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THE HUNS IN THE CIMMERIAN BOSPORUS

Michel KazaNskr!

The history of the Cimmerian Bosporus in the Hun Period (last third of the 4th-second third of the 5th century)
remains largely unknown. Hun-style artefacts in the Eastern Crimea and the Taman Peninsula (arrowheads,
bone bow plates, some sword types, and a diadem) and the presence of elements of burial ritual elements charac-
teristic of the steppe zone (the placement of saddles and arrows into the grave, accompanying horse graves) in the
funerary practice of the Bosporan population from the late 4th-mid-5th century are scarce evidence, reflecting
only an episodic presence of Huns in the Cimmerian Bosporus. These artefacts and phenomena were associated
primarily with the ‘elite’ and ‘military’ strata and, apparently, did not reach the bulk of the Hellenised population.

A kimmer Boszporusz hun kori torténete (4. szdzad utolso-5. szdzad kozépsé harmada) nagyrészt ismeretlen.
A Kelet-Krimben és a Tamany-félszigeten hun stilusi tdrgyak (nyilcsiicsok, ij csontmerevitk, bizonyos
kardtipusok, diadém) és a sztyepp zondra jellemz6 temetkezési rituselemek (nyereg és nyilak sirba tétele, lovas
sirok) ritkdk a boszporuszi népesség sirjaiban a 4. szdazad vége és az 5. szdzad kiozepe kozott, ami arra utal, hogy
a hunok csak epizodszereplok voltak a kimmer Boszporuszndl. E tdargyak és jelenségek az “elit” és “katonai”
rétegekkel dlltak dsszefiiggésben, és nyilvanvaléan nem jutottak el jelentdsebb mértékben a hellenizdlt népességhez.

Keywords: Cimmerian Bosporus, Great Migration, Huns, archaeological traces, weapons, diadem, burial rite

Kulcsszavak: Kimmer Boszporusz, népvandorlaskor, hunok régészeti nyomai, fegyverzet, diadémok, temetkezési

ritus

Although it has been the subject of many discus-
sions, the history of the Cimmerian Bosporus in the
Hun Period (last third of the 4th—second third of the
5th century) remains enigmatic in many ways. I have
also have focused on it in several studies (Kazanski
2019; Kazanski 2020; Kazanski 2021a; Kazanski
2022). This article is an attempt to characterise and
interpret the scarce archaeological record possibly
associated with the presence of the Huns in the Cim-
merian Bosporus.

It still remains unclear where the route taken by
the Huns for their migration to the Northern Black
Sea Area passed and what was the connection be-
tween that and the Cimmerian Bosporus (for pri-
mary sources and secondary literature, see Vasiliev
1936, 23-30; Tortika 2003). Eunapius (347-after
414) mentions that various explanations circulated
at his time on how the Huns appeared in Europe; he

laid out the details in the part of his History that did
not survive (Eunapii Fragmenta, 41). The account of
Ammianus Marcellinus (ca. 330-after 395), written
down most likely in the 390s (Ammianus Marcelli-
nus XXXI. 2. 12, 21), informs that the Huns, when
they appeared in the steppes of Eastern Europe, first
attacked the Alans who lived around the Tanais, i.e.
the Lower Don area; the Bosporus is not mentioned
there. However, a few late ancient writers report on
that the Huns passed the Cimmerian Bosporus and
that their first victims were the local ‘Scythians, i.e.
the Goths. This version first appeared in the work
of Sozomen (ca. 400-450), according to whom the
Huns initially lived behind the ‘Great Lake’ (certain-
ly the Maeotis); one day, when hunting and driving
a bull or a doe, they crossed this lake by a ford, dis-
covered a new country, and attacked the Goths who
lived there (Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, V1. 37).
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It should be noticed, however, that this legend does
not mention the Cimmerian Bosporus directly,
though the Maeotis could be passed, in the right sea-
son, also near the estuary of the Don. Yet Zosimus
in his Historia nova, written between 450 and 502,
indicates that he had found somewhere an account
on that the Huns passed the Cimmerian Bosporus
when it was covered by the silt deposited by the Tan-
ais.' Following the plot with the crossing of the Bos-
porus, Zosimus informs that the Huns attacked the
‘Scythians’ who lived near the Istrus, i.e. the Goths
(Zosimus, Historia Nova, IV. 20. 3,4). Later on, his-
torians in the Age of Justinian retold this version.
Amongst them, Jordanes listed the peoples who got
under the blow of the Huns when they crossed the
Maeotis: Alpidzuros, Alcildzuros, Itimaros, Tuncar-
sos, Boiscos (Iordaniis de origine actibusque Getarum,
§ 126). Some researchers believe that the Huns ap-
peared in the Bosporus only in the late 4th century,
after they invaded the Northern Black Sea Area (see,
e.g., Gadlo 1979, 13, 14; Ajbabin 2011, 68).

A. A. Vasiliev thought that the account of the
passage of the Huns through the Cimmerian Bospo-
rus reflected some reality and that the Hun hordes

could migrate to the West simultaneously by the
Lower Don and the Strait of Kerch (Vasiliev 1936,
23, 24). According to him, the Goths laid control on
the Bosporan Kingdom as late as ca 400 (Vasiliev
1936, 21-23; see also Wolfram 1990, 92; the date was
possibly even earlier, from 342/343 on? - see details
at Kazanski 2021b). Although many scholars do not
like this interpretation, no logical counter-hypothe-
sis has been suggested. Let me remind that, in 404,
the king of the Goths personally requested for a new
bishop to be sent to his subjects: to reach them, there
was need to sail to the Cimmerian Bosporus, as John
Chrysostom put it (Vasiliev 1936, 23).2

As the available sources contain no direct ac-
count, we do not know whether the Cimmerian Bos-
porus was a subordinate to the Huns in the first half
of the 5th century. Some details can be taken from
Priscus of Pannonia’s account of the raid by some
‘royal’ Huns (Priscus called them ‘Scythians’), head-
ed by Basich and Kursich, against Iran in the 420s—
430s. The Huns advanced from the steppes of Scyth-
ia, controlled by kings Ruas and Attila at the time;
they passed deserted lands, then a lake (Maeotis,
as those who informed Priscus believed, though it

Fig. 1. Map of Hun Period sites at the Cimmerian Bosporus mentioned in the text. A: Sites of the settled population;
B: sites of the nomads. 1: Kerch-Panticapaeum-Bosporus; 2: Phanagoreia; 3: Tiritace; 4: Cepi; 5: Sirenevaia Bukhta;
6: Batareika I; 7: General'skoe; 8: II'ichevka; 9: Strozhilovo; 10: Marfovka; 11: Feodosiya-Theodosia; 12: Buzhor
(approximate positions due to the scale of the map)

1. kép. A kimmer Boszporusz szévegben emlitett hun kori lel6helyei. A: A letelepiilt népesség lel6helyei; B: a nomadok
lel6helyei. 1: Kerch-Panticapaecum-Bosporus; 2: Phanagoreia; 3: Tiritace; 4: Cepi; 5: Sirenevaia Bukhta; 6: Batareika I;
7: General’skoe; 8: II'ichevka; 9: Strozhilovo; 10: Marfovka; 11: Feodosiya-Theodosia; 12: Buzhor (a térkép méretardnya
miatt a lel6helyek helyzete hozzavetdleges)
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Fig. 2. Hun-style weapons and horse tack from the Cimmerian Bosporus. 1: Batareika I (Sokol'skii 1968, Fig. 9); 2: Cepi
(Sokol'skii 1968, Fig. 4); 3-5, 17, 18: IT'ichevka (Gavritukhin, Paromov 2003, PL. 6. 52-55, 57); 6-9: Sirenevaia Bukhta,
Burial Vault 23/11 (Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 53. 8-10); 10-16, 19, 20: Kerch, Burial Vault 154/1904 (Zasetskaia 1993,
Pl. 19. 229, PL. 57. 330); 21: Tiritace (Khazanov 2008, Fig. 18. 2); 22-24: Starozhilovo I, Burial Vault 4/4 (Maslennikov
1997, Fig. 11. 1-3); 25: unprovenanced finds (Damm 1988, Abb. 183) (2, 10-16, 19, 20, 25 - no scale)

