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Preface

The present volume is the outcome of a conference held 
at the University of Athens, November 1st-3rd 2013, 
under the title ‘Archaeological Research in the Kurdistan 
Region of Iraq and the Adjacent Areas’. The aim of the 
conference was to bring together scholars working in all 
the countries of the region, an aim in the event achieved 
resoundingly, with more than 100 scholars from across 
the world participating in the first forum of its kind to 
be held outside of the region itself. While the greater 
part of presentations related to research in the Kurdish 
Region of Iraq, other contributions dealt with analysis of 
material from sites in Syria, Turkey and Iran. 

Kurdistan is home to some of the most important 
archaeological sites in the world, ranging from the Stone 
Age to the most recent past. These include cave shelters, 
mounds and low sites, canals and rock reliefs, castles 
and bridges, mosques and bazaars. For many years 
political and other factors held back the exploration 
of this heritage. The last decade, however, has seen a 
resurgence of archaeological activity in Kurdistan to 
the extent that is has become one of the most vibrant 
areas of near eastern archaeological research. More than 
forty international projects have commenced work in the 
region and others are in the pipeline. A major part has 
been played by regional survey projects which are for the 
first time systematically documenting the archaeological 
inventory in order to produce an exhaustive record of 
the region. The maps generated will in their turn be 

able to serve as the basis both for heritage management 
and for the study of settlement history. At the same the 
area has seen a flourishing of excavations investigating 
every phase of human occupation from the palaeolithic 
onwards. Together these endeavours are generating basic 
new data which is leading to a new understanding of the 
arrival of mankind, the development of agriculture, the 
emergence of cities, the evolution of complex societies 
and the forging of the great empires in this crucible 
of mankind. These field activities are complemented 
by epigraphic studies, numismatics and historical 
researches. There is a new focus on the conservation 
and preservation of both sites and finds, spearheaded by 
the Erbil based Iraqi Institute for the Conservation on 
Antiquities and Heritage.

We would like to express our deep thanks and 
appreciation to everyone who helped make this such 
a stimulating venture: to all who came to Athens to 
take part, to colleagues who while unable to attend 
nevertheless ensured that their work was represented, to 
everyone involved in researching and documenting this 
region’s rich heritage, and last but not least, to Mr. Mala 
Awat, Head of the General Directorate of Antiquities of 
the Kurdistan Region of Iraq, and to all our colleagues 
from the Directorates and Universities of Kurdistan who 
have led the way and who have been so welcoming to the 
archaeologists and scholars from across the international 
community.

Dr. Konstantinos Kopanias	 Dr. John MacGinnis

University of Athens	 University of Cambridge
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Archaeological investigations on the Citadel of Erbil:  
Background, Framework and Results

Dara Al Yaqoobi, Abdullah Khorsheed Khader, Sangar Mohammed,  
Saber Hassan Hussein, Mary Shepperson and John MacGinnis

The size, location and length of occupation of the 
citadel of Erbil mark it out as one of the most important 
sites in Mesopotamia with the potential to contribute 
fundamentally to the archaeological understanding of 
the area. Surface survey has already demonstrated that 
the mound has remains going back at least 6,000 years 
and the likelihood is that it will in fact be older than 
that, while recent work on the ancient cuneiform texts 
(MacGinnis 2014) has highlighted the exceptional status 
of the city in the history of Iraq and Kurdistan. In short, 
the citadel mound contains an unparalleled sequence of 
occupational layers accessible at no other site. There is 
no doubt of the calibre of the remains at Erbil. There 
is also no doubt that this could translate directly into a 
fundamental contribution to Mesopotamian archaeology. 
Scientific excavation of the citadel mound is certain to 
produce a sequence which will assume a central role in 
the archaeology of Iraq and Kurdistan.

