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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the research paper is a comparative analysis of the creative scientific
heritage and ethnological criticism of the relevant archaeological reconstructions of the
famous Ukrainian researchers V.Baran and D.Kozak, who at the turn of the millennium
proposed their own hypotheses about the ethnogenesis and development of Eastern Slavic
communities, including the formation of the ‘Ukrainian ethnos’ itself. An important task is also
to characterize the excessive nationalization of archaeology and the ideologization of
ethnogenetic reconstructions based on purely material artifacts, as demonstrated by the
works of these Ukrainian archaeologists.

The scientific novelty. Ukrainian archaeologists still do not have an unambiguous
interpretation of the category called ‘archaeological culture’, and even more, there is no
theoretical explanation of its identity with ‘ethnicity’. Another vulnerability of archaeological
reconstructions is the unjustified politicization of ancient ethnicity, especially in the context of
contemporary interethnic relations. Quite often, researchers incorrectly biologize ancient
ethnic groups, including ‘Slavic’ ones, while avoiding any theoretical reflections on the
phenomenon of ethnic identity in antiquity and the possibilities of its reconstruction by means
of modern science. There are also purely terminological difficulties that are not sufficiently
articulated, such as the interpretation of such concepts as ‘clan’, ‘tribe’, ‘union of tribes’,
‘chiefdom’, ‘nation’ etc. At the present stage, most versions of the rise and formation of East
Slavic communities have been proposed by representatives of archaeological science. Modern
Ukrainian archaeology is no exception.

Conclusions. The ethnological analysis of hypotheses concerning the ethnic history of
Slavic communities proposed by archaeologists of the so-called ‘Kyiv school’ (in particular, in
the scientific heritage of V. Baran and D. Kozak) shows that so far they do not go beyond the
positivist methodology of understanding the historical process and are marked by significant
schematism, linearity, teleology, and a priori adherence to the postulate of the actual existence
of a ‘single ethnic group of Slavs’ in the past. As a result, the schemes of Slavic ethnogenesis
available in the contemporary humanitarian discourse of Ukraine are characterized by
arbitrariness of constructions, complete hypotheticality, engagement with the ideological
moment and preferences of each author, which, however, are present mostly involuntarily,
out of habit, rather than declaring any specific ideological attitudes.

Keywords: Volodymyr Baran, Denys Kozak, ‘Kyiv Archaeological School’, Eastern Slavs,
Slavic studies, ethnogenesis
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AHoTALIA

Memow cmammi € KoMIapaTHBHUH aHaJli3 TBOPYOi HAYKOBOI CAJLIMHU Ta €THOJIOTYHa
KpPUTHKA BiJNOBIJHUX apXeoJIOTIYHUX PEKOHCTPYKLiM BiJOMHX YKpaiHCbKUX apXeoJIOTiB -
Bosiogumupa bapana Ta /lennca Kosaka, koTpi Ha py6exi THCAYO/IITh 3alIpONOHYBaJ/IM BJIACHI
rinore3u 10J0 eTHOTeHe3y Ta PO3BUTKY CHIJIbHOT CXi/[HUX CJIOB’SIH, 30KpeMa M BiJHOCHO
dopmMyBaHHSI Ge3locepelHbO «ETHOCY YKpaiHNiB». BaJnBUM 3aBJaHHSM € TaKOX
XapaKTepUCTUKA Ha/JMipHOI HalioHaJi3alii apxeoJsorii ¥ igeoJiorisanii eTHOreHETUYHHUX
PEKOHCTPYKLiH, Ha 6a3i cyro MarepiaspHUX apTedakTiB, L0 JAEMOHCTPYIOTb i mpari
Ha3BaHUX YKPAIHCbKUX apXeoJIOoTiB.

Haykoea Hoeu3HdA. YKpaiHCbKI apxeoJloTH He MalTb OJHO3HAYHOIO TPaKTyBaHHSA TIEl
KaTeropii, KOTpy iMeHyIOTb fIK «apxeoJIOTiyHa Ky/JbTypa», a TUM Oi/bllle HeMa€e >K0JHOr0
TEOPEeTUYHOr0 NOSACHEHHA II TOTOXHOCTI «eTHOCy». BpasjMBUM MicLeM apxeoJoriyHUX
PEKOHCTPYKLil 3aJMINAETbCA W HeBUIpaBJaHa INOJITH3alid CTapoJaBHBOI EeTHIYHOCTI,
NPUYOMY B KOHTEKCTiI Cy4YaCHUMX MiXHaLiOHaJIbHUX BiAHOCHH. [loBOJII 4acTO AOCHiZHUKH
HEKOPEKTHO 06i0JIori3yloTh [JaBHI €THOCH, B TOMY YMCJII W «CJOB'SIHCbKi», yHUKAIO4YH
O/JIHOYACHO 6y/b-IKUX TEOPETUYHUX PO3AYyMiB 3 NpUBOAY PpeHOMEeHy eTHIYHOI i€ HTUYHOCTI
B JaBHUHY Ta MOXJMBOCcTed ii pekoHCTpykLii 3acobamMu cy4acHoi Hayku. HemocTaTHbO
apTUKYJbOBAaHUMHU € U CYyTO TEpPMiHOJIOTIYHI TPYyZAHOILi, NPUMIpOM TpaKTYBaHHA TaKHX
MOHATDb, AK «Pi», «IJIEM'SI», «COK3 IIJIEMEH», «BOXK/IBCTBO», «HApOAHICTh» Tomo. Ha
cy4acHOMy eTamni 6i/iblIicTh Bepcili BiAHOCHO MOSIBM Ta (GOPMYBaHHS CXiZJHOCJIOB' STHCBKHX
CHIJIbHOT 3alpONOHOBAHA NpeACTaBHUKAMKM apXeoJIoriyHol Hayku. He cTaHOBUTBH BUHATOK i
HOBITHA YKpalHCbKa apXeoJIorid.

Buchoeku. ETHoJioriYHUH aHauti3 rinoTe3 CTOCOBHO eTHI4YHOI icTopii CHiJIbHOT CJIOB’sSIH,
MPOTIOHOBAaHHUM apxeoJioTaMHd TaK 3BaHOI «KUIiBCbKOI IIKOJM» (30KpeMa, y HayKOBiH
cnagmuHi B. bapana Ta /I. Ko3aka) 3acBifguye, 1o NMOKM BOHM He BHUXOJATbH 33 MeXi
[IO3UTHUBICTCBKOI MeTOZ0JIoril pO3yMiHHA iCTOPUYHOrO INpoLecy Ta IO03HAa4yeHi iCTOTHUM
CXeMaTU3MOM, JIiHIMHICTIO, TeJe0JI0Ti3MOM, allpiOpHUM JOTPUMAHHSAM NOCTYJIATy PO AilCHE
iCHyBaHHSI B MHHYJIOMY «EJWHOI'0 €THOCY CJIOB'SIH». YHACJIiZOK [[bOr0, HasIBHI y Cy4acHOMY
ryMaHiTapHOMYy JHMCKypci YKpaiHH CXeMH CJIOB'SSHCBKOTO €eTHOTeHe3y, BiZj3HavyaloThbCs
JOBIJIBHICTIO KOHCTPYKLIH, CyLiJIbHOIO TiNOTETHYHICTIO, AaHTaKOBAHICTIO i/e0JIOriYHUM
MOMEHTOM i BHOJOOGAHHSIMH KOXXKHOTO aBTOpa, KOTpi, IIONpaBja, NPUCYTHI 3/e6ijbiioro
MMMOBOJII, 32 3BUYKOI0, HDXK [IeK/IapyIOTh AKiCb KOHKPEeTHI i1e0/I0Ti4HI YCTaHOBKH.

