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THE RUBAS FORTIFICATION OF THE MID 6TH CENTURY:
FEATURES OF THE STRUCTURE
OF THE EASTERN FACADE OF WALL 2

Abstract. The Rubas fortification is a unique complex of stone military-engineering structures,
built in the lower reaches of the River Rubas, 20 km west of the Caspian Sea coast and the same
distance southwest of the Derbent Pass. In terms of the main indicators (monumentality and functional
orientation), it belongs to a series of defensive lines of the Western Caspian region, erected by Persia
with the assistance of Byzantium during the era of the Great People’s Migration. Typologically and
chronologically, it has analogies with the fortress structures of Derbent, dating back to the 6th
century. Its uniqueness is justified by the presence of monumental military-engineering structures
of various parameters in terms of design and layout, united by construction links into a single object.
Each structure carried a separate function, complementing the general tasks of a defensive nature.
The structure of the eastern facade of Wall 2 is of combined nature, since it comprises of several
different types of sections. The present article considers the features of building techniques for the
construction of the facade of a monumental wall of a defensive structure, which are distinguished by
a main direction. The purpose of this study is to analyze engineering solutions and to determine the
functional tasks of each object included in the eastern facade of Wall 2. Research methods include
detail analysis of techniques of erecting the eastern facade of Wall 2, substantiation of presence of
various structure parts of its sections and identification of functional purpose of the synthesis system
of the facade’s structure of the main wall. Analysis of materials of the structurally complex defensive
object of the Rubas fortification of the middle of the 6th century, which is the main monumental Wall
2, namely its outer eastern facade, shows that the complex of engineering solutions of this structure
was mainly due to the volume of external loads and the strategy of assault on a particular enemy,
which at that time were the nomadic Turkic-speaking tribes who used Derbent passage for military
operations in the Caucasus and the Middle East.

Keywords: Rubas fortification; East Caucasus; Main Wall 2; structure of the eastern facade;
Sasanian Iran.
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PYBACCKAA ®OPTUOUKAIINA CEPE/INHDLI VI B.:
OCOBEHHOCTHU KOHCTPYKIII
BOCTOYHOI'O PACAJA CTEHBI Ne2

