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Abstract 

The article describes a series of helmets of a type that probably spread across Asia and 

Eastern Europe in the middle to the second half of the VI century AD. These helmets are 

characterised by a very particular construction: they have a bowl hammered from a single 

piece of iron, with an additional band in the lower part, connected to the inside or outside 

edge of the helmet. Additionally, a chainmail collar was attached to the lower part of the 

helmet. The attached chainmail provides additional protection around the entire circumfer-

ence including the forehead above the eyes. This characteristic would remain unpopular in 

European armaments for quite a long period and was only popularised in central and east-

ern Europe around the XVI century AD [1: 130]. This article analyses a possible Iranian 

provenance of the helmets of this type as well as hypothesizes about the possible reason for 

the spread of these helmets on the territory of Eastern Europe and Asia.  
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Introduction 

Helmets with a bowl made from a single piece of metal were one of the most 

popular forms of head protection in the ancient period. Considering period of inter-

est, namely late antiquity, this sort of armament is commonly associated in the Eu-

ropean realm with the Roman Empire. During the III century AD, there is a major 

change in the forms of Roman armament. The phenomenon of the abandonment of 

one-piece iron construction in Roman helmets has become an important topic of 

arms and armour study strongly influencing current studies on Euro-Asiatic arma-

ment [2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 7; 8; and others]. It is widely accepted that the centuries-old 

tradition of European armour was replaced by new eastern multi-segment construc-

tion in an attempt to equip its armies in a more cost-effective manner, partly due to 

the economic problems of the Roman Empire in this period. The appearance of 

fabricae armorum and changes in Roman military system, which took place in the 

end of III and the beginning of the IV century AD [9; 10; 11; 12; 13; 14; and oth-

ers], not only caused a change in the tradition of armaments, it actually changed the 

whole system of thinking about it. Previously highly individualised and decorated 

forms of arms and armour, made to specific orders and tailored to the needs of the 
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individual, were replaced by mass production and a system of arms and armour 

management closer to the modern battlefield than to what we know from ancient or 

medieval times. Some return to individualised weaponry in Europe undoubtedly 

occurred during the medieval period. This is undoubtedly a period of return to sin-

gle-piece bowl helmet designs, with the well-known so-called Norman helmets 

[15; 16; 17; 18: 64; 19; and others]. This raises the question of what happened to 

similar constructions on the territories of the enemies of the Roman Empire and 

further states of Europe? Can similar developmental patterns also be observed on 

the frontier of the Roman empire? The following paper will attempt to answer 

some of these questions. Some aspects of the use of one-piece helmets in Asia in 

the Islamic period were analysed in 2017 by D. Nicolle [20]. Since then, however, 

there have appeared new finds of similar armour and, currently, some of the finds 

analysed by D. Nicolle may be subject to a narrower chronology. We will try to 

analyse a group of objects that are, in our opinion, a series produced in a relatively 

short chronological period. They also belong to the pre-Islamic period, filling a gap 

in our knowledge of the development of a similar type of armour. These observa-

tions, in our opinion, also help to understand the late return to similar constructions 

in early medieval Europe. 

 

A series of one-piece bowl helmets 

The helmets the current authors will try to analyse belong to one very narrow 

type. Their bowl consists of a single piece of iron with an additional inner rim at-

tached to the lower edge. On the lower band is attached a chainmail aventail, fixed 

onto the loops hanging from the line of decorative rivets. The chainmail is also sit-

uated above the eyes of the wearer. A similar characteristic is known from later 

head covers spread across Eastern and Central Europe from Ottoman Empire, after 

the medieval period. In Slavic countries occurring under the name misiurka (in 

Polish) or misyurka (in Russian and Ukrainian), these helmets undoubtedly appear 

in Central and Eastern Europe under the influence of contemporary oriental arma-

ment [1: 130]. In the case of these much later head protections, this attachment oc-

curred directly to the small bowl. In contrast, the appearance of massive rivets ar-

ranged in a pearl pattern running along the entire circumference is one of the char-

acteristic elements of the late antique / early medieval helmets this paper focuses 

on. These rivets were used to attach a chainmail aventail, creating a system of 

loops, separating the chainmail from the other structural elements of the helmet.   

The first known find of this type is a helmet that is now in the collection of the 

Hermitage Museum (fig. 1). It was found at the very beginning of the XX century, 

along with a chainmail habergeon and a sword, during work at the so-called Velsov 

plant in Perm Governorate. The length of the straight edged sword, including the 

tang, was 87 cm [21: 92-93]. Its current condition is unknown; unlike the helmet, it 

is not on display. The authors were also unable to obtain information on whether 

the sword still remains in the museum.  
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The helmet from the Hermitage Museum consists of two structural elements: a 

spherical shaped bowl with slight lateral flattening, and a lower band riveted to the 

inner side of the bowl. The height of the helmet including the lower band is 18 cm. 

Its upper part has been preserved in almost perfect condition, with a small longitu-

dinal loss in its side. Around the whole perimeter of the lower band there are mas-

sive, decorative iron rivets. These rivets attach loops also probably made of iron, 

and were used to attach the chainmail aventail. A fragment of the aventail is still 

attached to the helmet. In the case of all aventail remains from helmets discussed 

below, including the above find, all chainmail rings are woven in a 4-in-1 pattern, 

which is the predominant construction form in antiquity [22: 211]. It consists of a 

combination of riveted and solid rings [21: 92]. All rings are clearly flattened, in-

cluding riveted ones. It is possible that the solid rings were punched from an iron 

sheet.  

The helmet was originally dated to the XIII-XIV century AD due to its one-

piece construction, but it is now displayed in the museum as a XII-XIII century AD 

helmet of Western European provenance. This dating of the object has already 

been criticised [7: 14]. 

Another well-known find is a helmet now in the collection of one of the local 

museums of the Tomsk Oblast (fig. 2,3). In August 1983, it was donated by a kol-

khoz employee to the local historical museum of Kolpaševo, the administrative 

centre of Kolpaševsky district, Tomsk Oblast, Russian Federation [23: 114], where 

it is still located.  

Along with the helmet, a sword was brought to the museum, which to the pre-

sent day has not been subjected to serious comparative analysis. It consists of a 66 

cm long blade and 13 cm straight form tang. According to Yu. Ožeredov's study, 

the blade was slightly curved [23: 115]. Ožeredov had a problem dating the ob-

jects, initially suggesting it be dated to the V to X centuries AD. At the same time, 

he narrowed this dating to the VII to X centuries without giving a more precise ex-

planation [23: 119]. M.V. Gorelik without any further analysis date this helmet to 

the VII century AD [24: 273]. From the objects listed above, the sword draws par-

ticular attention. An interesting element of the sword is the hilt made of two halves. 

