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The Iron Age in Gullan - Proposal for a Chronology
E. Haerinck

Stote University, Gent

The province of Guilan, which is situated at the south-western corner of the
Caspian Sea, has been explored by several Iranian and Japanese
archaeological expeditions in the last twenty-five years. 5ince the fifties,
numerous bronze objects and pottery vessels from Guilan have been reaching
several museums and private collections throughout the world, being usually
labelIed "Amlash". And even though several sites have been explored in a
scientific manner, the chronology has not received much scholarly attention.

When it comes to studying the material culture of Guilan, several problems
arise. One of the major ones is the lack of publications,1 particularly on
important sites sucy as Marlik Tepe2 and Kaluraz. Nevertheless, the
preliminary reports on Marlik Tepe have already made available some
information of consequence, and it has been announced that the final
publication will be completed fairly soon. On the other hand, the Japanese
expeditions in the Dailaman and Halimehjan districts (sites of Ghalekuti and
Lameh Zamin) have done exemplary work in providing final reports quickly.

The aim of the present study is to establish a chronology for the Iran Age in
Guilan by using the results obtained by the Japanese explorations, and to try
to place Marlik, Kaluraz, Tomadjan, and other sites from Guilan and West
Mazanderan within this framework.

The chronology proposed is truly needed, as for too long now many different
dates have been proposed for single objects. Moreover, the establishment of
a chronology could be used to cJassify bronzes and other objects which have
reached museums and collections throughout the world, often, unfortunately,
as the result of unmitigated plundering carried out in order to satisfy human
greed for possession. Clandestine digging in Iran has been a serious problem
for a long time. Numerous objects remain enigmatic and undated, and cannot
be used for establishing the archaeological setting and historical
developments of a region (Muscarella 1977, 1979; Dyson 1985).

In spite of all these obstacles, we believe that a secure chronology for Guilan
can be established from the evidence now available. Abrief study such as
the present one cannot of course be considered complete, as too many
aspects have had to be, if not neglected, certainly passed over, for an
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exhaustive analysis would require an extended period of time, amounting to
several years. To be sure, a more elaborate examination might bring forward
valuable additional information. Be that as it may, we hope that this short
article will contribute to our knowledge, and hence a better understanding, of
Iranian protohistory.

In order to establish the chronology of Iron Age Guilan, we have classified the
tombs from Ghalekuti and Lameh Zamin according to the absence or presence
of certain pottery shapesand bronze objects. A clear picture has emerged as
a result, and has enabled us to identify without difficulty three distinct
chronological phases in the Iron Age. These phases, incidentaIly, correspond
to the classical division established by R H Dyson in the sixties and accepted
for many years now; to wit, Iron Age I, II, and III (Dyson 1965: 211).
Furthermore, we shall follow T C Young (1985: 362, n. 1), and only use these
as purely chronological references, rather than cultural ones, so that they can
be extended to greater areas of Iran. Young's terminology is much more
limited (Early Western Gray Ware; Late Western Gray Ware, and Later
Western Buff Ware); these are applicable to western Iran only (but in fact
also for Guilan), and have... by definition, too great a cultural significance.
However, certain scholars'> have started using the term "Late Bronze Age"
again, which should be equated to Dyson's Iron Age I. This may lead to
confusion, yet it certainly facilitates reading the publications of Soviet
scholars on the Transcaucasus and Caucasus material! We do not wish to get
involved here with a discussion on the usage of specific terms, as this aspect
of the problem is a matter of convention, and not of chronological
differences; both terms do, after all, cover one and the same period. We
nevertheless feel that .the unsuspecting reader should be warned about this
problem, so that any potential misunderstandings may be avoided, for the
danger is limited when we know what each author means with a specific
label.

Yet all the problems are not solved when we adopt the terms Iron Age I, II,
and III for our purposes. We have three rather nicely distinguishable
chronological phases, but the transition from one period to the other has not
been established very clearly yet, nor can it in eIl likelihood really be so. It
is clear that changes did occur, but we have as of yet no material at hand to
help us find out why, how, and when these changes took place. Indeed, we do
not even know if these changes were gradual or abrupt. Thus, Iron Age I may
have lasted longer in one region than in another; this would in turn make Iron
Age II a very short period, if not almost non-existent or impossible to
distinguish from the previous period.

It has become evident during a study of the Guilan material that the available
publications, although providing a great deal of material from Iron Age I,
have provided practically nothing from Iron Age II; and even if they have
brought forth some material from Iron Age III, the volume is clearly less than
from Iron Age I.

We have already mentioned how the extensive plundering of ancient sites in
the Guilan region has caused serious - if not irreparable - loss in valuable
artifacts, and by consequence, documentation, leaving us with a vast amount
of material which remains unclassified and undated. This material is of much
greater quantity than material found at scientifically excavated sites. It
unfortunately remains unpublished, and runs the risk of never being published.
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The available reliable material is therefore quite limited. Vet even the
published material may lead to confusion and a wrong interpretation of the
facts. The latter possibility is particularly applicable to sites for which only
preliminary reports or short notes have been published.