2. kép. Hun stilust fegyverek és 16szerszamok a kimmer Boszporusztdl. 1: Batareika I (Sokol’skii 1968, Fig. 9); 2: Cepi
(Sokol'skii 1968, Fig. 4); 3-5, 17, 18: IT'ichevka (Gavritukhin, Paromov 2003, PL. 6. 52-55, 57); 6-9: Sirenevaia Bukhta,
23/11. sz. sirkamra (Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 53. 8-10); 10-16, 19, 20: Kerch, 154/1904. sz. sirkamra (Zasetskaia 1993,
Pl. 19. 229, PL. 57. 330); 21: Tiritace (Khazanov 2008, Fig. 18. 2); 22-24: Starozhilovo I, 4/4. sz. sirkamra (Maslennikov
1997, Fig. 11. 1-3); 25: szérvanyleletek (Damm 1988, Abb. 183) (2, 10-16, 19, 20, 25 — méretarany nélkiil)
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Fig. 3. Hun Period burials with bone bow plates. 1: Solonchanka; 2: Kyzyl-Adyr; 3: Zee'man-Rovnoe;
4-5: Engels-Pokrovsk; 6: Kubei; 7: Kerch; 8: Starozhilovo; 9: Ust’-Al'ma; 10: Vranja; 11: Wien-Simmering;

12: Singidunum; 13: Almalyk-Dere (approximate positions due to the scale of the map) (after Kazanski 2018, Fig. 4)
3. kép. Hun kori sirok csont ifjmerevité lemezekkel. 1: Solonchanka; 2: Kyzyl-Adyr; 3: Zeel man-Rovnoe; 4-5: Engels-
Pokrovsk; 6: Kubei; 7: Kerch; 8: Starozhilovo; 9: Ust’-Al'ma; 10: Vranja; 11: Wien-Simmering; 12: Singidunum;
13: Almalyk-Dere (a térkép méretardnya miatt a lel6helyek helyzete hozzavetéleges) (Kazanski 2018, Fig. 4 utan)

might well also have been Sivash, or the swampland
at the estuary of the Don, or the Strait of Kerch), and,
fifteen days after, crossed the mountains (the range
of the Caucasus) and invaded Iran. Priscus under-
lines that the ‘royal’ Huns could learn a possible way
from Scythia to Media during this campaign. On the
way back, the Huns passed the mountains again, but
this time they turned aside from the previous route
and appeared on the seashore, where fire broke out
of an underwater rock. Historians have interpreted
this account as a description of the gas and oil fields
near the modern city of Baku (see, e.g., Artamonov
1962, 54); if so, the Huns returned to their lands in
the steppe through the Pass of Derbent on the west-
ern coast of the Caspian Sea (Priscus, fr. 8 in Given
2014, 68, 69).> This account allows the one to con-
clude that, by the 420s, the ‘European’ Huns of Ruas
and Attila did not possess either the Cimmerian
Bosporus or the steppes of the North-eastern Black
Sea Area, and did not even have reliable information
on them (for details, see Kazanski, Mastykova 2009,
123, 124). The situation changed a bit around 448,
when Attila finally subjugated the Akateri Huns,
who had only been his nominal subjects before and

had their own numerous leaders. The Akateri oc-
cupied the steppes in ‘Pontic Scythia’ (Priscus, fr. 8:
Given 2014, 55, 56) east of the Dnieper (for details,
see Artamonov 1962, 55, 56; Kazanski, Mastykova,
2009). Learning that the Akateri established contacts
with the Romans, Attila arranged a punitive raid, ex-
ecuted the traitors, and appointed his son Ellac to be
the ruler of the Akateri (Priscus, fr. 8: Given 2014,
55, 56; see also Artamonov 1962, 55-57).
According to Procopius of Caesarea, the Tetraxi-
tai Goths controlled the Eastern Crimea around the
mid-5th century. At any rate, they were the only ca-
pable of stopping the Utiguri Huns at the Strait of
Kerch, when the latter retreated from Europe.* Ac-
cording to the agreement established with the Huns,
the Tetraxitai Goths moved to the North Caucasus
with them (Procopius, VIIL 5). In 548, a legation
from the Tetraxitai came to Constantinople with
the aim of getting a new bishop (Procopius, VIII.
4. 11-13). The Tetraxitai were a rather large people,
participating with a troop of 2,000 — which counted
as a big force at the time - in the war between the
Utiguri and the Cutriguri Huns in 551 (Procopius,
VIIL. 18, 22). There also is another source testify-
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Fig. 4. Artefacts from the burial discovered in Kerch-Glinishche in 1896 and reconstruction of the bow (18a)
(1-18: Werner 1956, Taf. 15; 18a, Bona 2002, Fig. 112)
4. kép. Az 1896-ban felfedezett Kerch—-Glinishchei sir targyai és az ij rekonstrukcidja (18a)
(1-18: Werner 1956, Taf. 15; 18a, Bona 2002, Fig. 112)

ing to the Gothic presence in the Caucasian coast:
an anonymous periplous dated perhaps from the
6th century (the so-called Pseudo-Arrian), which
mentions the people of the Eudousianoi, who spoke
Gothic and Taurian languages and lived near the
harbour of Pagras (Continuation du Périple anon-
yme, Codex Londonienses, § 22: Baschmakoff 1948,
139; Diller 1952, 130).°

As it was mentioned in several previous stud-
ies, very few artefacts representing the Hun ‘steppe’
tradition have been discovered in the close area of
the Bosporus thus far (Kazanski 2019, 258; Kazanski
2020; Kazanski 2021a). So far, the excavations have
not discovered any trace of a Hun attack in Kerch-
Panticapaeum-Bosporus, the capital of the former
Bosporan Kingdom. To the best of my knowledge,
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10 11

Fig. 5. Persian-style swords. 1: Sovkhoz Kalinina (Crimea); 2: Tsibilium (Abkhazia); 3, 8-10: Kerch (Crimea), Burial
Vault 145/1904; 4: Turaevo, Barrow 5 (Urals); 5: Musliumovo (Urals); 6: Volch'i Vorota (North Caucasus); 7: Palmyra,
image from 229 (Syria); 8: Kerch (Crimea), burial vault unearthed on Tarkhanskaia Road in 1914 (1-7: Kazanski 2019,
Fig. 4; 8-10: Zasetskaia 1993, Pl. 17. 47. a-b; 11: Zasetskaia 1993, P1. 62. 364. b)

5. kép. Perzsa stilusu kardok. 1: Sovkhoz Kalinina (Krim-félsziget); 2: Tsibilium (Abhazia); 3, 8-10: Kerch (Krim-félszi-
get), 145/1904. sz. sirkamra; 4: Turaevo, 5. halom (Ural); 5: Musliumovo (Urél); 6: Volch’i Vorota (Eszak-Kaukazus);
7: Palmyra, 229-b6l szarmazo dbrazolas (Sziria); 8: Kercs (Krim-félsziget), a Tarkhanskaia Gton 1914-ben feltart
sirkamra (1-7: Kazanski 2019, Fig. 4; 8-10: Zasetskaia 1993, Pl. 17. 47. a-b; 11: Zasetskaia 1993, P1. 62. 364. b)



The Huns in the Cimmerian Bosporus 353

Fig. 6. Burial Vault 23/11 in the cemetery of Sirenevaia Bukhta and the finds from the horses’ and the human’s graves
(Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 50. 54)
6. kép. Sirenevaia Bukhta 23/11. sz. sirkamrdja, valamint a 16- és embersirok leletei (Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 50. 54)

traces of destruction and conflagration from the late
4th-first half of the 5th century in the territory of
the Cimmerian Bosporus have been documented
in Phanagoreia and, possibly, Batareika I, Cepi, and
General'skoe (all in present-day Russia) (Fig. 1. 2,
4, 6) (for details, see Kazanski 2009, 182, 183). The
destruction layers in Cepi and Batareika I also con-

tained typical bone steppe-style arrowheads (see
below) (Fig. 2. 1-2). Unfortunately, a great part of
the Hun Period archaeological material retrieved
in the Bosporus area still awaits to be made avail-
able for research (for the respective sites and monu-
ments, see Kazanski 2009, 181-216; Ajbabin 2011,
51, 52); therefore, it is still hard to discuss whether
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Fig. 7. Diadem from the burial vault unearthed on the Mitridat mountain in Kerch in 1907 (after Eger 2017, no. 32)
7. kép. A kercsi Mithridatész-hegyen 1907-ben feltart sirkamra diadémja (Eger 2017, no. 32 utan)

there were actual traces of the Hun invasion, such as
conflagration, destruction, and so on. Moreover, it
might well be that the Huns occupied the Bosporus
and not destroyed the local settlements, e.g., if the
outcome was decided by battles on the field or dip-
lomatic actions.

