Luristan Project


Iron Luristan Swords: Literature Evaluation with links to papers

H. Föll

This is a collection of notes I made (in mixed languages).from  2017 -  2019 while pursuing the Luristan Project.  I was interested in the mask swords and trying to find answers to the questions enumerated below.

Later I run into what is called here “Dubai” swords. They are also mentioned in the Luristan modules of the Hyperscript where they are named “type 2” iron swords from Luristan. 

Here is a visual definition of the “Dubai” or type 2 type sword:
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The list is in chronological order. Cursive parts are from an older evaluation 

Links lead to pdf copies of the papers evaluated
This evaluation looks in particular for answers to the following questions:

1. How old are the “Iron Mask Swords”? Age determined how? Time line in development?

2. Macroscopic structure? Made from how many parts? Assembly method? Time line in macroscopic structure development? X-rays taken?

3. Microscopic structure? Composition (carbon, phosphorous, ...), Microstructure and thermal history, starting material (bloom quality), forge welding used, inclusions, ....

4. Making of figures? Casting, swaging, carving, ...

5. Stylistic connections.  Relation to other artifacts from Luristan; from elsewhere. Where is the “true” origin of those swords?

	1957
	F. K. Naumann: Untersuchung eine eisernen luristanischen Kurzschwertes

Archiv für das Eisenhüttenwesen, 28. Jahrgang, Heft 9, (1957) 575 - 581

	
	Key publication

	
	Detailed and very good; X-ray (actually ( from Ir Isotope 15 MeV Betatron), metallograpy, chemistry.

Forged, not cast. Compound construction. Older publ. assumed casting.

Sword from Hamburg Museum Kunst Gewerbe.

Sculptures mostly gone (“könnte sich um ein Tier handeln”)

Minimal 10 individual parts; rivets

Tricky “Schliff Technik”; very small area. Ferrite, some pearlite, slag inclusions, forging direction

Figures not soldered on. Checked if blade was fire welded, but does not comment on it. „Fragen zur Herstellung der Figuren mussten offen bleiben“ 

Advocates urgently more detailed (destructive) analysis.

	
	Contains almost everything relevant plus proper questions.

Deplores reluctance of archaeologists to „destruct“ specimen

	
	Gießen war unterstellt; Anbindung an China? HH Schwert. X-ray with Ir isotope and 15 MeV betatron. . Minimum of 10 parts. Pictures in pdf copy very bad. 

Microstructural test of figure for cast iron. 

Result: Forged bloomery wrought iron. No soldering with other metals. About 5 mm piece of blade investigated to se if fire welding occurred. Many slag inclusions. Widmannstätten ferrite, spheroidal pearlite, Blade „kunstlos“ hergestellt; not clear if fire welding. Changing carbon content, around 0.1 % average.

Some questions remain open.
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	[image: image4.png]haltes und vielen groben Schlackeneinschliissen. Die eine,
in den Bildern oben liegende Schicht entspricht einem Stahl
mit sehatzungsweise 0,20 % C. Der Ferrit ist in Form von
Nadeln oder Platten ausgeschieden (Widmannstittensches
(Getiige), was darauf hindeutet, daB die Klinge in einem fril-
Tieren Arbeitsgang hoch erhitzt und sehnell abgekiiblt worden
ist. Der Perlit st kugelig zusammengeballt (Bild 19). Die
letate Verarbeitung oder Behandlung ist demnach bei ver-
LiltnismiiBig niedriger Temperatur unter 700° erfolgt. Die
andere, in den Bildern unten dargestellte Lage ist schr ko~
lenstoffarm und besteht aus einem grobké? rekristallisier-
ten Ferrit mit feinen nadelformigen “Ausscheidungen, die sx_uh
bei der Atzung mit Natziumpikrat als Tertidrzementit exvie-
sen, und wenig Perlit (Bild 20). Besonders diese Zone ist
mit vielen groben, heterogen zusammengesetaten und viel-
fach zerbrochenen Einschlitssen von silikatischer Sehveif-
schlacke durchsetzt (Bilder 21 und 22). Nach dem Gefige
beider Zonen datf angenommen werden, da8 die Klinge im
Rekristallisationsgebiet, also bei einer ‘Temperatur unter
700°, fortiggoschmicdet worden ist.

