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One of such contact zones at the end of the 1st millennium AC was the territory of the south of Eastern Europe. Two large
ethnopolitical masses existed during that period: the Khazar Khaganate and East Slavic tribes. Having been used for recent twenty
years, their ethnocultural relationships research method on the basis of archaeological material determines several stages.

First, to create detailed maps, which depict the outspread of the sites of synchronous archaeological cultures in a contact zone.
The Severyans Slavs of the Dnipro left bank area are represented by the Volyntzevo and Romny cultures, and the Slavs of the
Don — by the Borshevo culture. Second, to discover the territories (microregions) of the closest territorial contact and the sites
with multicultural deposition. Third, to uncover the most exemplary ethnical criteria in the archaeological material. The traditional
criteria are the following ones: 1) ceramics as the most widespread material (technology, form, ornament); 2) housebuilding
traditions; 3) building interior (foremost type and location of a heating facility); 4) burial ritual (the most conservative sphere of
the spiritual life). A distinctive feature of our investigation was highlighting of two new criteria: 5) traditions of fortifications;
6) agricultural implements. Forth, to determine etalon types of artefacts and archaeological complexes for each population group
in every ethnic criterion. Fifth, in the result of archaeological excavations to detect the artefacts and complexes, which possess
syncretic features and reveal a fusion of diverse elements into the organic whole.

The obtained ceramic materials give insight into the great influence of the ceramic traditions of the Khazar Khaganate on the
production of the ceramic vessels by the nearby population.

Key words: the East Slavs, the Severyans, the Khazar Khaganate, ceramic production, technology, ornament, cultural
interinfluence.

Statement of the problem. The modern world goes through a tough ethnopolitical period. One of its
characteristic features is two completely opposite tendencies: unification of countries and nations to create
better future, and, along with that, redrafting of the world map through creation of new countries, autonomies
and “rectification of historical frontiers”.

This problem is not new for humanity. For this reason, by trying to use all known human experience,
modern scientists investigate as wide a range of these contacts demonstration as possible. The most productive
territories for the research of diverse interrelations are zones of interstate and interethnic contacts.

One of such contact zones at the end of the 1st millennium AD was the territory of the south of Eastern
Europe. Two large ethnopolitical groups (fig. 1) existed during that period. The southern east was occupied
by the multienthic early feudal Khazar Khaganate. Northwestern space belonged to East Slavic tribes that
experienced the closing stage of the state creation. Written data illustrate these mutual relationships
insufficiently and one-sidedly; there are only three short notifications in Old Russian Chronicle'. They
caused the creation of the confrontation theory about persistent aggressive reaction of the East European
nomads to the peaceful life of our annestors®. The same situation occurs with the modern historical science’.
Thus, archaeological sources in particular become central for the research of interethnic contacts and
ethnocultural interrelations.

! ITosecmb spemennvix 1em, penaxkrop Bapsapa Anpuanosa-IIpern. (Mocksa, Jlenunrpan: Usan-so AH CCCP, 1950, 1), 16-18.

2 Huxomnait Kapamsun, “Vcropus rocyapcTBa poccuiickoro B 12-tu Tomax”, pemaktop Anapeii Caxapos (Mocksa: Hayka, 1989,
1), 171; Bacumuit KiroueBckuii, “Kparkuii kypc pycckoit uctopun”, (Mocksa: I'ocnonurusaar, 1956, 1), 57; Hukonaii Kocromapos,
“UepTsl HAPOAHOMW KXKHOPYCCKO# rctopuu. Micropuueckue npousseneHus. ABroouorpadus’, cocraBuTeNb BiaauMup 3aMIMHCKHN.
(Kues: JIsiouap, 1990), 19, 52; Cepreii ConoBnéB, “Hctopusi Poccuu ¢ apesHeiimmx BpeMEH”, penakTopbl MBan KoBanmbueHko,
Cepreii JImutpues. Mocka: Meicib, 1988, 1 (1-2), 116—-117; Apcennit Hacconos, “Pycckas 3emns’” u obpazosanue meppumopuu
opesHepycckoco eocyoapcmea: Hcmopuko-eeoepaghuueckoe uccredosanue. (Mocksa: U3n-s0 AH CCCP, 1951), 28-46; bopuc
Pri6akoB, “K Bompocy o ponn Xazapckoro karanara B ucropuu Pycu”, Cogemcras apxeonoeus, XVII, (1953): 128-150.