Karwuoei caoea: Bonogumup bapan, /[lennc Kosak, «KuiBcbka apxeoJioriyHa IHIKO0JIa»,
cxifHi c/10B’aHY, c/1aBiCTHKA, eTHOTeHes

INTRODUCTION

Objective. A key aspect of all ‘Slavic’ archaeology is represented by the fact that,
despite the virtual impossibility of ethnological reconstruction based on material
remains alone, researchers cannot resist the temptation to endow them with some kind
of ethnic identity. Hence, any version of the ethnogenesis of Slavic communities is
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purely artificial and hypothetical. The lack of written sources and serious theoretical
and methodological foundations, unfortunately, often ‘allows’ archaeologists to ascribe
certain (and often modern) ethnic characteristics, political preferences, and even
mental imperatives to the ancient population at their own discretion. Often, such
‘versions’ are intended to substantiate the current ideological beliefs of an
archaeologist. If the author is a supporter of the creation of a ‘national version’ of
history, then we are talking about the early formation of the Ukrainian ethnos or its
components. Of course, most archaeologists are unlikely to approach the problem with
a conscious desire for ideological abuse, but rather remain within the Soviet habit of
looking for the origins of ‘modern ethnic groups/nations’ in ‘ancient times’ and,
accordingly, apply the scientific tools that their Soviet teachers handed down to them.
In this context, we believe that the analysis of the views of leading Ukrainian
archaeologists-slavists of our time is not without heuristic potential for the further
development of archaeological science and for establishing a scientific dialogue
between the latter and other humanitarian fields of knowledge, especially ethnology,
anthropology, philology, and history.

The purpose of the research paper is a comparative analysis of the creative
scientific heritage and ethnological criticism of the relevant archaeological
reconstructions of the famous Ukrainian researchers V. Baran and D. Kozak, who at the
turn of the millennium proposed their own hypotheses about the ethnogenesis and
development of Eastern Slavic communities, including the formation of the ‘Ukrainian
ethnos’ itself. An important task is also to characterize the excessive nationalization of
archaeology and the ideologization of ethnogenetic reconstructions based on purely
material artifacts, as demonstrated by the works of these Ukrainian archaeologists. We
are convinced that it is a thorough theoretical and ethnological analysis of such
archaeological reconstructions that allows us to identify erroneous approaches to the
problem, to be more attentive to the terminological features of the interpretation of
ethnic processes of the past, and to find out the degree of ‘national bias’ of a particular
specialist.

LITERATURE REVIEW

There is no scientific analysis of ethnogenetic reconstructions of East Slavic
communities in the archaeological heritage of V. Baran and D. Kozak, although it cannot
be said that their work is completely devoid of attention from Ukrainian humanities.
However, while the latter’s’ views on the above-mentioned issues remain
unconsidered, V.Baran’s ‘significant contribution’ to its solution has already been
reflected in the specific literaturel. Unfortunately, most of these eulogistic articles are
rather a summary of some of the scholar’s theses with bibliographic information about

1 /le6edesa O. Konnenuis eTHoreHe3y ykpaiHuiB y MmoHorpadii B./l. bapaHa i f.B. Bapana «IloxomkeHHs
yKpaiHcbKOro Hapoay». YkpaiHosnascmeo. 2007. Ne4. C.262-264; YupkosO., Ilakyposa O.
ETHoJsoriuHui ckJagHUK KoHUenuii Bonogumupa bapana. YkpainosHasecmeo. 2013. Ne 3-4. C. 127-136;
Dieypnuii 10, Illakyposea O. ETHOKy/bTYypHI Ta eTHoreHeTuuHi cTyzii Bosogumupa bapana.
YkpainosHascmeo. 2018. Ne 2. C.88-107; Ne3. C.41-61; PieypHuil I0. Baromuii BHecok B.Bapana y
HayKoOBY AisiibHICTL Biafiny etHosorii IHcTUTYTY ykpaiHO3HaBcTBa. Ykpaina i ykpaiHcmeo e
emHoKyabmypHux npoyecax / ykia. B/l Bapan Ta in. KuiB: HALY, 2017. C. 7-18; Yupkoe 0. HaykoBuii
fopo6ok Bosopgumupa bBapana y nepioguuHux BuJaHHAX HaykoBo-zociigHOro  iHCTHUTYTY
ykpaiHo3HaBcTBa 2001-2017 pp. YkpaiHa i ykpaincmeo 8 emHoky1bmypHux npoyecax / ykJi. B./l. bapax
Ta in. Kuis: HALY, 2017. C. 31-45.
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his activities than a serious scientific analysis of his concept of the origin of ‘Slavs’ and
‘Ukrainians’. At the same time, this ‘achievement’ eliminates the need to elaborate on
the scholar’s life and career, as this has already been done in the above-mentioned
articles.

In addition, this situation allows us to raise several controversial questions: is the
scientific approach to the heritage of famous scientists, worthy of attention; how
objective were their approaches to the problem within the national narrative and to
what extent did they allow ‘nationalism’ in archaeology; how do their interpretations
meet the modern criteria of ethnological theory and are archaeologists responsible for
their ‘ethnic’ conclusions?

ETHNOLOGICAL CHALLENGES OF ARCHAEOLOGY

To this day, a significant problem in the field of ethnological reconstruction of the
specifics of prehistoric communities remains their archaeological verification, which is
associated with the not entirely legitimate identification of ancient ethnic groups with
individual archaeological cultures. Despite the unscientific and helplessness of this
methodology, it still dominates ‘East Slavic’ archaeology, claiming ethnohistorical
uniqueness in relation to pre-written communities that are arbitrarily constructed by
archaeologists. The latter unreasonably assign ethnic identities to such linguistic
concepts as ‘Slavs’, ‘Balts’, ‘Finno-Ugrians’, ‘Celts’, ‘Germans’, ‘Iranians’ etc. In reality,
archaeological sources lack specific historical (and even ethnic) information, and thus
the ability of archaeologists to ‘directly’ identify ethnic communities is misleading.

The situation is especially complicated given the fact that archaeologists still do not
have an unambiguous interpretation of the category called ‘archaeological culture’ and
even more, there is no theoretical explanation of its identity with ‘ethnicity’. Another
vulnerability of archaeological reconstructions is the unjustified politicization of
ancient ethnicity, especially in the context of contemporary interethnic relations. Quite
often, researchers incorrectly biologize ancient ethnic groups, including ‘Slavic’ ones,
while avoiding any theoretical reflections on the phenomenon of ethnic identity in
antiquity and the possibilities of its reconstruction by means of modern science. There
are also purely terminological difficulties that are not sufficiently articulated, such as the
interpretation of such concepts as ‘clan’, ‘tribe’, ‘union of tribes’, ‘chiefdom’, ‘nation’ etc.

At the present stage, most versions of the rise and formation of East Slavic
communities have been proposed by representatives of archaeological science. Modern
Ukrainian archaeology is no exception. The analysis of the relevant reconstructions
convinced us that in this area, due to the lack of documentary sources, the dominant
type of conceptual representation of the ethnohistorical past is hypothetical and
arbitrarily constructed schemes devoid of a significant archaeological and ethnological
theoretical basis. Hence, it is not surprising that archaeologists themselves have been
constantly complaining about this fact for more than one or even two decades: the
problem of the origin of the Slavs has not yet been solved. The fact that they almost
never take into account the absence of such an ethnic reality as ‘Slavs’ in the past, who
are essentially just an formal-based linguistic abstraction of the modern era, adds to the
absurdity of this.

At the same time, while searching for the ancestral home of a certain ‘Slavic ethnic
group’ and its cultural foundations in the Bronze Age, most archaeologists (including
Ukrainian ones) do not take into account the significant level of political and ideological
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engagement in this issue. And it is not the influence of the modern political elite on the
scientific establishment or a direct state order to create a ‘correct’ scheme of the past
(which, fortunately, is not observed in today’s Ukraine), but the style of thinking
inherent in scientists, which they actually inherited from the ‘soviet school’, which only
strengthened the relevant practices formed in imperial times, when archaeological
conclusions were determined mainly by political expediency.

The number of hypothetical constructions of the ethnogenesis of the ‘Slavs’
continues to grow, both directly and in Ukrainian humanitarian discourse. It is clear
that, according to D.Kozak, “today the most acceptable is the concept of Kyivan
scholars”2. According to R. Terpilovskyi, the so-called ‘Kyiv archaeological school’ of
historical Slavic studies essentially continues to develop the ideas proposed by Soviet
archaeologists V. Danylenko and P. Tretiakov, but “the problem cannot be considered
finally solved”s. The traditions of this ‘school’ of Slavic archaeology date back to the
1930s, when the Institute of Archaeology was actually established within the structure
of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR, and are associated with the scientific
and organizational skills of V. Petrov“. In the postwar period, a significant contribution
to the solution of the Slavic problem was made by such Ukrainian archaeologists as
V. Dovzhenok, E. Maksymov, E. Makhno, M. Braichevskyi, A. Smilenko, and others.