By way of example, we have come to the conclusion that Tomb 14 at
Tomadjan (Samadi 1959: 192-3, figs. 24, 27-8; 1969: 56-7, figs. 47, 53-4) was
built during Iron Age I, and was used again during the 6th/5th century BC.
This can be proven, as we shall show presently, by evidence available from
the site at Ghalekuti. Now, even though Samadi had clearly stated that the
grave contained two skeletons, I Medvedskaya (1982: 75, type VI) appears to
have considered the tomb as one unit. This led her to the wrong dating of a
particular type of sword, and consequently of the other objects under
consideration. In so doing, she followed Pogrebova (1977: 158-60), who dated
wrongly, in our opinion - the whole grave yard of Ghalekuti in the 9th-8th
century BC, instead of attributing it to Iron Age I, and thus dating it much
earlier.

In considering the Guilan material, therefore, we should certainly keep in
mind that many Iron Age I tombs were used again at a later period, and
consequently every tomb has to be examined carefully in order to distinguish
between the original burial and later inhumations.

This re-use of tombs is attested very clearly at Ghalekuti, but was not
recognized as such by the excavators (eg Ghalekuti tombs AV, CI - Egami,
Fukai and Masuda 1965: ll-13). This holds for other sites as weIl, where the
majority of the tombs were used at different periods. It becomes obvious,
therefore, that we should beware of hastily formulated interpretations of
finds in the burials.

In this respect, we would like to cite the recently published article by
o W Muscarella (1984: 416) on a fibula found in Tomb 36 at Marlik. This
fibula is of a type introduced in the Near East only from the 8th century BC
onwards. Muscarella raised the problem of dating the Marlik tombs on the
basis of his analysis, being aware at the same time that only the full
publication of all the tombs and their contents can resolve the chronological
arrangement of the Marlik objects. He did not, however, bring up the
possibility of an Iron Age I burial being used again in Iron Age UI/IV 
something which, as we have seen, should certainly not be excluded.

As we shall show presently, we think we shall be able to dispose of the
principal doubts concerning the dating of the Marlik objects, and prove that
the vast majority of them belong to Iron Age I. We are convinced, therefore,
that Tomb 36 at Marlik Tepe was used again at a later period, as proof of this
p~enomenon abounds in other burials in the Guilan region.

In trying to place the Guilan Iron Age material in a more general Iranian
context, we are forced to consider the isolated location of this province.
Indeed, this area is unique in certain ways, and enjoys an environment which
differentiates it from the rest of the country. To wit, the Elburz constitutes
a barrier which denies easy access to and contact with other regions,
although these undoubtedly existed. This isolation makes describing the
chronological and typological evolution of the objects excavated in Guilan
difficult indeed. Moreover, attention should also be drawn to the fact that

Helmut Föll
Unterstreichen

Helmut Föll
Unterstreichen



66

settlement sites are to be found very rarely. Tepes or teils, such as are
widely known throughout the whole Near East, are non-existent in Guilan as
weil as in Talysh (Kroll 1984: 126-7). All material comes from graveyards
and not from settlements. Stratigraphy is lacking, therefore, and only the
evidence from the tombs - however limited - can provide material for study.
Some constructions of houses were found at Kaluraz (Hakemi 1968: 64), but
having been made of wood, as they are still being built today, they are very
difficult to detect. Up to the present, no superimposed structures which
could be used for establishing a stratigraphy have been found. This leads us
to the conclusion that the tombs can only provide data, and that only a
careful analysis and study can lead to an idea of the evolution which took
place in the material culture of Guilan. We should also draw attention to the
fact that until now, no prehistoric or Bronze Age remains have been found in
Guilan province.

The same phenomenon is to be observed in the Ardabil and Talysh areas (Kroll
1984: 126-7), although some tombs there may belong to the first half of the
2nd millennium. This observation gives rise to a number of questions. S Kroll
(1984) has suggested recently that these regions were occupied for a long
time by nomads. This is an attractive suggestion, but one that entails the
assumption that either these people left no trace - something rather difficult
to believe - or that archaeological remains do eXist, but have not yet been
found, despite the search that has taken piace.

On the other hand, it could also imply that Guilan in particular was only
occupied from a certain period, and that it remained unsettled in previous
periods. The evidence currently available points to an occupation from the
2nd millennium on, and more specifically, from the 2nd half of the second
millennium on. It should be borne in mine that the 2nd millennium was an era
when many populations were on the move. Thus, the possibility that East
Azerbaidjan and Guilan were occupied only from that period on cannot be
excluded.

We are not in a position yet to provide an answer as to where these people
came from, whether from the North or the East. We can only observe that
the bronzes of Iran Age I in Guilan are related more closely to the
Transcaucasian material than to material known from the Iranian plateau.