3 Hampuknan: Ilerpo Tonouxo, Kuiscoxa Pyce. (Kuis: Adpuc, 1996), 35-39; Iletpo Tomouko, Kouesvie napodst cmeneti u
Kuesckasn Pyco. (Kues: Abpuc, 1999), 34—42; Onekciii Tonouxo, [letpo Tomouko, Kuiecorka Pycwy. (KuiB: BugaBHu4uui nim
“AnprepHatuBu”, 1998), 36-39; Dnpaap YcmanoB, “Vctopus Xasapuu B IMIKOIBHBIX yueOHUKax Poccuiickoit denepanun’.
Canmoso-masnybKa apxeonociuna Kyimypa: npooremu ma 0ocaiodicenns, ynopsaauk I'enaniii CuctyH. (XapkiB: XapKiBCbKHiA
HayKOBO-METOJMYHUM LIEHTP OXOPOHU KyIbTypHOI cnammunay, 2013, 3), 122-128.

© Konooa B., 2025
78



B. Konooa
ISSN 2078-6107. Bicuuk JIpBiBchbkoro yHiBepcutery. Cepist icropuuna. 2025. Bunyck 58. C. 78-91

Method. We further offer you to have a look at our research method that helps to investigate ethnocultural
relationships between the Slavs and multiethnic forest-steppe Khazarian population. The efficiency of this
method has been proven during field and theoretical investigations in the last 20 years. It determines several
stages and can be applied to the archaeological material from different activity areas of the Early Medieval
population.

First step: where to find the marks of the interrelations and interinfluences mentioned above?

It is necessary to create detailed maps depicting the outspread of the sites of synchronous (the end of the
1% millennium) archaeological cultures for the purpose of uncovering the zones of the closest contacts. The
most promising sites to the research are those ones of the mentioned zone (mainly settlements), which
provide multiethnic, but synchronous in the selected range, cultural deposition and complexes. In this case,
two such contact zones (fig. 1) can be distinguished: the middle reaches of the Siverskyi Donets (1) and the
middle reaches of the Don (2).

Second step: which lines of the research (ceramics and beyond)?

It is necessary to determine the most exemplary ethnical criteria in the archaeological material. The
traditional criteria are the following ones: 1) ceramics as the most widespread material (technology, form,
ornament); 2) housebuilding traditions; 3) building interior (foremost type and location of a heating facility);
4) burial ritual (as the most conservative sphere of the spiritual life). A distinctive feature of our investigation
was highlighting of two new criteria: 5) traditions of fortifications; 6) agricultural implements®.

Third step: what to find?

It is necessary not to take into account imported things, which reflect trade contacts. In the present case,
it is a great number of amphoras of Byzantine types, ceremonial (dinner) vessels, clothes items and
accessories, which were implemented into the environment of the East Slavs from the Khazaria state or by
transit through its territory. Further in our opiinion, it is necessary to assume that the phenomenon of
syncretism (from Greek, synkritismos) means fusion of diverse elements into the organic whole) is a
characteristic feature in material and spiritual culture of the contact zones. In reference to the archaeological
material, syncretism is understood as a blend of separate elements with distinctive technological, typological,
morphological and artistic (ornamental) traditions for different ethnoses.

Forth step: what to compare with?

In investigation of syncretic ethnocultural phenomena, it is important to determine etalons in material
and spiritual cultures of those ethnoses whose cultural relationships are the subject of the present research.
In this case, it is, on the one hand, the East Slavs, and on the other hand, the multiethnic peoples of the
Khazar Khaganate (in particular, the Alans that occupied forest-steppe spaces of the Khaganate, and the
Bulgarians, which constituted an ethnic majority in the Black Sea region steppe).

Fifth step: in the result of archaeological excavations to detect the artefacts and complexes, which
possess syncretic features and reveal a fusion of diverse elements into the organic whole.

