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The beginning of the soviet theoretical archaeology: theoretical studies
at the Institute of archaeology AS UKrSSR in the 1960s

Abstract. The article is dedicated to an exploration of archaeological theory
issues at the Institute of archaeology AS UKrSSR in the 1960s. This period is one of the
worst studied in the history of Soviet archaeology. But it was the time when in the USSR
archaeological researches reached the summit, quantitative methods and methods of
natural sciences were applied and interest in theoretical issues had grown in
archaeology. Now there are a lot of publications dedicated to theoretical discussions
between archaeologists from Leningrad but the same researches about Kyiv scholars
are still unknown. The archaeological theory includes both generalizations made on
the basis of archaeological sources and archaeological methodology. The article
emphasizes the history of methodology studies at the IA AS UkrSSR during the
mentioned period. The research is based on evidence from the annual reports on a
work of the Institute from the Scientific archive of the Institute of Archaeology NASU.
According to the documents the theory was mentioned in the early 1950s because of
publication of new J. V. Stalin’s works. However, that time as well as at the beginning
of the next decade, when works started under three volumes of “The Archaeology of
the UkrSSR”, it was written that attention to theoretical issues was focused at the
Institute, not enough. At the IA AS UkrSSR discussions on archaeological methodology
started in the 1960s when papers on theoretical issues, applying cybernetic, methods
of natural sciences and statistical methods into archaeology were regularly presented
at sessions of the Academic council. Yu. N. Zakharuk was the most active employee of
the Institute who worked in this field. In addition to presentation of papers at
conferences, and sessions of the Academic council and publications, he was an
executor of the scheduled work ‘Methodological and methodic issues of archaeological
science’ in 1968-1970. Also it was planed to publish a book on theoretical issues. In
other words, the 1A AS UkrSSR was the first archaeological establishment in the USSR
where the work on archaeological methodology was scheduled. According to
circumstances this work had not been completely finished but the Ukrainian scholar
was invited to hold the position of deputy director at the Institute of Archaeology AS
USSR in Moscow. Despite a skeptical attitude to the theory among most Soviet
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archaeologists Yu. N. Zakharuk was able to intensify the work on theoretical issues in
Soviet archaeology. A separate theoretical session, which was organized by him at the
Plenum of the IA AS USSR in Moscow in 1972, might be considered as an initialization
of theoretical archaeology as a new sub-discipline in the USSR.
Keywords: history of archaeology; archaeological theory; institutional history;
Ukrainian archaeology; Yu. N. Zakharuk; 1960s

Introduction.

The post-war period is one of the worst studied in the history of Soviet and
Ukrainian archaeology. While a lot of articles and dozens of books are dedicated to the
archaeology of the Russian Empire and the interwar Soviet archaeology, there are only
scanty publications on the history of the Soviet archaeology of the 1950s — 1980s. But
it was the time when Soviet archaeology, including its Ukrainian branch, reached the
summit. During this period hundreds of archaeological expeditions were working in
the whole country and dozens were active in the UKrSSR, quantitative methods and
methods of natural sciences were applying into practice and a lot of fundamental
publications dedicated to different periods of ancient history appeared in print. In the
early 1970s the Soviet theoretical archaeology, which was a sub discipline and unique
phenomenon had existed till the beginning of the 1990s, institutionalized in the USSR.
The author defines it as a special branch of archaeology studies archaeological
cognition (Paliienko, 2015, p. 392).

This topic has not been studied enough by historians of science. The period of the
1960s, when the Soviet theoretical archaeology engendered, is still a lacuna. There is
information about theoretical archaeologists from Leningrad and their discussions of
that time, while it is unknown what happened in Kyiv during this period and what role
Ukrainian scholars, especially Yu. N. Zakharuk, played in the formation of the new
tendency.

