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Abstract. Alans are one of the ethnic components of the Saltovo-Mayatsk archaeological culture. Antiqui-
ties associated with this group are found in the Middle Don basin. The article studies the cultural characteris-
tics of the Alanian groups that left behind the burial sites of this region, on the example of pottery. The object of
study are the shapes of clay vessels. The study was carried out according to the methodology developed within
the framework of the historical-and-cultural approach to the study of ancient pottery, proposed by A.A. Bo-
brinsky. The article considers the quantitative composition of unmixed traditions of shaping forms of pottery
on sites associated with the Alan component of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture. The three most numerous catego-
ries of ware are analyzed: jugs, mugs and pots. The communities that left behind the catacomb burial grounds
of the eastern regions of the Don forest-steppe were culturally more heterogeneous than the communities from
the western part. The materials of the Mayatsky complex, Yutanovsky and Podgorovsky burial grounds present
unique and inherently mixed sets of morphological traditions. Based on the data of the study of ceramics and
their comparison with burial traditions, we consider the Yutanovsky, Podgorovsky, Mayatsky burial grounds
as cemeteries of communities that included settlers from the western part of the Don forest-steppe, whose
traditions mixed up in new places of residence. The most probable reason for the resettlement of a certain
part of the Alanian population to the eastern regions of the forest-steppe Don region can be considered the
construction of a series of stone and brick fortresses on the Tikhaya Sosna River, as well as the need to control
this section of the Slavic-Khazar frontier. In accordance with the concept, proposed by G.E. Afansiyev, these
fortifications were built in the 30-40s of the 9th century. The author suggests that it is these events that can
explain the influx of the Alanian population into the eastern regions of the forest-steppe Don region and the
formation of more culturally heterogeneous groups in the new places of residence of these people than among
the “neighbors” from the western regions of the Don forest-steppe.
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®OPMbBI IVIMHAHDBIX COCYJ10OB KAK OB BbEKT N3YYEHUWA
KYJIBTYPHOM NCTOPUU AJIAH JIECOCTEITHOI'O ITOTOHbA

AHHOMAayuA. AJTaHbI — OIVH U3 STHUYECKUX KOMIIOHEHTOB CAITOBO-MASAIKON ApXE0JI0THIECKOH KyJIBTYPHI.
JpeBHOCTH, CBA3aHHBIE C STUM HaceJIEHUEM, pacIoyioxKeHbl B 6acceiine CpenHero Jlona. CtaThs mOCBAIIEHA
H3YYEHUIO KYJIbTYPHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH QJIAHCKUX TPYIII, OCTABUBIINX MTOrpedasibHble NaMATHUKN JAHHOTO
peruoHa, Ha mpuMepe KepaMuku. O6BEKTOM U3yUeHHUs ABJIAIOTCA (POPMBI ITTMHAHBIX cocyZoB. McemenoBanue
BBHITIOJTHEHO 110 METOJINKE, Pa3pabOoTaHHOU B PaMKaX UCTOPUKO-KY/IBTYPHOI'O ITOJIX0/A K U3yYEeHUIO IpEeBHEH
KepaMUKH, IpeiioskeHHoro A.A. BobprHckuM. B craThe paccMOTpeH KOJTTYECTBEHHBIH COCTAB HECMEIIAHHBIX
TPaAUIIUH co31aHusA GOPM IVIMHIHOU IOCYAbI HA MAMATHUKAX, ACCOLMIPOBAHHBIX C JIAHCKUM KOMIIOHEHTOM
CAJITOBO-MAsAIKON KyJIbTYPBL. IIpoaHasM3uMpoBaHbl TpU Hanbosee MHOTOYHC/IEHHBIE KATETOPUM ITOCYZBI:
KYBIIIUHBI, KPY?KKH U TOPIIKU. B cTaTthe 1MOKa3aHo, YTO OOIIMHBI, OCTABUBIIINE KATAKOMOHBIE MOTHJIBHUKH
BOCTOUYHBIX PAHOHOB JJOHCKOU JIECOCTEIH, OBIN B KYJIBTYPHOM OTHOIIIEHUH 0OJiee HEOTHOPOHBIMU, HEXKE-
JIV KOJUIEKTUBBI U3 3anafgHoi yactu. B maTepuanax Masnkoro komiuiekcea, FOTranosckoro u Ilogroposckoro
MOTWIBHUKOB IIPE/CTABJIEHBl YHUKAJIbHBIE M II0 CBOEU CYTH CMeIIaHHble HaOOpbl MOP(OIJIOTHYECKHX
tpagunuii. Ha ocHOBaHWUM JTaHHBIX U3YYEeHUS KEPAMUKU U UX CPABHEHUA C IMOTPEOAIBHBIMU TPALUIUSAMU
BBIJIBUHYTO IpeIosokeHue, 9yTo FOTanoBckuii, [logroposckuii, Masukuii MOTHJIBHUKA — 3TO KJIaZ0HIIA
OOIIVH, BKIIOYABIINX [TIepECeIEHIIEB U3 3aT1aJ{HOH YaCTH JOHCKOH JIECOCTEIH, TPAIUITH KOTOPHIX CMEIIATINCH
Ha HOBBIX MeCTaX IIPOKUBaHUsA. B kauecTBe HanbosIee BEPOSTHON IPUINHEI IIEpeceIeHNsI HEKOTOPOH YacTH
aJIAHCKOTO HaceJIEHUsI B BOCTOUHBIE PAHOHBI JIECOCTETHOTO [10/I0HBS MOKET PACCMAaTPHUBATHCS CTPOUTEIHCTBO
cepuH KaMeHHBIX 1 KUPIIUYHBIX KpernocTell Ha Truxoit CocHe, a Tak:ke HEOOXOAMMOCTb KOHTPOJISI 3TOT0 y4acTKa
CJIaBSTHO-X23aPCKOTO IMOTPaHuYbsA. B coOTBeTCTBHM ¢ KOHIeNIHeH, npeioxkenHou I'.E. AjgaHackeBbIM, 3TH
KpeIoCTH OBLIIN IIOCTPOEHBI B 30-40-€ IT. IX B. B cTaThe BhICKa3bIBAETCS MPEATIONIOKEHNE, YTO UMEHHO 3TH
COOBITHSI MOTYT OOBACHUTH IIPUTOK AJIAHCKOTO HACEJIEHUs B BOCTOYHBIE PAHOHBI JiecocTenHOTO [1omoHBS U
(popMupoBaHIe Ha HOBBIX MECTAX IIPOXKUBAHUS STUX JII0Ziel 60J1ee HEOQHOPOAHBIX B KYJIbTYPHOM OTHOIIIEHHUH
KOJIJIEKTHBOB, YEM y «COCEel» U3 3aMaiHbIX PAHOHOB JOHCKOM JIECOCTEIH.
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Introduction