Ethnocultural situation that happened on the South of the East Europe at the end of the first millennium
seems as follows. The Slavs of the Dnipro left bank region are represented by a recorded tribe — the Severyans
(fig. 2). In an archaeological sense, they are expressed by two successive archaeological cultures: the
Volyntzevo (mid. VII — mid. VIII) and the Romny (mid. VIII — boundary of X-XI cen.). The Slaves of the
Middle Don are reflected by the Borshevo archaeological culture (VIII — beg. XI cen.). The remains of
material and spiritual cultures of a multiethnic population of the Khazar Khaganate are incorporated into
the Saltov archaeological culture (mid. VIII — mid. X cen.).

Presentation of the main material. Ceramic material analysis. Syncretism is manifested in various
spheres of human life and activity to different extents. However, it becomes mostly noticeable in pottery
production. Namely, ceramics (its remains) is one of the most widespread types of the material sources (up
to 90% of the artefacts at the Early Medieval settlements). Moreover, ceramic pottery has always been a
complicated household cultural phenomenon that displayed a level of technological development and
manufacturing skills, world view, and aesthetic predilections.

For this reason, ceramics is often one of the bases for detecting ancient ethnic and chronologic groups.
Ceramics is particularly demonstrative at sites of the contact zones, where its syncretism manifests itself to
a greater degree than it is on nominal “central” (parental) ethnic territories. Within the pottery production,
it is embodied in a manufacturing technology of vessels, their forms, typology, and ornamentation. From

4 For example: Bononumup Konona, “Cnos’stnu Ta X03apChKHH KaraHar: acleKTH B3aeMOmii” Apxeonoziuni 00CaioicenHs
JIvgiscovroeo ynisepcumemy, 25 (2021): 78—109.
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Fig. 2. Archaeological cultures and interethnic contact zones (1,2) on the South of the Eastern Europe
at the end of the 1% century A.D.
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Fig. 3. Moulded ceramics of the Volyntzevo culture (the early Severyans).
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Fig. 4. Moulded ceramics of the Romny culture (the late Severyans).
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Fig. 5. Burnt ceramics of the Khazar Khaganate.

Fig. 6. Syncretic ceramics on the Volyntzevo culture sites.
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Fig. 7. Syncretic ceramics on the Romny culture sites.
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Fig. 8. Syncretic ceramics on the Saltov culture sites.
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Fig. 9. Moulded ceramics of the
Borshevo culture (the Slavs on the
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Fig. 10. Syncretic ceramics on I Belogorsky hillfort (Don River).
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Fig. 11. Syncretic ceramics on II Belogorsky burial site (Don River).
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Fig. 12. Syncretic ceramics on Zhivotinnoye hillfort (Don River).
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this perspective, demonstration of syncretism in ceramic complex of separate communities and at particular
sites takes place at least on two levels. They can be notionally called as a macro level and a micro level.
Each of them has its own object of research (Komoma, 2008, c. 106; 2009, ¢. 61-62).

Macro level analysis aims at the enquiry into the ceramic complex in general (settlement, burial site,
dwelling, etc.). On this level, syncretism meaning can have two implementations: “external” and “internal”
syncretism. External syncretism is manifested in simultaneous use of home and foreign production goods.
In some cases, the biggest challenge in import artefacts analysis is identification of a production site:
whether this vessel was brought from outside of the sites under research, or it was created by an alien
craftsman, who lived among the given community (site). Internal syncretism on a macro level is expressed
by imitation of a houseware exterior form that is not typical to the present ethnic community. Copy models
were presented by import vessels and sometimes an ornamental motif while retaining home technological
traditions. Thus, it is possible to identify some local ceramic production innovations, which highlight
understanding the advantages (practical or aesthetic) of a new vessel form and desire to use it.

Micro level analysis provides investigation of a separate artefact (a vessel or its fragment) that was
created using technological, morphological or ornamental traditions which were typical for representatives
of various ethnoses. In this respect, the vessels ornamented in two ethnic traditions are the most exemplary
ones. It gives evidence of substantial syncretism in aesthetic predilections of a craftsman and a user of his
products. Hence it follows that the most profound display of syncretism, that allows raising an issue on
ethnocultural complementarity and fusion of cultural traditions, can be traced primarily on a micro level.