Background

At this stage it is not known when an actual settlement 
was first founded in Erbil. In general terms the presence 
of mankind is documented in Kurdistan from the 
paleolithic, that is from around 70,000 years ago onwards. 
With respect to Erbil, attention is drawn more specifically 
to the evidence for a presence in the mesolithic period 
(ca. 13000-8500 BC) found near the foot of the citadel 
(Nováček et al. 2013, 2). The presence in the surrounding 
plains of sites with occupation of the Halaf period (5800-
5300 BC) makes it highly likely that Erbil too will have 
been home to a Halaf settlement, though this remains 
to be actually demonstrated. Potsherds from the citadel 
mound do however show that there was a settlement at 
Erbil by the Ubaid period (5300-4500 BC) (Novácek et 
al. 2008, 276; Nováček et al. 2013, 2). The Uruk period 
(4500-3000 BC) is not yet directly attested on the citadel 
though mention should be made of the important Uruk 
remains found at the nearby mound of Qalinj Agha (al 
Soof 1966; 1969; al-Soof and es-Siwwani 1967; Hijara 
1973). By the late Early Dynastic period, ca. 2300 BC, 
however the city was sufficiently important to be a 
destination for messengers from Ebla (MacGinnis 2014, 
46). There is as yet no evidence as to whether Erbil was 
ever incorporated in the Akkadian empire but the city 
does feature as an objective of a military campaign of 
the Gutian king Erridu-Pizir. Thereafter the information 
from historical sources gradually increases. At the end of 

the third millennium Erbil was incorporated within the 
Ur III empire and surface survey has thrown up sherds 
which date to this period. In the early second millennium 
the city very likely regained its independence and was 
then caught up in the growth of Qabra and that city’s 
downfall at the hands of Šamši-Adad and Daduša 
(MacGinnis 2013). There must then have followed a time 
when further periods of independence alternated with 
incorporation in the Mittanni and then Middle Assyrian 
states. The Neo-Assyrian period was certainly a high-
water mark in the city’s fortunes when it was famed for 
its temple of Ishtar and served as a terminal for military 
campaigns; in the reign of Sennacherib Erbil benefitted 
from a major canal project bringing water into the city 
from the mountains to the northeast. Following the fall 
of Nineveh in 612 BC it is not known for certain whether 
Erbil fell under the control of the Babylonians or the 
Medes, though the latter seems more likely (Curtis 2003, 
166-7; Stronach 2012, 678). In the Achaemenid period 
Erbil will have been a thriving centre – direct evidence for 
this is surprising limited but the city does appear both in 
the Behistun inscription and in the Passport of Nehtihur. 
Alexander briefly stopped in Erbil before marching to 
Babylon but little else is know about the city’s fortunes 
in the Hellenistic period. During the Parthian period 
Erbil was the capital of Adiabene, a client kingdom 
whose ruling family may have converted to Judaism, 
though this did not stop a large church being been built 
there in the mid second century. When the Sassanians 
came to power in 224 BC they replaced the local dynasty 
with a Persian governor and Erbil became the seat of a 
marzban; but the city continued as an important Christian 
centre and the cathedral was reconstructed between 450 
and 498 AD. During the early Islamic period, Erbil 
appears to have been relatively unimportant, but its 
political and economic importance returned when it 
became the capital of an independent Kurdish emirate 
in the 12th century AD under the Kurdish Emir Zain al-
Din Ali Kuchuk Begtegin. The appointment of Sultan 
Muzaffer Ed-Din Kokburi as ruler in 1190 ushered in 
a golden age, and the city developed a lower town, Al-
Muzaffariyah. Erbil was the subject of repeated Mongol 
attacks but eventually fell under Mongol suzerainty by 
negotiation. In 1534 it was occupied by the Ottoman 
Sultan Suleyman the Magnificent and continued under 
Ottoman rule until 1918, albeit with some interruptions 
such as when the city was besieged and captured by the 
Persian ruler Nadir Shah in 1743. 
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Archaeological potential