The Middle Don basin at the end of the I millennium AD was the northwestern
periphery of the Khazar Khaganate and the frontier zone with the Slavic world. Circa
middle of the 8th century, new population groups settled the region, who then left
behind the antiquities of the Saltovo-Mayatsk archaeological culture. One of such groups
were Alans who moved to the forest-steppe part of the Donetsk-Don interfluve from the
territory of the North Caucasus.

The Alan component of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture can be clearly seen in the funerary
sites. Those were necropolises where people were buried in T-shaped catacombs. Similar
structures are well known in the Early Middle Ages in the North Caucasus. The unity
of the genetic and anthropological traits of these people, the similarity of the economic
structure and food traditions give reasons to attribute the population which built the
catacomb necropolises of the Donetsk-Don interfluve to a single consolidated ethnic
collective [1, p. 73].

At the present stage of the study of the Saltovo-Mayatsk antiquities, we see the task
of identifying the local cultural characteristics of different groups of Alans who lived in
the second half of the 8th — early 10th centuries in the Middle Don basin as urgent. Such
information may lead to further development of at least two research concepts. Firstly, it
is the identification in the North Caucasus of the original places of residence of collectives
who left behind various catacomb burial grounds of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture, on the
eve of resettlement in the Don region. Secondly, it is the study of the cultural processes
that took place in the Don forest-steppe region after the resettlement of the Alans, and
their correlation with the events of the military-political history of the Khazar Khaganate.

This article presents the experience of identifying the cultural characteristics of the
collectives of the Don Alans who left behind various funerary sites, based on the analysis
of one of the most widespread categories of archaeological sources from the catacomb
burial grounds of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture — pottery.

Object of study, methodology, sources

The object of study are the shapes of clay vessels. This is due to the fact that intact
vessels from funerary sites are stored in museums and violation of their integrity for a
full-fledged technological analysis is impossible.

The study is based on the results obtained earlier by the author using the method of
analyzing vessel shapes from the standpoint of a historical-and-cultural approach to the
study of ancient pottery [2]. Its foundations were laid by the originator of this approach
— A.A. Bobrinsky [3; 4]. The historical-and-cultural approach is based on the synthesis
of data from ethnography, scientific experiment and archeology.

We shall consider the main theoretical and methodological provisions on which the
applied research methodology is based.

1) From the standpoint of the historical-and-cultural approach, the object of study is
the skills of potters. The vessel shape is considered as the result of the action of certain
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labor skills applied by the master to make the vessel, and fixed in cultural traditions that
are passed down from generation to generation within a certain human collective.

2) The labor skills of tableware manufacturers differ in the degree of stability. This is
a common pattern for all spheres of pottery — not only modeling vessel shapes, but also
ornamentation and manufacturing technology [5, pp. 243—244; 6, pp. 96—97, 118]. As
a result of many years of experiments A.A. Bobrinsky found that when a potter tried to
model a vessel of an unfamiliar, new shape for him, first of all, he changed the overall
proportionality of the vessel, preserving the outline of the shape of the sample familiar
to him [7, p. 162—163].

The recent experiments conducted on the basis of the Samara expedition for the
experimental study of ancient pottery, as well as the results of processing ethnographic
material, indicate that there are differences in the stability of labor skills at the outlines
of shapes. These data show that the most stable are the skills of modeling the lower parts
of the vessel — the body and shoulder, and the least stable are the skills of modeling its
upper parts — the cheeks or neck. This trend is quite universal. It manifests itself in
different categories of forms — pot-shaped and jug-shaped, among craftsmen of different
qualifications, with different modeling experience and different levels of technical
equipment [8; 9].