From the side view, it can be seen that it has a rectangular form, widening slightly 

towards its ends [23: ris. 1]. Its rhomboidal cross-section was deformed by flatten-

ing one of the ends. This rare characteristic probably appeared in the case of anoth-

er find from western Siberia, namely on the sword from the Mokinskiy cemetery 

[25: 26-27; 26: 12, il. 2.2]. Excavations near the village of Mokino on the left bank 

of the lower Mulyanka River have been carried out since the second half of the 

1980s, first under the leadership of V. Oborin and then of other researchers. They 

studied 310 burials of IV-V centuries AD, referred to as the so called late Glade-

novsky period [27]. It can be concluded that the finding of the Tomsk Oblast site 

most likely belongs to a similar or close historical period to the Mokino find in 

which cross guards of a similar form were present. However, in order to refine the 

dating of the find, further comparative analyses are necessary.  
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The helmet from the historical museum of Kolpaševo consists of two structur-
al elements: a hemispherical bowl with slight lateral flattening, and a lower band 
riveted to the inner side of the bowl. Ever since the first publication of the object, 
the absence of the upper part of the bowl has been clearly visible. Its condition ap-
pears to be stable and has not changed significantly to the present time. The height 
of the helmet is 16 cm, the bottom length from front to back is 22 cm, the width 
laterally is 20 cm. A 3.5 cm high band, attached to the bottom part of the helmet 
bell, consists of two uneven parts. It was covered with a row of rivets made pre-
sumably of iron (with visible corrosion, analysis has never been carried out), with a 
diameter of about 1 cm. These run along the entire circumference of the helmet 
bowl. These rivets attach loops also probably made of iron, and were used to attach 
the chainmail collar. Inside some of the loops, fragments of wire have been pre-
served. It is difficult to determine conclusively whether these are fragments of the 
chainmail rings or of the wire on which the chainmail was hung. The suspension 
system of the browband will be analysed later in the article.  

A find that has significantly changed the outlook on this type of armament is a 
helmet discovered during archaeological work in the city of Petra, Georgia (fig. 
4,5,6). It was published by D. Mindorashvili in 2020 [28; 29], along with infor-
mation about the discovery of another helmet in the Petra fortress area. According 
to the publication, a second helmet was discovered in the burn layer, in the 1960s 
[29: 69]. The fate of this find or its form is unknown to the authors.  

The object published by Mindorashvili in 2020 has an unambiguous archaeo-
logical context. It was in the remains of a tower located between the double-wall 
that connects the north and south hills of Tsikhisdziri acropolis which was built on 
the west side of the city wall [28: 205; 29: 69]. The aforementioned tower was de-
stroyed and possesses a trace of a burnt layer due to military activities. The defend-
ers of the tower were unable to take anything out and were also unable to even 
leave the tower themselves. The clear evidence of this fact is the discovery of a 
large number of burnt human remains, weapons, and armour. After the demolition 
of the tower, there were no traces of attempts to rebuild it [28: 206]. 98 silver coins 
were found in the tower. Four of them were scattered in different places, while 94 
in the form of a hoard were found in the centre of the fallen building in a small pit 
cut into the ground floor. The earliest is a coin of Peroz (458-488). Then come the 
Wardāxš (484-488) and Kawād I (488-531) coins. The most recent are those of Xo-
srow I Anuširwān (531-579) [29: 73]. Along with the coins, given the historical 
background, data from written sources, and parallels to the artefacts found in the 
tower, the excavation material should be considered to date to the middle of the VI 
century AD, namely to the year 551. According to the coins the identities of the 
tower guards are also clarified: all 98 coins are Sasanian and have not been mixed 
with any other [28: 231]. Mindorashvili states that these coins in his opinion were 
intended as payments to the Iranian garrison of the fortress and were allegedly hid-
den before the battle by an Iranian officer [28: 232]. The archaeological context 
clearly points to events that happened in Petra during the siege by Justinian's army 
of a fortress defended by a Persian garrison [29: 75] described by Procopius:  

https://www.linguee.ru/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9-%D1%80%D1%83%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/%D0%BF%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B2%D0%BE%D0%B4/military+activities.html
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(…) These were all burned to death, and their charred bodies fell, some inside 

the wall, others outside where the engines stood with the Romans about them. Then 

the other Romans also who were fighting at the fallen part of the wall, since the 

enemy were giving way before them in utter despair and strove no longer to resist, 

got inside the fortifications, and Petra was captured completely.  

So about five hundred of the Persians ran up to the acropolis, and seizing the 

stronghold there remained quiet (…) (Procopius, Bella VIII, 11.62-63, [30: 171]) 

(…) Then, as the flames spread in great volume, the barbarians, with disaster 

before their eyes and knowing full well that they would speedily be burned to ash-

es, and having no hope, nor yet seeing any possibility of saving themselves by 

fighting, still even in that situation would not consent to fall into the power of their 

enemy, but they were immediately burned to death, every man of them, together 

with the acropolis, while the Roman army marvelled at what was taking place (…) 

(Procopius, Bella VIII, 12.16-17, [30: 177]) 

The events described by Procopius, as well as the archaeological context, 

clearly indicate that this helmet belonged to one of the burned defenders of Petra, a 

soldier belonging to the Sasanian army of Xosrow I Anuširwān. This is an extreme-

ly important find in the context of knowledge regarding the armour used by the 

Sasanian army. Until now only one Sasanian helmet has been subject to such strict 

dating, namely the find from Dura Europos [3; 31: 104, fig. 47; 6: fig. 90-91].  

The helmet from Petra is made of two components: a one-piece bowl and a 

lower rim attached to the inner edge of the helmet bowl. At present, we are only 

dealing with the lower part of the helmet, as the upper part has not survived. We 

need to be aware that the helmet, along with other items found in this location, 

were squashed by fragments of the falling defence tower. The bowl was thus slight-

ly deformed. Based on Mindorashvili publication, the remains of the helmet are 12 

cm tall and 25 cm long [29: 20]. Only limited measurement was possible due to the 

fact that the helmet was not preserved in its entirety. It is difficult to say unequivo-

cally whether we are dealing with the width or the length of the helmet. Due to the 

exposure to very high temperatures and severe corrosion, which led to the fragmen-

tation of the helmet, it is difficult to observe the joining of the lower band which 

could suggest that back part of it has been preserved. To determine this conclusive-

ly, an X-ray would have to be taken. On the lower rim there is a clearly visible line 

of the massive decorative rivets made of copper alloy (green patina) running 

around the entire circumference of the helmet. These rivets attach the loops used to 

suspend the chainmail aventail. In addition, the bottom edge of the bowl was deco-

rated with a thin copper alloy band (green patina). One visible chainmail ring from 

the collar, rusted to the lower edge of the helmet, has survived. It has a visibly flat-

tened cross-section. According to the archaeological context, it reached Petra with 

the Iranian garrison at the very end of the second quarter of the VI century AD. It 

can be considered as a form of armour used by Xosrow I's army during his cam-

paigns.  
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One more helmet of this type was found in the south of Tatarstan around 2018 

(fig. 7,8,9). It was placed for auction on the black finds’ website Rewiedetector.ru. 

After a search and apprehension, the helmet was seized from the looters by Russian 

state intelligence services in 2019. In 2020, it was transferred for storage and resto-

ration to the Samara Regional Historical Museum. In November 2020, the authors 

were given access to the find and studied it prior to restoration. The authors would 

like to thank all the people and organisations involved in the recovery of the object, 

and the possibility to study it.  