There have been no special monographs on the period of the 1960s yet but this
topic is overviewed within the context of the history of Soviet archaeology by Leo
Klejn in his book ‘The Phenomenon of Soviet Archaeology’ (Klejn, 1993). Later it was
updated by the author and translated into a few foreign languages including English
(Klejn, 2012). But Leo Klejn worked in Leningrad and did not know what had
happened at that time in Kiev. That’s why he paid particular attention to the work of
central archaeological establishments such as the Institute of archaeology AS USSR
(the IA AS USSR) and its Leningrad branch (the LBIA AS USSR). This book is based
on Leo Klejn and coauthors’ article published in English in one of the western journals
even in the early 1980s (Bulkin, Klejn, & Lebedev, 1982). In this publication the period
of the 1960s is outlined only in a general way and the development of archaeology in
the UKrSSR is not touched. Nevertheless, the article became the main source of
information on Soviet archaeology for western researchers. For example, B. Trigger
referred to it in his “A History of Archaeological Thought” which has a few editions
(Trigger, 1989; Trigger, 2006). Biographies of the Soviet archaeologists working in the
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post-war period were also examined in other Leo Klejn’s book (Klejn, 2014) but
Yu. N. Zakharuk is not mentioned there.

Special books dedicated to the history of the main archaeological research
establishments such as the Institute for the history of material culture RAS (former the
LBIA AS USSR) (Nosov, 2013), the Institute of Archaeology NAS of Ukraine
(Tolochko (Eds.), 2015) and the Institute of Archaeology RAS (Makarov, 2019) had
been published during the last eight years. The Ukrainian edition has an outline chapter
on a history of the Institute including its development in the 1950s and 1960s
(Abashyna & Kolesnykova, 2015, pp. 42-52). But theoretical researches of that time
are not overviewed there as well as Yu. N. Zakharuk’s biography included to the book
contains almost no information about his works on theoretical issues in the late 1960s
(Liashko & Videiko, 2015) and has factological inexactitudes.

My numerous articles are dedicated to separate aspects of the Soviet theoretical
archaeology history but they cover only the period of the 1970s and 1980s. One of
them, in particular, reveals the role of Yu. N. Zakharuk in the process of organization
of the theoretical section at the IA AS USSR Plenum dedicated to results of field
researches in 1971 (Paliienko, 2017). Another article deals with ahistory of Kiev center
of theoretical archaeology in the late 1970s and the middle 1980s (Paliienko, 2016).

Thereby, the development of theoretical researches in the 1960s at the Institute of
Archaeology AS UKrSSR and Yu. N. Zakharuk’s activity in this field are still
unexplored. And the aim of the current article is to fill this gap.

Theoretical background and sources of the research.

It has to be emphasized that notions “theory” and “theoretical knowledge” were
used in two aspects in the post-war Soviet archaeology. This problem was analyzed in
detail by Vladimir Gening who was one of the leading archeological theorists of that
period. He highlighted the concrete archaeological theoretical knowledge or the AT-
knowledge which reveals regularities of a studying object and includes a source study
and different kinds of descriptions of ancient societies history and logical and
methodological knowledge or the archaeological methodological theory (the AM-
theory) which realizes different methodological functions in the research process
(forming of logical apparatus, the rules of knowledge extraction) and provides
production of the AT-knowledge (Gening, 1989, pp. 122-128).

In the Soviet archaeology of the 1950s and the early 1970s the notion “theory”
was applied in the first aspect as historical generalizations made on the base of
archaeological sources. And later | will overview this topic separately. This article
emphasizes on the archaeological methodology which includes definition of the main
archaeological notions and issues of typology and classification because the work on
these problems initialized the process of the Soviet theoretical archaeology forming in
the 1960s.

The research is based on information from the annual reports on a work of the
IA AS UkrSSR (1946-1971) from the Scientific archive of the Institute of Archaeology
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NASU, the fund No. 62, descriptions No.No. 1 and 1-additional (SA IA NASU. F. 62.
D.1 and 1-ad.). The letter (Zakharuk, 1971, August 16) from the correspondence
between Yu. N. Zakharuk and Leo Klejn from Klejn’s personal archive is a source to
characterize Kiev archaeologists’ attitude to archaeological theory. It was allowed to
make a photocopy of it which is stored now at the author’s personal archive. “The
report on a work of the IA AS USSR in 1971 from the Archive of the Russian
Academy of science, fund No. 1909, description No. 1 (ARAS. F. 1909. D. 1) contains
information on Yu. N. Zakharuk’s activity after his transfer to the 1A AS USSR.
Information from these sources is enough to reveal the current issue.

Results of the research.