Bemerkenswert ist die Anwesenheit von Verformurgs-
avillingen im groblirnigen Ferrit (Bild 20). Solche Zvik
Jinge bilden sich unter mehrachsiger Spanmung bei schlagar-
tiger Beanspruchung, Thr Entstehen wird durch niedrige






	1 How old?
	„Mindestens 7. Jhdt v.C. since Luristan “ends” 600 BC

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	Indirect data

	3 Microscopic structure?
	Extensive X-ray (Betatron, Ir-() and Metallography. Good results (see above). Can’t decide about fire welding:

	4 Making of figures?  
	No comment but sees the problem („wäre auf Gusseisen zu prüfen”)

	5 Stylistic connections?
	No comment (except to questionable others)


	1961
	Herbert Maryon; with technical reports by R. M. Organ, O. W. Ellis, R. M. Brick, R. Sneyers, E. E. Herzfeldand F. K. Naumann: 

Early Near Eastern Steel Swords, ´

American Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 65, No. 2 (Apr., 1961), pp. 173-184

	
	Key publication

	
	Some quotes:

	
	“Probably Shalmaneser I, King of Assyria. "As to the good iron about which thou hast written to me. Good iron is not available in my sealed store-house in Kizzuwadna. It is a bad time for producing iron. I have written that they should produce some good iron. So far they have not finished it. When they have finished I will send it to you. To-day however I have sent you a dagger- blade of iron." Kizzuwadna, it is now agreed, was situated in Cilicia. The letter proves that iron weapons were still rare, and that even at this period, the thirteenth century before Christ, the king of the Hittites had no easy access to supplies of smelted iron”.

	
	“In recent years a number of finely designed steel daggers or short swords, all having their hilts decorated with human heads and figures of crouching lions, dating from some unknown early period, have found their way from the Near East into various collections. No closely comparable material is known, and their place of origin has not been exactly ascertained, though a number of the weapons have been found in tombs in Luristan”.

	
	“The iron daggers are indeed a foreign element among Luristan bronzes, and though only one of the specimens is known to have come from Pontus, that must be the original provenance of them all. In Pontus, iron, easily workable, lies above ground.”

	
	“Although these works are generally recorded as coming from Luristan there is no evidence to show that they were made there. A characteristic feature of so many of the early works found in Luristan is that their makers were interested in the casting of bronze rather than the forging of iron

	
	“Although there is a superficial resemblance between all the known specimens of these swords, yet if they are closely examined no two are found to be quite alike.”

	
	“The formation of the lions and of the human heads would have been effected first by forging, then the finer details would be added by means of chasing tools and punches, for there is no indication of the employment of cutting tools upon them.”

	
	“The omission of hardening treatment on this weapon suggests that it was probably made before 900 BC.”

	
	“Just as the earliest books printed with moveable type are in many ways unsurpassed, so here, the sword handles forged in the new metal, steel, by these pioneer smiths of the Near East, exhibit skill of a high order, and no comparable steel sword-hilts have been found in any other land before the time of the Renaissance in sixteenth century Europe.”.

	
	Gives story of discovery

Reasons why not made with dies

	
	Gives long quotes of earlier examinations

Some metallographic pictures

	
	Reviews findings from 11 swords.

Many microstructure picture, good quality  X-ray pics from 1957 Naumann.

“However, in the extremely smooth, level and true surfaces between the transverse ridges on the handles of these swords (pl. 65, fig. 6) we seem to have evidence for the use of the "flatter." This is a smith's tool, a solidly- made steel punch, employed with a handle made from an iron rod (or perhaps, in early times, a withy). The tool has a flat face, perhaps 1/2 inch square. It is held upon the red-hot work and blows are struck on it either by the smith or his helper”. 