In 2019, based on information reported by the looters to the Russian state ser-

vices the site of the find was surveyed by a group of archaeologists, L. Vyazov, 

Yu. Salova, and D. Petrova. They explored the area and localized the exact location 

of the illegal excavations. The site is situated near the village Butaikha, at the 

source of the Kairpy gully, watered by a small unnamed stream, the right tributary 

of the river Bolšaya Sulča, the right tributary of the river Bolšoy Čeremšan, the 

right tributary of the Volga. No archaeological sites were previously investigated in 

this area, except for a hoard dated to the Medieval Volga Bulgaria [32]. The Bu-

taikha surroundings are covered by deciduous forest that has been subjected to log-

ging activities. This poses significant challenges for surface investigations due to 

the presence of numerous shrubs and young trees that obscure previous clearings. 

The survey revealed a cluster of multi-phase occupation sites, including large 

promontory hillfort with earthen fortification system characteristic for the Volga 

Bulgaria period (920-1250 CE). The soil surface within the hillfort area has suf-

fered considerable disturbance due to the illicit activities of treasure hunters. From 

the plateau side of the hillfort, a group of dwelling-pits was recorded, rectangular 

in shape, 8x8 meters in size and up to 1meter depth, surrounded by shallow em-

bankment, marking the occupation area of the Migration period settlement attribut-

ed to the Imen’kovo archaeological culture [33; 34; 35; 36; and others). Preserved 

dwelling-pits of the Imen’kovo population were recorded in various forested and 

scarcely ploughed locations of the Mid-Volga region [see: 37, for a LIDAR plan of 

one of those]. This observation supports the idea that the Volga Bulgarian hillfort 

was established on the area of previous fortification of the Imen’kovo culture, as it 

was usual in the Mid-Volga region.  

Based on surviving photo documentation made by treasure hunters as well as 
information provided by the field survey we conclude that the helmet was probably 
found at the area of the Imen’kovo culture settlement. We can also state that in one 
pit there was found a short-sleeved chainmail (fig. 10), the remains of a chainmail 
aventail, a helmet, and a belt buckle. At the moment, we are not able to say with 
certainty that the buckle was found together with the helmet. It is difficult to regard 
the information obtained from the looters as unquestionably reliable. The photo-
graphic documentation taken clearly shows the finding of the assembled chainmail 
and the helmet that was laid on top of it. If the buckle was indeed found with the 
chainmail and helmet, then it can be used to date the objects. We note that various 
artefacts, including buckles and belt plates, were destroyed in the past as part of the 
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widespread funerary traditions of the Imen’kovo population [38]. These items were 
later recovered by illegal excavations and looters at the Butaikha sites with signs of 
destruction. It can be hypothesized, therefore, that the robbers discovered and dis-
turbed an Imen’kovo burial site located in close proximity to the settlement area. 
This type of spatial organization, where burial grounds with cremations are situated 
between settlements, is characteristic of the Imen’kovo population. Similar ar-
rangements have been observed at other clusters of Imen’kovo culture sites, such 
as Maklašeevka, Komarovka, Roždestveno, and others [34]. In this particular case, 
it is reasonable to assume that the helmet and chainmail were part of the grave 
goods associated with this burial site.  

The copper-alloy buckle, which was possibly found together with the helmet 
and chainmail, was cast in a solid-form (fig. 11). It consists of a B-shaped loop, 3 
cm long, 1.9 cm wide, and a rhomboid plate that is 1.5 cm in width, with a clearly 
marked “onion shape” ending. It has a rounded hole in the central part, through 
which a short rectangular tongue is inserted. The tongue extends slightly beyond 
the contours of the buckle and is not bent at the end. The buckle was inspected pri-
or to restoration, so the presence or absence of ornamentation has not been estab-
lished. Judging by the size, it could have been used for straps or a harness or, less 
likely, a shoe buckle. 

B-shaped buckles appeared in Eastern Europe in the Late Roman period, with-
in the chronological horizon D, according to K. Godlovski (350-400 CE), as deriv-
ative forms from the Late Roman buckles with zoomorphic endings. In the Early 
Middle Ages they can be considered as derivatives of the Early Byzantine one-
piece forms [39: 546-551]. According to L. Traikova, they belong to the Ca-Cb 
types dated to the IV century AD [40: 76-77, Tab. 47]. At the same time, on the 
territory of Eastern Europe solid-form buckle construction is not very typical for 
such an early period. Such forms became more widespread in later centuries. The 
later forms of this group continue developing until the early VII century AD [41; 
42; 43] Closer analogies to the buckle under discussion were found close to the 
Ščerbet-Ostrovnoe settlement (Spassky district, Republic of Tatarstan); the dating 
of the find in the publication of E.P. Kazakov was slightly overestimated to VII 
century [44: Fig. 6:2]. Judging by the morphology of our specimen from Nurlatsky 
district of Tatarstan they belong to the earlier “pre-Heraldic” period. The most 
common dating of such belt buckles is the second half of the V century AD - first 
half of the VI century AD, i.e. the post-Hunnic period and the period up to the 
Avar invasion. The earliest closed complexes are dated to the second half of the V 
century AD (457-483) (Hynysly, Republic of Azerbaijan). On the whole, this type 
is widespread throughout Eastern Europe, including in the inventory of warrior 
burials of post-Hunnic period in the North Caucasus, north-eastern Black Sea re-
gion, Crimea, the middle part of the Oka River, the Kama region (Durso, Lermon-
tovskaya, Kugul’, Saharnaya Golovka, Borok, Undrikh, Zarečye, Podbolotye and 
others). 

Based on the above, we can conclude that the helmet and chainmail found at 
Butaikha were located in the occupational area of the Imen’kovo culture settlement 
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and dated to 450-550 CE. This period is associated with the Imen’kovo population 
in the region.  

The earliest sites attributed to the Imen’kovo culture were introduced to the 

Mid-Volga not later than in the II century CE [45], when they are recorded only in 

the Samara Luka area on the right bank of the Volga. At that time, the Imen’kovo 

was one of the many competing cultural groups in the forest-steppe area of the re-

gion. In 250-400 CE, the Trans-Volga was occupied by the sedentary population of 

Mid-Volga Kyiv cultural group [46] while the Cis-Volga evidenced a mosaic pat-

tern of the Imen’kovo sites, sites of the Lbisče type, and some other types. All the-

se groups were involved in intensive interaction with the Late Sarmatian nomads, 

which is evidenced in many other excavated sites by inhumation burials with crani-

al deformations in storage pits of the settlements, and specific Sarmatian-like pot-

tery. The Lbisče hillfort at the Samara Luka is the only fortified settlement that ex-

isted in the Mid-Volga region before the Hun invasion of East Europe. Noticeably, 

it is the only one that yielded blacksmith tools, while all other simultaneous sites 

even hardly contained iron slags.  

The Hun invasion at the end of the IV century deeply impacted the Mid-Volga 

and destroyed the symbiosis of the sedentary groups with the Late Sarmatians that 

existed during the previous period. Not later than 450 CE, the three processes start-

ed: 

1) rapid construction of numerous (100 are known at the moment) well-

fortified hillforts; 

2) increase in iron metallurgy and blacksmith production; 

3) shift of population from low terraces and floodplains to elevated and forest-

ed riverbanks and gulleys. 