AnHomauus: Pybacckass GopTudHUKALUS — 3TO YHUKATHHBIH KOMILIEKC KAMEHHBIX BOEHHO-HH-
>KEHEPHBIX COOPYKEHUH, aHAJIOTOB KOTOpoMy HeT. OH BO3BeZIeH B HU30BbsX P. Pybac, B 20 KM K 3a-
1ajry ot mobepexkbs Kacnuiickoro Mopsi M Ha TaKOM K€ PACCTOSTHUH K I0TO-3anazy oT JlepbeHTCKOoro
npoxo/ia. I1o OCHOBHBIM MOKa3aTesiaM (MOHyMEHTAIBHOCTh U (PYHKIIMOHAJIbHAS HATIPABJIEHHOCTH)
OH OTHOCHUTCA K CEPUH 3arpaIUTENbHBIX pyberkei 3amaaHoro ITpukacnus, Bo3BeZeHHBIX [Tepcueit
Ipu cofiericTBUU BuszaHTnu B 510Xy Besmmkoro nepecesieHuss HApo/10B. THUIIOJIOTUYECKU U XPOHOJIO-
THYECKH — COIIOCTAaBUM C KPEIOCTHBIMHU cOOpykeHusMU [lepbenTa, natupyembivmu VI B. Ero yHu-
KaJIbHOCTH 00YCJIOBJIEHA HAJTMUYMEM Pa3HOXapaKTEPHBIX 10 KOHCTPYKIIUH U IUIAHUPOBKE MOHYMEH-
TaJIPHBIX BOEHHO-UHKEHEPHBIX COOPYKEHUH, 00 bEJUHEHHBIX CTPOUTETLHBIMHU CBA3KAMU B €J[UHBIHI
00bekT. Kaxkoe coopykeHne Hecs10 000c00IeHHYI0 GYHKITMOHAIBHYIO HarPy3KY, AOIOJIHISA 001I1e
3azauyu 0O0POHUTENIBHOTO XapakTepa. OcoObIM cBOe0Opa3ueM CTPYKTYPbI M KOHCTPYKITHH OTJIMYA-
eTcs1 BOCTOUHBIN (acast creHsl N2 2. CTpyKTypa BOCTOUHOrO dacasa cTeHbl N2 2 HOCUT KOMOWHH-
POBaHHBIN XapakTep, T.K. BKJII0UaeT HECKOJIPKO PAa3HOTUIIHBIX yUYACTKOB. B JaHHOU cTaThe BIEpBbIE
paccMaTpuBaTCA 0COOEHHOCTH KOHCTPYKTHBHBIX IIPUEMOB BO3BE/IEHHs BHEIIHETO (acaza MOHY-
MEHTaJIbHON CTeHBI 0OOPOHHUTEIHLHOTO COOPY?KEHUS, OTJIMYAIOIIENCA MAaTUCTPATIPHON HAIIpaBJIeH-
HOCThIO. 1{es1b JaHHOTO HCCIeIOBAHUSA COCTOUT B IPOBEJEHNU aHAIN3a NHKEHEPHBIX PellleHnd U
B OIIpeJieJIeHNU (DYHKIMOHATBHBIX 33/1a4 KaXKJ0TO O00hEKTa, BKIIOUEHHOTO B BOCTOUHBIN dacas
creHbl NO 2. MeToziuka UCC/IeIOBAaHUSA BKJIIOUAET JIeTAIbHBIN aHAIN3 TEXHOJIOTHUUYECKUX ITPUEMOB
BO3BeJIeHHsI BOCTOYHOTO (pacasa creHbl N22, 000CHOBaHHME HAJIUYUS PA3HOTHUITHBIX 110 KOHCTPYK-
MY COCTABJIAIONIUX €TI0 YIACTKOB U OIpe/iesieHne GyHKITMOHAIBHOU 00yCIOBJIEHHOCTA CHHTE3HOU
CUCTeMBbl KOHCTPYKIIUM BHeIIIHEero dacaa MarucTpaJibHOU CTEHbI. AHAJIU3 MAaTEPUAJIOB CTPYKTYPHO
CJIOXKHOTO 00OPOHUTEHLHOTO 00bekTa Pybacckoi popruduramnuu cep. VI B., KAKUM ABJIAETCS Ma-
TUCTpaJIbHAs MOHYMeHTaIbHasA cTeHa NO 2, a UMEeHHO ee BHEIIHUI BOCTOYHBIN (pacaji, moka3biBa-
€T, YTO KOMILJIEKC HHXKEHEPHBIX PEIIeHUI 3TOTO COOPYKEHUS ObLIT 00YCIOBJIEH IJITABHBIM 00pa3oM
00'b€MOM BHEITHUX HATrPY30K U CTPATETHEN MITypMa KOHKPETHOTO TPOTUBHHUKA, KAKUM B 3TO BPEMSI
BBICTYIIAJIN KOYEBbIE TIOPKOS3ZBIUHBIE IJIEMEHA, UCIIOJIb30BaBIINE J[epOeHTCKUI ITPOXO/ JJIs BOEH-
HBIX ollepaluii B 3akaBkasbe U Ha bimkaem Boctoke.

Karouesnie cnosa: Pybacckas dpoprudukanus; Bocrounsiii KaBkas; marucrpaabHas cteHa NO 2;
CTPYyKTypa BocTouHOTro dacaza; Cacanuzackuit Mpas.
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The archeological site“Rubas Fortification” was discovered by local residents of the
village of Kommuna of the Derbent district of the Republic of Dagestan in 2014.

The excavations of this military-engineering structure (2014, 2016-2018, 2020)
have been carried out by the Rubas Archaeological expedition of the Institute of
History, Archeology and Ethnography of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

Studies have shown that structurally the Rubas fortification consists of several
military engineering structures that differ in layout, design, construction technology
and functional purpose. The excavations in 2020 revealed the following structures:
1) Main Wall 2; 2) Wall 3; 3) Structure 5 (platform); 4) Structure 6 (annex); 5)
arched structure; 6) Wall 1 [2, p. 1101-1110] [Fig. 1; 2; 16-21] .

Of particular interest is the use in one defensive object of different types of building
techniques, which is due to different functional purposes of each object.

The present article discusses the design features of the eastern facade of the Main
Wall 2, which includes 5 independent sections, built according to the principle of
symmetry [Fig. 15 A—B]. The purpose of the study is to analyze engineering solutions
and to determine the functional tasks of each site included in the eastern facade of
Wall 2.

Excavations and restoration of construction sites at the Rubas fortification are
complicated by the extensive damage in 2014, inflicted by the local residents in order
to excavate large stone blocks for further use as building material [Fig. 1; 16-17].

Survey excavations in 2014 identified small sites of 3 structures. On the northern
slope of the pit with large fragments of stones there was a part of the southern section
of the Main Wall 2 (orientation E-W), as well as a small section of Wall 3, built into its
eastern facade at an angle of 900. On an undisturbed area there was the upper level of
the arched structure with anoverlap of the passage of 3 solid stone slabs with a length
of 2.6—2.8 m. A small section of Wall 1, attached from the north to the western base-
support of this structure, was also identified [1, pp. 63-64].