All these data are taken into consideration both in the systematization of vessel shapes
from archaeological sites and in the interpretation of analysis data.

3) The methodology used differs in the aim and content of the study from the
more common methods of studying vessel shapes — for example, from typology and
classification. Such a goal is not to divide the totality of forms into several types/
variants/classes, but to identify mass or leading traditions of creating vessel shapes for
a particular site. For this purpose, the vessels are studied at different levels of analysis
in terms of the degree of detail: I) the overall proportionality (hereinafter as OPP) of the
entire vessel, i.e. the ratio of its height and maximum diameter; II) natural structures
(construction) of vessels; III) the formation of functional parts of vessels. This indicator
is estimated by the OPP of the functional part (the ratio of the height to the half-sum of
the base diameters) and the angle of inclination of the lateral line of the skeleton.

Based on the above provisions, the author of this article previously carried out the
reconstruction of various unmixed traditions of creating vessel shapes common in the
Saltovo-Mayatsk burial grounds of the Middle Don region. Jugs, mugs and pots, being
the most numerous categories of Saltovo-Mayatsk ware, were analyzed — a total of 645
vessels from 12 sites. A separate paper is devoted to each of these categories, where all
methodological aspects of the analysis are elaborated [10—12].

Two different traditions have been identified in each category of tableware (Fig. 1).
In all the categories studied, the parameters of the body and shoulder-brachium, i.e.
those parts that, as noted above, are the most persistent, turned out to be essential for
distinguishing different traditions. Specific combinations of features defining different
traditions turned out to be different for each category of vessels (Table 1).

Jugs. Within the framework of the first tradition of jugs (hereinafter in the text and
tables — J-1), forms with a relatively lower torso are characterized by a weak angle of
inclination of the shoulder-brachium and a lower OPP of the entire vessel; for jugs with
a higher torso, a greater angle of inclination of the shoulder-brachium and a relatively
higher OPP of the entire vessel are typical. The second tradition (J-2) is distinguished by
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the “opposite” combination of the parameters of the torso OPP and the angle of inclination
of the shoulder- brachium, as well as the absence of the lowest variants of the neck OPP.

Mugs. The first tradition (M-1) includes products with a lower body and a lower
shoulder-brachium, the second (M-2) — with relatively higher parameters of OPP of
these functional parts.

Pots. Thefirsttradition (P-1) is characterized by shapes of relatively higher proportions,
the dominance of brachium, relatively higher angles of inclination of the body and a
relatively higher overall proportionality of the cheek-neck. In the second tradition (P-
2), the set of features is “mirrored”: low proportions of the entire vessel, predominance
of forms with a shoulder, lower angles of inclination of the body and lower overall
proportionality of the cheek-neck.

We use the data obtained for a comparative analysis of sites associated with the Alan
component of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture. The paper examines the materials of the
Dmitrievsky, Nizhnelubyansky?, Starosaltovsky, Rubezhansky, Yutanovsky and Mayatsky
burial grounds — a total of 277 vessels that correspond to the previously reconstructed
unmixed traditions of shaping forms.?2

Analysis

Let’s consider the assortment of morphological traditions presented in different sites
(Table 2—8). In the Dmitrievsky burial ground (Fig. 2, 1—9; Table. 2) the J-1 tradition
dominates among jugs — 79.5% of ware, among mugs — the M-1 tradition, to which
90.2% of vessels belong, and among pots — P-1 (all pots). In the Nizhnelubyansky burial
ground, the variety of traditions is very similar (Fig. 2, 10—18; Table 3). Among the jugs,
82.4% of the copies belong to J-1, among the mugs and pots, all belong to M-1 and P-1,
respectively. In the Starosaltovsky burial ground (Fig. 3, 1—5; Table. 4) the dominance of
the tradition of J-2 for jugs was 77.8% of vessels, M-2 for mugs — 75% of vessels. Conclu-
sions on pots are hardly acceptable, as only one piece was found. In Rubezhansky burial
ground (Fig. 3, 6—11; Table. 5) the variety is similar to Starosaltovsky. The tradition of
J-2 for jugs dominates here — 85.7% of vessels, M-2 for mugs — 75% of vessels. The pots
are presented in a single piece. In the Yutanovsky burial grounds (Fig. 4, 1—6; Table. 6)
90% of jugs belong to the J-2 tradition, 100% of mugs belong to the M-1 tradition. No
pots were revealed. In the Podgorovsky burial ground (Fig. 4, 14—21; Table. 7) 90% of
jugs belong to the J-1 tradition, 66.7% of mugs correspond to the M-2 tradition. The pots
are presented in two specimen, both correspond to the P-2 tradition. In the Mayatsky
complex (Fig. 4, 7— 13; Table. 8) all jugs belong to the J-2 tradition, all mugs belong to
the M-1, all pots belong to the P-2.

1. Some vessels from the Mayatsky complex and the Nizhnelubyansky burial ground were studied according to V.A.
Sarapulkin’s sketches [25]. The numbers of the graves from which they originate are unknown. In the tables to this article,
such cases are indicated with a “?” mark.