Instead of chains of settlements elongated on the banks of small rivers, a new 

spatial pattern was based on clusters of small but long-habituated settlements, clus-

tered around well-fortified hillforts. The manner how those hillforts were fortified 

supports the idea that they were unlikely to be effective as shelters or military for-

tresses but probably served as symbols of power and political independence of the 

local groups. At least some of those groups grew into local centres of political 

power. We can name at least several clusters of occupation sites that are associated 

with prestigious ornaments, markers of trade and craft, which could serve as politi-

cal centres. Two of them were situated at the Kama-Volga confluence. The Komin-

tern cluster is well known after the rich necropolis with inhumations [44], and the 

Sčerbet’ cluster contained a rich cemetery, Novoslavka-2 [47], and a craft centre on 

the Sčerbet’ Island site, where dozens of narrow-bladed shaft-hole axes and rod-

shaped brass ingots [48] illustrate the commodity production in quantities beyond 

local demand. The Sherbet’ sites as well as the Komintern-2 burial ground are dat-

ed to 450-550 CE, based on the seriation of artefacts and some radiocarbon dates. 

Another centre to be observed was established in the middle reaches of the Belaya 

River, where several mounds neighbouring the Ufa-2 hillfort contained numerous 

luxury items and ornaments.  Some of the sites associated with local centres of 
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power in the Mid-Volga region yielded evidence of interaction with Iran or with 

the areas impacted by Iranian influence. Those contacts are marked by finds of 

Sasanian drachmas at the Karmaly, Troitsky Uray, and Imen’kovo [49], (map 1), 

and even more brightly by the golden plates of the parade belt from the Komintern 

“hoard” - a set of illegally collected items suspected to provenance from one of the 

destroyed burials of the Komintern burial ground [50]. All centres of power were 

associated with multicultural, and maybe also multinational populations. In Komin-

tern and Novoslavka, the bi-ritual funeral rites are non-typical for the Imen’kovo 

population, who used cremation rather than burials. In the Ufa-2 surroundings, the 

distinct nomadic presence is evidenced by kurgan burials while the variety in pot-

tery in the occupational layers detects mixed sedentary groups.  

The military equipment of the Mid-Volga military elite included a bow with 

bone or antler plates and a knife. Only after Avarian migration and the replacement 

of the military elite a new set of weapons was introduced to the region, including 

spears, Avar-type single-bladed long swords, and armours made from small plates 

[38]. 

A brief look at the other regions of the forest-steppe zone of East Europe 

demonstrates a universal character of this type of social and political organization 

that spread after the Hun invasion. Among the centres of production and trade 

formed in 370-450 CE, Tanais on the Lower Don, the Čertovitskoye-Zamyatino 

group of sites on the Middle Don, and the Stayevo archaeological site complex 

could be mentioned. Their production included iron tools and weapons, ingots and 

artefacts made of bronze and brass, as well as ornaments. They were interconnect-

ed by trade routes [51], which were paths of movement not only of goods, but 

probably also of groups of craftsmen, creating a network of cultural communica-

tion. These observations make possible to suggest the existence of one of the local 

centres of power in Butaikha. Alongside with others, this centre was established by 

mixed population included Hun military elite and local sedentary groups, and in-

fluenced by Sasanian Iran. The distinctive Hunnic presence in the nearby area is 

marked by finds of two Hun-type cauldrons as close as at 20 km from the Butaikha 

site [32]. 

The last find clearly of this type known to the authors was sold to a private 
collection at domongol.ru site auction (fig. 12). It was most likely discovered dur-
ing illegal excavations in the Russian Federation. Along with the helmet, according 
to the previous owner, a chainmail aventail, three bracelets, and a Sasanian coin of 
Xosrow I Anuširwān were discovered (fig. 13). Based on auction photographs of 
the object, we can conclude that the helmet construction consisted of two compo-
nents: a one-piece helmet bowl and a lower band riveted to the inner part of the 
bowl. Massive, decorative rivets made of copper alloy (green patina visible) were 
spread along the entire circumference of the lower band. These rivets attach loops 
also probably made of copper alloy (green patina visible), and were used to attach 
the chainmail aventail. Judging by the photos of the helmet, the aventail’s rings 
were flat. It is likely that they were of the same form as the ones known from the 
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Hermitage Museum object. The photos also show the remains of fabric that has 
rusted to the outer part of the chainmail. It is hard to say conclusively if the chain-
mail was covered with textile, the helmet was deposited on textile, or whether it 
was packed in some form of bag. Unfortunately, the subsequent fate of this helmet 
is currently unknown to the authors. 

 

Two other finds that may relate to this series of helmets 

During archaeological work carried out by Kyoto University at the site of the 
fortified village of Chaqalaq Tepe in Northern Afganistan, in Kunduz province 
south of the Oxus river, situated about 6 km south-west of Kunduz city, some in-
teresting objects were discovered. During the archaeological survey conducted by 
Kyoto University in 1964 [52], an iron helmet of oblong form was discovered. Un-
fortunately, authors of this publication provide only brief information about the 
discovered object: 

A helmet which has an oblong bowl-like shape: length 25 cm, width 18 cm, the 
original height 11 cm. Found upside down in the layer of the Middle Period J8. 
[52: 17]  

It should be noted that the upper part of the bowl is missing and based on the 
published photographs [52: 13, il.1-2], we can also conclude that the object may be 
deformed due to its state of preservation. Based on the size of the finds analysed 
above, we cannot exclude the possibility that we are dealing with the upper part of 
a helmet, namely the helmet bowl, with a missing lower rim. According to the in-
formation in the publication, the term J8 [52: 17] refers to the trench placed in a 
central J-sector of the fortified village. Based on further information it was found in 
so-called room i, placed somewhere between sector K14 and K13 [52: 6-8]. Based 
on the Authors description, in this area researchers discovered a great quantity of 
potsherds, stone tools such as rotary-querns and saddle-querns, a stone Budda head, 
two post-Sasanian coins, copper coins, an iron helmet, and iron and glass objects. It 
should be noted that the items listed refers to the entire trench. The helmet, on the 
other hand, has been identified as coming from the middle period. There is some 
problem in defining what the author actually meant by the middle period. At the 
same time authors moves quite seamlessly between the ceramics’ chronology clas-
sifications and the dating of Dyakonov and Gardin [53; 54; 52: 10], showing also a 
classification of Bactrian art divided into four periods [52: 27]. At the same time, 
they conclude that based on the examined material, including coins, Chaqalaq Tepe 
was occupied from about the IV until the VIII century AD [52: 26]. If we can con-
sider the middle period as between the V and VII century AD, given the dating of 
the previously analysed objects, the possible helmet from Chaqalaq Tepe can be 
considered chronologically analogous. Its dimensions are similar to those of the 
helmet bowls of the discussed type. Based on the chronology and measurements 
we cannot exclude the possibility that we are in fact dealing with the remains of the 
helmet of the discussed series. 

