison of the Hartashen monument with
selected megalithic complexes in Europe demon-
strates several distinctive characteristics. Unlike
the Carnac alignments in France, which consist of
multiple rows extending across a broad area, the
Hartashen complex is characterized by a clearly de-
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fined three-row configuration maintained through-
out the preserved sections of the monument.

Similarly, while the Ale’s Stones monument in
Sweden exhibits a highly structured arrangement
of standing stones, its overall configuration differs
substantially from the linear organization observed
at Hartashen.

The field data therefore indicate that the Har-
tashen complex possesses a distinctive spatial orga-
nization consisting of long, parallel rows of standing
stones, regular inter-stone spacing, and a recurring
staggered arrangement of the central row relative to
the outer rows. These characteristics represent the
principal measurable features documented during
the present investigation.

Discussion

The defensive significance of the Stone Row can be
considered in terms of several angular factors. First,
the three-row structure is located on level ground,
sloping toward the flat terrain. This is a very char-
acteristic factor for defending terrain suitable for
attack by armored vehicles. In this case, the Stone
Row could have served to neutralize the poten-
tial direction of attack by chariots. Second, the
distances between the stones are large enough for
people and animals but too small for any type of
vehicle: carts, chariots, and wagons. Moreover, the
uneven arrangement of the rows could have made
the three-row structure difficult to overcome even
for light cavalry, as they would have been forced to
slow down, making themselves an easy target.

A comparison of the Hartashen complex with
other megalithic monuments reveals a number of
similarities and differences. One thing is clear: the
Hartashen Stone Row is unique in its three-row ar-
rangement. However, traces of dolmens, visible to
the naked eye, and discussions with experts sug-
gest the presence of burials in the area. Thus, this
megalithic monument mirrors other existing mon-
uments around the world, which presumably may
have had multiple functions, and, most importantly,
different parts of them may have been built at dif-
ferent times.

Another argument can be made: even under
modern conditions, when moving through the area
with equipment, residents had to move some col-
umns of the megalithic monument to ensure the
passage of vehicles. It is noteworthy that the current
earth road passes through the site of the displaced
menbhirs of the eastern trail. This indicates that even
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today, the Hartashen Stone Row definitely poses an
obstacle for mobile units of a certain size.

Conclusion

The Hartashen Stone Row represents one of the
most distinctive and insufficiently studied mega-
lithic monuments in Armenia and the South
Caucasus. Field observations and measurements
demonstrate that the complex possesses a high-
ly organized spatial structure characterized by a
three-row arrangement of basalt menbhirs, relative-
ly regular inter-stone spacing, a staggered config-
uration of the central row, and a clear relationship
with the surrounding topography. These charac-
teristics indicate deliberate planning and suggest
a substantial investment of labor, technical knowl-
edge, and organizational effort in the construction
of the monument.

The results of the present study indicate that
the Hartashen complex cannot be adequately in-
terpreted solely within the framework of ritual or
cultic explanations traditionally associated with
megalithic monuments. The monument’s mor-
phology, spatial organization, and landscape set-
ting collectively suggest that it may have fulfilled
multiple functions. At the same time, the available
evidence supports the hypothesis that defensive
and territorial-control considerations may have
played a significant role in its design and use.

Several observable features support this inter-
pretation, including the three-row arrangement of
the menhirs, the relatively restricted passages be-
tween stones, the staggered positioning of the cen-
tral row, and the placement of the structure within
a topographically advantageous setting. Together,
these characteristics create a barrier-like config-
uration that could have influenced and regulated
movement across the landscape. In this respect,
the Hartashen Stone Row may represent an early
example of a deliberately constructed territorial
barrier whose practical functions extended beyond
purely symbolic or ceremonial purposes.

Comparative analysis with selected megalithic
monuments in Europe and Scandinavia demon-
strates both similarities and significant differenc-
es. While the Hartashen complex shares certain
organizational principles with other megalithic
landscapes, its preserved three-row configuration
appears to constitute a distinctive spatial form that
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has not yet been adequately documented or analy-
sed within the broader context of Eurasian mega-
lithic studies.

The archaeological, historical, and geoarchae-
ological significance of the Hartashen Stone Row
extends beyond its local context. The monument
provides valuable evidence for investigating pat-
terns of spatial organization, territorial manage-
ment, landscape use, and collective construction
practices in prehistoric societies of the Armenian
Highlands. It also contributes to broader discus-
sions concerning the development of engineering
thinking and the relationship between human
communities and their physical environment
during the Neolithic and Bronze Age periods.

The comparison with modern anti-vehicle ob-
stacles should be regarded not as evidence of direct
functional continuity but as a heuristic analogy that
highlights the potential practical and defensive di-
mensions of the monument’s design. Although the
available data do not permit definitive conclusions
regarding its original function, they justify consid-
ering the defensive interpretation as a plausible and
productive direction for future research.

Further investigation through systematic ar-
chaeological excavations, radiocarbon dating, geo-
physical survey, GIS-based spatial analysis, and 3D
modelling is essential for establishing the chronol-
ogy of the complex, clarifying the sequence of its
construction, and evaluating the relative impor-
tance of its defensive, territorial, and symbolic
functions. Such research has the potential to es-
tablish the Hartashen Stone Row as a key refer-
ence site for the study of Armenian and Eurasian
megalithic heritage.