“the weapons were forged individually, though from a single design”. 

“It is evident that at the time when they were being manufactured some very efficient workshops must have been available, and that the separate parts of the weapons were mass produced. The sword may have been worn as a badge of honour, awarded perhaps to some distinguished company of warriors for a notable deed of valour.“

	1 How old?
	Probably made before 900 BC because hardening was not used. Mass produce, “100s have been seen by some consul”

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	Not much

	3 Microscopic structure?
	Extensive metallography. No hardening, no mention of fire welding

	4 Making of figures?  
	Not cast or swaged, “carved”.

	5 Stylistic connections?
	Refers to pre-Luristan sword from the “pontus”:

“The modern history of these weapons begins with Herzfeld's discovery at Leningrad, in 1935, of a catalogue of the Khanenko collection at Kiev, Russia, in which reference was made to a dagger, said to be of iron, which was in that collection. Herzfeld made a special journey to see the piece in question. Of it he wrote "It is the identical dagger, from the same mould, acquired at Samsun, east of Sinope, before 90oo-I believe about 890o. No such dagger had come from Luristan before 1930, and the Khanenko piece was certainly not brought from Luristan to Samsun before 900oo, but was found in one of the many tumuli of that region of Pontus. The iron daggers are indeed a foreign element among Luristan bronzes, and though only one of the specimens is known to have come from Pontus, that must be the original provenance of them all. In Pontus, iron, easily workable, lies above ground.”


	1964
	Kate C. Lefferts: Technical Notes on Another Luristan Iron Sword 

	
	American Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 68, No. 1 (Jan., 1964), pp. 59-62

	
	Augments Maryon 1961.

Best preserved ornaments; unique with 64 carnelian inlays

	
	“It could be that the main parts of the swords were hand-forged and so have varied proportions, but that the sophisticated ornaments, which are of lower carbon content, were formed by swaging“

	
	Metropolitan sword. “Disregarding rivets, it seems probable that our sword was made in nine, ten, or eleven parts”. “Etching with 5% nital gave us a spheroidized carbide in ferrite structure”. “It could be that the main parts of the swords were hand-forged and so have varied proportions, but that the sophisticated ornaments, which are of lower carbon content, were formed by swaging”

Bad X-ray, plenty of slag inclusions
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	1 How old?
	No info

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	(Bad) X-ray, some metallography, 9 – 11 parts

	3 Microscopic structure?
	Some metallography. Assumes “carburization”

	4 Making of figures?  
	“It could be that the main parts of the swords were hand-forged and so have varied proportions, but that the sophisticated ornaments, which are of lower carbon content, were formed by swaging.”

	5 Stylistic connections?
	No info


	1966
	K. R. Maxwell-Hyslop and H. W. M. Hodges: Three Iron Swords from Luristan

	
	Iraq, Vol. 28, No. 2 (Autumn, 1966), pp. 164-176

	
	Evidence for “Bronze leaving”? 

	
	“It is, therefore, quite possible that all the iron swords discussed here could have been made within the eleventh century B.C.“

Discusses in detail possible relations with 11th century empires.

	
	Good X-ray and cut picture. Spheroidal cementite, large slag inclusions, good microstructure pictures.

It is precisely the incompetence of the smiths that is so interesting: they had so obviously not fully realized the potentialities of the metal they were working. In fact, when one looks critically at the methods of manufacture employed-the use of flanges to hold insets, the punch technique of decoration, and the final planishing -one is reminded as much, if not more, of the bronze smith than the blacksmith.”

	
	Analyzes 3 swords; one of them with figures. The picture below contains only sword No. 1 and 2

	
	[image: image8.png]2. Tron Sword. Brussels Cinquantenaire Muscum.

3-4.Tron Swords. Copenhagen, National Museum.