The above-mentioned bone arrowheads may be
a primary focus of any discussion of Hun-style ar-
tefacts discovered in the Cimmerian Bosporus from
non-burial contexts. These are relatively small, flat,
elongated leaf-shaped, with a wide tang (Fig. 2. 1-3).
It has already been mentioned that similar arrows
were found in Cepi and in destruction layers at Bata-
reika I (Sokol’skii 1968, 261, Fig. 4. 9; Kazanski 2009,
182; Kazanski 2021a, Fig. 2. 1-4), as well as at the
fortified settlement of II'ichevka on the Taman Pen-
insula (Russia), where a bone javelin-head was also
unearthed (Fig. 2. 4) (Nikolaeva, 1986, 186, 187, Fig.
1. 8-9; Gavritukhin, Paromov 2003, 154, Pl. 62. 52,
57). Their parallels appear in the archaeological ma-
terial of the steppe in Kazakhstan and the Southern
Urals (Botalov, Gutsalov 2000, 129, Fig. 18. 1. 1-17,
I1. 40-44, Fig. 20. I. 1-4), but none have been found
yet in the Eastern European steppe, although some
have been retrieved from the Hun Period layers of
Tanais (Shelov 1963, Fig. 10) and contexts associated
with the settled neighbours of the Hun steppe (e.g.,
Starostin 1967, Pl. 16). However, Ammianus Mar-
cellinus, who possessed information concerning pri-
marily the Huns in ‘Europe, mentioned that they led
long-distance attacks with arrows with heads made
of bone (Ammianus Marcellinus, XXXI. 2. 9). Any-

way, there is need to substantiate that all such arrows
discovered in the Bosporus from contexts dated to
the late-4th and the first half of the 5th century be-
longed to the Huns. Actually, the bone arrow- and
javelin-heads discovered in Il'ichevka might well
date from the post-Hun Period, as the main destruc-
tion layers on this site date from the 6th century
(Gavritukhin, Paromov, 2003, 154).

It would be even more difficult to relate the Huns
with the trilobate, rather massive iron arrowheads,
widest at the middle (Fig. 2. 5-16). These arrows were
widely used by the Huns, so they are well-known
from late-4th-first half of the 5th-century steppe
burials (Zasetskaia 1994, Fig. 4, Type 3b). These ar-
rowheads inflicted wide, open, excessively bleeding
wounds to the enemy and, what is also important,
their horses. In the Cimmerian Bosporus, these arte-
facts were uncovered in funeral contexts, like Burial
Vault 154/1904 (Zasetskaia 1993, Pl. 47, no. 217; Za-
setskaia 2024, no. 170) and Tomb 176/1904 in Kerch
(Zasetskaia 1993, Pl. 57, no. 330; Zasetskaia 2024,
no. 260), and the mid-5th-century Tomb 23/11 in Si-
renevaia Bukhta (Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 53. 8-10)
(see below) (Fig. 2. 6-16), as well as in the settlement
layers, such as II'ichevka mentioned above (Fig. 2. 5)
(Nikolaeva 1986, 186, Fig. 1. 3; Gavritukhin, Paromov
2003, 154, PL. 62. 53) and Taraktash (Myts, Lysenko
2001, Fig. 2. 1-2). However, steppe-style trilobate ar-
rows spread quickly across Europe: varied peoples
populating vast lands from Gaul to the forest zone in
present-day Russia used such weapons in the 5th-7th
century (Kazanski 2009, 102; Kazanski 2014). There-
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fore, the chronological position and cultural attribu-
tion of trilobate arrows from the layers of Bosporan
settlements is far from unequivocal. Anyway, the ap-
pearance of such arrows amongst the goods in Hun
Period graves in the Bosporus reflects most likely the
influence of steppe burial rites (for the numerous cas-
es among the Huns, see Zasetskaia 1994), as the type
is not present in earlier burials there.®

Bone plates from so-called ‘Hun-type’ compos-
ite bows with wide end plates are frequent finds of
the Hun Period archaeological record throughout
Europe (Fig. 2. 17-24). The 120-150 cm long bows
with bone plates were the main weapon of the Huns
(Alfoldi 1932, 18-26; Zasetskaia 1994, 35-36; Béna
2002, 117-121; Kazanski 2012, 193-194). B. Anke
collected the finds of bow remains with bone plates
(Anke 1998, Karte 5, Fundliste 4). Although several
recent discoveries can be added to this list, two main
distribution areas could be outlined from the data it
contains: the steppe in today’s Russia and Ukraine,
and the Middle Danube Region. Bone bow plates
of the type were found in Cimmerian Bosporus in
non-burial contexts in the already mentioned fort
of II'ichevka (Russia) (Fig. 2. 17-18), where at least
a part of them was related to the post-Hun Period
destruction layers (Nikolaeva, 1986, 187, Fig. 1. 11;
Gavritukhin, Paromov 2003, 154, P1. 62. 54-55), and
Tyritake, Crimea (Fig. 2. 21) (Khazanov 2008, Fig.
18. 2). Bows with bone parts originated from Asia
(Werner 1956, 46-50; Khazanov 2008, 78-83). Peo-
ples of the Eastern European steppe, particularly the
Sarmatians and the Alans, also used composite bows
in the 1st-4th century, i.e. before the arrival of the
Huns (Werner 1956, Taf. 37. 2; Karte 4; Khazanov
2008, 84-85), and such weapons were also popular
in the ‘Late Sarmatian Period’ (2nd-4th century) in
the steppe zone in the Southern Urals and Northern
Kazakhstan, areas which the Huns certainly crossed
during their migration to the West in the 4th cen-
tury (Khazanov 2008, 73-75). 3rd-century bone
bow plates in the Roman West reflect the continuity
of this weapon type in the Roman Empire (Khaz-
anov 2008, 84-85; Kazanski 1991, 135). Some bow
plates discovered in Late Imperial contexts feature
widened ends (see, e.g., Bishop, Coulston 1993, Fig.
43. 2, Fig. 74. 1). Bows with ‘Hun-style’ ends have
been retrieved from 3rd-5th-century contexts in the
Danube fort of Tropaeum Traiani on the outskirts of
Adamclisi in Romania (Chiriac 1997).

These findings alone cannot be considered cul-
tural markers, but their occurrence in a funerary

context might be significant for identifying the ‘trace’
of a Hun presence. Such artefacts in the Cimmerian
Bosporus are known from Burial Vault 154/1904,
Grave 3 in Kerch (Zasetskaia 1993, Pl. 49, no. 229;
Zasetskaia 2024, Catalogue no. 182) and Tomb 4/4 in
Starozhilovo I (Crimea) (Maslennikov 1997, Fig. 11.
1-3) (Fig. 2. 19-20, 22-24). Burials from the Great
Migration Period with bone bow plates are known
from sites of both the steppe peoples and the ‘settled’
barbarians, particularly the cemeteries at Almalyk-
Dere and Ust’-Al'ma in the Crimea (Fig. 3) (Kazan-
ski 2018, Appendix, no. 9, 13, Fig. 4). Settled peoples
perhaps adopted the rite of putting bows into graves
from steppe burial rituals of nomadic communities,
amongst whom it was undoubtedly a social marker.
It is particularly known that the bows were power
symbols in the ‘Hun Empire’ (Harmatta 1951; Laszlo
1951).7

A bracket with zoomorphic end from the grave
discovered in 1896 in Kerch-Glinishche (Shtern
1897, 1, Fig. 7) is usually interpreted as a part of
sword holder fastened to scabbard (Fig. 4. 18). How-
ever, the find could also be an end-piece of a bow
plate (Anke 1998, Taf. 37. 1; Béna 2002, Fig. 113)
(Fig. 4. 18a). Moreover, it can be associated with the
gold plates in the ‘princely’ graves and commemora-
tive assemblages of Hun Period nomads, which are
consensually interpreted as bow plates, particularly
the pieces from Jakuszowice in Poland, Skeleton 8
of Novogrigorevka and Novoivanovka (Ukraine),
Kubei (Russia), Pécsiiszog, Bataszék, and Pannon-
halma (Hungary) (Werner 1956, 49-50; Anke 1998,
62-65; Bona 2002, 131-133; Fodor 2017 with refer-
ences), as well as a plate from Skeleton 1 (8) of the
Alan cemetery of Berezovskii-2 on the outskirts of
present-day Kislovodsk (Russia) (Savenko 2014,
117-119). However, the identification of some of
these finds as bow plates is questionable (for details,
see Komar 2013, 90-91; Savenko 2014, 128), and the
find from Kerch could also hardly be part of a bow,
or at least this interpretation requires additional ar-
guments.