The following examples can be examined:

Traditional ceramics of the Severyans at the first stage of development — the Volyntzevo culture (no
scaling done): cooking pots with raised “shoulders” (fig. 3: 1-12) and frying pans (fig. 3: 13—15); all of
them are moulded. Ornament: imprints of a stick (fig. 3: 2, 5, 6, 10, 14), a finger (fig. 3: 1, 7,9, 11, 13) or
a stamp of a stick in a form of a tangled rope (fig. 3: 5, 8). They ornamented mainly a neck. There are no
ornaments on the majority of vessels®.

Traditional ceramics of the Severyans at the second stage of development — the Romny culture (no
scaling done). Criteria, crafting technologies and most of forms remained unchanged (fig. 4). Ornamental
elements — too: imprints of a stick (fig. 4: 4), a finger (fig. 4: 9, 10, 13, 14) or a stamp of a stick in a form of
a tangled rope (fig. 4: 2, 3, 5-8, 10—-12). They ornamented a neck and a top part of a body. There are not
ornaments on the majority of vessels®.

Traditional ceramics of the Saltov culture — burnt ones (no scaling done): tare pithoi (fig. 5: 13, 14, 16,
18); cooking pots (fig. 5: 12, 15, 17, 19); dinner ones: mugs (fig. 5: 1-3), earthenware pots (fig. 5: 4, 5),
treasure pots (fig. 5: 6), double-handed jars (fig. 5: 7, 8); ceremonial pithoi (fig. 5: 9—11). Ornament: slotted
horizontal straight or curly lines (fig. 5: 1, 3-5, 7-19). Groups of sideway lines appears on some of cooking
and tare vessels (fig. 5: 14). Dinner and ceremonial vessels have polished ornament: vertical (fig. 5: 3, 4, 7)
or sideway (fig. 5: 5) lines, grid (fig. 5: 11), sectional polishing (fig. 5: 8). There is vertical (fig. 5: 8) or
horizontal (fig. 5: 7) polishing of hands.

Syncretic ceramics on Volyntzevo sites of the Dnipro left bank region (no scaling done)’. Burnt ceramics
(fig. 6: 1-3, 6, 7): Slavic body, somewhere vertical necks from the Northern Caucasian Alans (fig. 6: 3, 6,
7), ornamented in the traditions of the Khazar Khaganate — horizontal drawing, and vertical and reticulate
polishing. Moulded vessels — imitation of Saltov ceramic traditions: form — a mug (fig. 6: 4); ornament on
a pot with a Slavic form (fig. 6: 5).

Syncretic ceramics on Romny sites of the Dnipro left bank region and in the middle reaches of the
Siverskyi Donets — (fig. 7). Moulded ceramics imitated forms of burnt vessels of the Khaganate (fig. 7: 8—
14)8. There is a burnt Severyanian pot with borrowed ornaments (fig. 7: 6)°. There are fragments of moulded

5 Oner Cyxo6okoB, Crassne Jnenposckozo Jlesobepescosn. (Kues: HaykoBa nymka, 1975), 53; Dmuoxynemypuas xapma
meppumopuu Ykpaunckoti CCP 6 I muic. . e. penaktop Biaagumup bapan. (Kues: HaykoBa nymka, 1985), 119-121.

¢ Onter Cyxo6okoB, Craeane [{nenposckozo Jlesobepecws, 15-80; Imuoxyremyprnas xapma meppumopuu Yipauncxoti CCP
6 I moic. H. e., 127-129, puc. 22.

T Omuokynemypuas kapma meppumopuu Yxpaunckou CCP ¢ I moic. n. e., 127-129, puc. 22.

8 iBan JIanymxuH, “Topoauiie Hosotpounkoe”. Mamepuanwt u uccnedosanus no apxeonozuu CCCP,74.(1958): 44; Bnagumup
Konona, “B3aumoBnusHne CeBEpIHCKON M agaHO-00IrapCKod KepaMH4ecKuX TpaauLuil koHHa I Teicadyenetus B J{HempoBCKOM
necocrenHoM JleBoOepexbe”, penakrop Biagumup EnykoB Crassano-pycckue opesnocmu [Jnenposckoeo Jlesobepecos. (Kypek:
Kypckuii rocynapctsenssiit yausepeuret, 2008), 107, puc. 1.