This topic became an independent scientific field within the mentioned institution in
the mid-1970s, when a separate department of archaeology of the Early Slavs was
created, headed by V. Baran (2002-2014 headed by D. Kozak; 2014 till present headed
by O. Petrauskas). At the present stage, the contours of Ukrainian archaeological Slavic
studies are determined, in addition to the above, by the research of such scholars as
N. Abashyna, L. Vakulenko, B. Mahomedov, S. Pachkova, 0. Prykhodniuk,
R. Terpylovskyi, and others. However, the absence of a clear ethno-theoretical basis and
a rethought methodology makes, unfortunately, the constructions of these researchers
exclusively hypothetical. An ethnological analysis of their hypotheses regarding the
ethnic history of Slavic communities shows that all of them do not go beyond the
positivist methodology of understanding the historical process and are marked by
significant schematism, linearity, teleology, and a priori adherence to the postulate of
the actual existence of a ‘single ethnic group of Slavs’ in the past. As a result, the
proposed schemes of Slavic ethnogenesis are characterized by arbitrariness of
constructions, complete hypotheticality, involvement in the ideological moment and
preferences of each author, which, however, are present in most of them involuntarily,
out of habit, rather than declaring specific ideological attitudess.

THE CONCEPT OF VOLODYMYR BARAN

Back in the 1970s, the leader of the future Kyiv School, Volodymyr Baran (1927-
2019), entered academic science as an expert on Prague-Corcha culture, bringing into
scientific practice extremely important materials for its study from the Ukrainian

2 Kosaxk /]. ETHiuHi npouecu B Ykpaini Hanpukinyi [ Tuc. fo H.e. - y | THc. H.e. EmHiyHa icmopisi dagHbol
Ykpainu. Kuis: IA HAHY, 2000. C. 119.

3 Tepnusosckuii P.B. CnaBsiHe [logHenpoBbs B nepBoH nosioBuHe I Toic. H.3. Lublin: UMCS, 2004. C. 16.

4 Andpees B.M. BikTop IleTpoB. Hapucu iHTesekTyasbHOI 6iorpadii BueHoro. JiHinponeTpoBchk: ['epaa,
2012.C.103-105.

5 [saneopodcebkull K.B. ETHiyHa icTopia cxigHuX c/0B’'AH y cydacHi¥ ictopiorpadii (ykpaiHCbKUH,
6is0pycpkui i pocificbkuil guckypcu). Yepkacu: Bug. 10. Yabanenko, 2018. C. 319.
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territory, which was, in fact, the place of its formationé. In 1973, the scientist presented
his doctoral dissertation on these materials. Continued active field work (excavations of
Slavic settlements in Rashkiv and Teremtsi) significantly deepened the understanding
of the specifics of the life of the early medieval Slavs represented by the Prague
culture’. In its final form, his concept of the ethnic history of the ancient Slavs was
published in the late 1990s as a separate monograph as one of the volumes of the series
‘Ukraine through the Ages™ (incidentally, in 2001 it was awarded the State Prize of
Ukraine in Science and Technology). The fundamental postulate of the archaeologist’s
hypothesis was that from the beginning the Slavs did not have a single culture, but
being autochthonous, from the turn of the century they formed components of various
multi-ethnic archaeological cultures in the Vistula-Dnipro interfluve, gradually
integrating with other ethnic groups.

Unfortunately, the lack of a clear ethno-theoretical basis and a rethought
methodology makes V. Baran’s constructions (as well as other archaeological practices
of a similar nature) completely hypothetical and rather controversial. In general, his
concept is marked by the typical shortcomings of such post-Soviet studies: teleology,
essentialism, schematism, and spontaneous positivism. Being a part of the retrospective
method, the Ukrainian scholar also cannot help but talk about the origins of Slavic
culture from the Bronze Age, although he replaces it with the amorphous term ‘Proto-
Slavs’. In particular, the researcher argues that the latter, along with “the Proto-
Germans and the Proto-Balts, divided themselves in the Bronze Age (second
millennium BC) into separate self-sufficient groups (hereinafter question marks and
italics in the quotations indicate questionable terms not explained or incorrectly used
by the researcher - edited by the Author). Thus, allegedly as early as the first
millennium BC, “the Prydnipro Proto-Slavs (? — Author) were part of the territorial
associations of Scythia and Sarmatia, and the Pryvistula tribes of the Proto-Slavs (? -
Author) were part of the tribal associations of the East Germans, Celts, and Western
Balts”. Roman authors seem to have called both the former and the latter by the same
name, the Venedi. In the early first millennium AD “the Venedi, represented by the
Zarubynets culture”, began to advance into the Baltic lands in Polissya, but this process
was interrupted by the migration of the Goths (Velbar culture) - “a new multi-ethnic
Chernyakhiv culture was formed”. The latter also had a significant impact on the
following ‘Slavic’ archaeological cultures - the Prague, Kyiv, Lypetsk, and Zubrytska
groups. The nomadic communities of the Black Sea region of that time also had a
considerable ethno-cultural influence on the Slavs®.

According to V. Baran, the central link in the process of ethnocultural transformation
of the ‘Proto-Slavs-Venedians’ into Slavs was the Zarubynets culture that existed in
Prypiat Polissya, Middle and Upper Dnipro in the 2 BC - 1 AD. It was not a genetic
continuation of any previous tradition, but instead absorbed many substrate
components from Pomeranian-Pidklosh, Pshevorsk, Mylohrad, and Scythian Forest
cultures, which later determined the essential difference of post-Zarubynets

6 bapax B./l. PanHi cioB’sauu Mix JIHicTpom i [Tpun’sttio. Kui: Hayk. aymka, 1972. 244 c.

7 Bapax B./l. llpaxckas kyabTypa [logHecTpoBhd (10 MaTepHaiaM nocesieHui y c. Pamkos). Kuis: Hayk.
ZAyMKa, 1988. 160 c.

8 bapax B./]. laBHi cioB’saHM / YkpaiHa kpisb Biku. T. 3. Kuis: B/l «AnbTepHaTuBu», 1998. 336 c.

9 bapau B./]. CnoB’ssHN y mepBicHOCTI i paHHbOMY cepeJHbOBiY4i: 36ipHMK BUOPAHHUX €THOJIOTIYHUX
npaub. Kuis: Mineniym, 2011. C. 63-64.
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monuments10. Therefore, the ancestral home of the Slavs can be recognized as the
territory on the border of the forest and forest-steppe zones of mainly Ukraine,
although “it is quite possible that in different periods of more ancient times (2-
1 millennia BC) Slavic formations (? — Author) occupied other regions, moving in the
interfluve of the Dnipro and Oder”11.

An important postulate of V. Baran’s concept is the statement that “the Slavs have
never been one ethnic community”. However, due to the lack of a theoretical basis, the
researcher failed to overcome the ambivalence and uncertainty in the interpretation of
the phenomenon of ‘Slavs’. It is significant that in the very next sentence after the
declared position, we find the following: the Slavs “from the very beginning (?; the
scientist is eloquently silent when it was. - Author) acted as separate, though related,
Proto-Slavic and Slavic (? - Author) ethnolinguistic groups”!2. However, there are no
specifics on what basis this ‘kinship’ was based, and most importantly, in what it was
manifested. The researcher’s statement that since the ninth century the name ‘Slavs’,
having previously been “the self-name of only one of the Slavic tribal groups (? -
Author)”, has forever covered “all Slavic (? - Author) tribal formations, regardless of
their specific names” and “remains in the sense of their ethnic origins (? - Author), along
with such names as ‘Germanic peoples’, ‘Romanic peoples’ etc.”13. Unfortunately, it
remains unclear why ‘all Slavic tribal entities’ (and what, after all, does the term ‘tribal
entity’ mean?) needed to call themselves the same, and most importantly: why did they
agree to this particular ‘name’ and were they ‘Slavic’ before?