‘Persian’ parade swords, certainly brought from
the East, are probably also part of the find material
associated with the Huns in some way (see Béna
2002, 199, Fig. 104; Kazanski 2019a, 118-120; Ka-
zanski, Mastykova 2023, 166). These swords and
daggers have their hilt ending in a concave ‘neck’
sometimes capped with a hemispherical pommel
(Fig. 5).® Their prototypes are well-known from the
Near East, particularly Palmyra (Syria), from the
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year 229 (Fig. 5. 7). Such weapons were found in the
Bosporus area in the burial vault discovered in 1896
in Kerch-Glinishche and the secret compartment
of Burial Vault 145/1904 in Kerch-Gospital'naia,
the burial vault found on the Kertch-Tarkhanskaia
Road in 1914,° and Burial Vault 315/2019 in Phana-
goreia, Crimea (Shtern 1897, Fig. 7; Zasetskaia 1993,
Pl. 17, no. 47; Pl. 62, no. 364; Zasetskaia 2024, no.
29, 301; Voroshilov, Voroshilova 2019, Fig. 2. 2; Ka-
zanski, Mastykova 2023, Fig. 6. 3, 8-10) (Fig. 4. 6,
Fig. 5. 3-8, 11). Several stray finds and ones without
information on their findspot are also known from
this region (e.g., Damm 1988, no. 103). Apart from
the Cimmerian Bosporus, swords and scabbards
representing the Iranian tradition were discovered
in burial sites of settled communities in Abkhazia
(Tsibilium cemetery), the North Caucasus (cem-
etery of Volch’i Vorota), the vicinity of Kislovodsk,
and in Ingushetia, the Middle Dnieper Region (the
Volnikovka burial), the Hun burial at Sovkhoz Ka-
linina in the Crimea, and somewhat older graves in
the steppe zone (middle or the second half of the 4th
century), such as Musliumovo in the Southern Urals
(Fig. 5. 1-2, 4-6). To the best of my knowledge, no
‘Persian’ sword with a hemispherical pommel and a
concave neck has ever been found in Central and
Western Europe.

The archaeological record of Kerch also compris-
es some polychrome cross-shaped bridle fittings of
unknown provenance (Fig. 9. 13) (Damm 1988, 177-
178, Abb. 183-184). Similar bridle mounts made of
bronze, covered with gold foil, and inlaid with red
stones and glass pieces are typical finds of Hun sites,
including Zdvizhenskoe (Vozdvizhenskoe, Russia),
as well as Skeleton IX of Novogrigorevka, Sovkhoz
Kalinina, present-day Feodosiya - Klementovka
(Klimenteva) Mountain (Fig. 2. 25) (Zasetskaia
1994, 42-43,PL. 1.1, PL 11. 4, P1. 22. 6, P1. 26. 2), and
Grave 95 of Ust’-Al'ma in the Crimea (Puzdrovskii
2010, Fig. 10. 5-8). In I. P. Zasetskaia’s view, these
appliques were placed on where side straps crossed
with front and nose straps of the headstall (Zaset-
skaia 1994, 42, 43). Although polychrome fittings
are not known from a Hun context in Central Eu-
rope, the already-mentioned burial in Jakuszowice
in Southern Poland contained cross-shaped fittings
with no polychrome decoration (Godlowski 1995,
Abb. 2. 2-3).

One of the elements adopted from the Hun steppe
world in the Bosporus region was probably the rite
of placing a saddle into the grave. A Hun Period sad-

dle was found in Grave 5 in 165/1904, a ‘family’ (col-
lective) burial vault, in the cemetery at Gospital'naia
Street in Kerch. The wooden saddle was fitted with
silver ornaments and nails with gilded heads; how-
ever, its type could not be determined (Shkorpil
1907, 49; Zasetskaia 1993, 97).1°

In the archaeological record of the Hun Peri-
od, hard saddles are well-known finds of nomadic
graves (Zasetskaia 1994, 45-50) and some elite buri-
als of settled communities on the periphery of the
steppe, such as Concesti (Romania: Furasev, Shaba-
lavina 2019, 159-162). Saddles first appeared in elite
graves of barbarians in the Pontic-Caucasian steppe
probably as early as the Late Roman Period. The
‘chieftain’s’ grave at Kishpek (Kabardino-Balkaria),
dated to the start of the 4th century, contained the
remains of a poorly preserved wooden saddle. Cat-
acomb 10, a collective (family?) burial of Alans in
the cemetery of Lermontovskaia Skala 2 in the area
of present-day Piatigorsk (Russia) chronologically
neighbours the Hun Period. The tomb contained the
remains of a woman and a young man with grave
goods from the Hun Period and those of a man with
grave goods from the post-Hun Period. The saddle
and other parts of the horse tack discovered in the
burial chamber belonged to either the ‘Hunnic’ or
the ‘post-Hunnic’ man (Kazanski 2017, 204, 205).

Graves with saddles in the Late Roman West
are related to a barbaric military environment. The
burial of a military leader in Mundolsheim, Alsace,
in the environs of Strasbourg is an excellent exam-
ple. Its grave find assemblage comprised of a sword
and an axe (which did not survive), parts of a belt
and/or shoe set, and horse tack fittings. This burial
dates from Phase D2 (380/400-440/450) or D2/3
(430/440-460/470) of the European Barbaricum
timeline. Based on the analysis of the grave goods,
the military officer buried there was of Northern
Black Sea origin and most likely related to the set-
tled Pontic environment. A 4th-century grave in
Sarry, Marne District in northern Gaul contained,
among others, a sword, a chain mail, and metal sad-
dle parts. Wooden saddle elements were found in
Grave 3 of the cemetery of Ballana in Nubia, dated to
ca. 450/460. The chambered grave of the noble adult
woman also contained sacrificed horses (Kazanski
2017, 204-205).

Some ‘steppe’-style graves in the Cimmerian
Bosporus were furnished with a few horses. Horse
burials were found at Burial Vault 23/11 in the cem-
etery of Sirenevaia Bukhta (Fig. 6), where the already
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Fig. 8. A: Distribution of Kovrig’s Type 2ba diadems; B: distribution of similar jewellery items with flat stone inlays.
1: Buhaieni; 2: Hochricht-Jedrzychowice; 3: Budapest; 4: Dulceanca; 5: Gheréseni; 6: Sovkhoz Kalinina; 7: Kerch;
8: Csorna; 9: Shurbanets’ (approximate positions due to the scale of the map) (after Kazanski 2020)