After WW2 the theory as historical generalizations made on the base of
archaeological sources was mentioned at the IA AS USSR at the turn of the 1940s and
the 1950s. It was caused by the publication of J.V. Stalin’s work “Marxism and
Problems of Linguistics” in 1950. It is particularly written in the chapter describing
shortcomings of the research establishment of the report on work of the Institute in
1950:

e Generalized topics touching upon significant theoretical issues suggested in
J. V. Stalin’s work “Marxism and Problems of Linguistics” on the basis of
archaeological sources were not elaborated.

e The Institute had not published any critique of N. Ya. Marr’s concepts in
archeology and bourgeois theories on the issues of the Slavs genesis.

e There were no discussions on important theoretical issues of archaeology and
ancient history (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1950/3. S. 12).

The theory was recalled again in the early 1950s because of resolutions of the 19%
Congress of the C. P. S. U. and publication of another J. V. Stalin’s work “Economic
Problems of Socialism in the USSR”. To eliminate the flaws and to improve the
Institute work it was decided “to organize a wide discussion of a few actual theoretical
issues of archaeological science” in 1953 (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1952/2.
S. 12). But any details on this event have not been found in the archival sources.

Then for a few years the theory or discussions on theoretical issues were not
mentioned in the annual reports on the work of the IA AS UkrSSR at all. This topic
was resumed only at the edge of the next decade.

In the early 1960s insufficient attention to theoretical issues was figured as one of
the main shortcomings of the establishment functioning in the reports on the IA AS
UKrSSR work and the inspection reports on its research activity, though emphasizes
might differ. So it is written in the Inspection report from 1960 that there were less
works solving significant theoretical issues in the Institute plan and its administration
did not struggle enough against descriptive approach in works of employees
(SA IANASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1960/1. S. 38). Authors of the report on works in
1961 highlighted a lag in development of theoretical and methodical issues of
archaeology among other shortcomings which was explained by flaws of the Academic
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council work. A recommendation to it was to discuss papers on archaeological theory
and methodology on meetings, especially, in the light of making a summarizing work
“The Archaeology of the UkrSSR”. Moreover, the intensification of theoretical
researches on issues of ethnical attribution of archaeological cultures and ethnogeny
issues in general was referred to the immediate tasks of the Institute (SA IA NASU.
F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1961/5. S. 29-30). Apparently, the theory mentioned there means
historical generalizations made on the base of archaeological sources. The commission
of inspectors controlling the work of the IA AS UkrSSR in 1961 accepted the
conclusion on the lag in development of theoretical and methodical issues of
archaeology caused by flaws of the Academic council work. But also it noted that
recently the Institute had advanced discussing theoretical issues on meetings which had
to go on. And it was significant to provide a theoretical attainment of research fellows,
especially, young people. In addition, it was recommended to disclose reactionary and
bourgeois theories in archaeology more fearlessly (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad.
C. 1961/5. S. 37-41).

A small amount of theoretical paper presented on meetings of the Academic
council and insufficient attention to special theoretical elaboration of large-scale
scientific issues were figured among shortcomings of the Institute in the report of 1962
(SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1962/2. S. 26-27). There as well as in the next year
report it was recommended to inculcate theory liking to young research fellows which
had to be an aim of the methodological workshop of the Institute (SA IA NASU. F. 62.
D. 1-ad. C. 1963/1. S. 35).

But was it really so bad with archaeological theory at the IA AS UKrSSR during
this period? And what caused the activation of works on this topic in the early 1960s?
Apparently, it was linked with the start of works under three volumes of “The
Archaeology of the UkrSSR’ and making of ‘The Corpus of Archaeological Sites of
the UkrSSR’. As it was written in the Report, the realization of these works contributed
to deep elaboration of significant theoretical and source studying issues in the field of
archaeology (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1960/1. S. 31).

However, we have to highlight a certain activation of the development of
completely methodological topics. Papers dedicated to them were regularly discussed
at meetings of the Academic Council of the IA AS UKrSSR over the period of the
1960s. For example, in 1961 Yu. N. Zakharuk presented his paper “Certain issues of
theory and methodology of archaeological research” dedicated to the category
“archaeological culture” at one of these meetings (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad.
C. 1961/5. S. 25). We may consider this event as a beginning of the discussion on this
topic at the Institute besides this had happened earlier than the discussion on the
definition of the note “archaeological culture” reached all-Union scope. This
Yu. N. Zakharuk’s paper underlay his article “Problems of Archaeological Culture”
(Zakharuk, 1964) which was widely debated by other discussants in the late 1960s.