The polysemantic dissonance on this background is also caused by the opposite
categories used by the experienced scientist. Thus, in the 1991 work, the emergence of
the “early medieval Slavic ethnos” was proclaimed at its beginning, which became “a
new concept of the ethnogenesis of the Slavs,” and in addition, it is about “a large
independent (? - Author) ethnic group” that was “the people of the Slavs-Venedis”14.
Although another study states that “the ethnonym ‘Venedis’ partially refers to the
Slavs,” nevertheless, it is from them that “we can begin the history of the Slavic ethnos,”
while stating “the completion of the process of pan-Slavic ethnogenesis (? - Author) in
the middle of the first millennium”15. Thus, it turns out that the ‘Slavs’ were both an
ethnic group and not. The proposed scheme finally loses its internal logic with the
statement that this ‘Slavic ethnic community’ formed in the middle of the first
millennium “was never a homogeneous mass, but consisted of various related tribes”.
Moreover, even the ‘Venedis’ here “could not remain a single monolith”, but instead it
was “a collective name for Slavic tribal unions that the Germans transferred from their
western neighbors (? - Author) to the Slavs who were their eastern neighbors”1¢.

10 Bapax B. Tlporiecu eTHOKYJIbTYPHOTO PO3BUTKY Ha TepuTopii Ykpainu B nepuiiii mosoBuHi I Tuc. H.e.
Apxeosoeis. 1999. Ne 4. C. 49-50.

11 CnaBsine lOro-BoctouHo#t EBpomnbl B mpearocysapctBeHHbIN nepuof, / pef. B. bapan. Kues: Hayk.
nyMKa, 1990. C. 455.

12 Bapan B./l. JaBHi cioB’siHM... C. 6.

13 ]bid. C. 107.

14 BapaH B./l, Kosak /].H., Tepnusaoeacwkuil P.B. Iloxomxenns caoB’sH. Kuis: Hayk, nymka, 1991. C. 3, 19.

15 laBH# icTopia Ykpainu: B 3 T. T. 3: CiioB’ssHO-pycbKa o6a / peakoJ. Tomy: I1. Tosnouko (Bigm. pen.) Ta
in. KuiB: Hayk. aymka, 2000. C. 17, 25, 59-60.

16 bapax B. CkylaBiHM Ta aHTH y CBITJIi HOBHUX apXeoJIOTiYHUX [Kepes. [Ipobsiemu noxodxiceHHs ma
icmopu4Hozo po3gumKy ca08’aH: 36ipHUK cTaTed, npucBsdeHud 100-piuyio 3 JAHSA HapOKEeHHS
B.Iletposa / Biamn. pex. B. bapax. KuiB; JIbBiB: PAC, 1997. C. 120, 127-129.
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According to V. Baran, the absence of a ‘single Slavic ethnos’ is also confirmed by the
ethno-cultural processes of the third quarter of the first millennium, when three
separate ‘early Slavic’ cultures - Prague, Penkiv, and Kolochyn, as well as Dziedzic in
the lands of modern Poland, known in written sources as Venedis, Stawyny, and Antis -
were formed simultaneously and ‘independently’ on Ukrainian territory. He is
prompted to this conclusion by the fact that they do not share a common cultural
background. In view of this, the hypotheses of researchers who believe that the origins
of the early medieval Slavs should be sought in only one small area on the territory of,
for example, the Kyivan or Pchevorian cultures are not supported by any sources. All of
this, according to the Kyiv archaeologist, convincingly demonstrates that the ethno-
cultural “division of the Slavic world existed already in the first half of the first
millennium”. At the same time, the ‘Slavs’ were no longer just one of the components of
Kyivan culture, but also part of the population of the multiethnic cultures of
Chernyakhiv and Pshyvor??.

One of the leading aspects of V.Baran’s concept is the participation of the
Cherniakhiv population in the emergence of Prague culture, which actually began the
scientist’s scientific career (his 1958 PhD thesis was devoted to this problem), and a
separate monograph!8 is devoted to it. In the end, the archaeologist concluded that the
Cherniakhiv culture was not the creation of the Goths alone, but was formed on the
basis of Black Sea, local substrate cultures: Scythian-Sarmatian, Dac-Gothic, Volyn-
Podilsky, and introduced Velbar, although it is still impossible to reveal the nature of
the relationship between all these groups!. One example of the cultural transfer of the
Chernyakhiv tradition within the Prague archaeological culture is, according to the
scientist, the materials of excavations in Podnistrovia, near the village of Teremtsi, in
particular the fact that this Slavic settlement existed continuously in the 4-6 centuries2°.

V.Baran could not resist reminiscing about ‘Hrushevsky’'s scheme’, saying that
archaeological materials from the Raikovets, Volyn and Romny cultures of the seventh
and eighteenth centuries suggest the existence of a ‘Naddniprian union of Eastern Slavs
and Antes’, which can be considered the ancestors of Ukrainians2l. For his part,
R. TerpilovsKkyi also believes that the scheme of formation of modern East Slavic ethnic
groups proposed by his colleague looks somewhat simplified?2. It is associated with the
period of the so-called ‘Great Migration of the Slavs’ in the sixth to thirteenth centuries
and is largely based on a not flawless ‘substrate theory’. For example, he believes that
“some of the carriers of the Kolochin and Bantser cultures, as well as the Raikovets
culture, having assimilated the Baltic substrate, gave rise to a new northwestern group

17 Bapax B./l. Tlpaxckas kyJabtypa [logHecTpoBbsa (0 MaTepuasaM noceseHUH y c. Pamkos). Kuis:
Hayk. nymka, 1988. C. 77-78; bapaH B. CoB’ssHCbKi paHHbOCEpeJHbOBIUHI KYJIbTYPH Ta IXHi MiZJ0CHOBU.
Cmaposxcum+nocmi Pyci-Ykpainu / pepkos.: I1. Tonouko Ta iH. Kuis: KA€E, 1994. C. 5-6, 10-12; bapau B./].
JlaBHi c/oB’s1HU... C. 247.

18 BapaH B./l. YepHsxiBcbKa Ky/abTypa (3a MaTepiasamu Bepxuboro JlxicTpa i 3axignoro Byry). Kuis:
Hayk. nymka, 1981. 264 c.

19 BapaH B, T'opoxosckuii E, Mazomedos b. UepHsIXOBCKasA KyJbTypa U TrOTCKasl npobJseMa. CaassHe u
Pyco (8 3apy6edcHoll ucmopuozpaguu): c6. Hayd. Tp. / peakosn.: I1. Tonouko nu ap. Kues: Hayk. nymka,
1990. C. 69.

20 bapaH B. CnoB’siHCbKe TocesieHHsI cepeUHU | TUcAYoiTTa H.e. 6ina c. Tepemui Ha JHicTpi. BicHuk
IHcmumymy apxeosoeii. JIbBiB, 2008. Bum. 3. C. 55-56.

21 bapaH B. CknaBinu Ta anTtw... C. 129-130.

22 Tepnusoscbkuli P. Bisist BUTOKIB c/10B’ssHCTBA (32 MaTepiasiamu [logHinpos’s). Ruthenica. 2002. Bumn. 1.
C. 38-39.
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of Slavs - the ancestors of the Belarusian people”23. Having moved to the North-East,
the population of the Kolochyn culture met the Finno-Ugrians, who were also Slavised.
As a result, a kind of ethno-cultural symbiosis was formed (represented, for example,
by the Imenkiv culture), which laid “the preconditions for the emergence of a new
ethnic group that can be put in the basis of the birth of the future Russian people”. At
the same time, the scholar warns quite rightly: “In the 8-9 centuries, there was never an
Eastern, Western, or Southern Slavic ethnic community, but rather Eastern, Western,
and Southern Slavic tribes or their unions. Therefore, each of today’s Slavic peoples can
look for their origins in the environment of those historical events that took place
during the era of the great migration of peoples”24.