The last helmet which may relate to the aforementioned type was published in 

1999 by A. Berdimuradov and M. Samibaev [55]. During the work carried out on 
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the temple Jartepe II in Uzbekistan, located in the countryside on the caravan route 

from Samarkand to Penjikent in the area that in ancient times was called Rustak 

Varagšar, a significant amount of weaponry was discovered. It is interesting to note 

that at this point we are not dealing with a fortified area or a battle site, these items 

were deposited as donations to gods. The collection of gifts thus created has largely 

survived in the remains of the temple despite the events of the early VIII century 

AD that brought it to an end, which can be linked to the Islamisation of these terri-

tories [55: 7]. Among the excavated objects, an unusual piece seems to be the one 

labelled by Berdimuradov and Samibaev as a helmet. In room 3 of complex VI, 

belonging to the fifth period of the temple, an iron object with a slightly deformed 

form was discovered. Its dimensions were 23 cm long by 18 cm wide and 12.5 cm 

high. According to the information given by the authors chainmail rings were rust-

ed to the lower edge of the helmet. Interestingly, they were visible around the en-

tire circumference of the helmet [55: 47, ris. 83,13]. It must be admitted that dating 

the objects stored in the temple appears to be problematic. The rebuilding of the 

temple, achieved without first destroying it, may have involved the relocation of 

gifts that had been stored for many years. Similar cases are well known to scholar-

ship. As an example, we can mention the Ossetian temple of Rekom situated in the 

Tsei valley near Georgia [56: 88]. Pieces of medieval weaponry donated to the 

temple were kept there until the XIX century. According to Berdimuradov and Sa-

mibaev’s work, the Jartepe II temple functioned from the V century AD until the 

very beginning of the VIII century AD. It cannot be excluded then that this helmet 

was deposited in the temple during any period within the range given. Both the da-

ting of the object, its size and the observed chainmail remains attached around the 

entire circumference of the bowl indicate that the object may relate to the discussed 

helmet series. Unfortunately, the current authors have not been able to determine 

where the find is currently located. According to the information available to us, 

this helmet went missing after one of the local exhibitions. It is therefore impossi-

ble to observe if we are dealing here with a deformed helmet or just with a de-

formed helmet bowl. According to the information given by Samibaev, in the bot-

tom part there were visible holes. In addition, the entire lower edge was covered 

with severe corrosion. However, it is impossible for now to tell whether these were 

holes used to attach the lower band, rivets, or if those holes had some other func-

tion. Based on chronology and measurements once again we cannot exclude the 

possibility that we are in fact dealing with the remains of a helmet of the discussed 

type. 

 

Evolution of this type in Asia 

An interesting aspect of the above analysis is the dating of the objects. Assum-

ing a certain degree of scepticism and taking into consideration that the helmet that 

could be dated the earliest from those mentioned above, i.e. the find from Chaqalaq 

Tepe, would have come from the earliest period of the middle stage of the fortified 

settlement, we can state that in the VI century AD some events occurred in Asia 
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that led to the spread of similar helmets. Based on this dating, we obtain the infor-

mation that iron one-piece bowl helmets appeared in Asia long after Rome had 

abandoned similar solutions. However, do we actually have a sudden return to the-

se constructions? It is difficult to state this unequivocally. Unfortunately, the level 

of knowledge about armaments in so-called Greater Iran is decidedly unsatisfacto-

ry. Similar discoveries like the one from Petra [29: 69], or earlier from Dura Eu-

ropos [3], should be considered revolutionary from the point of view of our 

knowledge of Iran's armament. They allow us to compare those objects to specific 

groups of archaeological finds, mostly with numerous archaeological finds from 

European territories. Thus, we cannot exclude the possibility that, for the moment, 

we simply do not have knowledge of the earlier evolution of iron one-piece bowl 

helmets in Asia during the Parthian and early Sasanian periods. Some evidence that 

a similar evolution may have occurred is the finding from the Kušān period city of 

Sirkap on the bank opposite to the city of Taxila, Punjab, Pakistan (fig. 14), ap-

proximately 25 km northwest of the Islamabad–Rawalpindi metropolitan area. It 

was published by J. Marshal in 1951 [57]. Based on information provided by Mar-

shal the helmet belonged to the stratum II finds and should be dated to the I century 

AD [57: 538, 550]. He wrote that it was found with a cheek-piece rusted to one 

side, attached seemingly by a hinge, making it movable. There was just one side of 

the helmet still preserved, the other one was missing. The helmet bowl was made 

of one piece of iron, beaten out like an oval bowl and afterwards deepened by 

means of horizontal bands hammered on it. On the summit there was a finial in-

tended for the attachment of a ring, spike or crest [57: 550]. Based on his further 

information he wanted to see foreign importations in the appearance of the helmets, 

armour for men, horses and elephants found in the Taxila area. Those were sup-

posed to be attested by firstly the appearance of conical and three-bladed arrow-

heads in Sirkap stratum II, which in his opinion were introduced by the Parthians 

[57: 208]. The Taxila find shows us that at the same time as the still popular one-

piece iron helmet designs in Europe, similar solutions were used in the Parthian 

period in the territory of Central Asia. What happened with similar structures in the 

territory of Kušānšāhr in the period between the I and supposedly the V or VI cen-

tury AD? At present, we do not know the answer to this question. The current au-

thors cannot exclude the possibility that there was a gradual evolution of iron one-

piece bowl helmets, which eventually evolved into the form of analysed finds. The 

current authors hope that future finds will emerge to answer this question and will 

fill this chronological gap.  

A number of later findings provide us with interesting conclusions. Two stud-

ies on early mediaeval one-piece bowl iron helmets were published in the works of 

Nicolle and Kubik in 2017 [20; 7: 13-17]. The authors therefore see no need to ana-

lyse all objects of this type from the early Islamic period. The most important from 

the point of view of close analogies seem to be two helmets.  

The first helmet was published in 1992 by D. Alexander [58: 302]. The object 

belongs to the famous Nasser D. Khalili Collection of Islamic Art. According to 
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the publication, it is an Iranian helmet from the VIII-IX century AD. It's hard to say 

unequivocally what was the basis for such dating of the helmet. It is possible that 

Alexander was aware of details about the location of the find or the archaeological 

context, which may have influenced his statements. Interestingly, he states that the 

helmet made of one-piece of iron is decorated in relief with large and small strap-

work roundels inhabited with animals and birds carrying branches. He also pointed 

out that such decoration is based on clear Sasanian influence and relates to the de-

signs depicted on textiles of the period [58: 302]. This helmet has interesting di-

mensions. Its length is 21 cm, while its height is about ~13 cm. If we compare its 

size with the other objects discussed above we can say that the bowl has not been 

deformed. Its low height of ~13 cm, comparable to the upper part of the helmets 

discussed above, allows us to speculate that we are dealing not with a helmet but 

with its upper part – the main helmet bowl. The helmet was therefore found during 

the production process or with the lower band removed. It should be noted that A. 

Kubik in 2017 pointed out that the geometry of the helmet from The Nasser D. 

Khalili Collection of Islamic Art appears to be the same as geometry of the draw-

ings of the aforementioned helmet from the temple Jartepe II [7: 15, rys.2]. Com-

paring it with the other discussed helmets we can state that the helmet published by 

Alexander is unusual because of the decoration. It has a strongly individualized 

form and because of that it was not included in the analysed series. Still, its form 

and size seem extremely similar to the helmets under discussion, and it is possible 

that it represents the closest later analogue to the series of finds in question. 

The second helmet to be mentioned here is a find firstly published in the 2011 

in the work of H. Tofighian, F. Nadooshan and S. Mousavi [59: 17, ris. 4]. It was 

recovered from a shipwreck off the Iranian coast at Bandar Rig in the Persian Gulf. 