5. Iron Sword. Private collection. Sword No. 1 (see p. 164).

6. Iron Sword (No. 2, see p. 165). Institute of Archacology.






	
	6 (=No 2) is the “famous” one
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	1 How old?
	Blade and grip of 3 are single piece of metal

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	11 th centuy BC quite possibly

	3 Microscopic structure?
	Forged from single bar of metal, No heat welding in evidence. “incompetent black smiths!”

	4 Making of figures?  
	Extensive metallography as in “Bird” next page, Welding line visible belpw?
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	5 Stylistic connections?
	Not much mentioning

	
	No obvious ancestry or progeny. But the “lions” are not uncommon, refers to this picture.

[image: image13.png]Bronze poll of iron ¢ halberd ’.
Brussels Cinquantenaire Museum.







	1968
	Vera Bird and Henry Hodges: A METALLURGICAL EXAMINATION OF TWO EARLY IRON SWORDS FROM LURISTAN

	
	Studies in Conservation, 13 (1968), 215-223 215

	
	Key Publication, gives details to the 1966 Hyslop publication

	
	Contains good X-ray and complete sectioning of handle-

Good microstructure pictures

	
	“Two iron swords from Luristan were examined by x-ray s and using metallographic sections. The first sword was shown to have a hilt made of five pieces of

metal joined by four rivets, while the pommel was secured by a dowel on the end of the tang. Hilt and blade were sectioned for metallographic study. This

showed that while the core of each part was pearlite, decarburization had taken place at the surfaces to give ferritic structures.. The second sword was shown

to have been made of seven pieces. The pommel was secured as in the first sword, but all other pieces were joined by fitting into prepared slots, the edges of

which were burred. A section was cut from the hilt at a point where a decorative band had been applied. This showed large-grained ferrite at the surface.”

Contain the good X-ray and cut pictures in Hyperscript. Discusses earlier studies, wrought iron vs. steel. Sword 1 varies from hypereutectoid to wrought iron
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	Discusses wrought iron vs. steel, “case hardening” etc.

Presents a number of structure pictures

	
	[image: image16.png]In both the blade and the sections of the hilt (Fig. 10) of sword no. 1, extensive decarbur-
ization has taken place. This is clearly seen in the cross-section of the blade (Fig. 11). The
centre has a structure of coarse lamellar pearlite in a ferritic («-Fe) matrix, the highest

FiG. 8 Sword no. 1, section from centre of tang. Etched in boiling sodium picrate. Note pearlite
grains with partially spheroidized cementite at boundaries. Magnification c. 115
FiG. 9 As fig. 8, but etched in nital.

Fio. 12

FiG. 10 Sword no. 1, section from edge of tang. Etched in nital. Note wrought iron structure due
to total decarburization. Magnification c. 45 .

FiG. 12 Sword no. 1, section of actual cutting edge. Etched in nital. Note almost pure ferrite
structure. Magnification ¢. 90 .



 “All the evidence taken together would suggest that he early craftsmen who made these weapons w ere still far from arriving at any real appreciation of the nature of the raw materials they were using, and the fact that steel was present amongst their products does not mean either that it was formed deliberately or that, having made it, they knew h4ow to use it to advantage

	1 How old?
	“Currently dated between the 12th and 7th century BC”

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	Some discussion to the making

	3 Microscopic structure?
	Detailed metallography, discusses (often high) carbon content

	4 Making of figures?  
	No info

	5 Stylistic connections?
	No info


	1971
	C. S. Smith: The Techniques of the Luristan Smith

	
	Science and Archaeology (Ed. Rober H. Brill), Cambridge, Massachusetss, 1971

	
	Substantial metallographic analysis but only 1 “real” Luri among 8 specimen. Uses electrolytic cleaning
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	Found strongly varying C concentration.

High T working (bloom compacting?) followed by lower T deformation (forging?)