As one of the former Soviet scholars who radically revised the relevant ideological
postulates on the history of Rus, V. Baran quite sharply criticizes the supporters of the
version of the ancient existence of the ‘Rus” as one of the Slavic peoples. According to
the researcher, the search for the ‘original Rus’, which is supposed to confirm the
almost primordial ethnic unity of the Eastern Slavs, and hence legitimize the ‘Old Rus
nation’ in the vast expanses from the Carpathians to the Don and from Ladoga to the
Black Sea, is far-fetched, unrealistic and based on artificial combinations. Therefore,
neither the ‘legendary Slavic dews’ derived by B.Rybakov from the fantasies of
Zacharias Rytor, nor the Black Sea ‘roxy/ruksy’, exquisitely created by O. Trubachov
and supported by V. Sedov, are real. Thus, summarizes V. Baran, “we have no doubt that
in the fifth to seventh centuries Slavic Rus did not exist, just as the name ‘Rus land’ did
not exist at that time”25.

In this context, the researcher also criticizes the attempt to artificially construct such
a ‘tribe’ using archaeological sources, as V. Sedov did, turning the northerners into the
Russian Khaganate. The Ukrainian archaeologist is also surprised by the way his
Russian colleague does this, declaring the Volyntsev culture (the Northerners) to be the
successor of the Volga, allegedly Slavic, Imenkiv culture, especially since his assumption
is based on the extremely dubious pottery similarities of some materials, the common
source of which was most likely infiltration from the Saltov (Khazars) cultural tradition.
In V.Baran’s opinion, the “Slavic-Iranian symbiosis in Chernyakhiv culture, where
Sarmatian materials are known, but no Slavic ones”, invented by the Moscow
researcher is equally far-fetched. There is also no evidence that “it is this symbiosis that
is the Ruses who first went to the Volga, and from there, in the form of the Imenkiv
culture, returned to the Dnipro and created the ‘Rus Khaganate’ here”ze.

In addition, the ethnicity of the Imenkiv culture has not yet been determined, and its
artefacts have led to a variety of identifications in historiography - Turkic, Alanian,
Baltic, Finno-Ugric, and thus it is possible that it contained a ‘Slavic segment’. However,
as V. Baran rightly emphasizes, this component did not come from the Pchevorian or
Chernyakhiv cultures, but from the Kyivan or Kolochyn cultures?’. Therefore, the
migration of Slavic-Rus from the Volga region to the Dnipro left bank in the late

23 bapax B./l. laBHi cioB’sHu... C. 114.

24 bapaH B. Besvke po3sceJieHHs C10B’sH. Apxeoso2isa. 1998. Ne 2. C. 31-32, 35.

25 bapaH B. Ckap6u VI-VIII cT. AuTH uu Pycs? Apxeosozisn. 1998. Ne 1. C. 23, 24, 26.

26 bapaH B. [lepxaBoTBOpYi Ta eTHOKY/IbTYpHI npolecu B nepiog Kuiscebkoi Pyci. Iemuny ecmanosare
¢yd icmopii: 36ipHuk Ha nowaHy PD.I1. llleguenka. T. 2. KuiB: InctutyT icTopil Ykpainu HAHY, 2004. C. 83-
84.

27 bapat B./l. CnoB’ssHU y nepBicHOCTI i paHHBOMY cepeJHbOBiYYi: 306ipHUK BUOpPAHUX €THOJIOTIYHUX
npaub. Kuis: Mineniym, 2011. C. 87.
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7th century is an outright biased speculation. According to the Ukrainian expert, the
Ruses and their ‘khaganate’ were useful to V.Sedov as “an ethno-creative and later
state-building force, which, having allegedly absorbed other East Slavic tribal groups,
led to the emergence of the East Slavic ethnic community in the pre-state tribal period,
and in the conditions of statehood - the Old Rus nation”. However, “these ethnically
oriented ‘concepts’ resemble only Pohodin’s imperialism and seek confirmation of their
exclusive rights to the Kyivan Rus heritage”2s.

In view of this, the position of the Ukrainian researcher regarding the impossibility
of not only the existence, but even the formation in medieval ethnic reality of such a
phenomenon as the ‘Old Rus nation’, which is declared to be the ethnic community of
all Eastern Slavs, is also quite reasonable. While new Slavic ethnic groups were formed
west of the Vistula or south of the Carpathians in the sixth and 7t centuries, and no one
denies this, V. Baran is not without reason “surprised by the urge to unite all East Slavic
tribes and their alliances with different archaeological cultures into one ethnic group”,
while “in the light of archaeological materials and the correlation of written and
linguistic sources with them, such an East Slavic group never existed, and this
unfortunate methodological error should and can be corrected”?9. Boundless spaces,
natural obstacles, poor communications, constant inter-communal wars, and external
factors were insurmountable obstacles to the ethnic consolidation of the population of
Ancient Rus. That is why “supporters of the idea of the primordial unity of the Eastern
Slavs and the Old Rus nation often substitute the concept of state and political unity for
the concept of ethnic unity, although these concepts can determine different, even
radically different historical processes”30. Thus, “the Eastern Slavs, scattered over vast
areas, have never felt themselves to be one ethnolinguistic community (? - Author)”, and
“the Old Rus nation was invented by historians”31,

The proposed concept of multiculturalism of the Slavs by V.Baran generally
contains many rational germs regarding the reconstruction of the ethnic history of the
communities that are considered to be their ‘eastern branch’. However, it is not difficult
to see how fragile such research constructions are, which are dominated primarily by
terminology that is used more out of habit and more intuitively. Neglecting the
essential meaning of ‘loud’ terms leads such studies to a dead end and raises more
questions than it answers the key ones. The analyzed scheme of the Ukrainian
archaeologist also does not specify who/what the ‘Slavs’ are, what criteria allow to
impose this identity on archaeological cultures, why, for example, the Dziedzitsk
culture does not belong to the ‘Eastern Slavs’ or why only three modern ‘East Slavic’
ethnic groups formed out of a dozen ‘chronicle tribes’?

DENYS KOZAK’S HYPOTHESIS

There are no explanations for these aspects in the hypothesis of the equally well-
known representative of the ‘Kyiv archaeological school’ Denys (aka Dionyzii) Kozak
(1944-2014), who believes that “the history of the ethnogenesis of the Slavs is perhaps

28 bapax B. ETHOKY/IbYTpHI npouecu B nepios KueBo-Pycbkoi gepxaBu. Mamepiaau do ykpaicekol
emuooezii. KuiB: IMOE iM. M. Punbcbkoro HAHY, 2014. Bun. 13. C. 7-8.

29 bapax B./l. laBHi ciioB’siHU... C. 104.

30 bapaH B. lepxaBoTBOpYi Ta €THOKYJIbTYpPHI npouecw... C. 88, 93, 100.

31 bapaH B./l, Bapau A.B. Ictopr4Hi BUTOKH yKpaiHcbKoro Haposy. Kuis: 'eHesa, 2005. C. 8.
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the most difficult in historical science”32. We are convinced that for this expert, the
problem voiced in this way immediately became insurmountable, since a separate
ethnic group of Slavs has hardly ever existed. At the same time, the researcher
personally blocked all the ways out of the impasse with an equally unfortunate
theoretical error. We are talking about his identification of ethnicity and archaeological
culture, which, while declaring solidarity with the vision of V. Baran (who, as already
noted, on the contrary, rejects such an identity and rightly denies a separate ethnic
community of ‘Slavs’), turns his internally contradictory hypothesis automatically into
another example of ethnoarchaeological paradox.

First of all, the scholar criticizes all the approaches available in science to
establishing the origin of the Slavs, although “without going into a detailed analysis of
these concepts”33, declaring the version of the ‘Kyivan school’ to be the most acceptable.
At the same time, D. Kozak has to admit that the discovery of Slavic settlements of the
4-5 centuries by its representatives still did not solve the ‘problem of Slavic
ethnogenesis’ but only “through a retrospective analysis of archaeological complexes to
determine the ways of formation of the Slavic culture of the 6-7 centuries”34. However,
Denys Nikodymyrovych is disingenuous here as well, since V.Baran postulates the
phenomenon much more correctly, speaking not of one but of ‘several Slavic cultures’.
In turn, this once again confirms the absence of the Slavs as an ethnic group in the past,
even at the level of the absence of a separate archaeological culture peculiar to it,
according to D. Kozak’s logic.