It was initially recognized as a helmet of the Sasanian period. In 2017 D. Nicolle, 

however, published another one-piece helmet undoubtedly of a similar type to the 

find from the shipwreck [20: 224-225, 233-237]. So, it is not possible to disagree 

that we are dealing with a find from the early Islamic period. In D. Nicolle’s opin-

ion it should be dated to the VIII-IX century AD. The current authors do agree with 

this theory, while adding that the finial of the Bandar Rig helmet shares some simi-

larities with the one known from the helmet found close to the Kazazovo settle-

ment [60: 148-158]. Based on O. Komar's work, the find from Kazazovo should be 

dated to the VIII century AD [61: 178]. Despite the differences between the helmet 

discovered in the Persian Gulf shipwreck and the type in question, it still shares 

some similarities indicative of continuity of the Sasanian armament tradition in the 

early Islamic period. Namely, to the single-piece bowl of the helmet, there is at-

tached a lower rim, in this case to the outside part of the edge. It is covered by a 

silver plate decorated with a pattern in the form of two rows of pyramidal spikes 

running around the entire circumference of the helmet. Thus, it can be said that 

both construction and aesthetic influences similar to the helmet series under discus-

sion are still visible in this helmet. It should be noted, however, that the bowl of the 

helmet from the Persian Gulf is visibly higher, which has resulted in the lack of a 
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need to extend the length of the bowl with a chainmail aventail. Based on the finds 

from The Nasser D. Khalili Collection of Islamic Art and the Persian Gulf find we 

can conclude that there was a gradual evolution of this type of protective weaponry 

in early Islamic Iran. 

 

Discussion of the technical aspects related with this form of helmets 

Below is an illustrative table of the mentioned helmets indicating their similar-

ities in size, while also highlighting some marginal differences. 

 
nr Finding location High 

[cm] 

Length 

-  

forehead 

to occiput 

[cm] 

Length 

-  

between 

the tem-

ples 

[cm] 

material 

from 

which 

decorative 

rivets and 

loops 

were 

made 

Presence of 

an additional 

bronze strap 

on the lower 

edge of the 

helmet bowl 

1 Velsov plant, 

current 

settlement Vels, 

Krasnovišersky 

District, Perm 

Krai, Russian 

Federation 

18 [includ-

ing lower 

rim] 

? ? iron no 

2 Current settle-

ment Staritsa, 

Parabelsky Dis-

trict, Tomsk 

Oblast, Russian 

Federation 

19 [includ-

ing lower 

rim] 

22 20 iron no 

3 Petra Fortress, 

current settle-

ment Tsikh-

isdziri, Adjara 

region, Kobuleti 

municipality, 

Georgia 

12  

[lack of 

upper part 

of the hel-

met bowl] 

25(?) ? copper 

alloy 

yes 

4 Butaikha village, 

Republic of Ta-

tarstan, Russian 

Federation 

17 23,3 21 copper 

alloy 

yes 

5 ? Russian Feder-

ation, sold on 

domongol.ru 

auction  

18 [includ-

ing lower 

rim] 

23 20 copper 

alloy 

no 

7 Chaqalaq Tepe, 

close to the 

11 [without 

lower rim, 

25 18 ? ? 
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Kunduz city, 

Kunduz Prov-

ince, northern 

Afganistan 

judging by 

the photos 

about a 

third part of 

the helmet 

has been 

lost] 

8 Jartepe II, Sa-

markand Region, 

Uzbekistan 

12,5 cm [? 

based on 

the size we 

are dealing 

just main 

bowl] 

23 18 ? ? 

Tab. 1. Summary of known sizes. 

 

Based on the table above, bearing in mind that some of these helmets have se-

vere cavities and may have been subject to deformation, we can state that these 

helmets were not significantly different from each other. The height of the helmet 

bowl varied around 13 and 15 cm, and including the lower band around 17 and 19 

cm +/- 1 cm. The length from frontal to occipital part varied between 22 and 25 cm 

+/- 1 cm, noting that the included object from Chaqalaq Tepe was deformed. The 

length between the temples varied between 18 and 20 cm +/- 1 cm, noting again 

that objects with a size of 18 cm were also deformed. The measure may have de-

formed by 1 or 2 centimetres. In each case, the aventail is attached to the helmet 

rim all the way around, on the loops attached by decorative rivets. In all analysed 

objects the bottom rim is riveted to the helmet bowl from the inside. The aforemen-

tioned decorative rivets, placed on the lower rim, can vary and can be made of 

copper alloy or iron. In addition, there may be a decorative element in the form of a 

thin copper alloy band riveted to the bottom edge of the bowl. This element only 

appears in the case of two helmets and only when copper alloy rivets are present. 

From a technical point of view, an important element of these helmets is their 

relatively short main bowl. The presence of the lower band, as well as the chain-

mail collar running around the entire circumference of the helmet, are clearly an 

element used to extend the height of the helmet bowl. Bearing in mind that it was 

also necessary to use some form of padding or cap to absorb energy of the impacts, 

the helmet was therefore slightly raised in relation to the head of the wearer. A 13 

cm bowl +- 1 cm would not guarantee protection of the head. According to the cur-

rent authors, the form of a series of these helmets indicates some technological 

problems of being able to produce taller bowls hammered from a single piece of 

iron or indicates a desire to speed up the production process. This impression is 

intensified when comparing the height of the analysed group of objects with other 

Sasanian helmets. For example, the height of a helmet from Dura Europos is 25 cm 

(rim to top of the skull [3: 123]), the height of a helmet from Nineveh, currently 

held in The British Museum of London, mus. Nr. 22498 is 23 cm (at the brow-

band), the height of a helmet from Nineveh, currently held in The British Museum 
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of London, mus. Nr. 22497 is 22 cm. As mentioned above the tallest helmets in the 

type analysed are 3 cm lower than the helmet from Nineveh BM 22497. In contrast, 

the difference between the height of the helmet from Dura Europos and the almost 

completely preserved helmet discovered in Tatarstan is as much as 8 cm(!). Based 

on this characteristic, we can conclude that we are in fact dealing with a kind of 

proto-misiurka head protections.      

An interesting feature of the construction of helmets of this type is the chain-

mail mounting system. It is attached to the bowl by loops mounted with decorative 

rivets. At the moment, it is difficult to say conclusively whether the chainmail was 

mounted directly to the loops or, what seems more likely, was mounted via a wire 

threaded into the loop line. In the case of at least the helmet from the Hermitage 

Museum, its first descriptions indicate a direct attachment on the loops. On the oth-

er hand, the loops visible on helmets of this type appear to be made of very thin 

metal sheets. Although some of them have been preserved in excellent condition, 

the vast majority of them bear no trace of chainmail rings in them. As will be men-

tioned below the chainmail aventail consisted of flattened half solid rings and only 

half riveted rings. It would then be expected that the removal of an aventail at-

tached directly by the loops should only occur by breaking the loop system. We 

can consider this method to be extremely non-functional. In the case of a helmet 

found near Staritsa settlement some remains of the fragments of the wire are still 

preserved (fig. 17). And although these are small fragments it is rather unlikely that 

in this case we are dealing with a torn and bent piece of chainmail ring, especially 

despite the lack of damage to the surrounding loops. Of course, we cannot exclude 

the possibility that we are dealing with repairs or experiments in the evolution of 

this kind of suspension system and that those two systems of suspension, at least 

for a period of time, coexisted. The system of suspending armour elements to the 

helmets on wire stuck into loops riveted to the bowl also appears in Sasanian art. 