Cut Luri in many parts

Swords are astonishing, Hyslop is wrong
Randomly varying carbon, Discusses spheroidization

	1 How old?
	8 century BC

	2 Macroscopic structure?
	Welding / faggoting possibly at bloom level, but not later

	3 Microscopic structure?
	“Smiths had not learned to hammer weld”. Hammeing with the help of swages

	4 Making of figures?  
	Heads “finished by both chiseling and chasing”, “some use of abrasives”

	5 Stylistic connections?
	No info


	1971
	P. R. S. MOOREY: CATALOGUE OF THE ANCIENT PERSIAN

BRONZES IN THE ASHMOLEAN MUSEUM

	
	The book is not available: the link leads to relevant parts of it

	
	The bearded male heads, wearing a flat cap, are not a motif found on the distinctive

cast-bronzework of Luristan.  The lions' heads emerging from the back of the human heads is a very unusual feature. It is these beasts, which indicate that swords of this type were probably not manufactured before the later ninth or early eighth century H.C. The parts worked over became carburized during the frequent heating process and took on the pattern of mild steel. Each sword was made of a number of separate pieces; as many as eleven in some cases. Hodges has provided an excellent diagram of the way in which these weapons were assembled from the various components (Iraq, XXVIII, 1966, pp. 175-6, fig. 2). The ornaments were attached to the main body of the sword by a combination of locking and crimping, not by heat welding. Manufacture by swaging is the most reasonable explanation for the close similarity between the ornamental fittings on these swords. This technique of hammering heated metal into a mould, used to shape wrought-iron objects before the process of smelting was developed, was of some antiquity (Przeworski, Die Metallindustrie Anatoliens in der Zeit von ISOO-JOO, p. 160).

	
	“Methods of manufacture had been refined by the time the large series with deeorated pommels and guards were put into production, but they still mark a very early stage in the development of iron teehnology”

	1
	How old?
	Later ninth or early eighth century

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	No 

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	

	4
	Making of figures?  
	Manufacture by swaging

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	Rather not, but a few vague hints


	1973
	E. Schumacher: Eisenschwerter mit Maskenzier aus Luristan

Kleemann Festschrift II Teil (= Bonner Hefte zur Vorgeschichte, n. 4), Bonn, 1973, p-97 ff

	
	A Kind of review

	
	Describes about 30 swords, drawings for 11. Includes “Dubai” kind of sword, too and includes those in discussion
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”Dubai” kind 

	1
	How old? Discusses various dating ways,  supposes 800 – 700 BC

	2
	Macroscopic structure? Discusses and compares many swords. No systematics for single bade – blade inserted grip variants.

	3
	Microscopic structure? Clean carbon steel or wrought iron

	4
	Making of figures?  Believes in “Gesenkschmieden” (swaging)

	5
	Stylistic connections? Discusses some but no pictures and not very clear.


	1987
	Claude Forrieres, Étude par microscopie électronique de structures de trempe d'une lame d'épée du Luristan, 

Étude par microscopie électronique de structures de trempe d'une lame d'épée du Luristan

	
	ArchéoSciences, revue d'Archéométrie Année 1987 11 pp. 17-29

	
	Unfortunately written in a language I can’t quite relate to.

	
	Finds 0.8 % carbon. Assumes cycling between > 1000 and < 700 oC (??)

	
	Several good TEM micrographs Gives TTT diagram but not clear what for

	
	Smith was quite skilled

	1
	How old?
	?

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	?

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	Yes

	4
	Making of figures?  
	?

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	?