Scientific Novelty

The scientific novelty of this study lies in pre-
senting the first systematic structural and spatial
analysis of the Hartashen Stone Row based on
field measurements and direct observations. The
study introduces new empirical data concerning
the monument’s dimensions, organization, and
topographic setting. It also proposes an alternative
functional interpretation of the complex by con-
sidering not only ritual and symbolic aspects tra-
ditionally associated with megalithic monuments
but also its potential role in territorial organization
and defensive landscape management.
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! MinictepcTBo 060poHH Pecry6iku BipmeHis, EpeBat
2 €peBaHCbKMIi epxaBHuii yHiBepcuTeT, EpeBaH
3 HawjioHanbHuii yHiBepcuTeT apxiTekTypy Ta bydiBHULTBA BipmeHii, Epea

Meranitu Xaprawena: npocropoBa opraHisauia Ta MOXnuBi 060poHHi PyHKLiT
meranituunoro komnnexcy y lliBHiuHo-3axigHiit Bipmenii

YK 903:623.1](479.25-16)"637"(045)

CTaTTA NpuUcBAYEHa CTPYKTYPHOMY i QyHKLiOHanbHOMY aHanisy «Kam'aHoro pagy» — MeraniTyuyHoro Komr-
NeKcy, po3TalloBaHoro nobnumsy c. XaptaweH y Lnpakcbkii obnacti BipmeHii. MeTa focnig»KeHHA — BU3HAUNTK
CTPYKTYPHI 0COBNMBOCTI Ta MOXNUBI GYHKLIT Nam’ATKKM, NOPIBHABLUM iX i3 NOAIGHUMU MeraniTUYHUMIK Criopyaamu
B €Bponi, 30kpema CkaHAuHaBii. [oNbOBI AOCNIOXEHHA | BUMIPIOBAHHA MOKa3any, WO KOMMEKC CKNafaeTbea
3 NpubnnsHo 700 6a3anbToBUX MeHFIpiB, PO3TALIOBAHUX Y TPY CUMETPUYHI PAAK, WO NPOCTAralTbCA Ha BiACTaHb
6n13bko 400 mMeTpiB. PAaM KameHiB MaloTb YiTKYy reoMeTpuyHy opraHisauito, cepefHa BiACTaHb MiX MeHripamu
ctaHoBUTb 120-160 cMm, a B AeAKMX BUMafKax CNOCTepiraeTbCcA MOMITHWIA Haxun y Gik migHixxa naropba. Lia
cropyfa € yHikanbHO He nuiwe ana BipmeHii, a i ana CBIiTOBOI MeraniTMyHoOi CNafLMHK, OCKINbKM NPAKTUYHO He
3adikcoBaHO Nofi6HUX cropyg i3 TPMPALHUM po3TallyBaHHAM. [MopiBHANbHWMIA aHani3 i3 KapHakom (OpaHuin) Ta
KameHAMM Aneca (LBeuin) nokasye, Wo Komnnekc XapTalleH Ma€ YHiKanbHy opraHisauito, o He 06MexXyeTbca
ANWwe pUTYanbHUM YU KYNbTOBUM 3HaueHHAM. Po3TallyBaHHA KameHiB, IXHE TonorpadiyHe NONOXeHHA Ta CTPYK-
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H. Sayadyan, A. Gevorgyan
THE HARTASHEN MEGALITHS: SPATIAL ORGANIZATION AND POSSIBLE DEFENSIVE FUNCTIONS
OF A MEGALITHIC COMPLEX IN NORTHWESTERN ARMENIA

TypHa fnorika cBifuaTb Npo Te, WO KOMIMIEKC Ml TaKOX BUKOHYBaT 060pOHHY abo TeputopianbHy dyHKLito, cny-
ryloum npupoaHumM 6ap’epom abo KopaoHoM. Lia Touka 30py neperykyeTbca 3i CTPYKTYpOIo CyyacHUX BiiCbKOBO-
iHXKEHepHUX CUCTeM, 30KpeMa LITYYHUX Gap’epiB, Takmx AK «3ybu ApakoHa». Y CTaTTi pobuTbCA BUCHOBOK, LIO
MeraniTyHnin Komnnekc XapTalleH, AMOBIPHO, € 6araTolapoBMM NaM'ATHUKOM, LLO MOEAHYE AK PUTYanbHi, Tak
i 060pOHHI GYHKLUIi. TaKOX 3a3HAYAETbCA, WO LA CMOPYAA MOXe ByTu NPOTOTMMOM PAaHHBOTO iHXEHEPHOrO MUC-
NIeHHA Ta NPOCTOPOBOI OpraHisauii — ue nNpunyweHHA NoTpebye NiATBEPAXKEHHA LUAAXOM NOJANbLUNX PO3KOMOK,
papioByrneLeBoro AaTyBaHHs, reodisnyHoro ckaHyBaHHA Ta 3D-mogentoBaHHA. MeraniTyHuin Komnnekc XapTa-
LIeH, 3aBAAKK CBOIN YHIKaNbHIl CTPYKTYpi Ta MOXMBIl 6araToQyHKLiOHaNbHOCTI, Ma€ BUHATKOBE 3HAUYEHHA He
NULWe B KOHTEKCTI PO3BUTKY BiPMEHCbKOI, a 11 CBITOBOI Meranitonorii.

Knro4yoei cnoea: mezanimuyHi cnopyou, XapmaweH, kam’aHul pad, 060poHHA cucmemd, «3yb6u OpdkoHa», Heosim,
6poH3o8a doba.
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