Moreover, the latter, after all, confidently speaks about ‘Slavic cultures of Roman
times’, which he rather controversially calls ‘Venedian’ at the same time - Zarubynets,
“the Western Ukrainian group of monuments of the Shevorska culture”, Zubrytska, late
Zarubynets (questionable), Kyiv and the northern part of Cherniakhivska one. The
Ukrainian archaeologist rightly regards the attempts to connect the first two cultures
with the Germans and the Balts, including the Bastarns, presented in the concepts of the
‘Leningrad archaeological school’ (K.Kasparova, M.Shchukin, H.Lebedev) as
unsuccessful3s. Instead, he calls for adherence to the essence of V.Baran’s concept of
the gradual formation of the Slavs, which allegedly began in the Vistula-Oder interfluve
in the 3-2 century BC, represented by the areas of the Luzhytsia, Pomorian, and Klesh
cultures. With the emergence of the Zarubynets culture, the main substrate of which
was the ‘Pomorian-Klesh tribes’ (questionable), “the center of Slavic history (? -
Author) moved to the Vistula-Dnipro interfluve”36, However, it remains unexplained at
what stage the hypothetical ‘Slavic ethnic group’ was formed - at the Pomorian-Klesh,
Zarubynets, or even later/earlier?

The vagueness of the proposed hypothesis is preserved in the researcher’s final
monograph ‘Venedis’ (2008), although the amount of archaeological work contained in
it is impressive - almost 28 000 m2 of excavated area. We agree with the reviewer,
V. Voinarovskyi, that hardly any Slavic archaeologist can boast of such a large-scale field

32 Kosak /]. ETHiuyHi npouecy B YkpaiHi... C. 119.

33 Ko3ak /]. @opMyBaHHS JJaBHbOCJIOB'STHCbKHX MaM’AITOK Ha TepuTopii BosnuHi i [liBHiuHOI ['anuunnu B
nepuuiii uBepTi | THC. Apxeosoeis. 1996. Ne 2. C. 55.

34 Kosak /]. ETHiuHI npouecy B YkpaiHi... C. 179-180.

35 Ko3ak /]. B3aeMOBiIHOCHHU CJIOB’SIH | repMaHIiB Ha TepUTOpil YKpainu B nepuiiii moyioBuHi I THC. H.e.
Apxeonoeia. 1993. Ne 2. C. 26.

36 Kozak /. @opMyBaHHS JaBHbOCJ/IOB IHCbKHX MaM ATOK... C. 55-56.

Eminak, 2024, 1 (45)



CYYACHA ICTOPIA 275

study of only one culture (i.e. Zubrytska)3’. However, as in the previous works, the
hypothetical style of formulating assumptions, based mainly on intuitive guesses rather
than on specific sources, also dominates here regarding the probable ‘ethnogenesis of
the Slavs’. Thus, even in later studies, the scholar defines the chronology of this process
in a very abstract way, stating, for example, that when the expansion of the Goths began
in the Ukrainian territories at the end of the second century, it was “the time when the
Slavs already constituted (? - Author) a fully formed ethnic group”s8. However, there is,
of course, no information that allows us to speak so confidently about this.

Moreover, in another work, the researcher explains this ethnic process rather
vaguely: “In the region of Middle and Upper Podniprovia, Podesenia, at the end of the
first and second centuries there were active assimilation processes that led to the
formation of another Kyivan culture, whose carriers obviously (?! - Author) did not have
a clear ethnic face (? - Author). It was only in the fifth century that a peculiar group (? -
Author) of the early medieval Slavic ethnos was formed in the area of this culture”39. In
general, D.Kozak's scheme is characterized by an arbitrary assumption of very
extensive ethnic mixtures, among which he magically distinguishes the ancestors of the
Slavs. For example, when he studied the Pshevor culture in the Transnistria region, he
saw in this area “the meeting of several multicultural groups of people in the first
centuries AD”. Therefore, he boldly, though without evidence, suggests that “as a result,
new formations emerged, often changing the direction of ethno-cultural processes”, and
this region “became a zone of contact between the largest cultures of Southeastern
Europe”, and “among the carriers of these cultures were also the ancestors of early
Slavic tribes”40.

The hypothesis that, according to D. Kozak, “one can conclude that in Volyn in the
early first century, there were integration processes between the Pomorian-Klesh
culture and the Pshevor culture, which led to mutual assimilation”, is also rather
dubious, based solely on material fossil artifacts from the Shankiv Yar tract (Rivne
region)4L. Especially given that the author does not specify what kind of assimilation he
is talking about here - cultural or ethnic? Although, given the following statement by
the archaeologist, it is the latter that is meant, and this is a very incorrect assumption:
“It was the creators (? — Author) of the Pomoranian-Klesh culture who became the
ethnic core on the basis of which, with the involvement of neighboring ethnic
components (? — Author), the Slavic ethnos was finally formed by the 1st century AD”, the
scholar argues#2. And it is in them that he sees the part of the European population that
Tacitus called the ‘Venedians’, and their archaeological equivalent is the late
Zarubynets and Zubrytska cultures. At the same time, he deduces the ‘roots of Slavic
ethnogenesis’ from the fifth century BC, when, allegedly, “a single Indo-European massif
(? - Author) for the first time (? - Author) was divided into potentially (? - Author)

37 Boiinaposcwbkull B. Pen. Ha: Ko3ak /l. Benegu. Kuis, 2008. Apxeosozisi. 2009. Ne 4. C. 79.

38 Ko3ak /]. llpo6ieMa KOHTaKTIB JaBHiX €JI0B’SIH i repMaHuiB (MOMOpChKO-K/bOLIOBA Ta sicTopdcbKa
KyJbTypH Ha Bosuni). Apxeosozis. 2013. Ne 1. C. 83.

39 Kosak /]. ETHiuHi npouecy B YkpaiHi... C. 119.

40 Kozak /].H. TlieBopcbka KysibTypa y Bepxubomy IloznicTpoB’i i 3axiznomy [lo6yxoxi. KuiB: Hayk.
ZAyMKa, 1984. C. 3.

41 Koszak /].H. Xpinnuku (IlankiB flp) - nam’siTka gaBHboi ictopii Bosuni. Jocaimkennsa 2010-2014 pp.
Kwuis: IA HAHY, 2016. 118 c.

42 Kosak /].H. [locesnieHHs1 HEBPIB, c/10B’s1H Ta repMaHuiB Ha Ctupi. Kuis: IA HAHY, 2012. C. 75-76.
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Germanic and Slavic ethnic branches (? - Author)”43. In the end, we are forced to note
here a case of a triple (!) methodological error, when purely linguistic phenomena are
incorrectly added to the identification of archaeological and ethnological phenomena.
We cannot agree with the following postulate either: “The unification of the material
culture of the population may indicate the formation of a single ethnic group, which
was Slavic, or rather, Venedian”44.

Thus, this completely hypothetical (in fact, artificially constructed in the
imagination) ‘Slavic ethnic group’, which, “judging by archaeological data, has gone
through a difficult path of progressive historical development (? - Author)”45, serves as
just one element of D. Kozak’s teleological version, on which other cultural phenomena
are strung to depict the linearity of its probable development. Although the scientist is
convinced that he is allegedly revealing “a genetic link between certain historical and
cultural types of monuments that gradually replaced each other”, and therefore it is not
difficult for him to prove that, for example, monuments of the Chernyakhiv type of the
Eastern Carpathian region were formed on the basis of antiquities of the Zubrytska
culture, which, in turn, at the will of the archaeologist, “were formed as a result of the
process of ethno-cultural consolidation (? - Author) of the carriers of the Pshevor and
Zarubynets cultures, with the inclusion of Dacian tribes in the Carpathian region”.
Consequently, it is now not difficult to include this region “in the lands where tribes,
whose core (? - Author) is the Slavic ethnic group, have long lived”46. The latter leads to
another paradox, since an ethnic group cannot have several cores, let alone be scattered
among some hypothetical tribes.