	1988
	O. Muscarella: "Bronze and Iron", New York 1988 (pp 184 . 189)

	
	Detailed analysis of the literature and what Muscarella believd himself. No new data

	
	Discusses the “famous” Met sword with the carnelian inlays in his usual authoritative and very detailed style. Quotes everybody and citizens incorrect colleagues. The quote belows speak for themselves

	[image: image20.png]Technologically, swords of this class represent a re-
markable accomplishment of the ancient craftsman for
they are one of the most complex weapon types known
from antiquity; as such, they have been of interest both
to archaeologists and to historians of ancient technol-
ogy. On macroscopic examination alone one has the
impression that they were made in one piece, the in-
tent, no doubt, of the craftsmen. However, both X-ray




	[image: image21.png]The problem concerning the specific composition of
the metal has caused much debate, some of it contradic-
tory. For although it is proper to refer to the material as
wrought iron (i.e., not cast), it has been demonstrated
that at least in some cases carbon exists, indicating to
some scholars that the weapons are technically steel. Bird
and Hodges (1968, 215ff.) and France-Lanord (1969,
86ft., 90, 105), however, have vigorously rejected these
conclusions, maintaining that the presence of carbon is
accidental, that it was not consciously added; to them
the swords are not steel but forged iron (see also Pigott
1980, 448, and No. 302 above).
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[image: image23.png]The fact that the swords are manufactured of iron—
and are relatively common—indicates that they were
produced sometime in the first millennium B.c. On the
basis of the evidence given above, in particular the chron-
ological evidence of the excavated iron swords, we may
safely conclude that the multi-piece swords were manu-
factured sometime between the late ninth and the sev-
enth centuries B.C., a date that conforms in general with
those suggested by Spence and Needler (1955, 19),
Potratz (1955a, 187f.), Damien (1962, 27), Pleiner (1969a,
34), Moorey (1971a, 318), Amiet (1976, 34), and Evrard-
Derriks (1977—78, 40). A more precise date within this
period may tentatively be obtained by focusing on the
War Kabud and Chamzhi iron swords mentioned above,
which may range from about 750 to 650 B.C. (as Pleiner
1969b, 47). I suggest that the multi-piece swords may
also be assigned within this period, about 750-650 B.C.
Furthermore, as has been noted by Maxwell-Hyslop and
Hodges (1966, 173) and Moorey (1971a, 318), the ho-
mogeneity of all the swords of this class suggests that
they must have been made within a relatively short pe-
riod of time and by a limited number of craftsmen.*
Therefore, the suggested range of about 750-650 B.C.
merely establishes chronological perimeters.
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	1 How old?
750 – 650 BC

2 Macroscopic structure?
Many parts, good discussion

3 Microscopic structure?
No own results, Discusses wrought iron vs. steel.

4 Making of figures?  
Stay vague but inclines to swaging

5 Stylistic connections?
Give many possible connections but without figure,




	1991
	J. E. Rehder, The Decorated Iron Swords From Luristan: There Material And Manufacture; Journal of Persian Studies, Iran, Vol. 29 (1991) pp. 13 - 19

	
	Discusses “Toronto” sword and others, including the radiocarbon dating of the Toronto and MIT sword. Arrives at 1100 BC as best age estimation.

No pictrues

	
	Reviews the available information; mentions spheroid zed cementite

	
	Points out erroneous or misguided stuff in older publications.

Marvels at workmanship but swords are not good as weapons.

	
	Discuses smelting techniques and iron / carbon systematic. Mentions cast iron production as possible but useless.

	
	[image: image25.png]By particular heat treatments the distribution of
cemenite in ferrite can be changed and the hardness
altered accordingly. The sofest and most ductile struc-
ture possible for a given carbon content s when the
cementite is distributed as tiny spheroids, a condition
that can be created only be extended holding in a
narrow temperature range just belaw a red heat, or by
very slow cooling from a bright red heat. The former

n forge
was probably the way the
spheroidised cementite in the Luristan swords was
made. It happens that the temperature to which much
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	Puts things in perspective: Couldn’t agree more. Remarks on varying carbon content and annealing. No quench hardening although it ould hav ebeen possibel 

	1
	How old?
	1100 BC

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	Discussed for several swords

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	Discussed in some detail

	4
	Making of figures?  
	Not discussed

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	Not discussed


	1991
	P.R.S. Moorey> The Decorated Ironwork of the Early Iron Age Attributed to Luristan in Western Iran

	
	In depth discussion of early iron dating problem relations in style.