2. Here whole forms of vessels from the settlement complexes of Mayatsky are taken into account. This archaeological
complex contains no necropolises that researchers could associate with some other groups of the population, besides the
Alans. On these grounds, such vessels are attributed to the range of materials related to the Don Alans.

3. The illustrations for this article use unpublished originals of sketches of vessels from the Yutanovsky burial ground,
made by G.E. Afansiyev, who provided me with these materials for research purposes. The sketches are currently stored in
the author’s personal archive. I would like to express my sincere gratitude to G.E. Afanasiyev for the opportunity to work
with this material.
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Based on the differences in the dominant traditions, all the sites considered form
three groups (Fig. 5):

1) Dmitrievsky and Nizhnelubyansky burial grounds. Dominant traditions: J-1, M-1
and P-1;

2) Starosaltovsky and Rubezhansky burial grounds. Dominant traditions: J-2 and
M-2. Pots in general are not representative.

These two groups have “opposite” sets of morphological traditions. Each of these sets
is repeated on two burial grounds. Given their repeatability and persistence, we propose
to call such sets of forms unmixed;

3) Yutanovsky, Podgorovsky and Mayatsky burial grounds. According to the variety of
morphological traditions of different categories of vessels, characteristic features of both
the first and second groups are recorded in these monuments. For example, Yutanovka
and Mayatskoye are closer to the second group in jugs, and to the first in mugs. The
Podgorovsky burial ground formally corresponds to the first group in terms of jugs, but
differs from it in terms of pots.

The sets of traditions of each site of the third group are somewhat unique. These
sites demonstrate similarities with the burial grounds of the first and second groups
exclusively according to the dominant traditions in a particular category of vessels. If
we look at the entire range of morphological traditions, then each site of the third group
is somewhat different from each other. In essence, the sets of traditions of the third
group are mixed.

Comparison of the range of morphological traditions from different sites using
multidimensional statistics — the method of principal components — confirms the
proposed grouping and its interpretation. The analysis was performed in the Statistica
software. The comparison of sites was carried out on the basis of quantitative data,
namely by the percentage of vessels belonging to different morphological traditions. The
results of the analysis are presented in the form of a graph with two axes and a scattered
cloud of dots denoting the studied sites (Fig. 6). By the degree of proximity of such dots,
it is possible to consider the degree of similarity of sites by the traditions of modeling
vessel shapes dominating on them: the closer they are, the more similar they are.

In the left part of the graph (Fig. 6) there are sites of the first group, in the right part
— the sites of the second group. In both cases, the sites of the same group are located
compactly in relation to each other, both along the first and second main components,
i.e. along the horizontal and vertical axes. This indicates strong differences between
groups and a high degree of similarity within groups. The Yutanovsky, Podgorovsky and
Mayatsky burial grounds are located between the sites of these two groups. They are
the most diverse in both the first and second main components. This emphasizes that
the third group is the most heterogeneous in terms of sets of morphological traditions,
which are mixed in their content.

Is there any connection between the peculiarities of the range of traditions of shaping
vessels on different sites and their location in the studied region? Some territorial
differences are demonstrated by sites with unmixed and mixed sets of traditions. It
should be noted that seven dots on the map are probably not enough to identify any
patterns. However, even this volume of material allows us to record certain trends.

Formally, the considered sites form two territorial clusters, the intersection point
of which is located in the Yutanovsky archaeological complex. Burial grounds with
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unmixed sets (i.e. the first and second groups) make up the western territorial cluster
(Fig. 7 a, b, e). It is assosiated mainly with the valley of the Seversky Donets, only the
Nizhnelubyansky burial ground belongs to the Oskol Valley. Burial grounds with mixed
sets, i.e. the third group, form the eastern cluster (Fig. 7 c, f), which corresponds to the
valleys of the Oskol and Tikhaya Sosna rivers.

These are the main results of studying the variety of traditions of vessel shapes on
sites associated with the Alan component of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture.

Discussion

The data obtained raise several questions for discussion:

1) What are the differences between the studied sites according to the dominant
traditions of modeling vessel shapes?

2) What explains the fact that on some sites there are stable and repetitive sets of
morphological traditions (Groups 1 and 2), and on others — more diverse and non-
repeating ones (Group 3)?

3) Why do sites with unmixed sets tend to the western regions of the Don forest-
steppe, and sites with mixed sets tend to the eastern ones?

The results of the study of the funeral rite of the Don Alans, obtained by G.E.
Afansiyev, may be useful for finding answers to these questions. A¢anacreBsim. Based
on the materials of the Saltovo catacomb burial grounds of the Middle Don region, the
researcher identified three burial traditions that may reflect three different tribal groups
of the Don Alans: Verkhnesaltovo-Yutanovskaya, Dmitrievskaya-Nizhnelubyanskaya
and Mayatskaya [13, p. 91-93].

The burial ritual in accordance with the Verkhnesaltovo-Yutanovskaya tradition
is distinguished by the arrangement of longer and deeper dromos, longer, wider and
higher burial chambers, the position of all the deceased stretched out on their backs
regardless of gender, a relatively smaller number of people buried in one chamber. This
tradition is also characterized by some features of the clothing set (the absence of vessels
in the dromos, a relatively smaller number of vessels in the chamber, a high percentage
of burials with daggers and belt sets, the presence of so-called horned buckles in the
graves, etc.).