The papers related to issues of theory, methodology of archaeological research
and applying methods of natural and technical sciences in archaeology were actively
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presented again at meetings of the Academic Council in 1963. Thus A. A. Beletskii’s
paper “On the Comparative-Historical Method in the Historical-Archaeological
Research” was discussed in April, 2, K. V. Shishkin’s paper “Applying of the Aerial
Photography in Archaeology” was debated in April, 11. N. V. Ryndina, a research
fellow of the department of archaeology of Moscow State University (MSU) read her
paper “Metallography in Archaeology” at the meeting in May, 10 (SA IA NASU. F. 62.
D. 1-ad. C. 1963/1. S. 29-30). In other words, all of these papers were methodical.

In the middle of the decade applying of cybernetic and mathematical statistic in
archaeology was debated at the Institute. On the 1%t of February 1965 the paper
“Cybernetic in Archaeology” was discussed at the meeting of the Academic Council
(SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1. C. 564. S. 28) and almost in two years, on the 18" of April
1967 D. V. Deopic, the head of the laboratory of the application of statistical method
in social sciences, an associate professor of MSU presented his paper “Techniques,
methods and experience of applying of the statistic analysis of archaeological sources™.

On the 13" of June 1967 Yu. N. Zakharuk’s paper “On the methodology of
archaeological science and its problems” was discussed at the meeting of the Academic
Council (SA 1A NASU. F. 62. D. 1. C. 626. S. 22). After this event a new topic on
archaeological methodological issues and application of new methods of natural and
technical sciences to archaeology was scheduled to the Institute plan of subjects in
1968 and it was planned to complete a monograph on this topic till the centenary of
V.l. Lenin’s birth (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1. C. 626. S. 23-24). Yu. N. Zakharuk was
personally an executive of the topic “Methodological and Methodical Issues of
Archaeological Science” in the context of the issue “A History of World Culture”. The
aim of the work was a theoretical elaboration of significant methodological problems
and new tendencies in archaeology including writing the book on theoretical issues and
making experiments on application of natural sciences methods such as the spectral
analysis of metal items and the methods of geophysical survey of archaeological sites.
The staff of the laboratory of archaeological technology, which was just organized at
the Institute at that time, was responsible for the experimental part.

In future | will dedicate a single article to the applying of methods of natural
sciences at the Institute of archaeology AS UKrSSR. As to the book on methodological
issue it had to have the next structure:

oChapter “Issues of the Terminology and Conceptual Apparatus of
Archaeological Science” — 1 quire.

eChapter “Methodological Issues of Archaeological Culture” — 1,5 quire.

eChapter “Archaeology in the System of Social Sciences” — 1 quire.

eChapter “Ways of the Development of Methodology of Archaeological Science”
— 1 quire.

o“Introduction and Conclusion” — 1 quire (SA 1A NASU. F. 62. D. 1. C. 704.
S. 8-9).

But in fact, Yu. N. Zakharuk had completed only the second and the third
chapters. He planed to write the first chapter in 1969 but this work was not finished
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because of a long illness of the author (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1969/1. S. 19).
In 1970 Yu. N. Zakharuk was doing the additional task to make the chapter “Tribes of
the Chalcolithic age” for the volume 1 of “The History of the Ukrainian SSR”
(2,5 quires) instead of the work on the scheduled theoretical topic. Taking into account
that the total volume of works completed by Yu. N. Zakharuk in that year was 5 quires
the Academic Council resolved to consider that the methodological topic had been
finished according to the volume and to give Yu. N. Zakharuk an opportunity to end
the rest of the chapters later (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1. C. 704. S. 8-9). But in 1971
the scholar was transferred to the Institute of archaeology AS USSR in Moscow.