8. kép. A: Kovrig 2ba tipust diadémjainak elterjedése; B: hasonld, sik kéberakasokkal diszitett ékszerek elterjedése.
1: Buhaieni; 2: Hochricht-Jedrzychowice; 3: Budapest; 4: Dulceanca; 5: Gheréseni; 6: Sovkhoz Kalinina; 7: Kerch;
8: Csorna; 9: Shurbanets’ (a térkép méretaranya miatt a lel6helyek helyzete hozzavetéleges) (Kazanski 2020 utan)

mentioned trilobate arrowheads were also discov-
ered. It was a large vault with two chambers, one of
which was plundered but the other not; the second
chamber contained at least five inhumations. Four
west-east and one north-south-oriented pit graves of
horses were found next to the tomb, to the north.
One horse was laid on the side, while the others had
been reclined in the pits. with horse bits and bronze
buckles (Maslennikov 1997, 22-25, Fig. 50). Small
buckles with an oval frame and buckle plate (Fig. 6.
10, 12) were also discovered in the vault. Their par-
allels are known from the famous ‘princely’ grave
of Smolin in Southern Moldavia (L'Or des princes
barbare, 2000, no. 22. 9), dated to Phase D2/D3, i.e.
430/440-460/470 in the chronological framework of
the European Barbaricum (Tejral 2011, 15-17, 355),
which, to some extent, also indicates the dating of
the horse graves in Sirenevaia Bukhta. Based on its
design, the burial vault, like to cemetery in general,

belonged to the local Hellenised population of the
Cimmerian Bosporus. However, its nearest paral-
lel is a post-Hun Period burial in Malai (Grave 12
in Barrow 1) in the eastern Azov Sea region (Lim-
beris, Marchenko 2011, 420-439). Generally, burial
of horse skins and complete horses was widespread
in the Hun steppe (Kazanski 2009, 99; Kazanski,
Mastykova 2009, 116 with references), and this ritual
reached Western Europe from there (Kazanski, Pé-
rin 2005, 293-295).

The last element of the find material related to
Huns is a diadem from Kerch, which had been the
subject of targeted research before (Kazanski 2020)
(Fig. 7). This artefact belongs to the group of typi-
cal Hun Period female ornaments used by steppe
nomads; more than twenty such jewellery items
are known today (for details, see Kovrig 1985; Za-
setskaia 1994, 50-58). The diadem in question was
allegedly found on the north slope of Mountain Mi-
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tridat, perhaps near Konstantinovskaia Street (‘rue
de Constantinople), today 23 May 1919 Street), in a
burial vault (‘Katakombe’), along with other goods
with buckles and brooches amongst them (Damm
1988, 85-92; Damm 1996, 82-84; Eger 2017).

The 34.2 cm long diadem, like other specimens of
the type, consists of three rectangular plates (Shipo-
vo, Kanattas: Zasetskaia 1994, 52, 53). It has a bronze
backplate, covered with gold foil and decorated with
garnet and glass inlays in isolated cases. It belongs to
Group 2B according to I. Kovrig’s typology, which
was basically accepted by L. P. Zasetskaia (Zasetskaia
1994, 56), i.e. diadems with no granulation but with
the whole surface covered with flat sub-triangular,
diamond-shaped, rectangular, and rarely round
stones set close to each other in a few straight lines
(Kovrig 1985, 124, 126). The diadems of this sub-
group include finds from Buhaieni, Dulceanca, and
Gheraseni (Romania), Jedrzychowice (Hochricht,
Poland), Budapest (Hungary), and possibly Sovkhoz
Kalinina (Kovrig 1985, Abb. 7). Flat stone inlays also
appear in the diadems from Csorna (Hungary) and
Shurbanets (Ukraine) (Kovrig’s Group 2c) (Zaset-
skaia 1993, 56). This way, the diadem from Kerch is
certainly of ‘western’ origin, related to the area con-
trolled by Ruas and Attila, as almost all diadems of
Kovrigs Group 2b (except for those found in Kerch
and Sovkhoz Kalinina), as well as the diadems deco-
rated with flat stones in general, were found west of
the Dniester (Kovrig 1985, Abb. 13), most of them
in the basin of the Lower Danube and the Dniester
(Fig. 8). According to Priscus of Pannonia, Ruas
(killed ca. 434) conquered this territory and subju-
gated the local barbarians, the Amilzouri, Itimari,
Tounsoures, and Boiski (Priscus fr. 1 in Given 2014,
8).! However, one decorative element of the diadem
from Kerch - the central composition featuring two
bird heads - has its only analogue in the eastern part
of the steppe, in the post-Hun Period (second third
of the 5th-second third of the 6th century) burial in
Shipovo in the Southern Urals (Kovrig 1985, Abb. 6;
Zasetskaia 1994, Pl 42. 1). In other words, the dia-
dem in question was made with ‘western’ Hun tech-
nique but also features a symbol of the ‘eastern’ no-
mads. It may reflect the situation that had developed
by 448, when Attila subdued the Akatiri Huns (see
above). It was the time when the Cimmerian Bos-
porus, after the raid led by Basich and Kurisch (see
above) became under the power of Attila, which was
the reason why Hun-style artefacts from the Danube
Region found their way there.

This study concludes with a list of the ‘Hun’
monuments — graves and isolated artefacts typical to
steppe nomads in the Hun Period — found in the area
of the Cimmerian Bosporus. This find horizon in the
European Bosporus includes the well-known burials
of Marfovka (Fig. 9. I-11) (Zasetskaia 1994, 177, P1.
24; Ajbabin 1995, 207; Zastrozhnova, Sharov 2017),
Feodosiya — Mountain Klementovka (Kliment’eva)
/ Kokliuk (Fig. 9. 12—18) (Ajbabin 1995, 207, Fig.
1.7, Fig. 3. 3, 15-16, 25-26; Zasetskaia 1994, 178,
PIL. 26. 1-5) and also a non-documented find from
Feodosiya (Fig. 9. 19) (Zasetskaia 1994, Pl. 11. 8).
The finds associated with Huns in the area of the
Asiatic Bosporus are also very few. This scarce re-
cord includes the fragments of a Hun-style cauldron
from Buzhor in the vicinity of Anapa (Fig. 9. 20-22)
(Novichikhin 2014) and a nomadic burial (Grave 3
in Barrow 35 of Kalininskaia) much farther, behind
the Kuban River (Limberis, Marchenko 2011, 417—
420, Fig. 2). Densely granulated women’s jewellery
from the Crimea (style Zasetskaia’s Style 1) (Fig.
9.1, 34, 9, 19), in the Hun Period is typical pri-
marily of the eastern, tentatively ‘Akateri (Akatziri)
Hun’ area (for details, see Kazanski, Mastykova 2009,
120, 121). The fragments of the cauldron from the
vicinity of Anapa are most similar to the variant
used in the eastern half of the steppe zone, namely in
the Volga Region and the Urals (Novichikhin 2014,
168-169). These finds are corroborating evidence
of the actual presence of steppe nomads in this area
next to the Bosporus and indicate a connection not
with the ‘royal’ Huns under the Attila’s dynasty but
rather with the Akateri or a culturally close eastern
group of steppe nomads.
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In conclusion, relatively few the Hun artefacts in the
Eastern Crimea and the Taman Peninsula and the
presence of steppe-style burial rite elements at the
Bosporus in the late 4th—first half of the 5th century
reflect only an episodic presence of Huns in the area
of the Cimmerian Bosporus. Moreover, the artefacts
and funeral rituals in question are related primar-
ily to the ‘princely’ or ‘warrior’ ‘culture] indicating
perhaps that they did not reach the bulk of the Hel-
lenised population. The Bosporus only entered the
orbit of the ‘Hun Empire’ in the 440s, when Attila
subdued the Akateri Huns.'
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Fig. 9. Finds associated with Hun Period nomads from the borderzone of the Bosporus. 1-11: Marfovka (Zasetskaia
1994, P1. 24); 12-18: Feodosiya (Theodosia), Mountain Klimentovka/Kokliuk (Zasetskaia 1994, P1. 26. 1-5; Ajbabin
1995, Fig. 3. 26); 19: Feodosiya (Theodosia), unprovenanced finds; 2-22: Buzhor (Novichikhin 2014, Fig. 1)

9. kép. Hun kori nomadokhoz kothetd leletek a Boszporusz hatarzondjabol. 1-11: Marfovka (Zasetskaia 1994, PL. 24);
12-18: Feodosiya (Theodosia), Klimentovka/Kokliuk-hegy (Zasetskaia 1994, PI. 26. 1-5; Ajbabin 1995, Fig. 3. 26);
19: Feodosiya (Theodosia), szérvanyleletek; 2-22: Buzhor (Novichikhin 2014, Fig. 1)
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Notes
1 Actually, passing through the Strait of Kerch by a ford A. V. Podossinov’s translation: “<The space> from the

was hardly possible due to the terrain (for details, see
Tortika 2003, 67, 68). However, the Strait could be
passed on the ice when the winter was cold enough.
They could hardly be the Goths from the country of
Dory, i.e. the south-western Crimea, who appear in
later sources (for them, see Aibabin, Khairedinova
2017), as the communication with these Goths was
easier by Chersonesus than the Bosporus. They could
not be a group of Goths living by the Danube either,
as scholars sometimes suggest because those tribes
were Arian and not Orthodox Christians, so they did
not need a bishop from Constantinople and the route
to their lands led on land instead of water. As for the
Bosporan Goths, Procopius of Caesarea’s account on
the Tetraxitai (see below) informs that they were Or-
thodox and got their bishop from Constantinople.
Some researchers believe that this raid passed along
the eastern and not the western coast of the Caspian
Sea. However, this hypothesis requires detailed argu-
ments; anyway, Priscus’ account makes it clear that the
Huns in the 420s-430s had no information about the
routes connecting the Northern Black Sea Area region
and Iran; thus, they could not control the Cimmerian
Bosporus.