The ethnological uncertainty of D. Kozak’s approach is also evident in his attempts
to interpret the ethnicity of the carriers of Zarubynets culture. The researcher again
speaks in this regard only hypothetically: “It can be assumed that the Slavic ethnic
group played a possibly dominant role in Zarubynets culture” and “perhaps Zarubynets
culture became one of the main components of archaeological cultures whose creators
can be identified with the ancient Slavic tribes”#7. On the other hand, he criticizes
S. Pachkova for being “captive to traditional ideas about the unconditional purity of the
‘Slavic blood’ (? - Author) of the Zarubynets tribes”#8. Although he himself proves, as we
have seen above, that the combination of Zarubynets and Pshevorians gave rise to the
‘Venedis’ - the Zubrytska culture in Volyn - that is, D. Kozak himself is in captivity to a
rather simplified primordial version of ethnogenesis.

The assumption of the possibility of solving the ‘blood problem’ of archaeological
cultures by means of a mechanistic comparison of ceramic types, practiced by the
Ukrainian Slavicist, is leveled by him on the example of the image of the so-called
‘ethnic face’ of the Chernyakhiv culture. The analysis of its ‘multiethnicity’ made

43 Kosak /. KynbTypHo-eTHiYHa cuTyalis Ha BosnHi i y Bepxubomy [ofHicTpoB'i B paHHbO3a1i3HUH Ta
JIaTeHCbKUH 4ac. C108’aHuU i Pycw: apxeonoeiss ma icmopis: 36ipHuk npayb Ha nowaHy Ilempa Tosouka /
pez. I Isaxin. KuiB: Ctapogassiii CsiT, 2013. C. 115-116.

44 Kozak /].H. Beneau. Kuis: IA HAHY, 2008. C. 30.

45 Kozak /]. ETHi4HI npouiecu B YkpaiHi... C. 146; Kozak /. H. Beneau... C. 40.

46 Koszak /]. Oco6simBocTi eTHi4HOI icTopil CxifHOKapnaTCbKOro perioHy B JIATEHCbKUH Yac i B mepmux
CTOJITTAX Hawol epu. EmHozeHe3 ma emHiyHa icmopis HaceneHHs1 YKkpaincokux Kapnam: 'y 4 T. / pen.
C.ITaBurok. T. 1: ApxeoJioris Ta aHTpomnoJiorid. JIbBiB: IH-T Hapogo3Has. HAHY, 1999. C. 222-223.

47 Kozak /]. Jlo npo6yieMu moxo[KeHHs1 cJOB'AH y /JlHicTpo-/lHimpoBcbKOMY Mexupiudi. Apxeosozis.
2006. Ne 2. C. 45.

48 Kozak /]. KysibTypHO-eTHIYHA cuTyauida Ha BosuHi... C. 120.
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D. Kozak immediately forget about the ‘single Slavic ethnicity’ and the identification of
ethnicity with archaeological culture. Instead, “three varieties of the archaeological
culture of the Slavs” and “different branches of Eastern Slavism (? - Author)” appeared -
Prague, Penkov, and Kolochyn. Moreover, the second, in his opinion, was formed on the
basis of the Chernyakhiv (Scythian-Sarmatian part of it) and Kyiv cultures and was
allegedly Antes#9. In addition, the scholar quite rightly criticizes B. Magomedov for
attributing one ethnicity to the Chernyakhivtsi, since “it is generally impossible to
assign Chernyakhivtsi culture to any particular ethnic group, as some researchers often
do”s0. Unfortunately, in his own practice, the archaeologist did not always adhere to this
reasonable position. D. Kozak’s remark on the poor research of the problem of relations
between the Slavs and the nomadic communities that took place during the existence of
the Chernyakhiv culture must also be recognized as correct, since “contacts between
the Slavic and Sarmatian peoples lasted for about half a millennium”5%,

However, in the latter case, one can only guess what the Kyiv archaeologist means
by the categories ‘Slavic people’ and ‘Sarmatian people’. Thus, the arbitrary handling of
ethnohistorical terminology makes D. Kozak’s hypothesis regarding the ‘ethnogenesis
of the Slavs’ quite vulnerable. The author’s theoretical uncertainty (ignorance) led him
to an ambivalent construction that, on the one hand, rigidly and unjustly ties
archaeological culture to an ethnic group, and on the other hand, does not allow us to
determine which culture was the ‘Slavic ethnic group’. The general reference to the
version of the phased ethnogenesis of the Slavs proposed by V.Baran is made by
D. Baran, makes D. Kozak’s hypothesis even more controversial, as it allows anyone to
be declared ‘Slavs’. Criticizing other Slavic ‘schools’ of archaeologists (Krakow,
St. Petersburg, Moscow) for the narrow localization of the problem, the Ukrainian
scholar, instead of taking into account their shortcomings, unwittingly becomes a
hostage to archaic views on ethnogenesis and the phenomenon of ethnicity. Hence, his
hypothesis reduces to artificially invented ethno-cultural mixtures between certain
archaeological cultures, as if they were actually organisms in the sense of biological
primordialism.

IN BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGY AND SCIENCE

Many modern archaeologists generally demonstrate a banal misunderstanding of
ethnological categories, do not offer their own definitions, and often do not understand
each other even when using the same terms. In the end, many phenomena of the
‘present’ are attributed to phenomena and processes of the distant past, resulting in
tribes having both ‘national’ and ‘super-ethnic’ identities, ethnic groups integrating into
society, and the state acquiring an unclear and impossible ethnicity. As we have seen
above, archaeologists from the ‘Kyiv school’ also have a tendency to invent new
ethnological categories and use them in their research. Unfortunately, V. Baran did not
escape this either, believing that “state-building processes [after the era of the
‘migration of peoples’] did not affect the ethnic development of European peoples,

49 Kosak /]. OCHOBHI HampsiMM eTHOI'€HETHUYHOI'0 PO3BUTKY mJjeMeH YKpainu B I Tuc. H.e. (mpobsieMa
eTHOreHe3y CJI0B’siH). YkpaiHcbkuil icmopuunuil scypHaa. 2001. Ne 3. C. 13-14.

50 Ko3ak /]. Benbbapcbka KyJIbTypa: FoTH 1M renigu? Apxeosozis. 2002. Ne 3. C. 15.

51 Koszak /]. CapMaTu Ta cJ0B’ssHU Ha YkpaiHi. Cmapoxcumuocmi I muc. H.e. Ha mepumopii Ykpainu /
peaxou.: B. bapax Ta iH. Kuis: IA HAHY, 2003. C. 64, 68.
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including Slavs, and did not lead to fundamental ethno-cultural changes”s2. Despite the
fact that many times before in many works he quite reasonably denied the assumption
that ‘Slavs are an ethnic group’, the concept of ‘radical ethno-cultural changes’ clearly
falls out of this passage, since it essentially means the disappearance of an ethnic
group(s). The archaeologist’s statement is also much more problematic in the category
of the ‘East Slavic empire of Kyivan Rus’33: the empire is anti-ethnic, and as for Rus, its
‘imperialism’ is highly questionable54. The concept of ‘ethno-cultural’ also deserves a
more thorough interpretation, since archaeologists often use it ambivalently and
speculatively.

For example, D.Kozak uses it in this way, claiming that he seeks to reveal “the
peculiarities of the ethno-cultural process in the contact zone (we are talking about
Northwestern Ukraine - Author)”, although he does not specify what the concepts of
‘ethno-cultural process’ and ‘cultural and ethnic process’ mean, nor what the difference
between them is. The lack of understanding of ethnological terminology ultimately
leads this researcher to construct a rather eclectic and confusing scheme in the style of
a remarkable ‘conceptual equilibristic’. In particular, he proposed to distinguish an
‘archaeological and ethnic type’ as a ‘model of a microstructural unit’ and before that, a
‘cultural component’ and a ‘cultural group’ consisting of ‘cultural and ethnic types’,
although it is unclear why, perhaps to obscure an even more obscure thesis - “so-called
‘pure’ cultures cannot be formed in the contact zone” Therefore, the basis of “historical
and cultural development in the contact zone” is allegedly a certain “multi-ethnic unit (?
- Author), which we called a cultural and ethnic type (CET)” and which “consists of
several separate ethnic units (? - Author) — cultural components that exist in one
settlement at a certain time and are in a state of integration (? — Author)”55.