The Dmitrievsky-Nizhnelubyansky ritual is characterized by shorter and smaller
dromoses, less long, wide and high chambers, gender differences in the location of the
buried (men lie stretched out on their backs, women on their sides), a relatively large
number of people buried in one chamber, the presence of vessels in dromoses, a relatively
large number of vessels in chambers, a high percentage complexes with bows, arrows,
sabers, as well as some other features.

The Mayatskaya burial tradition is characterized by the smallest sizes of dromoses
and chambers, the variety of shapes of the entrance pits of the tombs, the location of
the deceased women, both on the left and on the right side. In terms of grave goods
and funeral food, this tradition is heterogeneous and combines the features of the
Verkhnesaltovo-Yutanovskaya and Dmitrievsky-Nizhnelubyanskaya traditions.

The results of the comparison of data on the morphological and funerary traditions of
the Don Alans are shown in Table 9. One funerary tradition is represented on the sites
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of the first group — Dmitrievsko-Nizhnelubyanskaya. The sites of the second group also
feature one, but different funerary tradition — the Verkhnesaltovo-Yutanovskaya. The
sites of the third group represent all three well-known funerary traditions in the region,
i.e. those mentioned above, as well as the Mayatskaya.

Thus, each unmixed set of morphological traditions is consistently associated with
one particular funeral ritual. Mixed sets do not have such a connection. In the burial
grounds with such sets, different funerary traditions are represented.

The data obtained lead to the conclusion that the reason for the differences in the range
of morphological traditions of sites is the cultural characteristics of the communities
that left behind the burial grounds considered in this study. We record two forms of
manifestation of such features.

The first is the differences between the collectives that left behind different burial
grounds, according to the specific cultural traditions that were common in them. Here
we refer to the connection of a certain set of forms of ware with a certain funeral ritual.
Groups 1 and 2 show that in some collectives of the Don Alans such a connection was
quite rigid and stable. Dmitrievsko-Nizhnelubyansky cultural traditions differ from
Saltovo-Rubezhansky both in funeral ritual and pottery.

The second is the differences of communities in the degree of cultural homogeneity.
All sites with mixed sets of morphological traditions were left by collectives following
different funeral rituals. Thus, the population groups that left behind the Yutanovsky,
Podgorovsky and Mayatsky burial grounds, compared to all the others considered in this
article, were culturally the most heterogeneous.

In the previous section of this article, we have noted that sites with unmixed and
mixed sets of morphological traditions have some differences in location on the territory
of the Don forest-steppe: the first tend to its western regions, and the second - to the
eastern ones (Fig. 7 e, f). In our opinion, this is a key detail for the interpretation of the
data obtained in this study. As a hypothesis, we would like to propose one of the versions
that could explain both the mechanism of the appearance of sites with mixed sets of
morphological traditions and their correspondence to the eastern regions of the forest-
steppe Don region.

This version suggests that the communities that buried their dead at the Yutanovsky,
Podgorovsky and Mayatsky burial grounds consisted of people who used to live in the
western regions of the Don forest-steppe, but later moved to the east, to the valleys of
Oskol and Tikhaya Sosna. Here, we are not talking about the relocation of the entire
Alan population of the western regions of the Don forest-steppe to the east, but about
the resettlement from their places of residence of some individual groups in which there
were carriers of different funerary and pottery traditions. The presence of carriers of
different traditions among the settlers is a key factor that could lead to the formation of
culturally heterogeneous collectives in new places of residence of these people.

Judging by the archaeological material, the preservation of the cultural characteristics
of the Alan groups being resettled was not necessary for the successful solution of tasks
during this resettlement. In each catacomb burial ground from the eastern regions of
the Don forest-steppe, we see unique combinations of funeral rituals and sets of pottery
forms that are absent in the burial grounds of the western regions (Fig. 5; Table 9). This
suggests that this event was initiated not by the population itself, but by the Khazar
authorities, who were trying to solve some urgent political problems in this way.
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Here, it is necessary to recall that in the eastern part of the forest-steppe Don there
is a group of stone and brick settlements of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture (Fig. 7, d).
The origins of this architectural tradition, which is very uncharacteristic for the studied
region, as well as the purpose of these fortifications and the time of their construction
are still being discussed [14—17]. In recent years, G.E. Afansiyev has paid close attention
to this issue [18-21]. According to his theory, the construction of a chain of these
settlements on the Tikhaya Sosna River reflects the process of marking state borders,
which was carried out by the Khazar authorities in the 30-40s of the gth century, i.e.
after 8—9 decades since the appearance of the Alans in the forest-steppe region [20, p.
351—352; 21, p. 106]. This campaign began with the construction of Sarkel on the Lower
Don under the leadership of Byzantine craftsmen and continued with the construction
of a line of fortresses on the northern border with the Slavs. Calculations made by G.E.
Afansiyev showed that the labor costs for the construction of stone and brick settlements
were 4-5 times higher than the labor costs for the construction of earthen fortifications
more typical of the Saltov culture. In his opinion, this indicates that the construction
of such settlements and the provision of this event with all the necessary resources was
carried out on the initiative and under the direct control of the state authorities [13, p.
143, 147-150].