° Bnagumup Kosona, “B3avMOBIHsHUE CEBEPIHCKOM M aNaHO-0ONTapckol KEpaMUUECKHUX TPAAUIUI KOHIA | ThICSTYEneTrs B
Jlnenposckom necoctenHoM JleBodepexne”, 107, puc. 1-2; Bnagumup Konona, Taresna Konona, “Kepamuka panHecIaBsiHCKOTO
BpeMeHH ropoauiia BoasiHoe Ha XapekoBuwne”. Stratum plus, (2005-2009, 5): 259-260.

88



B. Konooa
ISSN 2078-6107. Bicuuk JIpBiBchbkoro yHiBepcutery. Cepist icropuuna. 2025. Bunyck 58. C. 78-91

Slavic pots with Saltov ornaments (fig. 7: 3—5) and ornamentation in two cultural traditions — those of the
Slavs and the ones of the Khazarian nations (fig. 7: 1, 2, 7)'°.

Syncretic ceramics on Saltov sites of the middle reaches of the Siverskyi Donets — (fig. 8). There is a
Slavic type of vessels and moulded frying pans on the territory of Khazaria (fig. 8: 2, 3). There is Slavic
ornament made by a rope on burnt Saltov ceramics (fig. 8: 4, 5, 7)!!. There is ornamentation of burnt pots in
two cultural traditions (fig. 8: 1, 5, 8)!2. There is a piece of a Slavic cooking pot from a Saltov dwelling
(fig. 8: 6)'3.

Traditional ceramics of the Slavs in the middle reaches of the Don (the Borshevo culture) — everything
is moulded: pots (fig. 9: 1-6, 9, 10), bowls (fig. 9: 7, 8), frying pans (fig. 9: 11, 12). Nategories of ceramics
and the ornament are almost identical to the Volyntzevo-Romny one. The majority of the vessels are without
any ornament. The question of the the influence of A/an-Bulgarian traditions has been risen in the literature'®
a number of times, which makes it easy to resolve our issue.

Syncretic moulded ceramics on Borshevo sites of the middle reaches of the Don is famous on Bila Hora
hillfort—I. Here we see Saltov ornament on pots with a Slavic form (fig. 10: 1-11); imitation of “a Khazarian
jar” (fig. 10: 12). Syncretic moulded ceramics are found on Bila Hora burial-2 site: here we notice that the
technology is Slavic (moulded), the form is made in a tradition of the Khazaria communities (fig. 11).
Syncretic moulded ceramics are also found on Slavic Zhyvotynne hillfort on the Don as well: the technology
is Slavic, the ornament is imitation of ornamental motives of the Khaganate population (fig. 12).

Conclusions. Summing up the data, it may be concluded that ceramic artifacts from the sites of the
forest-steppe Siverskyi Donets zone and the Don provide the considerable qualitative and quantitative
material about the diverse interinfluence of ethnocultural traditions between the Slavs and the population
of the Khazar Khaganate in the ceramic production area. These interinfluences are traced in production
technologies, ceramic forms and ornamentation. We see the diverse (in particular, multidirectional and
multilevel) demonstration of syncretism in the ceramic complex. This demonstration points not only to
mainly peaceful coexistance on the mentioned region. It points to the close relationships between the nearby
population groups, as well as within the one family community. Besides, we do not exclude the blend of
these two ethnoses on the level of family matrimonial relationships!®.

On the whole, the reason for diverse, by quality and quantity, influences of the Saltov ceramic tradition
on the Slavs’ population in the border zone lies in its more proficient vessels and their production organization.
It allowed to create more qualitative products, which could put an end to traditional views on ceramics
among nearby Slavic tribes. The Saltov population brought new ceramic production technologies, new
orrnamentation opportunities, and new process organization to the Slavic world; all of this stimulated
relevant innovations in the quite traditional world of the East Slavs. Sometimes, Slavic firaftsmen tried to
copy nonethnic ceramic patterns, but they mostly tried to reinterpret foreign traditions and to implement
them into their own products.