According to Procopius, in this time the Vandals
had already established themselves in North Africa;
accordingly, the migration of the Utiguri must have
taken place after 429, and most probably in the 450s,
when Attila’s ‘empire’ collapsed. The chronological po-
sition of the Gothic cemetery of Diurso in the vicini-
ty of present-day Novorossiysk (Russia), the only site
known so far which is generally accepted to be of the
Tetraxitai, is an indirect evidence (for its chronology,
see Kazanski 2002).

For their living place, see, for example, Avoviuov
IIepimhovg ITévrov Evéivov (Anonymi Periplus Ponti
Euxini), §64: “Antd odv Zivdikod Apévog éwg ITaypag
AMpévog mpwnv dkovv £0vn oi Aeyopevor Keprétat
fitot Topitat, vOv 8¢ oikodoty EvSovatavol Aeydpevol
) TotOij kai Tavpiki] xpwpevot YAwttn.” See also

10

11

12

Sindian harbour as far as the harbour of Pagras was
earlier inhabited by the peoples called the Kerketai or
the Toritai, but now here live so-called Eudousianoi
who are using the Gothic and the Tauric language”
(Podossinov, Anonymi 2037).

In the Cimmerian Bosporus, trilobate arrows are also
known from burial context — Tomb 152/1904 (Zasets-
kaia 2024, no. 492) - from the post-Hun Period.
Emperor Marcian having a dream about the broken
bow of Attila on the night when the great Hun ruler
died (Iordaniis de origine actibusque Getarum, § 255)
is a piece of indirect evidence of the role played by the
bow among the Huns.

Although Late Roman/Early Byzantine Period swords
with a hemispherical pommel are also well-known
(Kazanski 1991, 128, Fig. 3. 11), these variants do not
have a ‘neck’ below the pommel.

The collection of the State Hermitage Museum con-
tained also some hilts of unknown provenance from
Kerch (Zasetskaia 2024, no. 627).

Another burial vault, 6/1905 in Kerch contained a
mixed find assemblage (Shkorpil 1909, 3, 4) with ar-
tefacts typical of the Hun (e.g., Zasetskaia 1993, PL. 3,
no. 37) and post-Hunnic periods (e.g., Shkorpil 1909,
Fig. 1). There also were remains of a saddle represent-
ing Zasetskaia’s Type 4B2, typical of the Post-Hunnic
Period (Zasetskaia 1994, Appendix 3, no. 17, Fig. 10.
17; Zasetskaia 2024, 245, 246, nos. 400, 401). The cur-
rent paper does not include an analysis of post-Hun
Period finds.

This list of peoples matches almost totally the list by
Jordanes of the tribes whom the Huns attacked imme-
diately after they crossed Maeotis: Alpidzuros, Alcild-
zuros, Itimaros, Tuncarsos, and Boiscos (Iordaniis de
origine actibusque Getarum, § 126) (see above). There
are two possible explanations of the coincidence: ei-
ther Jordanes’ account was copied from Priscus, or the
nomads of Maeotis were driven out to the Lower Dan-
ube Region around 375.

Translated by Nikita Khrapunov.

REFERENCES

Primary sources

Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum libri XXXI (ed. W. Seyfarth, 1978). Leipzig.

Eunapii Fragmenta. In: Historici graeci minores 1 (éd. L. Dundorf, 1870). Leipzig.

Iordaniis de origine actibusque Getarum (ed. Fr. Giunta, A. Grillone, 1991). Roma.

Procopius, History of the Wars, Books V-VIII (ed. H. W. Dewing, 1962-1968). London-Cambridge.
Sozomene, Historia ecclesiastica (éd. A.-]. Festigiere, B. Grillet, G. Sabban, 1983). Paris.

Zosimus, Historia Nova (éd. Paschoud, 1971). Paris.



The Huns in the Cimmerian Bosporus 361

References

Aibabin, A. I, Khairedinova, E. A. 2017: Krymskie goty strany Dori (seredina III-VII vv.). Simferopol.

Ajbabin, A. 1995: Les tombes de chefs nomades en Crimée de la fin du IVe au Vle siecle. In: Valet, E,
Kazanski, M. (eds.), La noblesse romaine et les chefs barbares du IIle au VIle siécle. Saint-Germain-
en-Laye, 207-216.

Ajbabin, A. I. 2011: Archdologie und Geschichte der Krim in byzantinischer Zeit. Mainz.
Alfoldi, A. 1932: Funde aus der Hunnenzeit und ihre ethnische Sonderung. Budapest.
Anke, B. 1998: Studien zur reiternomadischen Kultur des 4. bis. 5. Jahrhunderts. Weissbach.
Artamonov, M. L. 1962: Istoriia khazar. Leningrad.

Baschmakoff, A. 1948: La synthése des périples pontiques. Paris.

Bishop, M. C., Coulston, C. N. 1993: Roman military equipment. From Punic wars to the fall of Rome.
London.

Bona, I. 2002: Les Huns. Le grand empire barbare d’Europe (IVe-Ve siecles). Paris.
Botalov, S. G., Gutsalov, S. Iu. 2000: Gunno-sarmaty uralo-kazakhstanskikh stepei. Chelyabinsk.

Chiriac, C. 1997: About the Presence of the Composite Bow at Trapaeum Traiani during the Protobyzantine
Period. Etudes byzantines et post-buzantines 3, 43-67.

Damm, I. G. 1988: Goldschmiedarbeiten der Volkerwanderungszeit aus dem Nordlischen Schmarzmeerge-
biet. Katalog der Sammlung Diergardt 2. Kolner Jahrbuch fiir Vor- und Frithgeschichte 21, 65-210.

Damm, I. G. 1996: Goldschmuck des 5. Jahrunderts aus dem pontischen Raum im Rémisch-Germanischen
Myseum Koln. In: Daim, E. (ed.), Reitervolker aus em Osten. Hunnen + Awaren. Eisenstadt, 82-89.

Diller, A. 1952: The tradition of the minor Greek geographers. Lancaster (Ph.), Oxford.

Eger, C. 2017: Die Hunnen kommen: die «Krone» aus Ker¢. In: Naumann-Steckner, E, Trier, M. (eds.), Gol-
denes Zeitalter. 100 Meisterwerke der Volkerwanderungszeit. K6ln-Miinchen.

Fodor, 1. 2017: Uber die hunnischen Goldbogen. In: Fusek, G. (ed.), Archdologische Studien zum frithen
Mittelalter. Nitra, 27-32.

Furasev, A. G., Shablavina, E. A. 2019: Kontseshti. Kniazheskoe pogrebenie epokhi Velikogo pereseleniia
narodov. St Petersburg.

Gavritukhin, I. O., Paromov, Ia. M. 2003: II'ichevskoe gorodishche i poseleniia ego okrugi. In: Makarova, T. L,
Pletneva, S. A. (eds.), Krym, Severo-Vostochnoe Prichernomore i Zakavkaze v epokhu srednevekov’ia.
IV-XIII veka. Moscow, 152-157.