With this long history of occupation there is no doubt 
that investigations of the citadel mound of Erbil have 
the potential to yield finds of major significance. For 
every period concerned there are major archaeological 
questions which excavation on the citadel mound would 
address. The lower town is important too. Important data 
on, inter alia, the lines of the fortification walls in both 
the Assyrian and medieval periods is preserved in both 
aerial photographic sequences from before and after the 
second World War and in satellite imagery from the cold 
war period (Nováček 2011, 12; Nováček et al. 2013, 
24-30). Notwithstanding the extensive building which 
has taken place in the past decade, some archaeological 
remains still survive in the lower town. In this context, 
mention should be made of the excavation of a Neo-
Assyrian baked brick vaulted tomb in the lower town 
500 m northwest of the citadel carried out between 2008 
and 2011 by the Directorate of Antiquities of Erbil in 
conjunction with the German Archaeological Institute 
(van Ess et al. 2012). Mention should also be made of 
the discovery at Bastura in 1946 of the head of the canal 
constructed by Sennacherib (Safar 1946; 1947).

Previous operations

This is the background against which the HCECR imple-
mented a programme of archaeological investigations.1

The first operations took place in 2006 with the work of 
a team from the University of West Bohemia directed by 
Karel Nováček. These included carrying out a ceramic 
surface collection from an area on the western side of 
the mound; conducting geophysical prospection utilising 
micro-gravimetry, shallow refraction seismology and 
multi-electrode direct resistivity; cleaning and recording 
profiles in two cuts at the foot of the mound; and 
excavation of a 4 x 4 m trench in a house in the eastern 
part of the citadel (Novaček 2007; Nováček et al. 2008). 
In 2008 four bore holes through the mound yielded 
cultural materials demonstrating that at the centre of 
the citadel occupational layers extend down 22 m from 
the surface. In 2011 and 2012 five exploratory trenches 
were laid out in order to verify the exact location of the 
foundations of the Grand Gate constructed in the mid 
nineteenth century, an objective in which they were 
successful. 

Geophysical prospection

In addition to the work carried out by the Czech mission 
in 2006 mentioned above, geophysical prospection has 
been carried out from 2010 by two Italian Cooperation 

1 For a popular overview of the recent archaeological activity see 
Lawler 2014. Some excavation was in fact also carried out in the 
1970s in the course of digging the foundations for the southern gate 
to the citadel constructed at that time; the Abbassid period ceramics 
recovered are now in the Erbil Museum.

projects (MAECi-IsIAO and MAECI-Sapienza) directed 
by Carlo G. Cereti of Sapienza, University of Rome, with 
the support of the MAIKI, Italian Archaeological Mission 
in Iraqi Kurdistan, codirected by Luca Colliva and Maria 
Vittoria Fontana (Colliva et al. 2012; Cereti and Colliva, 
forthcoming). This started with trialing the use of ground 
penetrating radar, a technique which was found not to 
yield good results, perhaps due to the presence of ground 
water: it found traces of the surrounding fortification 
wall but failed to reach the deeper levels. In 2013 the 
application of electrical resistivity tomography and 
seismic refraction tomography successfully imaged 
north-south transects of (nearly) the whole mound as 
well as two partial east-west transects. In 2014 further 
work was carried out at the foot of the citadel. For a 
more detailed summary of the results of the geophysical 
work on the citadel see the accompanying document 
‘Geophysical prospection’.

Archaeological plan

 It will be clear from the above that the citadel mound 
of Erbil is an archaeological site of international 
significance. Not only is it expected to contain remains 
from the full sequence of periods outlined but for every 
single period it is expected that discoveries could be made 
of fundamental importance. Exploration of the mound is 
an objective which is guaranteed to produce rich rewards. 
It will transform our understanding of the history and 
archaeology of the citadel. Recognising this potential, 
in 2011 the HCECR commissioned an archaeological 
assessment of the mound leading to the formulation of 
a plan for active investigations envisaging exploration 
of the mound through a combination of remote sensing 
and excavation.