Pottery, on the other hand, presents several links with sites (eg Gheytariah
and Khurvin) south of the Elbourz. At the same time, good paralleis are to be
found in the pottery of the Parkhai and Sumbar cemeteries in the SSR of
Turkmenistan (Khlopin 1983: 10-15, figs. 3-4). It is also of interest to observe
that on both sides of the Caspian Sea, the dead were sometimes accompanied
by tortoise shell.4 Perhaps related populations settled on different sides of
the Caspian, or the sea presented no obstacle. People may have crossed it
(ca. 250 to 400 km wide) in one direction or the other; shuttle networks along
the coast are also possible. 5

A perusal of publications available at present leads inevitably to the
astonishing observation that the Guilan material is nearly completely
neglected in theories on population migrations in the 2nd millennium BC; yet
this may weil be due to the lack of any available chronological framework.
Our major aim, therefore, will be to present, first and foremost, a chronology
for this region, so that further investigations can be carried out at a later
stage.

I
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As we have already pointed out, we have divided the Guilan material into
three distinct groups which correspond to Iron Age I, 11, and 11. Furthermore,
in adopting a rather generally accepted chronology, we have dated Iron Age I
in the 15th/14th-11th centuries BC; Iron Age 11 in the 10th/9th century BC,
and Iron Age III in the 8th-6th century BC. For each of these periods we
present here the typical grave-goods, based on the evidence provided by the
Japanese excavations in the Dailaman- and Halimehjan-areas.

Phase I = Iron Age I (15th/14th-11th century BC)

The major sites for this period are Ghalekuti, Lameh Zamin, Lasulkan, Marlik
Tepe, Kaluraz, Tomadjan and Ghiasabad. All the material which we know
comes from graves.

a) Burials

At Ghalekuti, Lameh Zamin and Lasulkan, almost aU graves were intended
for individual inhumation.6 The majority of the tombs were stone cists
covered by stone slabs. Some tombs were built with flat slabs, others with
unworked boulders and smaller stones. This is also the case at Marlik,
Kaluraz, Tomadjan and Ghiasabad. Some tombs were simple pit burials, their
location being indicated by some stones or a pile of stones on top, as was the
common practice at the poor site of Lameh Zamin. The presence of irregular
stone circles can also be attested at Lasulkan.

b) Pottery

Pottery has always been a major tool in the work of archaeologists. This is
certainJy the case in Guilan as weIl. Several types from GhaJekuti are also
present, for exampJe at Tomadjan or Marlik Tepe, enabling us to place these
tombs in the same chronoJogicaJ horizon.

AB pottery is unpainted, but most of it is polished. The Japanese excavators
distinguished reddish brown, dark brown and black pottery. To these types
should be added very thin-walled vessels of a light grayish, butt, or brownish
coJor (see, eg, fig. 59: 9-10, 14-15; fig. 63: 4). Some of the vessels have a
mottJed or veined surface. Same pattern burnishing (fig. 59: 8) aceurs on
occasion, but is, on the whoJe, quite rare.

As major characteristic types we would like to point out the plates with a
large flaring rim, having a rib on the inside of the interior waU (fig. 58: 1).
This pattern occurs, for instance, at Ghalekuti, but also at Marlik Tepe
(Negahban 1964: fig. 19B) and at Ghiasabad (Moghadam 1972: 134, fig. 1, Jeft
corner of tomb). We mayaiso consider as typicaJ bowls with a carinated
profile and an inward turning rim with or without one or two small handles
(fig. 58: 2-4); bowls with approximateJy the same profile but on a pedestaJ
base (fig. 58: 6); bowls with a concave profile and a high pedestal base (fig.
58: 8), aJso present at Tomadjan (Samadi 1959: 187, fig. 23; 1969: 99, fig. 50);
bowls with an open spout (fig. 58: 13-14), which were also found at Marlik
Tepe (Negahban 1964: fig. 21; 1968: 61, fig. 8) and Tomadjan (Samadi 1969:
97, fig. 48); as weIl as cups with a loop handle (fig. 58: 11; see aJso fig. 59: 3
and Van den Boorn 1983: 78, fig. 103), or beakers with a concave profile, and
a smalllug or nipple (fig. 58: 9).7 Furthermore, there are bag-shaped vessels
with a wide, verticaJ collar (fig. 59: 1), jars with a wide rim and incisions
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which were once probably filled with a white paste (fig. 59: 2), and pitchers
with a loop handle (fig. 59: 3; cf. also fig. 58: 11); there are also several
round-bellied jugs (fig. 59: 4-10) as at Marlik (Negahban 1964: fig. 23; 1968:
61, fig. 9; see also Crouwel 1966: figs. 15, 20; Van den Boorn 1983: figs 82,
85, 91), as weil as vessels without handles but with a bridged, tubular,
vertical upright spout (fig. 59: 12-13), 8 or elegant jugs with a long, half-open
beaked spout and with a small lug or handle (fig. 59: 14-15) (Van den Boorn
1983: 60, figs. 59, 69).