Gadlo, A. V. 1979: Etnicheskaia istoriia Severnogo Kavkaza IV-X vv. Leningrad.
Given, J. 2014: The fragmentary History of Priscus. Christian Roman Empire Series 1. Merchantville.

Godlowski, K. 1995: Das «Fiirstengrab» des 5. Jhs. und der «Fiirstensitz» in Jakuszowice in Siidpolen. In:
Valet, F, Kazanski, M. (eds.), La noblesse romaine et les chefs barbares du IIle au VIle siécle. Saint-
Germain-en-Laye, 155-180.

Harmatta, J. 1951: The golden bow of the Huns. Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungariae,
107-151.

Kazanski, M. 1991: A propos des armes et des éléments de harnachement “orientaux” en Occident a
Iépoque des Grandes Migrations (IVe-Ve s.). Journal of Roman Archaeology 4, 123-139. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S1047759400015518

Kazanski, M. 2002: Die Chronologie der Anfangsphase des Graberfeldes von Djurso. In: Tejral, J. (ed.), Pro-
bleme der frithen Merowingerzeit im Mitteldonauraum. Brno, 137-158.

Kazanski, M. 2009: Archéologie des peuples barbares. Bucuresti, Braila.


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759400015518
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759400015518

362 Michel KAzaNsKI

Kazanski, M. 2012: Les armes et les techniques de combat des guerriers steppiques du début du Moyen-éage.
Des Huns aux Avars. In: Lazaris, S. (ed.), Le cheval dans les sociétés antiques et médiévale. Turnhaut,
193-199, 287-296. https://doi.org/10.1484/M.BAT-EB.5.100772

Kazanski, M. 2014: Les influences steppiques dans [équipement militaire et équestre des Slaves (Ve-VIle
siecles). In: Calin, C. (ed.), Warriors, Weapons, and Harness from the 5th-10th Centuries in the Car-
pathian Basin. Cluj-Napoca, 45-56.

Kazanski, M. 2017: On the funerary rite of a Hunnic-time “princely” burial of Concesti. In: Loskotova, I. (ed.),
Na hranicih Impéria. Extra fines Imperii. Jaroslavu Tejralovi k 80. narozenindm. Brno, 197-208.

Kazanski, M. 2018: Bowmen’s graves from the Hunnic Period in northern Illyricum. In: L. Nagy, M., L.
Sz616si, K., Almassy, K., Kulcsar, V. (eds.), “To make a fairy’s whistle from a briar rose” Studies Presented to
Eszter Istvanovits on Her Sixtieth Birthday. Nyiregyhaza, 407-418.

Kazanski, M. M. 2019: Nachalo epokhi Velikogo pereseleniia narodov na Bospore Kimmeriiskom: itogi i per-
spektivy. In: Zin'’ko, V. N., Zin’ko, E. A. (eds.), XX Bosporskie chteniia. Bospor Kimmeriiskii i varvar-
skii mir v period antichnosti i srednevekov’ia. Osnovnye itogi i perspektivy issledovanii. Simferopol,
Kerch, 256-265.

Kazanski, M. M. 2020: Gunnskaia diadema s gory Mitridat i ee kul'turno-istoricheskii kontekst. In: Zin'’ko, V.
N., Zin’ko, E. A. (eds.), XXI Bosporskie chteniia. Bospor Kimmeriiskii i varvarskii mir v period antich-
nosti i srednevekov’ia. Obekty iskusstva v arkheologicheskom kontekste. Simferopol, Kerch, 152-159.
Kazanski, M. M. 2021a: Gunny na Bospore Kimmeriiskom. Bosporskie issledovaniia 42, 108-131.

Kazanski, M. 2021b: The Goths, the Cimmerian Bosporus, and the Roman Empire in the 4th century AD.
In: Ciofek, R., Chowaniec, R. (eds.), Aleksanderia. Studies on Items, Ideas and History Dedicated to
Professor Aleksander Bursche on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday. Wiesbaden, 211-216. https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/j.ctv1h9djth.29

Kazanski, M. M. 2022: Gunnskie pogrebeniia v antichnykh sklepakh i svidetel'stvo Ammiana Martselina. In:
Zin'ko, V. N,, Zin'ko, E. A. (eds.), XXIII Bosporskie chteniia. Bospor Kimmeriiskii i varvarskii mir v
period antichnosti i srednevekov’ia. Sakral'noe i material'noe. Simferopol, Kerch, 129-135.

Kazanski, M. M., Mastykova, A. V. 2009: “Tsarskie” gunny i akatsiry. In: Furasev, A. G. (ed.), Gunny, goty,
sarmaty mezhdu Volgoi i Dunaem. St Petersburg, 114-126.

Kazanski, M. M., Mastykova, A. V. 2023: Prestizhnoe oruzhie, konskoe snariazhenie i voinskii ubor epokhi
Velikogo pereseleniia narodov na Bospore Kimmeriiskom. Materialy i issledovaniia po arkheologii,
istorii i etnografii Tavrii 28, 161-217.

Kazanski, M., Périn, P. 2005: La tombe de Childéric: un tumulus oriental? Travaux et Mémoires 15, 287-298.
Khazanov, A. M. 2008: Ocherki voennogo dela sarmatov. St Petersburg.

Komar, A. V. 2013: Kompleks iz Makarteta i ritual'nye pamiatniki gunnskogo vremeni. In: Botalov, S. G.,
Kradin, N. N., Liubchanskii, I. E. (eds.), Gunnskii forum. Problemy proiskhozhdeniia i identifikatsii
kul'tury evraziiskikh gunnov. Cheliabinsk, 88-109.

Kovrig, I. 1985: Das Diadem von Csorna. Folia Archaeologica 36, 107-145.

Laszlo, Gy. 1951: The significance of the Hun golden bow. Contribution to the structure of the Hun nomad
empire. Acta Archaeologia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 91-106.

Limberis, N. Iu., Marchenko, I. I. 2011: Pogrebeniia iz kurganov stepnogo Prikuban’ia. In: Sharov, O. V. (ed.),
Peterburgskii apokrif. Poslanie ot Marka. Chisinau, 417-442.

L'Or des princes barbares 2000: Lor des princes barbares du Caucase a la Gaule, Ve siécle apres J.-C. Paris.
Maslennikov, A. A. 1997: Semeinye sklepy sel'skogo naseleniia pozdneantichnogo Bospora. Moscow.

Myts, V. L., Lysenko, A. V. 2001: Pozdneantichnoe sviatilishche Taraktash v Krymu. In: Vakhtina, M. Iu,,
Zuev, V. Iu. (eds.), Bosporskii fenomen: kolonizatsiia regiona, formirovanie oplisov, obrazovanie gosu-
darstva 2. St Petersburg, 96-101.


https://doi.org/10.1484/M.BAT-EB.5.100772
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1h9djth.29
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1h9djth.29

The Huns in the Cimmerian Bosporus 363

Nikolaeva, E. Ia. 1986: Nakhodki oruzhiia na II'ichevskom gorodishche. In: Koshelenko, G. A. (ed.), Proble-
my antichnoi kul'tury. Moscow, 183-188.

Novichikhin, A. M. 2014: Nakhodka fragmentov kotla “gunnskogo tipa” u khut. Buzhor bliz Anapy. In:
Pavlenko, T. A., Skhatum, R. B., Ulitin, V. V. (eds.), IV “Anfimovskie chteniia” po arkheologii Zapadno-
go Kavkaza. Zapadnyi Kavkaz v kontekste mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii v drevnosti i srednevekove.
Krasnodar, 168-170.

Podossinov, A. V. 2011: Anonymi Periplus Ponti Euxini (2037). In: Gehrke, H.-J., Maier, E (eds.), Die Frag-
mente der Griechischen Historiker V. Leiden.

Puzdrovskii, A. E. 2010: Voinskoe pogrebenie gunnskoi epokhi iz Ust’- AI'minskogo nekropolia. Arkheolog-
icheskii Al'manakh 22, 285-310.

Savenko, S. N. 2014: Eshche odno zakhoronenie alanskii sotsial'noi elity nachala rannego Srednevekov’ia iz
Kislovodskoi kotloviny (po arkhivnym materialam A. P. Runicha). Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta
arkheologii 234, 115-139.