In addition to his participation at meetings of the Academic Council of the IA AS
UkrSSR and works under the scheduled methodological topic Yu. N. Zakharuk
presented papers at scientific conferences and published articles on issues of theory
and methodology of archaeology in the 1960s. So, he presented the paper
“Archaeological Culture (Certain Issues of Theory and Methodology of Research)” at
the 11" scientific conference of the IA AS UKrSSR dedicated to the results of
archaeological researches in Ukraine in 1960-1961 (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad.
C. 1962/2. S. 13) and the paper “Lenin’s Theoretical Legacy and Certain Issues of the
Development of Archaeological Science” at the Anniversary plenum of the
IA AS USSR in Leningrad in 1969 (SA IA NASU. F. 62. D. 1-ad. C. 1969/1. S. 42).
The scholar published the next articles in the journal “Arkheolohiia” [Archaeology]:
“Problems of Archaeological Culture” (Zakharuk, 1964), “Certain Methodological
Issues in Archaeological Science” (Zakharuk, 1970a) and “Towards the Development
of Theoretical Grounds of Archaeology” (Zakharuk, 1971); the next articles in the
journal “Sovetskaya arkheologiya” [Soviet Archaeology]: “On the Methodology of
Archaeological Science and its Problems” (Zakharuk, 1969) and “Lenin’s Theoretical
Legacy and Certain Issues of the Development of Archaeological Science” (Zakharuk,
1970c); as well as the article “Lenin’s Theoretical Legacy in Archaeological Science”
(this name of the article is mentioned in the Report) in the collection of papers “Lenin’s
Ideas in the Study of the History of Primitive Society, Slavery and Feudalism” where
its name is a little bit differ — “Lenin’s Theoretical Legacy and Archaeological
Heritage” (Zakharuk, 1970b).

Besides Yu. N. Zakharuk’s works, the issues of paleoeconomical modeling in
archaeology were revealed in S. N. Bibikov’s articles (Bibikov, 1967; Bibikov, 1969)
in the late 1960s.

But in general, a skeptical attitude toward the theory was spread among most of
Soviet archaeologists and the situation with this in Kyiv was not better. Working at the
IA AS UKrSSR Yu. N. Zakharuk mentioned this problem in his letter to Leo Klejn in
the early 1970s:

“Alas, unfortunately, not all share the view on the decisive role of this type of
works on the contemporary stage of development of our science. It is especially
unsightly on this point there, in Kiev the majority of archaeologists, moreover, the
overwhelming majority has an extremely skeptical or even ironic attitude to the works
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of this type. A small part, mainly, of young workers, in turn, has quite often very
simplified and “lite” idea on structure, tasks and ways of theoretical problems
elaboration” (Zakharuk, 1971, August 16).

However, the necessity to develop such topics was determined by objective
factors, in particular, a need to define the main notions of archaeology and to formalize
the procedure of primary processing of archaeological sources and the methodic of
ethno-social and socio-historical reconstructions was caused by attempts to apply
cybernetic methods into archaeology.

An academician B. A. Rybakov being the director of the IA AS USSR, which was
the main archaeological establishment of the USSR, invited Yu. N. Zakharuk to hold
the position of deputy director on science and to intensify theoretical work. The transfer
of the researcher to Moscow enabled to give an impetus to the work on theoretical
issues. In 1971 he presented the paper “Theoretical Grounds of Archaeology” at the
meeting of the Academic council of the IA AS USSR (ARAS. F. 1909. D. 1. C. 1013.
S. 24) but the most important is that Yu. N. Zakharuk exercised his authority to
organize the work of the separate theoretical session at the annual Plenum of the
IA AS USSR for the first time in the Soviet Union. Its work at the Plenum of the
IA AS USSR on results of the field season in 1971 (Moscow, 1972) might be
considered as an institualization of the new subdiscipline which is theoretical
archaeology. The discussion on the definition of the object and subject matter of
archaeology started at the same time continuing till the early 1990s.

Conclusion.

So the theory as historical generalizations made on the basis of archaeological
sources was mentioned in the IA AS Ukr.SSR in the early 1950s because of publication
ofnew J.V. Stalin’s works and the resolutions of the 19th Congress of the C. P. S. U. A.
lack of discussion on important theoretical issues of archaeology was figured in the
reports as one of the Institute’s shortcomings. This problem was recalled again at the
turn of the 1950s and the 1960s. The lack of attention to theoretical issues at the
IA AS UKrSSR was highlighted in the reports. Apparently, the actualization of this
issue was linked with the start of works under three volumes of “The Archaeology of
the UKrSSR”.