1 Branumup Kosona, “B3anMOBIHsHIE CEBEPSHCKOM U anaHO-00Nrapckoil KepaMUUYECKUX TPATHUIMI KOHIA | ThICAUesneTns B
JlnenpoBckom necocrennoMm JleBooepexne”, 107—108, puc. 1; 2; 3: 2; Bnagumup Konona, Taresina Konoga, “Kepamuka
paHHECIaBsHCKOrO BpeMeHH ropoxauiia BonsHoe Ha XapbkoBuiHe”, 263.

' Bragumup Kosiona, “B3anMOBIMsSHIE CEBEPAHCKOM M alaHO-00JIIapCKOi KepaMUYECKUX TPAaaUIKii KoHla | ThicsueneTus B
Jluenposckom necocrenHoM JleBoOepexne”, 108—109, puc. 3: 3, 4, 6.

12 Bnagumup Konona, “B3anMOBIMsSHEE CEBEPSIHCKOM U amaHO-00IrapcKoil KepaMUIEeCKUX TPaauIMi KOHIA | ThICSueneTus B
Jluenposckom necocrennoM JleBoOepexne”, 108—109, puc. 3: 1, 4, 7.

13 Bonmopumup Konona, “Cios’ sHCbKe %uTiI0 Ha Bepxusomy Cantosi” penakrop Bacuis Binonepkischkuii. 36ipuuk naykoux
npays. icmopuuni nayku. Haykoeuu eicnux XJI1V, 2. (1999): 17; Bnanumup Konona, “B3auMoBnusHHe CEBEPIHCKONW M ajaHO-
Oonrapckoif KepaMHYeCKUX Tpaauluii koHna I Teicsuenerus B [lHenpoBckoM JiecocTenHoM JleBoOepexse”, 108, puc. 3: 6.

14 Anaronmii Bunnukos, Crasane Jlecocmennozo Jlona 6 pannem cpeonesexoewve (VII — nauano XI éexa). (Boponex: U3n-go
BIY, 1995), 72-84.

15 Anaronuii Bunnukos, “Kepamuka IOHCKUX CiaBsH koHua I Teicsuenetus H.3.”, Cosemckas apxeonozus, (1982, 3): 165—
180; Anaronuii BunHukoB, “KOHTaKThl JOHCKHX CIIaBsiH ¢ aiaHO-OonrapckuM mupom, Cogemckas apxeonoeust, (1990, 3): 124—
137; Bnanumup Kosnona, “BiusHue Tpaauuuii caaToBCKOTO TOHYAPHOIO MPOU3BOICTBA HA KEPAMUYECKUN KOMILIEKC OOPLICBCKOM
kynbTyphl [lononbs”, penakrop Anexcanap EBrneBckuii Cmenu Espasuu 6 5noxy cpeonesekosws. Xazapckoe epems, 7. (JoHenk:
Jloneukuii HauuoHaNbHBIA yHHBepcuTeT 2009): 61-98.

1o A rather different view on the degree and depth of the relationships between the Slavs and the forest-steppe Khaganate
population on the Don is shown in the: Anaronuii Bunnukos A. 3. “JloHCkHe cinaBsHe W aJaHO-OONTapcKUN MHUpP: MUPHOE
COCYILECTBOBaHHUE MJIM MPOTUBOCTOsIHUE”, peaakTopel Binagumup Ilerpyxun, Enena Hocenko-1lreitn. Xazapor: mugh u ucmopus.
(Mocksa: Mocts! KyneTypsl; Mepycamum: Iemapum, 2010): 189-216.
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Taking into account the above-mentioned, the question arises: where is a boundary between syncretism
and creation of a new culture on its basis? In the context of ceramics, it is possible to talk about the creation
of a new cultural tradition only in the case, when the whole of separate elements of syncretism starts to
repeat itself in a standardized view (retailing). In other words, when they become a part of an ethnocultural
background. This phenomenon cannot be observed on a Slavic-Khazarian frontier. In our point of view, the
Slavs of the Middle Don drew closer to this process.
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METOJAUKA BUBUYEHHS ETHOKYJIbTYPHUX B3A€EMOBI/ITHOCHUH (HA ITPUKJIAAI
KEPAMIYHOI'O MATEPIAJY CJOB’SSHO-XO3APChKOI KOHTAKTHOI 30HN)
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OpHi€r0 3 KOHTAaKTHUX 30H Hampukidnoi I tuc. H.e. Oyna Tepuropis nisgas CxigHoi €Bponu. B meit nepion TyT icHyBanu 1Ba
BEJIMKMX ETHOIUTITHMHUX MAaCUBH: Jiep)kaBa X03apChbKU I KaraHar Ta CXiTHOCJIOB’ SIHChKI IiieMeHa. ApoOOBaHa 3a OCTaHHI ABAILSATh
POKIB METOIMKa BUBYCHHS X €THOKYIBTYPHHUX B3a€EMHH Ha apXEOoNOTiYHOMY Marepiani mepeabauyae KijbKa eTalliB.