In 2014, in the piles of dirt left by the local residents after the excavation of stone
blocks from structures by heavy machinery, fragments of a unique ceramic vessel
with relief Arabic inscriptions were revealed, which is a quote from a Surah of the
Koran: “It is out of the mercy of my Lord to test me whether I will be grateful or
unfaithful” [4, pp. 28-35]. Any analogies of the use of quotations from the Koran on
household items of the Caucasian and Caspian regions are unknown to us.

In 2016-2018, excavations uncovered the full level of the arched structure and Wall
1, attached to it from the north [Fig. 1,5-6; 2,2-3]. The main Wall 2, oriented in the
direction of the NW-SE, was also revealed almost completely [Fig. 1,1; 2,1]. Studies
of Wall 3, attached to Wall 2,continue [1, pp. 64-69].

On the basis of the section of Wall 3 with a length of 5 m excavated in 2014, 2018,
its layout was determined as linear, oriented in the W—E direction. According to the
results of excavations in 2018, part of the blocks of this wall was in the position of a
“fan spread”, which was conditioned by powerful tectonic movements, as determined
by seismologists [5, pp. 91-103; 6, pp. 91-103].
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Excavations of 2020 revealed 2 new military-engineering objects — the structure of a
stepped design 6, built from north to the main Wall 2 [Fig. 1,4; 2,7; 3,1], and a platform-
like structure [Fig. 1,3; 2,6; 18, 19,2 and 21] with an inclination of the surface of 22.50to
east [2, p. 1103-1106, 1109].

Further investigations in 2020 of Wall 3 established its rounded shape with a bend
from the W-E line to the N-E line [Fig.1,2; 2,4; 16,1; 17; 19,1], which had been formed
by the technology of shifting blocks in the masonry at a certain angle (fan shift) and the
presence of a stepped structure of the northern facade [2, pp. 1106-1109]. The formation
of the roundness of this wall must be recognized as a unique construction technology,
given that the desired shape of the structure was achieved by massive stone blocks of
elongated forms [Fig. 20].

The analysis of the materials of the excavations of the Rubas fortification shows that
the central position in its structure is occupied by Wall 2. This is the longest structure,
stretched in the direction of the NW-SE. To the west of it there are two objects — the
arched structure and the Wall 1 attached to it. Three other structures of this complex
— Wall 3, the Stepped structure (6) and Structure 5 (platform) — occupy an eastern
position relative to Wall 2 [Fig. 1; 2].

Wall 2 islaid with the use of rubble masonry (emplekton, ashlar and rubble). The
facades (east and west) are built of large stone blocks (shell rock, sandstone); the inter-
wall filling includes rough stone, river pebbles of various sizes and compacted soil.
The technology of laying blocks in the wall is different — bed and “opus quadratum”
masonry. The width of the wall is 3.5 m [Fig. 1,1; 2,1].

The western facade of Wall2 was examined for 26 m [Fig. 2,1]. According to the
results of excavations in 2018, its southern section continues towards the left bank
of the Rubas River, which has low elevations (+ 42.0 m) in comparison with the right
bank, which occupies a dominant position on the terrain (+ 85.45 m). The northern
section of the western facade of Wall 2 within the excavation of 2018 is interrupted, but
it likely has a continuation at the lower level of the masonry, overlapped by powerful
mudflow layers [1, pp. 64-65].

The eastern facade of Wall 2 was uncovered as a result of 2020 excavations for
17.5 m [Fig. 2,1]. From south, it is bounded by Wall 3 built into it, oriented in the
transverse direction W-E, NW, from which the northern facade of the stepped
structure and semicircular configuration has preserved. The southern facade of the
Wall 3 has not yet been discovered, as well as the southern section of the eastern
facade of the Wall 2.

The territory where the southern section of the eastern facade of Wall 2 could have
been located was subjected to large-scale destruction in 2014, as mentioned above.
Local residents, who accidentally discovered the upper levels of the masonry of Wall
2, removed a significant number of massive stone blocks from the structure and took
them to the village of Kommuna for construction purposes. Some of the blocks were
sawn into small fragments. During the investigation of the site in 2014, a pit measuring
9x7.5 m and 3 m deep filled with large fragments of stones, white lime mortar and soil
was recorded on the territory of the destroyed fortification [Fig. 1,1]. We managed to
preserve 13 whole stone blocks and 17 samples of large stone fragments, which survived
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the sawing. They were numbered, described, photographed and placed for safekeeping
in the secondary school of the Rubas village; all data about them were published.