Especially characteristic of Iron Age I seem to be the thin-walled vessels
(fig. 59: 9-10, 14-15). This kind of pottery is found not only in the Dailaman
district, but is equally very typical for Marlik (eg fig. 63: 2-4) (Negahban
1964: figs. 23-5; 1968, 61: no. 9, 76: no. 91).

We would at this point also like to observe that the Guilan Iron Age I pottery
can probably be identified by the incised dots (fig. 59: 7 and 9), found mostly
around the junction of the neck and the shoulder. This feature is also present
on the pottery from Marlik (fig. 63: 3-5, 13).

As we shall see presently, evidence comes not only from the pottery, but also
from bronzes, enabling us to attribute the majority of the tombs at Marlik 
and even some at Kaluraz - to the same period.

c) Bronzes

We shall first of all concentrate on the bronzes found in Dailaman during the
Japanese expedition (figs. 60-62). Different types of weapons were present in
many tombs, although several graves contained no bron%es at all. As far as
can be ascertained, weapons are present in graves for men, and not in cases
of burials of women. Spearheads were usually found at the heads of the dead
and daggers at their middle section.

First of all, there are several tanged arrowheads (fig. 60: 1-5), among which
the ones with Iong barbs are typical (fig. 60: 3-5). They are also to be found
at Marlik Tepe (fig. 64: 1-2) (Negahban 1964: fig. 49, Ieft; Calmeyer 1982: pI.
39: 49, left; our fig. 63: 1-2), as weil as at Talysh (Schaeffer 1948: figs. 217:
10, 227: 16, 273; see also Medvedskaya 1982: fig. 14). Several other types
which mayaiso belong to Iron Age I were discovered at Marlik Tepe (fig. 64:
3-7).

Spearheads with large blades, midribs, and a bent button base (fig. 60: 6-8),
appear to be especially characteristic of our first phase. They can be found
at Ghalekuti, and also at Tomadjan (Samadi 1969: 98, fig. 49) and at Marlik
Tepe (fig. 64: 8-11) (Negahban 1964: figs. 44, right, 45; 1981: pi. 61, fig. 12,
tomb 47; Calmeyer 1982: pis. 41: 44, 45: 45 = our fig. 64: 8-11). A slightly
more elaborate type (fig. 60: 8), which P R S Moorey described as "rat-tanged
spearheads" (1971: 88, fig. 18, no. 84) were discovered not only at Ghalekuti,
but also at Ghiasabad (Moghadam 1972: 134, fig. 1, right corner of tomb, 136,
fig. 3), Kaluraz (Hakemi 1972: 6, pi. 3, 2nd trom left), and Marlik Tepe (fig.
64: ll) (Negahban 1964: figs. 44, 46; Calmeyer 1982: pI. 38, no. 44).

Another spear type has a hollow socket and a Ieaf-shaped blade (fig. 60: 9
10). This type is to be found also at Kaluraz (Hakemi 1972: 6, pI. 3),9
Tomadjan (Samadi 1969: 105, fig. 60), and Marlik Tepe (fig. 64: 12-13)

I
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(Negahban 1964: fig. 46; Calmeyer 1982: pI. 44 = our fig. 64: 12-13). Some
other spearheads(?) of simpler form have a tang and a mid-rib (fig. 61: 1-3).

There is an important variation in the types of daggers. Some are quite
simp-le, with mid-ribs and a tang, with one, two or three holes (fig. 61: 4
11).10 A very characteristic type seems to be the dagger with barbs (fig. 61:
12), examples of which are to be found in several graves at Ghalekuti, as weIl
as in a grave at Tomadjan (Samadi 1959: 191, fig. 27; 1969: 98, fig. 49; see
also our fig. 72: 4), and at Chir-Chir (Schaeffer 1948: fig. 224 - on the road
from Ardabil to Astara). However, this dagger type seems to be absent from
- or at least not illustrated in - the richer burials of Marlik Tepe and Kaluraz.
This particular type appears to have been used by a specific group of lower
c1ass soliders. It could also be indicative perhaps of some chronological
difference, of a short-lived type, but this is unlikely.