Archaeological Excavation Team

In order to co-ordinate and implement this plan an 
Archaeological Excavation Team was appointed 
under the leadership of Dara al-Yaqoobi, Head of the 
HCECR, together with Dr. Abdullah Khorsheed Khader 
representing the Syndicate of Kurdish Archaeologists, 
Sabir Hassan Hussein representing the Department 
of Antiquities, and Sangar Mohammed Abdullah 
and Ibrahim Khalil Ibrahim of the HCECR. Dr. John 
MacGinnis was appointed as archaeological advisor 
and shortly after Dr. Mary Shepperson as on-site 
archaeologist.

Strategy for excavations

With respect to excavation, an evaluation of how an 
archaeological research programme can be carried out 
in the reality of the existing topography of the citadel 
mound resulted in the initial designation of areas for 
possible investigation (Fig. 1). These vary from small 
operations aimed at elucidating standing features to 
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proposed sites for major excavations. The programme of 
excavation has started with an area on the perimeter of 
the mound (Area E, see below). It is expected that as 
things develop further areas may also be proposed.

In more detail, the areas initially identified as possible 
sites of excavation are:

(1) Area A (Central Excavation)

The most important archaeological objective is to 
conduct a major large scale excavation in the centre of 
the mound. The excavation needs to be sited towards 
the centre of the mound as this is the area in which 
this complete sequence down to prehistoric origins can 
be expected. Furthermore, it is highly probable that an 
excavation in this area will come down on to some of 
the major buildings of earlier phases, particularly the 
medieval and Ottoman period mosques, the cathedral 
and early Christian church and the ancient Assyrian 
temple of Ishtar. In terms of the areas demarcated in the 
Master Plan, the place to carry out this excavation is Area 
A. Balancing the space available against considerations 
of time and resources, it is proposed to demarcate an 
area measuring 20 x 20 m and excavate this down to 
the natural, i.e. to the surface immediately predating 
human occupation. This is expected to be a stratigraphic 
sequence of the order of 22 m thick. 

(2) Area B 

Area B is located in the northeast of the city. The zone 
for archaeological investigation is formed by a trapezium 
overlying the area now covered by Block 36. It measures 
20 m on the north side, 30 m on the east, 10 m on the 
south and 30 m on the west. Surrounding the zone for 
archaeological investigation is a demarcated perimeter 
zone (marked with stripes on the map), so demarcated 
in order that no construction takes place before the 
completion of any archaeological investigations. Prior to 
the completion of the citadel revitalisation Area B would 
be an amenable and suitable site for an archaeological 
investigation.

(3) Area C 

Area C is a zone in the western lobe of the city measuring 
20 m x 30 m. It would involve the demolition of the 
shacks that constitute Block 50. Surrounding Area C is a 
demarcated perimeter zone, so demarcated in order that 
no construction takes place before the completion of any 
archaeological investigations. Prior to the completion of 
the citadel revitalisation Area C would be an amenable 
and suitable site for an archaeological investigation.

(4) Area D (step trench)

Area D is a location on the perimeter of the mound east 
of the Amedi Gate where the presence of a vacant lot 

in the line of mansions ringing the citadel presents an 
opportunity for archaeological work to be conducted. It 
is the only location where a step trench from the top of 
the mound could be laid out. In light of the results of 
the work in Area E (see below), Area D would also be 
the ideal place to carry out further investigations into the 
history and sequence of fortification walls around the 
citadel.

(5) Area E (Investigation of fortifications)

Area E is another location on the perimeter of the 
mound, this time west of the Amedi Gate, where the 
presence of a vacant lot in the line of mansions ringing 
the citadel presented an opportunity for archaeological 
work to be conducted. It was judged the best location for 
investigating what remains might survive of the historical 
fortifications. Excavations in this area were carried out 
in 2013 and 2014 and the results are discussed further 
below.

(6) Grand Gate (Foundations)

Prior to the demolition of the old southern gate, limited 
excavations (five test trenches) were carried out in order 
to trace the foundations of the Grand Gate in order to 
facilitate the reconstruction of the gate.

(7) Grand Gate (Northwest)

The opportunity could be taken to carry out an 
archaeological excavation in a restricted area in front of 
the surviving architectural elevation west of the Grand 
Gate in order to expose earlier levels and determine how 
they relate to the still surviving modern and pre-modern 
architecture. Once the road here has been moved back to 
going through the reconstructed Grand Gate, there will 
be an area up to 27 m long and 12 m wide where such an 
excavation could be sited.