According to the results of excavations in 2020, the total length of the examined
section of the Wall 2 is 28 m.

The western facade of Wall 2 has preserved to a height of 2.5 m. In its structure,
there are 3 sections with different types of masonry: northern (bed masonry of
elongated blocks of medium thickness); central (“opus quadratum” masonry of blocks
of different sizes, including 2 m long, with upper level laid with bed masonry); southern
(bed masonry of thickened blocks installed with the short side outwards). The western
facade of Wall 2 was formed without ledges. The maximum height of the western facade
of Wall 2 survived at the level of 10 rows of bed masonry.

The eastern facade of Wall 2 has a height of 2.4 m [Fig. 5,2; 6,2; 15A]. Visually, on the
eastern facade of Wall 2, five separate sections can be distinguished, varying in design
and construction technology (sections A, B, C, D, E) [Fig. 15B]. The junction points are
performed with various construction techniques. The design features of these objects
reveal the functional orientation of each of them.

Section A. The section was investigated during the conservation excavations of
2014. It is located at the southern end of the eastern facade of Wall 2. The length of the
section is 2.6 m. 8 rows of bed masonry were revealed. The section is bounded from the
south by the Wall 3 built into it [Fig. 15B].

Features of the construction technology: the masonry is laid in a stepped manner;
the width of the steps of the 4 lower rows of the masonry is noticeably wider than
the steps of the upper rows; the blocks of the lower rows have non-standard sizes and
shapes, as well as poor-quality dressing [Fig. 5-6; 16].

It was not possible to link these features with the technical necessity, due to the
littleavailable data. The eastern facade of the massive wall was defined by the external
line of defense, unlike the western facade. However, its stepped design did not fit into
a rational approach aimed at complicating the storming of this structure by the enemy.
The only reason that could explain the stepped shape of this structure was the nature of
the expansion of the support of a massive object, which increased its stability.

The reason for this type of masonry of the southern section of the eastern facade of
Wall 2 became clear in 2020, when the rounded shape of the northern facade of Wall
3 was revealed and a system of its attachment to Wall 2 was identified. Analysis of the
construction remains of Wall 3 showed that the connection of this structure to Wall 2
was made by its lower level, which had a fan shape 2.5 m wide [Fig. 16].

Section B. Investigated in 2014, 2016. It connects from the north to Section A. The
length is 2.1 m, the preserved height is 2.4 m. This object was built using 2 types of
masonry — bed and “opus quadratum” [Fig. 15B].

Features of the construction technology: the upper 3 rows of masonry and the lower 4
rows were laid in a bed technique and a stepped method, similar to Section A. Between
the upper and lower levels of the masonry there is an inset of 4 stone blocks installed
using the “opus quadratum” technique [Fig. 5-6].

The functional purpose of using the “opus quadratum” masonry on this section of
Wall 2 was not initially associated with a constructive necessity, but rather an aesthetic
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look. Carved images on the outer surface of the headers were revealed. On one block
there is a profile image of a horse; on the other, probably, an image of a settlement
plan and a defensive wall. The images placed on the front surface of large blocks were
interpreted as a kind of manifestation of the main ideological symbols of the population
living within the limits of the monumental defensive structure in the valley of the Rubas
River.

According to the available data of 2014 and 2016, it was not possible to consider
this section of the facade as a necessary structural detail that strengthened Wall 2. The
connection of both structures was carried out without a solid abutment of the blocks
and vertical consistency with the formation of a slit space filled with thick river pebbles.
The two lower levels of masonry of both sections formed a single platform for this part
of the facade of Wall 2 [Fig. 2,1].

Section C. Investigated in 2016-2018, 2020. Attached from the north to Section B.
The length is 7.1 m, the preserved height is 2.6 m. 11 rows of bed masonry were revealed
[Fig. 15B].

Features of the construction technology: stone blocks are installed in the wall
quitecarefully, the rows of masonry are smooth, their horizontality is clear. The blocks
are thoroughly dressed, all about the same thickness. The lower levels of the masonry
include several large blocks with a length of 1.2—1.6 m. The blocks are also installed in
the wall in a stepped manner, but their width decreases towards the north [Fig. 3,2;
4,2; 5,2; 6,2].

The attachment of structures B and C was carried out by joining the 6 upper rows
and embedding the 5 lower rows of masonry into the structure [Fig. 15B].

The reason for such a complex design solution for the formation of the eastern
facade of Wall 2, which includes diverse structures, remain unclear according to the
data obtained.