Discussions on archaeological methodology started at the IA AS UKrSSR in the
early 1960s. For the decade papers on theoretical and methodological issues, applying
cybernetic, methods of natural sciences and statistical methods into archaeology were
regularly presented at sessions of the Academic council.

Yu. N. Zakharuk was one of the Institute employees who presented his theoretical
papers. In 1968-1970 he was an executor of the scheduled work “Methodological and
Methodical Issues of Archaeological Science” a result of which had to be the
theoretical book publishing. But this work had not been completely finished according
to circumstances. Also, this scholar presented theoretical papers at conferences and
prepared a few articles in this field for the decade. In the late 1960s, the issues of
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paleoeconomical modeling in archaeology were revealed in S. N. Bibikov’s articles.
But in general, the IA AS UkrSSR staff showed a skeptical attitude toward the theory
as well as the same attitude was spread among the most of Soviet archaeologists.
Thereby, the IA AS UKkrSSR was the first archaeological establishment in the
USSR where the work on archaeological methodology was scheduled in the late 1960s.
And Yu. N. Zakharuk was invited to hold the position of deputy director at the Institute
of Archaeology AS USSR in Moscow where he was able to intensify the work on
theoretical issues in Soviet archaeology. The separate theoretical session, which was
organized by him at the Plenum of the IA AS USSR in Moscow in 1972, might be
consider as an institualization of the Soviet theoretical archaeology as a new
subdiscipline and appearance of the unique phenomenon in the USSR.
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Cepriii ITagienko
KuiBcbkuit HarioHanpHUM yHIBepcuteT imeHi Tapaca [lleBuenka, Ykpaina

Bisist BUTOKIB PasiHCHKOI TEOPETUYHOI APX€0JI0Tii: TeOPeTHYHI J0CTIIKeHHA B
IA AH YPCP B 1960-i poxnu

Anomauyia. Cmamms npucesayena 8UGUEHHI0 NUMAHb aApXeoJlo2iYHOoi meopii 6
Inemumymi apxeonocii AH YPCP 6 1960-i poku. /lanuii nepiod € 00OHuM 3 HatiMeHw
susuenux y icmopii paosaucvkoi apxeonocii. Oomax came moOoi apxeonoiuni
odocnioncennsi y  CPCP  Oocsienu  3HauHux macumaois, NnoYaiocs uwupoke
BNPOBAONCEHHSI MEMOOI8 NPUPOOHUYUX | MAMEMAMUYHUX HAVK, UHUK IHmMepec 00
meopemuynux npoonem. I axwjo npo meopemuuHi OUCKYCIi ceped apxeo.olie

65


http://www.vgosau.kiev.ua/a/Archaeology_1964_17.pdf
https://www.archaeolog.ru/media/books_sov_archaeology/1969_book03.pdf
http://www.vgosau.kiev.ua/a/Archaeology_1970_24.pdf
https://www.archaeolog.ru/media/books_sov_archaeology/1970_book02.pdf
http://www.vgosau.kiev.ua/a/Archaeology_1971_01.pdf

https://www.hst-journal.com Icmopis nayku i mexHiku, 2021, mom 11, sunyck 1
History of science and technology, 2021, vol. 11, issue 1