We can observe it on the well-known heavily armoured rider from Ṭāq-e Bostān 

[62: pl. XXXV-XXXIX; 63: 67, fig. 12; 64; 65; and others], (fig. 16). It also appears 

in Vendel-era Scandinavia, for example in the famous helmet from the Valsgärde-8 

burial [66]. Similar forms of chainmail helmet attachments have been known since 

at least the V century AD.  

An extremely interesting item found with the helmets is the chainmail. As 

stated earlier, they are made of rings with a flattened rectangular cross-section. It 

should also be noted that, in the case of the Nineveh helmet, currently held in The 

British Museum of London, mus. Nr. 22495, a fragment of a chainmail with similar 

characteristics has also been preserved, rusted to the lower edge of the bowl (fig. 

15). We must say here that a fragment of a chainmail shirt with similar characteris-

tics and apparently flat rings was also found in the mentioned fallen tower from 

Petra. The construction in question therefore applies not only to chainmail coifs but 

to body armours as well. We can conclude that a similar method of making chain-

mail in Iran must have been popular. Half of the rings were most likely punched 

[22: 197-199] and solid. A further batch of rings were made to rivet together the 
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previously created solid rings. It is difficult to say unequivocally how the rings 

used for joining construction were made, those also are clearly flattened. It should 

be noted that the flattened form of the rings gives the impression of reducing the 

empty spaces between them. We cannot exclude the possibility that the way in 

which those chainmails were produced is not only related to the production differ-

ence associated with Sasanian Iran. The presence of solid rings, as well as their 

flattened form, undoubtedly increased the resistance of this type of armour against 

arrows and pole weapons. The form of the chainmail may therefore be related to 

the necessary functionality associated with the form of conflict, the type of oppo-

nents and the weapons they used. It is difficult to say unequivocally when armour 

in such form began to be used in Iran. Unfortunately, the chainmail fragments from 

Dura Europos in their condition at the time they were found did not allow similar 

observations [3: 126; 22: 236]. Currently we can unquestionably conclude that sim-

ilar forms of chainmail armour were used in Sasanian Iran from at least VI century 

AD. We should state here that similar forms of armour, consists of combination of 

riveted and solid clearly flattened rings, also appear outside Greater Iran territory. 

For example, such chainmail remains were found at the mountain pass Gurzufsko-

ye Sedlo in Crimea, dating to the I century BCE to I century AD [67: 276]; close to 

the Fedorovka village, Samara Oblast, and date to the Hunnic period [68: 136]; or 

Stari Jankovci village in Croatia date to the IV-V century AD [22: 288, 374]. Inter-

estingly, at present we are unable to confirm any other form of the chainmail aven-

tail was used in the type of helmets under discussion. Furthermore, based on the 

Nineveh find, we can conclude that a similar form of neck guard was used on vari-

ous types of helmets in late Sasanian Iran, and it is not known whether any other 

form of the chainmail than 4-in-1 pattern, consists of combination of riveted and 

solid clearly flattened and most likely punched rings, were used on the territory of 

Greater Iran in that particular period.   

 

Conclusion and spread of this type of helmets  

Based on the objects mentioned above we can try to determine the provenance 

as well as a period of popularisation of this type of helmet. The most important 

object here for our analysis is the helmet from Petra because its archaeological con-

text clearly indicates by whom the artefact was worn, as well as clearly identifying 

the date of the historical event to which it is associated - a warrior in the Sassanid 

army burned in the Petra fortress in 551. We must also note that the helmet sold at 

auction on domongol.ru was discovered with a coin of Xosrow I Anuširwān, indi-

cating the presence of links to Iran (direct or indirect) at the site where the object 

was found. 

The dating of all the objects, their geographical occurrence, as well as their 

later analogies, allow us to propose the hypothesis that we are dealing here with a 

series of helmets used and produced for the army of Xosrow I Anuširwān in the VI 

century AD, for the armed conflicts he conducted. In the case of the helmets from 

Jartepe II and Chaqualaq Tepe, we are dealing with the territory of the so-called 
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Greater Iran. Their geographical distribution undoubtedly coincides with Xosrow 

I's war policy and his campaigns resulting in the recapture of the Empire's eastern 

frontiers and the Caucasus conflict [69: 141-147; 70: 115-122; 71: 532-550; 72; 73; 

74: 72; 75: 118-121 and others], (map 2).  

The distribution of helmets can be found in two different environments: Sibe-

ria, and the border regions of the Sasanian state in Central Asia and the Caucasus. 

It should be borne in mind that finds of arms and armour in the case of the Roman 

Empire are concentrated along borders, as exemplified by the finds of spangenhelm 

type helmets [76; 77; and others]. This is related to the fact that most of the found 

weaponry is associated with battle sites, places of military concentration and some-

times with cataclysmic events in the form of massive fires or earthquake collapses 

[see for example: 78]. On the other hand, we can say that most of the finds come 

from the eastern part of what is known as Greater Iran. It is difficult to say une-

quivocally whether this is related to the production of similar helmets in the eastern 

territories. The Petra find, however, clearly indicates that similar weaponry was 

used in the event of conflicts with Rome. The level of our knowledge of the distri-

bution of similar armour pieces is undoubtedly influenced by the level of archaeo-

logical investigation of sites associated with the armed conflicts waged by Sasanian 

Iran, which we may consider unsatisfactory.  

If this theory is correct then it changes the outlook on Iran's army during this 

period. As we have tried to demonstrate, these objects bear the signs of mass pro-

duction. The dimensions appear to be similar and, unlike the more commonly 

known finds of complicated, decorative forms, they do not significantly differ from 

each other. We cannot consider the change in rivets as a significant difference, nor 

the thin copper alloy band riveted to the bottom edge of the bowl. It could be con-

cluded that those wearing similar helmets were not particularly different from each 

other, creating the impression of a certain unified unit. Can we hypothesize then, 

that there were some kind of armaments factories created by Xosrow I Anuširwān 

in a form similar to Roman fabricae armorum? We cannot exclude this possibility. 

We must remember that after the Mazdakid revolt, Xosrow I Anuširwān undertook 

a series of reforms aimed to reduce the power of the great feudal lords [79; 80; 81; 

82; and others). His tax reforms significantly increased revenues to the central 

budget [83: 367; 82:  237-239, 279-284). A series of Xosrow’s military reforms 

[83: 364-373; 84; 85; 86; 87: 240; 75: 118; 72: 93-95; and others] lead to the crea-

tion of new elite and cavalry units directly dependent on the ruler and paid, at least 

during campaigns, by the state. He thus created what we could call the foundations 

of a regular military formation or professional army [82: 228]. Is it possible that we 

are dealing with helmets belonging to a new centrally dependent military formation 

formed as a result of Xosrow I's reforms? Was mass production of unified arma-

ments for these units established during this time? We cannot exclude this, howev-

er currently the authors of the publication are not aware of sources that could prove 

such a theory.     
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The question remains as to how they spread beyond the territory of so-called 

Greater Iran to Siberia? It is difficult to answer conclusively on that question. It is 

possible that we are dealing with trade relations. Nor can we exclude the possibility 

that, according to the information provided by Procopius, we are dealing with the 

effects of the conflict in the Caucasus and the use of mercenaries described by Pro-

copius as Sabiri Huns by both warring sides:  