However, in 2020, in search of a continuation of Wall 2 to the north, a 5.7 m long
building was identified, conventionally identified as a “stepped structure” 6 [2, pp.
1103-1106]. Its structure included 2 different types of sections: D and E. Moreover,
both sections had a constructive analogy with the objects of this facade identified earlier
[Fig. 15B; 3,2; 5,2; 6,2].

Section D. Investigated in 2020. Attached from the north to the Section B. The
length is 2.7 m, the preserved height is 2.44 m. This structure was built using 2 types of
masonry — bed and “opus quadratum” [Fig. 15, B].

Features of the construction technology: the upper 4 rows of masonry and the lower
3 rows are laid by a bed technique and a stepped method. Between the upper and
lower levels of the masonry there is an inset of 5 stone blocks installed using the “opus
quadratum” technology [Fig. 13; 9-10; 11A-B]. The design of Section D is similar to the
design of Section B. However, the blocks of the “D”section differ in larger dimensions
[Fig. 15B].

The joining of Sections C and D is based on the principles of mutual embedding of
stone blocks into the masonry system of each of them [Fig. 11A; 13].

Section D is extended to the east by 0.8 m relative to the lower level of the main line
of the eastern facade of Wall 2 [Fig. 3-10; 12; 14].
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Section E. Investigated in 2020. Attached from the north to Section D. The length
is 3 m, the preserved height is 1.7 m [Fig. 15B].

Features of the technology: built with bed masonry in a stepped manner (8 levels
of masonry). The blocks in the masonry are thoroughly dressed, installed in even
horizontal rows. Blocks of medium and large sizes are included. One block of the 5th
row of masonry had a length of 1.95 m, the other (7th row of masonry) was opened for
1.9 m, its northern end goes under the northern side of the excavation. The width of the
steps of 3-7 levels of masonry is 0.3-0.4 m [Fig. 7-10; 12; 13]. Technological methods
of installing blocks in masonry aimed at changing its direction to the northeast and
possible rounding of the northern facade were recorded [Fig. 9; 13].

The attachment of Section E with Section D was carried out by joining its 3 upper
rows of masonry. The four lower rows of masonry of both sections (D and E) formed a
single platform for this part of the facade of Wall 2 [Fig. 9; 10; 13].

To a certain extent, Section E of the eastern facade of Wall 2 repeats the shape and
design of Section A, but it survived in larger quantities [Fig. 15B].

On the eastern facade of Wall 2, the symmetry of the design techniques is visible, as
it seems, due to an accurate design calculation [Fig. 15B]. Based on the analysis of the
available materials of the excavations of 2014, 2016-2018, 2020, certain patterns in the
design of the eastern facade of the main Wall 2 were revealed.

Before the discovery in 2020 of 2 new sections of the eastern facade of Wall 2 (D
and E), it was not possible to consider the regularities of its design. At this stage of the
study, it is necessary to note the essential indicators of the construction of Wall 2 and
to identify the functional tasks of each of the sections of this structure.

The central position in the construction of the eastern facade of Wall 2 is occupied by
Section C. Itisnot only thelongestin structure, but also the most thoroughly constructed.
It also differs from other sections by the uniformity of the building technology [Fig.
15B].

The section with a uniform masonry C is structurally connected with two other
sections, built according to the same design. On the south side, it is adjoined by
Section B with a length of 2.1 m, on the north side — Section D with a length of 2.7 m
[Fig. 15B]. They are also laid with bed masonry of a stepped design.Their typological
identity is based on the inclusion in the structure of blocks, laid according to the «opus
quadratum» system. Section B includes 2 blocks, laid on edges of the long side and 2
blocks laid on the edge of the lateral sides. Section D includes 2 blocks, laid on edges
of the long side, but 3 blocks laid on the edge of the lateral side. The blocks of both
sections installed using the “opus quadratum” method were revealed at the same level.
They can be seen at the level of blocks of the 5th level of masonry, starting from the
lower row. Constructional connection of the both sections (B and D) is carried out with
the lateral sides of Section C through blocks installed on the edge of the lateral side. The
smaller length of Section B in relation to Section D is due to the presence of only 2 such
blocks in contrast to the 3 blocks of Section D [Fig. 15B].

Sections A and E close the construction of the eastern facade from the north (E)
and south (A). In length, both sections differ slightly: “A” - 2.6 m; “D” - 3 m [Fig. 15B].
However, Section A, as noted, suffered significant destruction in 2014 during the
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unauthorized excavation of large stone blocks, which led to the formation of a pit with
a depth of over 3 m.