Thus, the construction of a series of stone and brick settlements on the Tikhaya
Sosna River and the need to control this section of the Slavic-Khazar frontier could be
the probable reasons for the influx of the Alan population to the eastern regions of the
forest-steppe Don and the formation of culturally more heterogeneous collectives in new
places of residence of these people.

Concluding this section of the article, it is necessary to cite one more fact that supports
the proposed hypothesis. All ceramic traditions are divided into two spheres: internal and
external. Traditions, which are entirely related directly to the activities of potters, belong
to the inner tradition — this is the technique and technology of producing vessels. The
sphere of external culture includes pottery traditions that are available to the attention
of consumers of tableware — these are the shapes and ornamentation of vessels [28, p.
29—30]. This distinction is important for the interpretation of the results of the study
of archaeological pottery. Changes in traditions related to internal culture indicate to a
greater extent some changes in the composition of manufacturers of tableware, and, on
the contrary, changes in the sphere of external culture to a greater extent reflect changes
in the composition of consumers.

The diversity of the composition of traditions of designing vessel forms (i.e. traditions
of external culture) recorded in the burial grounds of the eastern cluster indicates that
these sites reflect the complexity of the cultural composition among consumers of
pottery. In other words, the ceramic materials of these burial grounds reflect the results
of a larger phenomenon than the resettlement of individual groups of potters who
followed different morphological traditions.

Conclusion

Summarizing the article, we should list the main conclusions and suggestions that can
be made based on the results of the study:
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1) Catacomb burial grounds of the eastern regions of the forest-steppe Don were left
behind by more culturally heterogeneous groups of the population. In the culture of
these people, different pottery and funerary traditions were mixed, known in their “pure
form” in the western regions of the Don forest-steppe;

2) It is highly likely that the Yutanovsky, Podgorovsky, Mayatsky burial grounds are
cemeteries of communities including settlers from the western part of the Don forest-
steppe, whose traditions mixed in new places of residence;

3) The influx of new population to the eastern regions was likely caused by the
construction of a series of stone and brick settlements on Tikhaya Sosna River, which
took place in 30s-40s of the 9th century, according to G.E. Afanasyiev, as well as the
need for further control of this section of the Slavic-Khazar frontier.

Acknowledgements. The article was carried out within the framework of the research
of IA RAS «Interdisciplinary approach in the study of the formation and development of
ancient and medieval anthropogenic ecosystems» (No. NIOKTR 122011200264-9).
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Table 1. Features of unmixed traditions of modeling vessel shapes of the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture in the Middle Don.

.re Features (levels of quality, or state of qualities

el accc()rding to %setlitr}l”Yu.B., 2018q[2] )
Jugs

OPP of the whole vessel OPP of the neck Inclination of t.h e shoulder- OPP of the body

brachium
J-1, first variant 35-38 29-36 24-25 «low»
. «medium/low», rarel

J-1, second variant 39-40 20-40 26-27 «m e/ dium Y
J-2, first variant 36-39 36-38 26-27 «low»
J-2, second variant 38-41 27-35 24-25 «medium/low»
Mugs
Mugs OPP of the shoulder-brachium OPP of the body
M-1 18-24 15-21
M-2 25-29 23-29
Pots

OPP of the whole body Structure Body inclination OPP of the cheek-neck

I+I+IIIT+T+OT,
I+I0/II+IITT+T+OT,
P-1 37 and higher C+IO+III+T+OT, T+1I+11/ 15 and higher «very low»
[II1+T+OT, I'+111/I1+1I1/
III1+T+OT
I'+II+IT+T+OT,
P-2 under 36 I+ E;_LE{F 'LI‘H++(§’II‘T¥:?[;F:LH / under 14 «very-very low»
I[II1+T+OT

Table 2. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Dmitrievsky burial ground.

Neo bl(lzfit)rlzna 51 | 3o | M1 | Me2 | P Neo bl(liellzt)rlzna 31 | Joo | Mot | Me2 | P No bl(l(I('lt.’:II}{)t)I‘IZIla J1 | Jeo | Me1 | M2 | P-1
1 1 1 2 63 1 2 123 2

2 1 64 1 125 1 1

3 1 67 1 133 L
5 1 71 1 1 134 2 2

6 1 1 72 1 135

7 73 1 138 1

10 2 2 74 1 140 1

11 1 77 1 150 2 1
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15 2

17 L 79 1 151 3

21 2 1 81 1 152 2

22 2 82 1 154 1 1

23 1 2 83 1 155 1

26 2 1 86 2 1 165 1

28 1 89 1 1 167 1

30 2 92 1 168 1 1

32 1 94 1 170 1 1 1
36 1 98 1 173 1 1 1

38 3 3 1 101 1 1 177 1

42 1 102 1 178 1

44 1 103 1 179 1

45 2 106 4 trio 3
49 1 107 1 1 tra1

50 1 108 2 tr26 1

52 1 109 1 1 tr3 1

54 1 1 110 2 tr40 2
55 1 111 2 tr46 1 1
56 1 114 1 trq7 1
57 2 116 1 tr5 2
58 1 118 1 1 tr57 1

59 1 119 1 1 2 tr58

61 1 120 1 tré61 2
62 2 1 121 2 tr7

The cells indicate the number of vessels. J — jugs, M — mugs, P — pots.