(8) Grand Gate (East)

There is also an area east of the Grand Gate where at 
an upper level a block of remains appears to preserve a 
section through the city wall. Here it would be possible 
to clean up the section and conduct limited excavation in 
order to define and present these remains.

(9) Additional operations

It is envisaged that in due course there may be other areas 
where it is considered necessary or desirable to carry out 
archaeological investigations.

Selection of area for initial excavation (Area E)

It was decided to commence the programme of major 
investigations with one of the smaller operations. The 
area chosen for the first major operation was Area E, a 
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location on the perimeter of the mound just west of the 
Ahmedi Gate. The area was open courtyard space and 
therefore amenable for investigation. The principal aim 
of working in Area E was to investigate whether remains 
of the historical fortifications were preserved. That 
a defensive wall once existed is known from a firman
issued by Sultan Mahmoud I in 1745 ordering their 
repair. It is not known whether or not this order was 
carried out but in any case at some stage in the following 
decades the nature of the citadel perimeter changed 
fundamentally. The city wall was replaced with a line 
of substantial houses which grew to completely encircle 
the perimeter, giving the citadel the distinct appearance 
which it has to this day. The full evolution of such a 
development will have taken a substantial period of time 
and it not known exactly when this change started. It 
is possible that the city wall was leveled in accordance 
with the order of Mahmoud I but that a subsequent 
rebuilding never took place, and that it was the existence 
of this leveled area with solid foundations which led to 
the evolution of the Late Ottoman period/early modern 
configuration of houses around the perimeter. 

Commencement of operations

The commencement of operations was marked by a 
formal ceremony on March 27th 2013 attended by His 
Excellency Nawzad Hadi, Governor of Erbil, together 
with representatives of the HCECR, archaeologists 
from across Kurdistan, members of the press and invited 
members of the public. This was held on site in the 
location of Area E. Proceedings began with a speech 
of H. E. the Governor, followed by speeches by Dara 
al Yakubi, Head of the HCECR, and by Dr. Abdullah 
Khorsheed and Dr. John MacGinnis. H. E. The Governor 
and the Head of the HCECR then formally started the 
excavation.

Summary of results

In the course of three seasons in 2013 and 2014 the area 
excavated in Area E consisted of a main trench measuring 
20 x 15 m and an additional trench in the northwestern 
corner measuring 6 x 8 m. The primary aim of the 
excavation, locating the fortification wall, was achieved. 
A section of this wall was exposed and excavation was 
then conducted both to the north and south of it. In broad 
terms, the area may thus be considered in three sections 
– the area within the wall, the area outside, and the wall 
itself (Fig. 2).

Inside of the fortification wall

As regards the area on the inside of the wall, most of 
the features found are foundations and subfloor features 
of buildings that were demolished together with a fair 
number of pits. Most of these are very late, nineteenth or 
twentieth century AD. The deeper features visible in the 

soundings may be considerably older: ceramics going 
back as far as the Abbassid period have been recovered 
but the contexts from which they come were not well 
defined and it is possible these earlier ceramics were 
recycled in fill laid down at a later period. (The general 
presence on the Citadel of an occupation dating to the 
Abbassid period is of course not in doubt). The most 
interesting features are the two circular/conical brick 
structures. Although similar at first glance, they are in 
fact constructed differently. The one on the eastern side 
has its bricks faced on the outside, while the western one 
has its inside surface properly faced but not the outside, 
which suggests it is a sub-surface structure. The fill of 
this structure was excavated to a depth of nearly 3m 
without reaching any surface, at which point the work 
had to be suspended for reasons of safety. The fill was 
soft and very ashy all the way down with lots of animal 
bone and organics, as well as a large quantity of Ottoman 
period pottery including a number of distinctive poppy-
head pipe bowls. At the moment the function of these 
circular structures is still not clear – defensive towers, 
cold storage, ovens or even ice houses have all been 
suggested.