The identity of the structure of Sections B and D of the eastern facade of Wall 2 and
the same technology of connection of these sections with the central Section C indicates
the need for their location in the construction system of the eastern facade of Wall 2.
Connection of sections by means of blocks installed with the side part outward, with a
section of Wall C, which went deep into the structures of the eastern facade, significantly
strengthened the masonry and reduced the possible deformation of the central Section
C of Wall 2. Sections B and D functioned as a kind of fasteners that protected Section
C from deformation. Moreover, given the presence in Section D of 3 copies of blocks
installed with the side part outward, and 2 of the same blocks in Section B, the threat of
possible deformation of Section C came mostly from the north.

Section A of the eastern facade of Wall 2, as noted, served as a junction for Wall 3, i.e.
it was a kind of buffer holding its considerable mass. The connection of 2 walls (2 and
3) was of a complex nature, given the rounded shape of the northern facade of Wall 3,
the stepped design of its construction and the fan-shaped method of installing blocks
into the wall.

Section E of the eastern facade of Wall 2 may have had the same function as Section
A, i.e. it was a buffer. Its full shape has not yet been restored, but some indicators of its
design make it possible to assume that there was a certain rounding of this structure
at the northern end [Fig. 9; 12]. In addition, groundwater that emerged at a depth of
2.9 m made it hard to reveal the full length of Section E along the W—E line. According
to the 2020 excavations, Section E protrudes from the line of the lower rows of the
masonry of Section B to the east by 1.9 m [Fig. 12]. Section D is likely a part of a rather
bulky structure included in the structure of the eastern facade of Wall 2.

It should be noted that significant deformation of structures was recorded in
Sections D and E [Fig. 13]. There is a deep shift (slope) of all masonry levels to the south
on Section D, including the “opus quadratum” masonry. On Section E, the masonry
deformation was recorded only at levels 5-6, counting from the upper rows, in the
places of connection to the section D. The reason for the recorded deformation of these
sections is yet unclear (possible earthquake, groundwater, destruction of a wartime
character). However, the analysis of the construction of the eastern facade of Wall 2
shows that in the process of deformation of Sections D and E, the northern edge of
Section C was also affected. The masonry of this part of Section C for 2.9 m at almost
all levels received an inclination to the north. It seems that there is a depression in the
junction of Sections C and D, because the direction of deformation of these sections’
structures is oncoming,.

The analysis of the structure of the eastern facade of Wall 2 and the structure of
the construction objects included in it shows that their location in the system of the
eastern facade of Wall 2 is due to specific defensive tasks. Engineering solutions for the
construction of the eastern facade of Wall 2 are original, and have not been recorded
in the practice of other regions (Caucasian, Crimean, Transcaucasian) [7, pp. 39-46; 8,

pp. 267-287; 9, Pp. 441-465; 10, pp. 357-390; 11, pp. 227-246; 12, pp. 170-200].
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Conclusion

The design and construction technology of the facade of the Main Wall 2 of the
Rubas fortification testify to the high degree of development of military engineering in
Sasanian Iran of the middle 6th century.Terrain features, strategic and tactical tasks
of an extended defensive facility were taken into consideration when building these
structures.

A system of multidisciplinary design of large-scale objects was used. Each object has a
unique layout. A variety of constructive junctions between defensive objects of different
profiles was developed, providing the defenders of the structure the opportunity to
maneuver freely (objects are embedded one into another, the junctions of the objects
with plates in entry points). Construction methods were developed to connect different
types of objects into a single line of defense.

Both the latest methods of technology for the construction of defensive objects for
this region (“opus quadratum” masonry, bed stepped masonry of processed blocks, fan
masonry) and local construction techniques (masonry of undressed blocks of different
configurations, base of small pebbles to form their stable position, etc.) were used.

Of particular importance are complex technological techniques for connection
of massive military engineering facilities that ensure the strength of the defensive
structure as a whole, its resistance to natural phenomena (the location in the zone of
increased tectonic activity), as well as to the assault techniques of the early Middle Ages

[13, p- 14-15; 14, p. 167; 15, P. 95-96].
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Fig. 1. Monumental structure on Rubas.
1— Wall 2; 2 — Wall 3; 3 — Structure 5 (platform); 4 — Structure 6 (annex); 5 — arched structure; 6 — Wall 1; 7 —
mudflowsediments. View from east. Air-drone photo of 2020. Previously unpublished

Puc. 1. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOPY:KeHue Ha p. Pybac.
1 —creHa N22; 2 — cteHa N23; 3 — coopyxenue N25 (11ardopma);
4 — coopyxeHne N6 (mpucrpoiika); 5 — COOpy:KeHIEe apOYHON KOHCTPYKIUU; 6 — creHa NO1; 7 — OTJIOKEHUS CeJIs.
Bup c BocToka. A3podoTocheMKa 6ECITHIOTHBIM JIETATEIBHBIM alapaTtoM 2020 T. ITy6IuKyeTcs BiepBble
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Fig. 2. Monumental structure on Rubas.