Table 3. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Nizhnelubyanskay burial ground.

cencljtca)l.pt})lu(lzi/n.») T M M) P
37 1
39 o
40 1 !
42 1 !
43 !
44 3 7
56 !
cens50 !
2 8 2 7
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Table 4. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Starosaltovskaya

burial ground.

No.
catacomb

M-1

M-2

1

2

4

8

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

20

22

Table 5. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Rubezhansky

burial ground.

No.
catacombs

J-1

J-2

M-1

M-2

3

4

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17
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Table 6. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Yutanovsky burial
ground.

No. catacombs | J-1 | J-2 | M-1

4 1

5 1
6 1
7 1
8 1

10 1

11 1

12 1
13 1
14 1

19 1

19 1

20 1

1H 1

3H 1

311 1

Table 7. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Podgorovsky burial
ground.

No. burial | J-1 | J-2 | M-1 | M-2 | P-2
2 1
5 3
8 1
10 1
11 1 1
12 3
13 1
14 1
Burial 5 1
Burial 2 1
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Table 8. Vessels of unmixed morphological traditions from the Mayatsky complex.

No. complex J-2

M-1

P-2

?

11

cat. 35 1

cat. 48 1

cat. 58 1

cat. 67 1

cat. pit 30

trizna 1

trizna 2

trizna 3

trizna 4

trizna 5

trizna 12

pit 14

Table 9. Comparison of data on pottery and burial traditions.

Funerary traditions/Ceramic
groups

Dmitrievsko-Nizhnelubyanskaya

Verkhnesaltovsko-Yutanovskaya

Mayatskaya
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KyBLWWHbI, NepBas Tpaguums

SIAYALS

KyBLUVHbI, BTOpas Tpaauus

(500

Kpyxku, nepeas Tpaguums Kpy»ku, BTOpas Tpaguuuns
9 10 11 12
FopLuUKK, NnepBas Tpaguuus FopLLKK, BTOpas Tpaamuus

DIV Si®

Fig. 1. Unmixed traditions of modeling vessel shapes among the Saltovo-Mayatsk culture of the Middle Don basin

Puc. 1. HecmeliaHHbIE TPAIUITUHU CO3/IaHUsI (POPM COCY/IOB, BBIJIEJIEHHBIE 10 CAJITOBO-MASII[KIM MaTepHajiaM
6accerina Cpezgnero Jlona

1052



HUcropusna, apxeosiorua u arHorpacdua Kaskasza T. 18. N2 4. 2022

15 16 17

Fig. 2. Examples of vessels of group 1 sites. Without scale, identical height. 1-9 — Dmitrievsky burial ground: 1 — cat.
38, 2 —cat. 63, 3 — cat. 5, 4 — cat. 72, 5 — cat. 63, 6 — cat. 6, 7 — cat. 26, 8 — cat. 58, 9 — funeral feast 10; 10-18 —
Nizhnelubyansky burial ground: 10, 15-17 — cat. 44, 11 — cat. 42, 12 — cat. 40, 13, 18 — cat. 37, 14 — cenotaph 50

Puc. 2. IIpumepsl popM COCYA0B, XapaKTEPHBIX JJIsI MIaMSTHUKOB IpymnIbl 1. be3 Maciirtaba, mpuBeIeHbI K OJTHOM BBICOTE.
1-9 — IMUTpUEBCKU MOTWJIBHUK: 1 — KaT. 38, 2 — KaT. 63, 3 — Kar. 5, 4 — KarT. 72, 5 — KaT. 63, 6 — KaT. 6, 7 — Kar. 26,
8 — kar. 58, 9 — Tpu3sHa 10; 10-18 — HukHenyOsSHCKUE MOTHJIBHUK: 10, 15-17 — KaT. 44, 11 — KaT. 42, 12 — KarT. 40, 13, 18 —
Kart. 37, 14 — keHoTad 50
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ANy g
/,l\\

Fig. 3. Examples of vessels of group 2 sites. Without scale, identical height. 1-5 — Starosaltovsky burial ground. Drawings
by V.S. Aksenov [22, fig. 8: 2, 3, 8, 15, 16]: 1 — cat. 20, 2 — cat. 22, 3 — cat. 4, 4 — cat. 12, 5 — cat. 18; 6-11 — Rubezhansky
burial ground. Drawings by V.S. Aksenov [23, fig. 7: 1-3, 9; 8: 4, 5]: 6 — cat. 17, 7 — cat. 9, 8 — cat. 3, 9 — cat. 16, 10 — cat.

10, 11 — cat. 12

Puc. 3. ITpumeps! GOPM COCYAOB, XapaKTEPHBIX I TAaMATHUKOB I'PYNIHI 2. Be3 MaciTaba, IpuBeIeHbI K OJHON BBICOTE.
1-5 — CrapocantoBckuii MoruibHUK. Pucynku B.C. AkceHoBa [22, puc. 8: 2, 3, 8, 15, 16]: 1 — KaT. 20, 2 — KaT. 22, 3 — Kar.
4, 4 — Kart. 12, 5 — Kar. 18; 6-11 — PyOe:KaHCKUI MOTUJIbHUK.