Outside of the fortification wall

The area outside of the wall consisted chiefly of levelling 
fills, sloping deposits and a thick ash layer. The principal 
levelling fill, which was made up of alternating bands of 
red clay and grey dirt, was laid down in order to bring an 
area outside of the main wall up to the level of the ring of 
residences. It is as a result highly likely that it was created 
in order to form a platform for another mansion in this 
area. As a result, this fill must date to after 1745. For this 
method to work there must have been an outer retaining 
wall but signs of this have yet to be actually found. 
Underneath this levelling fill was a thick deposit made 
of dark olive-brown earth sloping up to the fortification 
wall: this deposit is interpreted as a rampart built up on 
the outer side of the wall. Underlying this was a layer 
of firstly broken mud brick material up to 1 m thick and 
below that a thick layer of ash. The ash layer, discussed 
further below, is provisionally interpreted as the remains 
of a destruction layer from an event preceding the 
construction of the main fortification wall. This ash was 
above another layer of compacted mudbrick rubble up 
to 40 cm thick which in turn overlay a wholly different 
earlier defensive wall.

The fortification wall

We turn now to the fortification wall itself (Fig. 2-3). 
The wall is built of a mixture of baked and unbaked 
mud bricks. It was in the end excavated to its full depth, 
resulting in an exposed standing section some 2.80 m 
high. The most notable feature is a cylindrical tower set 
in the wall with a diameter of 7.50 m. As this is solid 
brickwork it probably acted as a platform for defenders. 
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The tower had three main phases, an initial phase of 
unbaked brick, a baked brick rebuilding, and lastly a 
section of unbaked brick again. The wall itself is also 
not one single construction but rather something which 
was modified and added to on multiple occasions. The 
exposed outer elevation of the wall appears to be a late 
re-facing of the pre-existing wall structure three brick 
rows thick. This outer skin is not properly bonded to the 
wall behind and is made of slightly smaller bricks. The 
earlier wall behind is at least two bricks wide but traces 
of further brick rows continue back behind the wall 
face, where they are badly cut by later features, making 
it impossible to find the interior limits of the wall. As 
well as the outer re-facing of the wall, the tower was also 
repaired with a section of baked brick – this could be the 
remains of the repair work ordered by the Sultan in 1745. 

There are also traces of curving brickwork behind the 
tower and careful cleaning of the uppermost surfaces 
revealed a very clear curving row of bricks forming the 
outer edge round a mass of dense brickwork. It seems 
virtually certain that this is the remains of an older tower 
– not as well preserved as the main one – and it seems 
very probable that deeper excavation in this location 
would reveal a corresponding curtain wall. Lastly, at the 
western end of the trench are the well preserved remains 
of a section of major walling built of baked brick which 
extends out beyond the wall face and clearly predates 
the main section of the fortification wall as visible now.

The fact that this wall has been rebuilt and repaired to 
this extent suggests it had a very long life in this form, 
probably stretching over several hundred years. In 
its earliest form this wall could be Medieval or even 
Early Islamic. The precise dating is a matter of ongoing 
research. Material culture recovered so far – ceramics 
and small finds – do not give much in the way of useful 
information as the contexts from which they come were 
too disturbed to be stratigraphically meaningful. There 
are however two other approaches which may prove 
more fruitful, (1) analysis of the dimensions of the bricks 
used and (2) analysis with scientific techniques such as 
OSL (Optically Stimulated Luminescence) dating; work 
on both of these approaches is currently in progress.