Medvedskaya (1982: 75, type 6) has dated this type in the 9th century BC,
which, on the internal evidence from Ghalekuti, seems quite impossible to uso
As we have already pointed out, Medvedskaya relied on Pogrebova's dating of
this site, failing at the same time to take into account Samadi's short
description of Tomb 14 at Tomadjan11 where two inhumations took place.
We have dated this as the oldest burial-containing five daggers and a
spearhead - in Iron Age I (fig. 72: 1-6). We assume that a second body was
placed in the grave during Iron Age III, but most likely this happened during
the Iron Age IV/Achaemenian period (fig. 72: 13-21). Finally, we should
mention the daggers with a crescent-shaped pommel and a simple or flanged
grip. A dagger with a rim-flanged grip, cast in one piece with rounded
shoulders and a mid-rib (fig. 61: 13), has been found at Ghalekuti. The hilt is
flanged, widening slightly at the top, with acrescent located between the
blade and the grip of the hilt. Closely similar pieces have been found at
Kaluraz (Hakemi 1972: 6, pi. 2, 2nd from left) and Kalar Dasht (Samadi 1959:
179, fig. 11; 1969: 80, fig. 27). A gold dagger of this type has a flanged hilt
with three ridges and acrescent at the top of the blade with a mid-rib. We
believe that the tomb discovered accidentally at Kalar Dasht, in which
vessels made· of gold comparable to the ones from the Marlik burials were
also found, belongs to Iron Age I. Daggers of the same general shape, but
with square shoulders, come from Kalar Dasht (Samadi 1959: 182, fig. 16;
1969: 88, fig. 35) and Marlik Tepe (Negahban 1964: figs. 47, 50, 123;
Calmeyer 1982: pis. 39-40, 44, 46) and Kaluraz (Hakemi 1972: 6, pI. 2). The
grip is either simple, or with ornamental horizontal grooves; the hilt may be
flanged with three ridges, with the pommel being crescent-shaped. Both
types, ie the one with the crescent and the other with the square shoulders,
are depicted on the Hasanlu golden bowl (Dyson 1964: pI. 10, fig. 1), which is
often thought of as an Iron Age I heirloom found in an Iron. Age 11 context.

As we have seen, most of the dagger types discovered at Marlik Tepe and at
Kaluraz are absent from the Dailaman burials of Ghalekuti, whereas daggers
with barbs which were common on the last site, are lacking at the two other
sites. This observation may in fact constitute additional proof of the
hypothesis that specific dagger types do belong to specific population groups.
Consequently, an inquiry into social stratification should not only be
undertaken for the evidence within a single burial ground, but cl88s
differences should be expected to be evidenced between different grave sites.

What can be stated on the whole, is that Ghalekuti did not produce Brich
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variety of dagg~r types, in sharp contrast to Marlik Tepe and Kaluraz, which
can be considered as much richer sites.

One last type to be mentioned comes from Tomadjan (Samadi 1959: 191-2,
figs. 27d, 28; 1969: 100-1, figs. 51d, 53) (fig. 72: 5). It has a disc pommel and
asiender, plain cylindrical grip, with a second disc below the flat circular
pommel, the blade being decorated with a snake-like motif on both sides of
the mid-rib. This is the only bronze example known from an excavation
(Moorey 1971: 78-9, fig. 16). Abimetallic dagger or sword of the same type
(fig. 68: 17) comes from a tomb at Ghalekuti, which we have attributed to
Iren Age 11. We think that the type began to be produced in Iren Age land
was then made of bronze; it continued to be produced in Iren Age 11, featuring
sometimes a bronze hilt and an iron blade. A closely similar dagger made
entirely of ironcomes from Tomadjan (Samadi 1969: 104-5, figs. 59b, 60,
centre), and may be of Iren Age 11 or III date.

Adze-axes with a cylindrical shaft are not so common in the Iren Age I tombs
of Guilan. They were found at Ghalekuti (fig. 62: 1), at Marlik Tepe (fig. 65:
8; Negahban 1964: fig. 124; Calmeyer 1982: pI. 38, no. 124), at Kaluraz
(Hakemi 1972: 6, top left), and at Ghiasabad (Moghadam 1972: 135, fig. 2).
The type was already known in the late 3rd millennium BC; continued down
into at least the 9th/8th century BC (Haerinck and Overlaet 1985: 397-401,
figs. 4-5). The origin of the spearheads with a bent button base also goes
back to the late 3rd/early 2nd millennium BC (eg Schaeffer 1969: figs. 55, 82,
121, 145; 172-5, 199, 239). Both types appear to be absent from the TalYllh.
Nevertheless, this observation may weIl provide some support to the
hypothesis of an East-West movement of populations during the 2nd
millennium - evidence which is lacking for other sites, certainly for the
Guilan region. Yet when it comes to Guilan, we certainly do not wish to
exclude the possibility of an occupation of the territory by peoples coming in
from the North.

The fOllowi~ items were also found in the Ghalekuti tombs: bronze hooks
(fig. 62: 2),1 twisted kebab skewers (fig. 62: 10), needles, bracelets and rings
(fig. 62: 5-8), and a bronze vessel with concave sides and a flat base (fig. 62:
11).

In the much richer graves at Marlik Tepe, there was also a particular type of
spiked crescentic axe-head (fig. 65: 9), which was probably typical for the
South-West Caspian area during Iron Age I (Negahban 1981: 371, ill. 5). Many
maceheads have been found at Marlik as weIl, most types of which are
unknown in other regions (Negahban 1981: 367-78). Some can be compared to
Kassite or middle Elamite examples.

From Marlik Tepe come also bronze forks (fig. 65: 10), not yet attested in the
Ghalekuti graves, but present in other sites, eg in the Caucasus and at Tepe
Siyalk (Pogrebova 1977: 78, fig. 13).