Jleninepaoa 6 yeti nepioo ysice Hanucano 6bazamo, mo npo po3pooKy nodiOHUX NUMAHb
v Kuesi nivoco ne 6ioomo. Ilio apxeonoziunoi meopi€cro 3a36udati po3ymMitomv sK
V3a2aNbHeHHsT HA OCHOBI  apXeoNlo2iYHUX Mamepianie, maxk [  apxeoo2iuHy
mMemooonozito. Y Oamiti cmammi 20108HULL aKyeHm 3poOaeHo came Ha icmopii
odocnioxcennss memooonociunux npoonem 6 IA AH YPCP y 3a3nauenuti nepioo, wjo
BUBUAEMBCS HA OCHOBL 8I0OMOCMell 3 WOPIYHUX 38imie npo pobomy Incmumymy 3
Hayxosoco apxisy IA HAH Ykpainu. /loxymenmu ceiouams, wo npo meopito 8 Kuesi
3azo6opunu we Ha nouyamxy 1950-x pp., y 383Ky 3 6UX000M HOBUX NpaAYb
HU. B. Cmanina. Ilpasoa, mooi, sx i nomim Ha NOYAmMKY HACMYNHO20 OeCAMUIimms,
ane edce y 38's13Ky 3 nowamkom pooomu Hao mpumomHor “‘Apxeonociero YPCP”,
8KA3YBANOCH, WO MEOPEeMULHUM NUMAHHAM 8 [Hcmumymi npudiniemscs Mano ysazu.
0b62060penns sic npobaem apxeonoziunoi memoooocii 6 IA AH YPCP nouanocs edce
6 1960-i poku, 30kpema, Ha 3acioaHHsax Buenoi paou peeynapHo 3acnyxo8ysanucs
00noBidi 3 NUMAHbL APXeoo2iuHOi meopii, BNPOBAOICEHHS 8 APXeon02ito Memoois
NPUPOOHUYUX HAYK, 3ACMOCY8AHHA KIOepHemuKku ma Memooie MamemamuyHoi
cmamucmuxy. Haubinow axmuseno 6 Oawili obaacmi npayioeas chnigpoOImHUK
1A AH YPCP — [O. M. 3axapyk, saxuii Kpim Oonosideti Ha Bueniii padi ma
KoH@epenyisax, nyonikayii cmameu y 1968 — 1970 pp. makooxc 0y8 euxonasyem
nianosoi memu ‘‘Memooonociuni ma memooudHi npodiemMu apxeo02iuHoi HayKu ", y
pamkax SKOi NIaHY8aNOCs HANUCAHHA MoHozpagii 3 npobaem meopii. Toomo
14 AH YPCP 6ys nepuioro apxeonoziunoro Haykosoro ycmanosoro y CPCP, de ¢ moii
nepioo poboma HA0 MemoOoa02ITUHUMU Npobaemamu Oyia exknoueHa 0o niawny. I xou
Ysi mema 8 CUly nesHux oOCcmasun NOBHICMIO 3a8epuieHa He 0y1a, ane YKpAaiHCbKull
yuenutl 0y8 zanpoutenuti Ha pobomy 0o Mockeu 6 IA AH CPCP. I, ne ousnauucey Ha
CKenmuyHe CmaeleHHs 00 meopii ceped OINbWOCMi PAOSHCOKUX aAPXeoJlols,
1O. M. 3axapyxy e0anoca axmusizysamu pooomy HAO NUMAHHAMU aAPXeONO2IUHOL
memooonocii ¢ CPCP, a opeawnizogany im OKpeMy meopemudHy CceKyilo Ha
mockoscokomy ITlnenymi 1A AH CPCP y 1972 poyi moorcna e68adxcamu
incmumyyionizayieto 6 Paosincokomy Coro3i meopemuunoi apxeonozii 8 aKkocmi HOBoI
cyoouCyuniinu.

Knwuoei cnoea: icmopis apxeonocii, apxeonociuna meopis, VKPAiHCbKa
apxeonoeisa;incmumyyionanvna icmopis, FO. M. 3axapyx; 1960-i poku

Cepreii ITanmmenko
Kuesckui HannoHabHBIM yHUBEpCUTET MMeHH Tapaca llleBuenko, Ykpanna

Y ucroxkoB CoBeTCKOM TEOPETHYECKOM apXe0JIOTHM: TeOpeTHYECKHE
uccjaenosanusa B UA AH YCCP B 1960-e roani