The following passage has no less heuristic value: “The formation of a particular
ethnic group is the result of the development of human communities and is determined
by the relevant laws of social evolution”s, especially given the author’s openly
biological understanding of ethnicity: “The Venedian ethnic group became the basis of
the Ukrainian ethnic population”57. The crowning glory of this collection of ethnological
nonsense is the statement that “archaeological culture (which, as we remember, is ‘not
pure’ in D. Kozak’s vision of the contact zone - Author) is nothing more than one of the
cultural components (= ethnic unit) (? - Author) in the next round of the spiral of
historical and cultural development”s8. Unfortunately, we have to state the complete
ethno-historical inapplicability of the proposed interpretation of the ‘peculiarities of
the ethno-cultural process’ that D.Kozak, an extremely talented archaeologist but a
weak ethnologist and theorist, has set as the goal of his research.

In conclusion, we consider it important to raise another controversial issue,
although not directly articulated by Ukrainian archaeologists, but invisibly present in

52 bapax B. ApxeoJiorisi fIK CK/IaZiloBa 4acTHMHA yKpaiHo3HaBcTBa. YkpaiHyi y ceimosill yusinizayii:
KosilekmusHa ykpaiHo3Hasua moHoepagpis. Kuis: HALY, 2008. C. 120.

53 bapaH B. ApxeoJioris sIK CKJ1aZi0Ba YacTHMHA YKpaiHO3HaBCTBa... C. 121.

54 Apicmoe B. laBus Pycb y cBiT1i Teopiit iMnepiit. Taspiiicoki cmydii. Cimepomnosb, 2012. Bum. 2. URL:
http://kukiit.ru/docs/ts

55 Kosak /[.H. Benepgu... C. 8.

56 Ko3ak /]. [Ipo6JieMa KOHTAKTiB JaBHiX cJIOB’sIH i repMaHIiB... C. 76.

57 Ko3ak /]. ETHiuHa icTopis BosmHi ¥ Fasu4uHM B paHHBOPUMCBKUH 4ac. Apxeo.s02iuHi docaidceHHs
Jlvsiscbkozo yHisepcumemy. JIbBiB, 2005. Bum. 8. C. 323.

58 Kosak /[.H. Benepgu... C. 8.

Eminak, 2024, 1 (45)



CYYACHA ICTOPIA 279

their reconstructions and related to attempts to link the latter to the national historical
narrative, in order to find the ‘roots of Ukrainians’ through the ‘ethnogenesis of the
Slavs’. Of course, at the initial stage of the development of independent Ukraine, this
approach seemed quite natural and extremely important, but today it is time to speak
about it more openly, because excessive politicization and nationalization of
archaeology contains at least two significant dangers. First of all, it is the academic
devaluation of the scientific discipline itself, and secondly, it is a socio-political danger
that took place, for example, in Nazi Germany>%, where the Nazis directly used the
nationalist postulates of the archaeologist G. Kossina and his followers to prove their
Aryan superiority and exclusivity (unfortunately, the sad consequences of such a policy
are well known).

Despite the reluctance of Ukrainian archaeologists to talk about this topic, it is
becoming increasingly clear that as a professional scientific discipline, archaeology is
far from being on the margins of the country’s social and political life, and its society
has considerable demands on it. Moreover, in the Western scientific space, the relevant
discussion has been going on for several decades®. Some researchers generally
emphasize that it was the ideology of nationalism as a means of shaping national
consciousness that ensured the formation of the status of archaeology as a separate
scientific discipline6l. At the same time, as a human being, every archaeologist cannot
be outside of a specific economic, social, and political situation, which affects, among
other things, his or her scientific postulates and conclusions. Of course, this is also
strongly influenced by their ethnic (national), cultural, and religious identitiesé2. The
problem of manipulation of archaeological knowledge by various forces and structures
for political purposes®3, the use of archaeology by the state within the framework of
current historical policyt4 and in discussions around the sacredness of the territory of a
particular states5, etc. also requires professional discussion. From this perspective,
ethnogenetic reconstructions by Ukrainian archaeologists may also develop in a new
direction, toward less ideologization and subjectivity.

In an effort to secure a priority in the study of the problem of the ethnogenesis of the
Slavs, modern Ukrainian archaeology should change its attitude to methodological and
theoretical guidelines as soon as possible, in particular in an interdisciplinary format.
Instead, so far, we cannot identify any archaeological theory or praxeological

59 Arnold B. The Past as Propaganda: Totalitarian Archaeology in Nazi Germany. Antiquity. 1990. Ne 64.
P. 549-569. DOI: 10.1017/S0003598X00078376

60 Shanks M. Archaeology and Politics. A Companion to Archaeology. Oxford: Blackwell, 2006. P. 490-508.
61 Diaz-Andreu M., Champion T. Nationalism and archaeology in Europe: an Introduction. Nationalism and
Archaeology in Europe. London: UCL Press, 1996. P. 35; Kohl Ph. Nationalism and Archaeology: on the
Constructions of Nations and the Reconstructions of the Remote Past. Annual Review of Anthropology.
1998.Vol. 27. P. 223-246.

62 Trigger B.G. Romanticism, nationalism, and archaeology. Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice of
Archaeology / Eds. Ph. Kohl, C. Fawcett. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1995. P. 265-266.

63 Archaeology, ideology and society. The German experience / ed. H. Hdrke. Frankfurt am Main: Peter
Lang, 2000, 432 p.

64 Selective remembrance: archaeology in the construction, commemoration, and consecration of
national pasts / eds. Ph. Kohl, M. Kozelsky, N. Ben-Yehuda. Chicago University Press, 2007. 384 p.

65 Archaeology under fire: nationalism, politics and heritage in the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle
East / ed. L. Meskell. London: Routledge, 1998. 264 p.; llIHupeabman B.A. HaunoHanusM 1 apxeoJiorus.
ImHozpaguyeckoe o6o3perue. 2013. Ne 1. C. 9-25; Kosa @. llpaposiHbl B COBPEMEHHOCTH U B MPOLIIOM:
MOJIUTHYECKOE MPUMeHeHHe OMacHOM KoHLenuu. ImHozpaguueckoe o6o3perue. 2013. Ne 1. C. 26-36.
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methodology that is coherent with the solution of the problem of the ethnic history of
the East Slavic communities, which significantly undermines the ethnohistorical
conclusions of archaeologists. This situation is further complicated by the rather weak
theoretical basis of empirical studies of the ethnic past by Ukrainian scholars.
Unfortunately, the theoretical and methodological aspects of such studies are still
largely neglected, and sporadic and uncritical adherence to the outdated and highly
controversial postulates of the so-called ‘Soviet theory of ethnicity’ is observed.

CONCLUSIONS

Thus, the ethnological analysis of hypotheses concerning the ethnic history of Slavic
communities proposed by archaeologists of the so-called ‘Kyiv school’ (in particular, in
the scientific heritage of V. Baran and D. Kozak) shows that so far they do not go beyond
the positivist methodology of understanding the historical process and are marked by
significant schematism, linearity, teleology, and a priori adherence to the postulate of
the actual existence of a ‘single ethnic group of Slavs’ in the past. As a result, the
schemes of Slavic ethnogenesis available in the contemporary humanitarian discourse
of Ukraine are characterized by arbitrariness of constructions, complete
hypotheticality, engagement with the ideological moment and preferences of each
author, which, however, are present mostly involuntarily, out of habit, rather than
declaring any specific ideological attitudes.

The analyzed reconstructions of the East Slavic ethnogenesis are frankly based on a
weak theoretical basis, both in the field of archaeological science and in the field of
ethnological theory, which makes these hypotheses quite vulnerable to scientific
verification. Scientists, rather intuitively than theoretically convincingly, demonstrate a
desire to identify archaeological cultures with probable ethnic groups, complicating the
situation by identifying these categories with desk-based linguistic abstractions. On the
other hand, the absence of ultra-patriotic constructions of the earliest origins of the
Ukrainian ethnic group, as well as unreasonable searches for purely Ukrainian ethnic
specificity among material artifacts, should be recognized as a very positive
phenomenon. However, the dominant approach to East Slavic ethnic past in the works
of V. Baran and D. Kozak is still a ‘nationalized’ approach. At the same time, one cannot
fail to note attempts to analyze ethnic issues on the basis of new methodological
principles, which allows us to hope for a qualitatively different level of ethnohistorical
reconstructions of the communities of the Eastern Slavs in the future.
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