We should also mention several bronze fi urines of deer and bulls. One
figurine was found at Ghalekuti (fig. 62: 12 , and several come from Marlik
(fig. 66: 1-6; Negahban 1964: pi. 15, figs. 96-8, 100; Calmeyer 1982, pIs. 39
40,42,47). It is interesting to note that none of them has a suspension loop;
they are plain or perforated only through the body. Only one seal has a bull
on top with a suspension loop (fig. 66: 7; Negahban 1979a: 132, figs. 42, 44).
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On the whole, we think that it is perhaps possible to state that the animal 
shaped figurines without suspension loops are characteristic of Iran Age I, as
all later examples da have such a loop. Attention should also be drawn to
same human figurines, which so far come only from Marlik and Kaluraz
(Negahban 1964: fig. 99; 1979b: 170-2, pis. 33-4).

There are also some branze cymbals from Marlik Tepe (fig. 65: 12), as weIl as
a miniature bow (fig. 65: 11), and a heimet (Negahban 1964, figs. 49, 53-4).
Moreover, several stamp seals (fig. 66: 7-11) were also found at the same
site, which seem to be quite uncommon, since they are not well represented
in collections (Negahban 1977: 99-102; 1979a: 128-32, figs. 31-44).

Attention should also be drawn to sheetmetal vessels (Negahban 1983), such
as teapots, for exampie, featuring a long and open beak spout, low neck, and
a flat base (fig. 67: 1-4). These vessels were also imitated in pottery.
Sometimes the spout has a swelling at the base, being decorated with a
curvilinear geometrie design (fig. 67: 4). This last type is also f:resent at
different Iron Age sites in Iran (Moorey 1971: 276-80, nos. 522-4), 2 and was
probably produced over a long period. The chronology of these vessels is not
yet clear, but they seem to have been present from Iron Age Ion, continue to
be well represented in Iran Age 11, and probably go on for some time in Iron
Age III.

There was also a nipple-base situla with a tall, flaring neck (fig. 67: 5) found
at Marlik Tepe. This type seems to have also been praduced from Iron Age I
on, down to the middle of the first millennium BC. Large cauldrons were also
excavated in Marlik Tepe (fig. 67: 6-7; Negahban 1964: figs. 27, 118; 1983:
63-5, figs. 22-7). They resemble the ones found at Bronze Age Trialeti
(Zhorzhikashvili and Gogadze 1974: pIs. 77: 667, 108) as well as later
examples from Tepe Siyalk (Schaeffer 1949, fig. 259). Several vessels from
Marlik depict elaborately chased motifs, mainly of animals, especially deer
(fig. 67: 8-10).

d. Other objects

We should also mention the important discovery of many gold objects at
Ghalekuti, Marlik and Kaluraz. It is quite strange to note that only during
Iran Age I were such golden objects as golden disc-shaped pendants, beads,
bracelets, rings, needles and gold vessels produced.13 Gold finds seem to be
lacking in Iron Age 11 and later burials. From Marlik and Kaluraz come also
seals, useful for dating purposes, as well as glass vessels (Von Saldern 1966;
Negahban 1964: pi. 17, fig. 106; 1977; 1979; 1983: 3-32). Silver was also
present (six silver vessels at Marlik Tepe) (Negahban 1983: 53-62; Hakemi
1968: 65).

Attention should also be paid to the lack of iron in any of the graves at
Ghalekuti, Lasulkan and Lameh Zamin. Only three pieces were discovered at
Marlik Tepe (Tylecote 1972; Piggot 1977: 220-2).

Evidence now available clearly demonstrates that in Western Iran, wrought
iran first appeared within the final stages of Iron Age I (Piggot 1977: 227-32;
1980: 420-2). At the same time, we can conclude that during the 2nd half of
the 2nd millennium BC, the Guilan region underwent aperiod of great wealth
and prosperity. This is demonstrated not only by the rather nicely buHt
tombs which were used again later on, but also by the grave furnishings,
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containing a lot of bronzes, high quality pottery, and in some cases, also
silver and gold objects such as vessels, beads and pendants. Iron is
conspicuous by its absence.

Phase 11 - Iron Age II (10th-9th century BC)

This period is much less well represented than Iron Age I. The reason why
therefore becomes an obvious point of enquiry. lt could be due only to a lack
in the archaeological record up to now; or perhaps because of other reasons.
The period under consideration is, of course, much shorter than Iron Age I; yet
it could also be that it was in reality even much shorter than we now suspect.
The decline could moreover be accountable by a loss of population as people
moved to other areas.

There are only a few tombs which can be considered as belonging to Iron Age
II. Their sites are: Ghalekuti 11, Area C and Lameh Zamin Tombs 101, 103,
105 and 107. Some graves at Marlik Tepe and Kaluraz14 could perhaps also
be attributed to this period, but we have to await their publication.

One of the main reasons for classifying these tombs in Iron Age 11 is the fact
that they contain pottery which is quite different from the previous period,
though some types continue to be produced, eg bowls with an open spout (fig.
68: 2-3), beak spouted vessels (fig. 68: 5), or round-bellied jars (fig. 68: 10).
By contrast, the double-handle jars (fig. 68: 7) appear to be new, as well as
the rather crude and heavy jars and jugs with plastic decoration below the
spout and/or handle, or on the shoulder. Most of these vessels also have a
bulge on the handle (fig. 68: 14-15) (see also Crouwel 1966: pI. 14). Most of
this pottery probably continued to be polished.