 However the story does not stop here. Continuation of 
the excavation on the outside of the main wall below 
the level of its foundations revealed that it was built on 
top of a layer of ash up to 80 cm thick, and that this 
in turn overlay – at a depth of over five metres below 
the top of the tower – the remains of another massive 
wall. This is a completely separate, much earlier city 
wall underlying all the upper phases. In the section 
exposed to date no tower is visible, though there is an 
evident kink. The outer face of this wall was plastered 
with a thick layer of red mud plaster, which must have 
given a rather striking appearance to the city. Another 
interesting feature is that the later tower is built right up 
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to the edge of the earlier wall, deliberately using it as a 
foundation, suggesting that the earlier wall was still in 
evidence when the later wall was built. At the moment 
we have no direct indication of the age of this earlier 
fortification. A critical clue in this regard will be the 
results of C14 tests currently been carried out on samples 
of charcoal taken from the ashy layer separating the two 
walls. At this stage the most obvious interpretation is 
that this ash is a destruction layer associated with the 
end of the use of the earlier wall. It clearly demonstrates 
some violent event which occurred to Erbil, and it may 
be that it will in due course be possible to relate it to 
evidence from historical sources: possible candidates 
would include the destruction inflicted by the Mongols 
in 1258. Another piece of evidence for dating the earlier 
fortification is the size of the bricks used – 40 x 40 cm 
– dimensions consistent with, if not confined to, ancient 
Mesopotamian culture of the first and second millennia 
BC. In this context it should be noted that the history of 
the fortifications will have begun not just in the Assyrian 
period (900-600 BC) but in fact even earlier. We know, 
for example, that in the early second millennium, 
around 1800 BC, Erbil was besieged by a coalition of 
Shamshi-Adad of Assyria and Dadusha of Eshnunna 
(in the Hamrin). Shamshi-Adad explicitly refers to ‘all 
the fortified cities of the land of Urbilum’ – Erbil must 
certainly have been one of them. So we know the city 
was fortified at least from that period. In reality, it will 
not be surprising if we eventually discover that Erbil was 
a fortified city long before this, well back into the third 
millennium BC.

One last thing to consider about these massive 
fortification walls is the impact they might have had 
on the development of the citadel. The slopes of the 
mound are steep and our findings suggest that a possible 
reasons for this is that the underlying structure might be 
a continuous series of fortification walls, each one using 
its predecessor as a foundation. It would explain why 
the slopes seem relatively stable, even at the top edge 
where they support the current buildings. The fact that 
the settlement was restricted behind fortifications for 
most of its history would also explain why so much of its 
growth has been upward.

Future Operations

The initial plans for archaeological investigations 
were laid out above. As envisaged, the selection of 
areas actually to be investigated and the sequence and 
scheduling of excavations will be an on-going process. 
At the present moment, the results of the work in Area 
E suggest that there is further work that can be done in 
investigating the fortifications systems.

Fortification system

The excavations in Area E have uncovered remains of 
the fortification wall which must correspond to that last 

in use in the middle Ottoman period, falling out of use 
sometime between 1745 and 1800. In addition to this 
the excavations uncovered sections of two earlier walls, 
one inside of the Ottoman period wall and one clearly 
below it, with an intervening destruction level. It is 
therefore certain that not only does the Ottoman period 
wall comprise multiple phases, but that there are entirely 
separate earlier fortification walls. It is entirely possible 
that the full history of fortification walls at Erbil is 
(much) more extensive than the three walls discovered to 
date. Elucidating this sequence more fully would make 
a major contribution to our understanding of the history 
and development of the city. Due to the proximity to the 
access road leading up to the Amedi Gate, the extent to 
which further investigations of the fortification systems 
can be carried out in Area E is limited. There is however 
a second perimeter area, Area D, east of the Amedi Gate, 
where the existence of a vacant plot would allow an 
excavation to further investigate the fortification systems 
but without the problem of coming up against the access 
road. Conducting an excavation in this area is accordingly 
recommended as one aim of future operations.

Internal excavations

Area B and Area C are both areas where the demolition 
of modern shacks will clear a space where it would be 
possible to conduct archaeological investigation prior to 
redevelopment in accordance with the Master Plan.

Major central excavation 

A major large scale excavation in the middle of the 
mound (Area A) remains a major objective. As outlined 
above, this has the potential to make a major contribution 
not just to the historic and prehistoric sequences of Erbil 
but to Mesopotamian archaeology as a whole.
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