Pucynku B.C. AkceHoBa [23, puc. 7: 1-3, 9; 8: 4, 5]: 6 — kar. 17, 7 — Kar. 9, 8 — Kar. 3, 9 — Kar. 16,

10 — Kar. 10, 11 — KaT. 12
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Fig. 4. Examples of vessels of group 3 sites. Without scale, identical height. 1-6 — Yutanovsky burial ground: 1 — cat. 19,
2 — cat. 20, 3 — cat. 8, 4 — cat. 6, 5 — cat. 1N, 6 — cat. 5. 5, 6 — drawings by G.E. Afanasyev; 7-13 — Mayatsky Complex,
according to A.Z. Vinnikov, S.A. Pletneva, G.E. Afanasyev [15, fig. 18: A; 26: B, V; 35: A, B; 24, fig. 5: 6, 7]: 7 — cat. pits 18,
8, 9 — cat. 1, 10 — pit 29, 11 — trizna 3, 12 — trizna 5, 13 — building 24; 14-21 — Podgorovsky burial ground: 14-15 — cat. 12,
16, 21 — cat. 11, 17 — burial 5, 18 — cat. 10, 19 — cat. 13, 20 — cat. 8. 18-20 — drawings by V.A. Sarapulkin [26, fig. 74: 15; 27,
fig. 64: 9; 73: 20]

Puc. 4. Ilpumeps! popM COCYI0B, XapaKTEPHBIX JIJIsI IAMATHHUKOB Ipynibl 3. be3 Mmaciiraba, mpuBeieHbI K OJTHOU BBICOTE.
1-6 — FOTaHOBCKUIT MOTUJIBHUK: 1 — KaT. 19, 2 — KaT. 20, 3 — KaT. 8, 4 — Kart. 6, 5 — kar. 1H, 6 — kar. 5. 5, 6 — pucynku I'.E.
AdanaceeBa; 7-13 — Masukuii koMmIuieke, mo A.3. BunaukoBy, C.A. IlinerneBoi, I'.E. AjanacweBy [15, puc. 18: A; 26: B,
B; 35: A, B; 24, puc. 5: 6, 7]: 7 — KaT. iMbI 18, 8, 9 — KaT. 1, 10 — sAMa 29, 11 — TPU3HA 3, 12 — TPU3HA 5, 13 — MIOCTPOUKA 24;
14-21 — IToATOPOBCKUI MOTWJIBHUK: 14-15 — KaT. 12, 16, 21 — Kart. 11, 17 — orp. 5, 18 — kar. 10, 19 — KaT. 13, 20 — Kar. 8.
18-20 — pucynku B.A. CapamysikuHa [26, puc. 74: 15; 27, puc. 64: 9; 73: 20]
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Hmutpuesckuit  HmkHenyOsHCKHIA Crapocantosckuil  Py0Oexanckuii
KyBimHbI %
Kpyxkn %
rOpI_HKI/I He XapaKTepHbl He XapaKTepHbI
OArOPOBCKUN TaHOBCKUI asLKUI
IT P 10) M
o % ‘
o % @
romeH ‘ He XapaKTepHbl ‘

20 @

Fig. 5. The composition of morphological traditions in the analyzed sites:
a — traditions K-1, Kr-1, G-1, b — traditions K-2, Kr-2, G-2

Puc. 5. CoctaB MOp(OJIOTHYECKUX TPATUITNH B aHATTU3UPYEMbIX TaMSITHUKAX:
a — tpaaunuu K-1, Kp-1, I'-1, 6 — tpagunuu K-2, Kp-2, I'-2
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Factor 2: 21,54%

2,0

1,5

1,0

0,5

o
o

Factor 1: 61,83%

Fig. 6. Results of morphological traditions comparison by the principal components analysis

Puc. 6. Pe3ysibTaThl cCpaBHEHUSA aCCOPTUMEHTA MOPGOIOTHIECKIX TPASUIMH METOZIOM IJIaBHBIX KOMIIOHEHT
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FOTaHoBCKMI

OmMmuntpureBckn "

Pyb6exaHckunii

o8

yp?

MoardpoBckuii
T
o
T
Q

CTtapocanToBCKu

T-a -6 T-B

0
[
]

-T _.DI

-~

Fig. 7. The location of the studied sites: a — group 1, b — group 2, v — group 3, g — stone and brick fortresses of the
Saltovo-Mayatsk culture on the Tikhaya Sosna, d — western territorial cluster, e — eastern territorial cluster

Puc. 7. PacniosioxkeHure HCCIefyeMbIX TAaMATHUKOB: & — IAMSITHUKY TPYIIIHI 1, 6 — MaMATHUKY TPYIIEL 2, B — MAMATHUKU
IPYIIHI 3, T — KAMEHHbIE ¥ KUPIIUYHbIE KPEIIOCTH CAJITOBO-MAaALKOM Ky IbTYpHI Ha P. Tuxas CocHa, I — 3armagHbIi
TepPUTOPHUATBHBIN KJIACTED, € — BOCTOYHBIN TEPPUTOPUATBHBIN KJIACTED
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