Because of the lack of graves attributable to this period, the evidence for
Iron Age 11 metalwork is very limited - too limited in fact to allow any
serious conclusion. Be that as it may, we are forced to work with the
material which is available, pending further fieldwork. In light of this
condition, and as far as we can now ascertain, only the material from
Ghalekuti 11, Tomb 4 can be used. One of the major finds from Ghalekuti is a
dagger with a bronze handle and an iron blade (fig. 68: 17). lt has a disc
pommel and asiender cylindrical grip below which there is another rounded
disco An identical weapon, this one made entirely of bronze, is reported from
Tomadjan, Tomb 14, which contained two skeletons (Samadi 1959: 192-3;
1969: 56-7; see also Medvedskaya 1982: 75 and Pogrebova 1977: 158-60). As
already mentioned, we have dated the original inhumation in Iron Age I, and
the second burial in Iron Age IV. We think that this type of weapon
originated in Iron I, and continued on down into Iron Age 11, and perhaps even
Iron Age III, when it was made entirely of iran (Samadi 1959: 191-2, figs. 27d,
28; 1969: 100-1, 104-5, figs. 51d, 53, 59b, 60; Moorey 1971: 78-9, fig. 16).
The most characteristic feature of the weapon found at Ghalekuti is that it
was made of bronze and iron. Bi-metallic objects seem, in many parts of the
Near East - eg Luristan, north-west Iran, and the Caucasus (Piggot 1980:
451) - to be characteristic of Iron Age H.

The same grave (Ghalekuti 4) contained also a bronze spearhead with a long
and hollow shaft and a narrow blade with a mid-rib (fig. 68: 15). This type
was already present in Iron Age I, and continued to be produced until Iron Age
III and even later, whether in bronze or iron. Bronze horse gear from Marlik
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(Negahban 1964: fig. 134; Calmeyer 1982: pI. 47, no. 134) and Kaluraz
(Hakemi 1972: 14, pI.) may belang to Iran Age 11, or perhaps later.

Phase 111 - Iran Age 111 (8th-6th century BC)

There is more evidence available for Iran Age 111, although in Dailaman this
material comes from a limited number of graves. Objects were found in
Ghalekuti A V, C-I and B-11I - all of which were re-used graves. We are again
led to conclude that the sma11 number of Iran Age 111 graves contrasts
strangely with the large number of Iran Age I graves. In fact, we da not
really have any information about the construction of tombs in this period, as
Iran Age I tombs were widely used again.

The pottery of this period is mostly unburnished and of a nice orange colour,
with incisions on the collar, spouts and handles (fig. 69: 10, 13-14); same have
a particular form of rounded base (fig. 69: 2, 10, 15), as well as elaborate
handles (fig. 69: 1-2, 4; Van den Boorn 1983: figs. 77-9). Ta this period belang
also several vessels from Kaluraz. These are pieces of human shaped pottery,
with several double-circle decoration motifs on different parts of the body
(Hakemi 1968: 80, nos. 104-5).

As to the metal objects, a11 the weapons appear to have been made of iran
(fig. 71): this is also the case in other regions of Western Iran (Pigott 1980:
450-1). Small decorative elements such as bells, rings, headbands or knobs
are present. A new decorative element makes its appearance during this
period, to wit openwork pendants of a single ring of two or more concentric
circles springing from a single vertical rectangular bar (fig. 70: 2; Moorey
1971: 235-6). This type begins to be produced probably in Iran Age 111, and
then continues into Iran Age IV (eg in Tomb 14 at Tomadjan: second burial ca.
6th/5th century BC; fig. 72: 13).

Another novelty are the so-called "mirrors". They are made of sheet metal
and consist of a disc with a square or rectangular projection, generaIly
decorated with repousse dots, forming a geometrical pattern with cut-out
triangles (fig. 70: 9-10; Moorey 1971: 237-8).

Small bronze animals are still being produced with a loop on their back (fig.
70: 12). Of interest also, is the presence at Ghalekuti, in Tomb C-I, of a
bronze belt with geometrical decoration pattern (fig. 70: 16). There are also
small beIls (fig. 70: 3), deco~ative elements (fig. 70: 4-6), same of which may
have been used as. horse gear, buttons (fig. 70: 7-8), discs (fig. 70: 15), beads,
rings and bracelets (fig. 70: 11, 13, 18-20), as weIl as avessei made of sheet
metal (fig. 70: 14).