Shelov, D. B. 1963: Ekonomicheskaia zhizn’ Tanaisa. In: Boltunova, A. I. (ed.), Antichnyi gorod. Moscow,
115-131.

Shkorpil, V. V. 1907: Otchet o raskopkakh v Kerchi v 1904 g. Izvestiia Imperatorskoi arkheologicheskoi
komissii 25, 1-66.

Shkorpil, V. V. 1909: Otchet o raskopkakh v Kerchi v 1905 g. Izvestiia Imperatorskoi arkheologicheskoi
komissii 30, 1-50.

Shtern, E. 1897: K voprosu o proiskhozhdenii “gotskogo stilia” predmetov iuvelirnogo iskusstva. Zapiski
Odesskogo obshchestva istorii i drevnostei 20, 1-15.

Sokol’skii, N. I. 1968: Gunny na Bospore. In: Harmatta, J. (ed.), Studien zur Geschichte und Philologie des
Altertums. Budapest, 251-261.

Starostin, P. N. 1967: Pamiatniki imen’kovskoi kul'tury. Svod arkheologicheskikh istochnikov D1-32. Mos-
COow.

Tejral, J. 2011: Einhemische und Fremde. Das norddanubische Gebiet zur Zeit der Volkerwanderung. Brno.

Tortika, A. A. 2003: K voprosu ob istoricheskoi interpretatsii legendy o pereprave gunnov cherez Bospor
Kimmeriiskii. Bosporskie issledovaniia 3, 62-72.

Vasiliev, A. A. 1936: The Goths in the Crimea. Cambridge.

Voroshilov, A. N., Voroshilova, O. M. 2019: Tainik v pozdneantichnom sklepe Fanagorii (predvaritel'naia
publikatsiia). Kratkie soobshcheniia Instituta arkheologii 257, 174-181.

Werner, ]. 1956: Beitrage zur Archdologie des Attila-Reiches. Miinchen.
Wolfram, H. 1990: Histoire des Goths. Paris.

Zasetskaia, I. P. 1993: Materialy Bosporskogo nekropolia vtoroi poloviny IV - pervoi poloviny V vv. Materialy
po arkheologii, istorii i etnografii Tavrii 3, 23-105.

Zasetskaia, I. P. 1994: Kul'tura kochevnikov iuzhnorusskikh stepei v gunnskuiu epokhu (konets IV-V v.).
St Petersburg.

Zasetskaia, I. P. 2024: Bosporskii nekropol’ epokhi Velikogo pereseleniia narodov. Posledniaia chetvert’ IV-
nachalo VII veka. Katalog kollektsii. St Petersburg.

Zastrozhnova, E. G., Sharov, O. V. 2017: “Marfovskii klad” 1925 goda: publikatsiia arkhivnykh materialov.
Stratum plus 4, 395-410.



364 Michel KAzaNsKI

A HUNOK A KIMMER BOSZPORUSZNAL

Osszefoglalds

Bar szamos korabbi tanulmany foglalkozott mar a ké-
rdéssel, a Boszporuszi Kiralysag hun kori, a 4. szazad
utolsd és az 5. szazad kozéps6 harmada kozotti tor-
ténete szamos tekintetben tovabbra is ismeretlen
elottiink. Jelen tanulmany a teriiletrél ismert,
feltehet6en a hunokhoz kapcsolhaté emlékanyagot
tekinti at, kisérletet téve annak értelmezésére is. Az
utvonalat, amelyen keresztiil a hunok eljutottak a
Fekete-tenger északi partvidékére, egyel6re nem sike-
rilt biztosan rekonstrudlni, amint a vandorlé népc-
soport kapcsolatat a Boszporuszi Kiralysaggal sem.
Az irott forrasokbol két lehetséges utvonal rajzolodik
ki: az els6 szerint a hunok az Azovi-tengert6l északra
fekvo teriiletekre a Don alsé folyasan atkelve jutot-
tak el, mig a masik szerint a Kercsi-szoroson, azaz
a Boszporuszi Kiralysag teriiletén keresztiil 6z6nlot-
ték el a Pontus-vidéki sztyeppet. Ennek megfelel6en
egyes kutatok a Taman-szigeten a 4. szazad utolso
negyedébdl szarmazé emlékanyagban megfigyelt
pusztuldsi rétegeket a hunok megjelenésével hoztak
Osszefiiggésbe, mig masok szerint a hunok csak a
szazad legvégén, az északi Pontus-vidék invazidjat
kovetGen jelentek meg a boszporuszi térségben.
Jelenleg nincs meggy6z6 bizonyiték arra, hogy a hu-
nok az 5. szazad els6 felében meghdditottdk volna
a Boszporuszi Kiralysagot. A teriiletrél szarmazo,
hozzajuk kothet6 emlékanyag igen csekély, és a
kiralysag egykori fGévarosaban (Panticapaeum vagy
Boszporusz, ma Kerch) folytatott kutatasok eleddig
nem bukkantak hun invazié nyomadra. A korszakbol
szarmazd pusztulasi rétegek és tlizvészek nyomait
csak a Taman-szigeten (az ‘azsiai Boszporusz’ tertile-
tén) lehetett megfigyelni; ezek leletei kozt néhany
hun tipusu csont nyilhegy is el6kertilt.

A Boszporuszi Kiralysag teriiletérél ismert
sztyeppi vagy hun tipust leletanyagot elsésorban
fegyverek (csont és vas nyilhegyek, csont fjleme-
zek, kemény nyergek) és loszerszam-alkatrészek
(kereszt alakd, polikrom berakasos kantarveretek)
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alkotjak. Mivel ezek a targytipusok onmagukban
nem tekintheték kultdrajelzének, a hunokhoz valo
kapcsolasuk kontextusuk alapjan lehetséges: a csont
fjlemezek sirokban valé megjelenése egy jellegzetes
sztyeppi szokast tiikroz. A Boszporuszi Kiralysag
teriiletén emellett el6keriiltek 6nalld, de emberi tem-
etkezéseket kisérd lotemetkezések, illetve perzsa stil-
usy, bizonyosan keletrdl szarmazo diszkardok is, me-
lyek valamilyen mddon esetleg szintén a hunokhoz
kapcsolodhatnak. A ruhadiszek és ékszerek koziil
kiemelkednek a Kovrig Ilona tipologidja szerinti 2B
csoportba tartozo polikrom ékké- és iivegberakasos
diadémok, a hun kori sztyeppi nomad el6kelé nék
viseletének jellegzetes elemei. Ilyen diadém keriilt el6
Kercs teriiletén, egy a Mitridatész-hegyen feltart sir-
ban. Az ékszer parhuzamai a hunok altal uralt teriilet
nyugati felén koncentralédnak, am diszitése koz-
ponti elemének - stilizalt, kifelé néz6 madarfej-par
- analdgiai kizardlag a kelet-eurdpai sztyepp keleti
részébol ismertek. Masképp fogalmazva, a ,nyugati
hun” technolégiaval készitett diadém ,keleti hun”
szimbolumokat foglal magéba. E targy feltehetGen a
448 utani helyzet emléke, amikor Attila aldvetette a
sztyepp Dnyepertdl keletre esé teriiletein €16 akatziri
hunokat. Ez lehetett az egyetlen id6szak, amikor a
Boszporuszi Kirdlysag rovid idére Attila hatalmaba
keriilt, aminek kovetkeztében megindult a dunai
teriiletek fel8l a hun tipusu targyak ide vandorlasa.
Osszességében elmondhat6, hogy a Krim keleti vidé-
kén és a Tamany-félszigeten elSkeriilt csekély hun
tipusu leletanyag, valamint a sztyeppi temetkezési
szokasok megjelenése e teriiletek funeralis gyakor-
lataban a 4. szdzad végétdl az 5. szazad kozepéig
terjed6 id6szakban csupan a hunok rovid, epizodi-
kus jelenlétének lenyomata a Boszporuszi Kiralysag
torténetében. E targyak és szokdselemek elsdsorban
az elithez és a katonai réteghez kapcsolédnak, és
lathatéan nem befolyasoltak a koznép anyagi kultu-
rajat és temetkezési gyakorlatat.
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