Many new points but no break.through

	
	

	1
	How old?
	Lengthy discussion, valuable. Falls for C14 dating for Luri type 1 swords-.

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	Little

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	No

	4
	Making of figures?  
	Little

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	Yes, interesting bit mot convincing


	2003
	Bruno Overlaet, The Early Iron Age in the Pusht-i Kuh; luristan; Acta Iranica, Vol. XXVI,  2003; selected parts of the huge volume

	
	

	
	The ultimate about Luristan general, part of the big “Irancia” book. Detailed reports about proper excavations.

	
	In particular important for the general time lines.

	
	Chapter about metal objects

.
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	1
	How old?
	Indiorcet 800 BC – 700 BC

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	Article is not about mask swords

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	

	4
	Making of figures?  
	

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	


	2003
	FRANCE-LANORD, A.:

1969 La Fer en Iran au premier millenaire avant Jesus Christ.

Revue d'histoire des mines and metallurgie I, 75-126.

	
	

	
	Should be very interesting but can’t get copy. In Rehder 1991 we read :
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	1
	How old?
	

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	

	4
	Making of figures?  
	

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	


	2005
	Bruno Overlaet, The Chronology of the Iron Age in the Pusht-i Kuh Luristan, Irancoa Antiqua, Vol XL (2005), pp. 1 - 33

	
	

	
	The title says it all. The fig. Below is the key for dates.
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	1
	How old?
	800/750 – 650 BC indirectly

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	The article is not about mask swords

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	

	4
	Making of figures?  
	

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	


	1991
	Khorasani, Manouchehr, Bronze and iron weapons from Luristan

	
	Nice Review, not yet fully evaluated

	
	

	1
	How old?
	

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	

	4
	Making of figures?  
	

	5
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	2015
	A. Hasanpur et al.; The Baba Jilan Graveyard Near Nurabad, Pisht-i Kuh,Luristan – A Prelimiary Report, Irancia Antiqua, Vol. L  (2015), pp 171 -212

	
	

	
	Reports the only mask sword found by archaeologists, albeit not by digging. It came up by sifting through the remains of a looted graveyard.

	
	C14 dating was used but gave no clear result for the sword.

Note that the sword has a kind of chap from the sheath still attached to its tip

	
	[image: image33.png]Fig. 2. Unprovenanced Luristan iron mask pommel swords. Left: type example
(after Rehder 1991, PL. TII); centre: construction scheme (after France-Lanord 1969,
fig. 13); right & bottom: sword with the iron scabbard tip corroded on
(Royal Museums of Art and History, Brussels, inv. IR.147).





	
	The drawing of the construction is taken from the literature given and does not necessarily reflect the makings of this particular sword.

	
	[image: image34.png]Although it is clear that the Luristan iron mask pommel swords belong
to the formative stage of the ironworking technology in Luristan, it remains
difficult to date them precisely. Based on technological arguments, Moorey
and Rehder suggested an 11™ century date (Moorey 1991; Rehder 1991)
while Muscarella places them ca. 750-650 BC on stylistic grounds
(Muscarella 1989: 354-355). Referring to the iron introduction in Pusht-i
Kuh graveyards and in view of the uniformity of the group, Overlaet sug-
gested they might belong to a limited period within the 10th. to early
8th. century B.C. time range (Overlaet 2004: 336, 692, cat. nr. 328; 2013:
388-389). The Baba Jilan sword grip is the first Luristan iron mask pom-
mel sword with an ascertained provenance. Although it was a surface find,
since none of the other Baba Jilan finds refer to Iron Age I or early II, a
late Tron Age II or 9™ century date as datum post quem for this type of
sword seems likely.





	1
	How old?
	“post quem” = earliest time = 9th century = 800 BC – 900 BC

	2
	Macroscopic structure?
	See picture; but not ceretain

	3
	Microscopic structure?
	no

	4
	Making of figures?  
	no

	5
	Stylistic connections?
	no
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