Conclusion

As concluding remarks, I would like to say that the transition from Iran Age I
to 11 was probably quite slow and that Iran Age 11 must have been rather a
short period. On th", other hand Iran Age 111 shows remarkable changes in the
material culture. At the same time we can observe that Dyson's terminology
for the Iran Age seems to be applicable to Guilan also, as well as the
terminology of Young which is based on changes in pottery (Early Western
Gray Ware: Late Western Gray Ware and Late Western Buff Ware). The
obvious changes occurring in Iran Age 111 could - by adopting the recent ideas
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of Young (1985) - perhaps be attributed to the incoming and settling Iranians
in the 9th/8th century BC.

As to the bronzes, we can conclude that Guilan produced mainly original
shapes, particularly for weapons during Iron Age I. Throughout the entire
Iron Age, decorative elements continued to be produced in bronze, whereas
weapons were originally made of bronze in Iron Age I, continuing in Iron Age
11 also, although the blacksmiths experimented with bronze and iron,
producing bi-metallic objects. For Iran Age III all weapons were made of
iron, while decorative elements were still being made of bronze. The same
phenomenan was for example also observed in Luristan. In this sense, Guilan
follows the traditional pattern observed in a11 regions of Western Iran during
the Iron Age. Anyhow, for Guilan a study of the available material was truly
needed. The present evidence seems to agree perfectiy with the existing
picture.

It is obvious that Guilan was a flourishing bronze-producing centre.
Numerous bronzes were produced which are typical for the region, and which
remained within the borders of the northern Elbourz area. This means that it
was probably not an exporting-centre, which can be explained by the fact
that the region is geographica11y quite isolated from the Iranian plateau.
Only a very few types of vessels, weapons and decorative elements were
shared with other regions. On the whole, we think that not many of the
locally-produced abjects were exported, and that the region probably
received more influences than it communicated.

NOTES

1. For a bibliography of the excavations in Guilan see Vanden Berghe 1979:
15-19; Vanden Berghe and Haerinck 1981: 6; Vanden Berghe and
Haerinck, forthcoming.

2. For Marlik Tepe there already exists a vast amount of literature,
published by its excavator E Negahban. An attempt at partial
reconstruction of the tombs was first made by P CaJmeyer (1982). Also,
o W Muscarella (1984: 415) has been able to isolate the partial contents
of about 31 of the 53 Marlik Tombs, but this has not yet been published.
For our figs. 63-6 we made use of the drawings in Calmeyer's article.

3. For a synthesis of Iron Age land the problems of terminology involved
see Pigott 1977: 211-222; 1980: 417-61; and recentiy Kroll 1984: 15-16,
126-127.

4. Fukai and Ikeda 1971: 29 (Ghalekuti Area E, tomb 6 and tomb A V);
Moghadam 1972: 134, fig. 1; Kohl 1984: 138. See also Moorey 1982: 92.

5. See eg the rock engravings of ships at Kobustan, ca 60 km south of Baku:
Formozov 1963: 101, fig. 4a; Mellaart 1975: 198, fig. 121.

6. Main tombs at Ghalekuti to be dated in the Iron Age I: Egami, Fukai and
Masuda 1965: tombs A I-III, V-VIII; C I bottom, C 11, IV; Tomb A IV
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p'robably also belongs to Iron land is perhaps the earliest tomb in the
cemetery (= identical pottery at Leiden: Van den Boorn 1983: 78, fig.
103); and Lasulkan stone-circle 11 and tomb IV and V a (?); Lasulkan tomb
V b 'ill perhaps also Iran Age I; further there are the tombs Fukai and
Ikeda 1971: D 2, D 3, E 6, E 7, G 8 and G 9 and tomb Area H; at Lameh
Zamin, Fukai and Matsutani 1982: tombs 102, 104, 108, 110; in general on
the tomb-construction see Cinquabre 1978: 335-343.

7. A more or less comparable vessel was also found at Ghalekuti Tomb A
IV; see note 6 and Van den Boorn 1983: 78, fig. 103.

8. Tomadjan: Samadi 1959: 187, fig. 23; 1969: 99, fig. 50; Garmabak:
Samadi 1969: 93, fjg. 43.

9. Here, one spearhead has even a half-moan like decoration at the
transition from shaft to blade.

10. See also Tomadjan (Samadi 1959: fig. 27 f, g; 1969: fig. 51 f, g) and
Marlik (Negahban 1983: 33, 48, pis. 3, 15).

11. See Medvedskaya 1982: 75, type 6 and Pogrebova 1977: 158-60). We
think that fig. 72: 1-6 and perhaps also 00. 9 is of the Iron Age I, and oos.
13-21 of the Iron Age IV.

12. For examples from Marlik, see Negahban 1964: fig. 36.

13. Ghalekuti: Egami, Fukai and Masuda 1965: pis. 57, nos. 81-94, 71, nos.
198-9; Marlik: Negahban 1964: eg figs. 65-85, pi. 6; Kaluraz: Hakemi
1968: 81, 00. 35; 1972: 9, 12.

14. Perhaps Hakemi 1973: pi. 4, top right; Pigott 1977: 220; Pigott 1980: 424.
At Marlik there is at least one bi-metallic dagger (see also Tylecote
1972: 34).
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