Annomayun. Cmambes noceiaweHa U3Y4eHUI0 BONPOCO8 aAPXeol02UYeCKOll
meopuu 6 Hncmumyme apxeonoeuu AH YCCP & 1960-e 200wl [lanmuwiii nepuoo
A6AEMCSL OOHUM U3 HAUMEHee U3YYEeHHbIX 8 UCmopuu cosemckot apxeonozuu. OOHaKo
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umenno moeoa apxeonocuueckue uccieooganus ¢ CCCP docmuenu 3nauyumenvuvix
mMacuimabos, HA4AIOCL NOBCEMECMHOe GHeOpEeHUue Memooo8 eCcmecmeeHHbIX U
MamemMamuyeckux HAayK, 803HUK UHmMepec K meopemuyeckum npoonemam. U eciu o
meopemuyeckux OUCKYCCUSIX Cpeou apxeono208 Jlenunzpaoa 6 smom nepuoo yice
Hanucamo MHoO20, mo o paspabomre nodoOHbIX onpocos 6 Kueege ne uzgecmuo HuU4ez2o.
Iloo apxeonocuueckoii meopueti 0ObIYHO NOHUMANOM KAK 0000WeHUs HA OCHO8e
apxeono2uyecKux Mamepuanos, maxK U apxeoiocudeckyro memooonozuio. B dannot
cmamve  21A8HbI  aKyeHm  cOelaH  UMEHHO HaA — UCMOpUU  UCCe008aHUs
memooonozuveckux npoonem 8 UA AH YCCP 6 ykazaumuwviti nepuoo, Komopas
U3y4uaemcst Ha OCHOB8e C8E0EHUL U3 eXHce200HbIX 0muémos o pabome Uncmumyma u3z
Hayunoco apxusea HA HAH Yxkpauwei. J[loxymenmoul ceudemenbcmeyiom, 4mo o
meopuu 8 Kuege 3aco6opunu ewé 6 nauane 1950-x, 6 ces3u ¢ 8b1x000M HOBbIX MPYOO8
U. B. Cmanuna. Ilpasda, moeoa, kax u nomom 8 Hauaje cledyoujeco 0ecamuilemus,
HO Yyoce 6 853U C Hawaiom pabom Hao mpéxmomuou ‘“‘Apxeonocuer YCCP”,
VKA3bl8ANOCh, 4mMO meopemuyeckum eonpocam 6 HMucmumyme yoensiemcs Mano
sHumanus.  ObOcyscoeHue dice NpodIeM  apxeono2udyeckol MemooolocUU 8
UA AH YCCP nauanocw yoace 6 1960-e 200b1, 8 uacmnocmu, Ha 3ace0aHusx Yuenozo
cogema pe2ynapHO 3ACIYUUBAIUCL OOKIAObL N0 BONPOCAM APXeON02UUeCKOl meopull,
BHEeOpeHUsl 8 apXeo02UI0 Memo008 eCmecmeeHHblX HaAyK, NPUMEHeHUs KUOepHemuKy
U Memooos mamemamuyeckou cmamucmuku. Haubonee akmueno 6 oannou obracmu
paboman compyonux UA AH YCCP — IO. H. 3axapyx, komopbwiti RLOMUMO 00KIA008 HA
Yuenom coseme u xongepenyusx, nyoauxayuu cmameti ¢ 1968 — 1970 ee. maxoice
ABNANCA UCNOTHUMENeM NAAHO80U membvl ‘‘Memooonocuueckue u memoouuecKue
npobeMbl ApxXeono2UYecKoll HayKu ”, 8 pamKkax Komopou niaHupo8aloCh HANUCaAHUe
MmoHnoepaguu no npooremam meopuu. To ecmv HMA AH YCCP 6vin nepgvim
apxeonoaudeckum Hayuuvim yupexcoenuem 6 CCCP, ¢ xomopom 6 mom nepuoo
paboma Hao memooojocudeckumMu npobiemamu Oviia 6Kao4eHa 8 nian. M xomov
OaHHAsL meMa 8 CUTLY ONPeOeNéHHbIX 00CMOAMENbCME NOJIHOCIbIO 3a8epuieHa He Obld,
HO YKPAUHCKUU y4éuviil OvL1 npueiauer Ha pabomy 6 Mockey ¢ UA AH CCCP. U, ne
CMOmMPs HA CKenmuyeckoe OMmHOUEeHUue K meopuu cpeou OONbUUHCINGA COBEMCKUX
apxeonozos, 0. H. 3axapyky yoanoce axmueuzuposamev pabomy HAO 60ONPOCAMU
apxeonoeuyeckoti memooonoeuu 6 CCCP, a opeaHu308amHylo um OmMOENbHYIO
meopemuyeckyro cekyuro Ha mockogckom Ilnenyme UA AH CCCP 6 1972 200y modwcHo
cuumams uncmumyyuonauzayueu 8 CCCP meopemuueckotu apxeono2uu 6 kaiecmae
HOB01U CYOOUCYUNTUHDI.

Knrouegwie cnosa: ucmopus apxeonozuu, apxeonio2uiecKas meopus,; YKpauHckas
apxeonozus,; uncmumyyuornanvras ucmopus,; F0. H. 3axapyx; 1960-e 200vl
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