Structure 6 (annex). Previously

Wall 1; 4 — Wall 3; 5 — mudflow

Structure 5 (platform); 7 —

Layout of investigated structures.
;3
unpublished

1 — Wall 2; 2 — Arched structure;
6 —

sediments;

; 3 — creHa NOi;

o

; 2 — COOpPY?KEHUE APOYHOHN KOHCTPYKITUU

7 — coopyxkeHue NQ 6 (IpucTpoiika).

Puc. 2. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOPY:KeHHe Ha p. Pybac.
4 — creHa N23; 5 otrsoxkeHus ceiid; 6 — coopyxenue NO 5 (m1atdopma);

1 — cTeHa N22

[Ty6mkyetcs BriepBbIe
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Fig. 3. Monumental structure on Rubas.
1 — Structure 6 (annex);
2 — Wall 2. View from north. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 3. MonymMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE
coopy:keHue Ha p. Pybac.
1 - coopyskenue N26 (mpucrpoiika) 2 - creHa N2,
Bup ¢ ceBepa. ®oto 2020 1. IIybiuKyeTcs: BepBbie

Fig. 4. Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Structure 6 (annex); 2 — Wall 2. View from south. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 4. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY KeHUe Ha p. Pybac. 1 -coopy:keHue N 6 (IIpucTpoiika); 2 - cTeHa
N¢ 2. Bup c rora. ®oto 2020 r. IIybiukyeTcs: BuepBbie
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Fig. 5.Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Structure 6 (annex); 2 — Wall 2. View from north-east. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 5. MoHyMeHTaIPHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE COOPY:KeHUE Ha p. Pybac. 1 - coopy:keHue N2 6 (mpucrpoiika);
2 - creHa N 2. Buy ¢ ceBepo-BocToka. @oto 2020 1. IlybinkyeTcs: BnepBbie

Rl T e LA

Fig. 6. Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Structure 6 (annex); 2 — Wall 2. View from south. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 6. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY:KeHUe Ha p. Pybac.
1 - coopy:keHue NO 6 (mpuctporika); 2 - creHa N2 2. Bup ¢ rora. ®oto 2020 1. IIy6uKyeTcs BiiepBble
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Fig. 7. Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Structure 6 (anne
Previously unpublis

eHue Ha p. Pybac. 1 - coopy:kenre N26 (mpucrporika);

Puc. 7. MOHyMeHTAJIbHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE coopg)m
2 - creHa N2 2. Bup ¢ 1ora. ®oto 2020 r. [TyOsmkyercs: BliepBbie

xﬁ; ﬁ — Wall 2. View from south. Photo of 2020.
e

Fig. 8. Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Structure 6 (annex); 2 — Wall 2. View from south. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

eHue Ha . Pybac. 1 - coopy:keHnue NO 6 (Ipucrpoiika);

Puc. 8. MoryMeHTaIbHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE COOP
2 - creHa N22. Bup ¢ rora. ®oto 2020 r. Ilybaukyercs BiepBble
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Fig. 9. Monumental structure on Rubas. Structure 6 (annex). View from east. Photo of 2020

Puc.9. MoHyMeHTa/IbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE coopyskeHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopy:xeHune NO 6 (mpuctpoiika).
Bup c Bocroka. ®oTo 2020 T.

Fig. 10. Monumental structure on Rubas. Structure 6 (annex). View from north-east. Photo of 2020.
Previously unpublished

Puic.10. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE coopy:KeHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopy:xkeHue N 6 (IpucCTpoiika).
Bup c ceBepo-BocToka. ®oTo 2020 r. ITybIuKyercs BiepBble
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A R _haices =

Fig. 11. Monumental structure on Rubas. A-B. 1 — Structure 6 (southern section);
2 — Wall 2 (northern section). View from east. Photo of 2020. Previously unpublished b