Io-mepiuie, CTBOPEHHS ETAJIbHUX Mall PO3MOBCIOMKEHHS IaM SITOK CHHXPOHHUX apXEOJIOTIYHUX KYIbTYyp B KOHTAKTHIH 30HI.
Xo3apid ImpeacTaBieHa 0araTOeTHIYHOIO CAJTIBCHKOIO apXeoJIOTidHOI0 KynbTyporo CioB’sSHHU-ciBepssHH J{HIIPOBCHKOTO
JiBOOEPEIK K PENPE3CHTOBAHI BOJMHIIEBCHKOIO Ta POMEHCHKOIO KYIBTYpaMH, a ci1oB’sHU JloHy — GopiieBchkoro. [1o-apyre: BUSBUTH
TepUTOPIi (MIKPOPETIOHN) HAHOLIBIIOTO TEPUTOPIATHLHOTO 30JMKEHHS Ta MaM’ATKH i3 PI3HOKYJIBTYPHUMH BifkiaaeHHsMU. [1o-
TpeTe, BUSBUTHU CTHIYHI KPUTEPii sIKi € Hal{OUThII TOKA30BUMH B apXeoJIoriyHOMY Marepiaii. TpanrumiiHuMu B oMy CeHcl €: 1 —
KepaMika SK HalO1Ib I MacoBUi MaTepia (TeXHoIoTis, popma, OpHaMEHT); 2 — TpaAuLil JoMoOyyBaHHS; 3 — iHTep’ €p IOMEIIKAHHS
(TOJIOBHMM YMHOM: THII Ta MICIIe PO3TAIIyBaHHS ONANIOBAILHOIO MPUCTPOIO); 4 — 0OpsiI MOXOBaHHSA (HAMOLIbII KOHCEpPBaTUBHA
ctepa gyxoBHOro XUTTA). OCOOIMBICTIO HAIIOTO MOLIYKY O110 BHIUIEHHS ABOX HOBHUX KPUTEpIiiB: 5 — Tpaauuii ¢popTedHOTro
OyMiBHHULITBA, 6 — 3HAPSAAS CUIBCHKOTOCIOAAPCHKOI mpai. [lo-ueTBepTe, BU3HAYUTH €TaJOHHI THUIMU PEYCH 1 apXeoNOoriuHuX
KOMILICKCIB AJI KOKHOI IpYIIM HaceJIeHHS B KO)KHOMY 3 €THIYHUX KpuTepiiB. [lo-n1’ATe, B HACIIIOK apXCOJOTIYHUX PO3KOIOK
BUSBUTH apTe(aKkTH Ta KOMIUIEKCH SKi MalOThb CHHKPETHYHI PUCH 1 CBIIYATh NMPO 3MIIICHHS, 3MUTTS PI3HOPITHUX EJIEMEHTIB y
HEepO3UIbHE IIije.

OTpuMaHi KepaMidHi MaTepiajli CBiAYaTh PO 3HAYHUH BIUIMB KepaMidHUX TPagMLii X03apchKOro KaraHaTy Ha BUPOOHHUIITBO
IIMHSAHOTO IOCYNy CYCIIHIM CIOB’SIHCBKHM HACEJICHHIM.

Kniouoei cnosa: Cxioui cnos’sanu, cigepsanu, Xo3apcbKuil xazanam, Kepamiune upoOHUYMEO, MexHON02ia, OpHAMeHM,
KYNbMypHi 63AEMOBNIUBU.
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