(…) Now by some chance it so fell out that there were in this Roman army a 

small number of the barbarians called Sabiri, for the following reason. The Sabiri 

are a Hunnic nation and live in the region of the Caucasus, being a very numerous 

people and properly divided among many different rulers. And some of the rulers 

from ancient times have had relations with the Roman emperor, and others with the 

king of Persia. (…) (Procopius, Bella VIII, 11.22-24, [30:157]) 

(…) And Huns also came to them as allies from the nation of the Sabiri, as 

they are called, to the number of twelve thousand. But Mermeroes, fearing lest the-

se barbarians, being in such numbers, would not only be altogether unwilling to 

obey his commands, but would actually do some terrible thing to the Persian army, 

permitted only four thousand to march with him, while he sent all the rest away to 

their homes after making them a generous present of money (…) (Procopius, Bella 

VIII, 13.6-7, [30: 189]) 

We should also state that according to the information presented by Procopius, 

during the Sasanid-Byzantine wars in the Caucasus, considerable amounts of Per-

sian arms and armour fell into the hands of the Romans. This is described, for ex-

ample, in the cited events of the capture of the fortress of Petra: 

(…) And at that time it became manifest how much importance Chosroes 

placed upon Lazica; for he had chosen out the most notable of all his soldiers and 

assigned them the garrison of Petra, and deposited there such an abundance of 

weapons that when the Romans took possession of them as plunder, five men's 

equipment fellow to each soldier, and this too in spite of the fact that many weap-

ons had been burned on the acropolis (…) (Procopius, Bella VIII, 17, [30: 177]) 

It is difficult to clearly state who the Hun tribes described by Procopius 

fighting on the side of Rome actually were and whether the Huns fighting on the 

side of the Sasanid army actually came from the same tribes and geographical re-

gions. In the case of the Roman army, he mentions tribes living in the Caucasian 

region (we can suggest that he meant those living on the territory of the North Cau-

casus), while at the same time stating that numerous tribes ruled by many different 

rulers participated in mercenary armies. It is not hard to imagine that a long con-

flict attracted all kinds of warriors looking to make money from participating in it. 

We can state that armaments as trophies or gifts, depending on the side of the con-

flict, returned behind the Caucasus along with the warriors on their return home 

from campaigns. Being of a high material value, it could therefore have been resold 

or deposited in the burials of so-called Hun warriors involved in the Caucasian war 

or their relatives.  
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Fig. 1. Helmet from so called so-called Velsov plant, Perm Governorate, current Vels set-

tlement, Krasnovišersky District, Perm Krai, currently held in The State Hermitage Muse-

um collection, St. Petersburg. Available online: 

https://www.hermitagemuseum.org/wps/portal/hermitage/digital-

collection/15.+weapons%2c+armor/661887 

Fig. 2. Helmet from Staritsa settlement, Parabelsky District, Tomsk Oblast, currently held 

in the Kolpaševo Museum, photos courtesy S. Perehožev.  

Fig. 3. Drawing of the helmet from Staritsa settlement, Parabelsky District, Tomsk Oblast, cur-

rently held in the Kolpaševo Museum, possible reconstruction of such helmet by Yu. Ožeredov, 

including his view on the aventail suspension system, after: Ožeredov 1987: ris. 2. 

Fig. 4. Helmet from the remains of the fallen tower located between the double-wall that 

connects the north and south hills of Tsikhisdziri acropolis/ Petra, upper view, photo cour-

tesy D. Mindorashvili. 

Fig. 5. Helmet from the remains of the fallen tower located between the double-wall that 

connects the north and south hills of Tsikhisdziri acropolis/ Petra, side view, photo courtesy 

D. Mindorashvili. 
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Fig. 6. Helmet from the remains of the fallen tower located between the double-wall that 

connects the north and south hills of Tsikhisdziri acropolis/ Petra, side view, photo courtesy 

D. Mindorashvili. 

Fig. 7. Helmet from the Butaikha village, south of Tatarstan, side views, photos by O. 

Radyuš. 

Fig. 8. Helmet from the Butaikha village, south of Tatarstan, side and upper views, photos 

by O. Radyuš. 

Fig. 9. Helmet from the Butaikha village, view on aventail suspension system, photos by O. 

Radyuš. 

Fig. 10. Chainmail from the Butaikha village, pre-conservation view, photo by O. Radyuš. 

Fig. 11. The copper-alloy buckle from the Butaikha village, pre-conservation view, photo 

by O. Radyuš. 

Fig. 12. Helmet sold to a private collection at domongol.ru site auction, photo archive of O. 

Radyuš. 

Fig. 13. Sasanian coin of Xosrow I Anuširwān found with a helmet sold to a private collec-

tion at domongol.ru site auction, photo archive of O. Radyuš. 

Fig. 14. One-piece bowl helmet found at the Kušān period city of Sirkap on the bank oppo-

site to the city of Taxila, Punjab, after Marshal 1951: pl. 170 r.  

Fig. 15. View on the flattened rings from late Sasanian helmet from Nineveh, Mesopota-

mia, aventail remains, currently held in The British Museum of London, mus. Nr. 22495 

(on the left) © The Trustees of the British Museum, remains of the chainmail from Petra 

(on the right), after D. Mindorashvili (Mindorashvili 2021: 108, il. XXI 2). 

Fig. 16. Famous Ṭāq-e Bostān heavily armoured rider, clearly visible wire suspension sys-

tem, photo courtesy J. Immormino. 

Fig. 17. Helmet found near Staritsa settlement with visible, most likely, remains of the 

fragments of the wire suspension system, photo courtesy S. Perehožev. 

Map 1. Imen’kovo culture sites, the Butaikha village area: 1 - Butaikha site, 2 - Komintern 

hoard, 3 - Karmaly hoard, 4 - Sasanian coins at Troitsky Uray-1, 5 - Sasanian coin at 

Imen’kovo, 6 - Komintern-2 burial ground, 7 - Novoslavka-2 burial groun, 8 - Ufa-2 hill-

fort, 9 - Kušnarenkovo burial ground, 10 - Tatsunčeleevo find of Hunnic cauldrons, 11 - 

Osoka find of Hunnic cauldron, 12 - Samara find of Hunnic cauldron, 13 - Fyodorovka 

burial, 14 - Vladimirovka burial, 15 - Kaibely hoard, 16 - Muranka find. 

Map 2. Spread of the one-piece bowl iron helmet in discussed form. 1. Velsov plant, cur-

rent settlement Vels, Krasnovišersky District, Perm Krai, Russian Federation, 2. Current 

settlement Staritsa,  Parabelsky District, Tomsk Oblast, Russian Federation, 3. Petra For-

tress, current settlement Tsikhisdziri, Adjara region, Kobuleti municipality, Georgia, 4. 

Butaikha village, Republic of Tatarstan, Russian Federation, 5. Jartepe II, Samarkand Re-

gion, Uzbekistan, 6. Chaqalaq Tepe, close to Kunduz city, Kunduz Province, northern Af-

ganistan, 7. Early Islamic helmet recovered from a shipwreck off the Iranian coast at Ban-

dar Rig in the Persian Gulf, 8. Kušān period helmet from the city of Sirkap on the bank 

opposite to the city of Taxila, Punjab, Pakistan. 
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