Puc.11. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOPYIKEHUE Ha . Pybac.
A-B. 1 - coopy:xeHue N 6 (10:KHBIH y4acTOK). 2 — creHa N 2 (ceBepHBIH yIaCTOK).
Bup ¢ Bocroka. ®oto 2020 r. [lybIuKyeTcs BliepBbie
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T T T T D T LI
i 1z 13 14 15° 16 17
Fig. 12. Monumental structure on Rubas. Layout of Structure 6 (annex) with indication of numbers of blocks. Previously unpublished
Puc.12. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE coopy:keHue Ha p. Pybac. I1nan coopyskeHus N26 (mpuctpotika) ¢ ykazanuem N2NO 610koB. [1ybiuKyeTcst BEpBbIe
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Fig. 13. Monumental structure on Rubas. Structure 6 (annex). East face with indication of numbers of blocks. Previously unpublished

Puc. 13. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE coopy»keHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopyxenue NO 6 (mpuctpoiika). Bocrounsrii pac ¢ ykazanrem N2NO 610KO0B.

[Ty6ukyercs BuEpBbIe
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0 Im
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Fig. 14. Monumental structure on Rubas.
Structure 6 (annex). Cross section on A-1 line.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 14. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY»KeHUe Ha p. Pybac.
Coopyxkenue NQ 6 (mpuctpoiika). Pazpes mo suHuu A-Al.
[Ty6ukyercs BepBbie
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Fig. 15A. Monumental structure on Rubas. Wall 2. Eastern face. Previously unpublished

Puc. 15A. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpy:KeHue Ha p. Pybac.
Coopy:xenne NO 2. Bocrounsiii dac. [Tybinukyercs: BuepBble

L |
j“ i i | o T T S ¢ a—

| HIH

Fig. 15B. Monumental structure on Rubas. A, B, C, D, E — architectural sections.
Previously unpublished.

Puc. 155. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE coOpy:keHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopysxenue N@ 2. BocTouHsbI# dac.
A,B,B,I',]] — apxutekTypHbIe yuacTku. [Iy6mkyercs BiepBble
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Fig. 16. Monumental structure on Rubas. 1 — Wall 3; 2 — Wall 2; 3 — arched structure; 4 — Wall 1.
View from east. Photo of 2020. Previously unpublished.

Puc. 16. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY:KeHue Ha p. Pybac. 1 — creHa N23; 2 - cteHa N@ 2;
3 — COOpYy:KEHHE apOYHOH KOHCTPYKIUH; 4 — cteHa NO1. Buy ¢ Boctoka. ®oto 2020 r. [IyOIuKyeTcs BIIEpBbIe

Fig. 17. Monumental structure on Rubas. Wall 3. View from north. Photo of 2020. Previously unpublished

Puc. 17. MOHyMeHTaIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpYsKeHre Ha p. Pybac.
Crena N2 3. Bug c ceBepa. ®orto 2020 r. [Tybmkyercs BriepBbie

932



History, Archaeology and Ethnography of the Caucasus T. 17. N2 4. 2021

Fig. 18. Monumental structure on Rubas. Structure 5 (platform). View from north. Previously unpublished

Puc. 18. MoHyMeHTaIbHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY:KeHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopy:kenue No5 (mwrardopma). Bua ¢ ceepa. ®oto 2020 r. IlybiukyeTcs BepBbie
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Fig. 19. Monumental structure on Rubas. Layout of the structure. 1 — Wall 3; 2 — Structure

5 (platform). 2020. Previously unpublished 020, ,, I

Puc. 19. MoHyMeHTaJIbHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE COOpY2KeHMe Ha . Pybac. I1nan coopyreHHi.
1 — creHa N93; 2 — coopy:kenue No5 (margopma). 2020 r. [Iy6iukyeTcs: BIiepBbie

934



History, Archaeology and Ethnography of the Caucasus T. 17. N2 4. 2021

Fig. 20. Monumental structure on Rubas. Wall 3. North face with indication of levelling marks of blocks.
2020. Previously unpublished

Puc. 20. MoHyMeHTAIBHOE apXUTEKTYPHOE coopy:keHue Ha p. Pybac. Crena N2 3. CepepHbIii hac
C YyKa3aHHeM HUBEJINPOBOYHBIX OTMETOK 6JI0KOB. 2020 r. I[Iy6auKyercs BepBbie

C 4—ax

Fig. 21. Monumental structure on Rubas.
Structure 5 (platform). Western face with indication of levelling marksand numbers of blocks.
Previously unpublished

Puc. 21. MOHyMeHTaJIBHOE aPXUTEKTYPHOE coopy:KeHue Ha p. Pybac. Coopy:kenus NO 5 (mwiatdopma).
3amazHeli dac c ykazaHHEM HUBEJIHNPOBOYHBIX OTMeTOK 1 NONO 6710k0B. I1y6GIiKyeTcs BIepBbIe
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