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MIDDLE AGES ARCHAEOLOGY
IN THE RUSSIAN FAR EAST'

N.N. Kradin

The article examines the main stages in the development of the Middle
Ages in the Russian Far East. The development of archeology in the region
went through three stages — the period of travelers and local historians,
intensive academic study (since 1953) and the international stage (since
the early 1990s). The main achievements of the archeology of Bohai and
the Jurchens, as well as the development of the Amur region by Russian pio-
neers, are examined in detail.
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INTRODUCTION

Archaeology of Russia and Eurasia is still not well known in the West
in general and in the US in particular. In order to make sure of it, it is suffi-
cient to open any textbook on archaeology. It is unlikely that you find there
a description of the prehistoric cultures of the Russian Plain. An exami-
nation of a complexity in Cachokia or South-West is more important for
the American archaeologists than that in the Central Asia. References
to such critical archaeological sites as Kostenki, Sungir’, Mal’ta, Arzan are
only to be found in encyclopedias. However, the Denisova cave should now
be included in textbooks. It is a natural state of any descriptive sciences
as a geography, history, or anthropology. The Swedish or Polish archaeo-
logies are also little known in the Americas and vice versa.
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I'This article was written for American readers back in 2016 for a special book about
the past of the Russian Far East. The editors spent a very long time putting together
the volume, but after 2/24, publishing such a book in the United States has become
impossible. Nevertheless, the achievements of Russian archaeologists in this region are
very important and I believe that colleagues from many other countries should know
about them, even with a great delay. I would like to thank Sergey Glebov and Alexandr
Ivliev for the correction of my English and reviewers for the important comments.
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The number of scholars who study the post-Soviet space is not too large
in USA. It is limited by a group of enthusiasts who visit the Russia and
other countries and make excavations with Russian colleagues. At times,
they organize the conferences in this area and, following the results of dis-
cussion, publish a thick volume (Peterson et al. 2006; Popova et al. 2007;
Hartley et al. 2012 etc.). Only a few books for a huge continent! I was luck-
ily enough to visit the “Windy City” (Chicago) in 2008 at such conference
and communicate with the American community of Eurasian archaeolo-
gists. [ became acquainted there with many delightful people who wel-
come me with open arms, listened forbearingly to my primitive English,
presented their books and articles and I am now on intimate terms with
many of them and keep a correspondence.

As a joke, rephrasing a known Lenin’s passage from his pamphlet
of A.Herzen, I would make of them: “A circle of these revolutionaries is nar-
row”. A comparison with revolutionaries is not an exaggeration because
these scholars discover for the American academic public a very impor-
tant part of the world prehistory which has played a really revolution-
ary role in the human life. Among these revolutions are such important
events as the colonization of the Eurasia and Americas, horse domestica-
tion, appearance of spoke-wheeled chariots and cavalry, formation of early
metallurgy, diffusion of Indo-European languages, emergence of mobile
pastoralism and nomadic empires (Hanks 2010: 469, 471). I would also add
the great transmigration of peoples and medieval Mongol globalization.

The Russian Far East, as it is understood today, includes the extreme
part of Eurasia which stretched from Chukotka and the Bering Strait
to Posyet Bay and boundary between Russia and North Korea. This region
is home to a variety of ecological zones. The coast of the northern Far East,
in the Arctic, was inhabited by the native hunters for marine animals and
fishermen; deeper into the continent one finds populations of reindeer
pastoralists and taiga hunters. In the southern Far East, in the basins
of the Amur and the Ussuri, resided the fishers and hunters. A part
of the southern Far East is favorable to agriculture and was thus more
densely settled in the pre-industrial period and in modern time by colo-
nists from the European part of the former Russian Empire and the USSR
(Kocheshkov 2002; Turaev et al. 2011).

The history of this region is known in the English-speaking science
from book by John Stephan (Stephan 1994). This book is well-written and
reliable, however, its coverage is negligible. Over a hundred scholars work
in my research institute focusing on the Far East and many of them have
written at least one book. One can imagine what volume of information
in Russian remains beyond the reach of the Western colleagues. Unfor-
tunately, Stephan paid little attention to prehistory and the early stages
of history. I will try to fill this gap.

For historians and archeologists, it might be interesting that the ter-
ritory of the modern Russian Far East was to a lesser extent subjected
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to the global historical processes. Here, we did not yet find evidence
of the lower Paleolithic. The Neolithization began at a later stage here.
The number of the bronze metallurgy products is small, but that of stone
imitations of bronze spearheads (replika) is very high. For this reason,
the scholars are in the dead-end situation when it comes to the Bronze
and Iron Ages. Most of all, the term “Early metal age (paleometal)” is used.
One is almost forced to think that we are here at the edge of the populated
world (Yanshina, Kluyev 2005).

And yet, Far-Eastern archeology witnessed its own vivid and impor-
tant discoveries that have global significance. First of all, it is the question
of the human discovery of the Americas, which has over and over again
attracted the attention of Russian scholars (Vasilyev 2011; Vasil’ev et al. 2015).
A process of migration to the Americas began about 15—13,000 BP years
ago. Outstanding Far-Eastern archaeologist Nikolay Dikov studied the early
stages of this process (1979). In recent decades, Yuri Berezkin gave new
impetus to the investigation of this problem. Berezkin is, essentially, a Rus-
sian Murdock. The reputation of George Murdock is related to the fact that
he established the extensive base of the ethno-historical data of nations
(HRAF — Human Relations Area Files). It is a large-scale source of infor-
mation for the anthropologists® Examining the myths of the peoples
of the New World, Berezkin has compiled a very large database®.

Geographic distribution of myths showed the routes of the mankind dis-
placement across the whole globe and the path movement to the Americas.
When mapping the myths according to Berezkin, two distinct lines emerge.
The first of them connects Central Eurasia and the New World, while the sec-
ond goes from East India to Australia and South America. It is a reflection
of the routes of movemement by the earliest humans in the different parts
of Oecumene (see in English: Berezkin 2007; 2010; 2017).

The second subject of global significance is paleolithic pottery. Tradi-
tionally, it was widely accepted that the discovery of clay properties and
the skill to make different things from clay with hardening by afterburning
took place during the Neolithic stage. Ceramics was not known by people
of the Paleolithic stage. Meanwhile, for the last several decades, the evi-
dences emerged in different parts of the world, demonstrating that the use
of clay began as early as the Upper Paleolithic. In particular, the sites with
the most ancient ceramics were found in the Far-Eastern region of Rus-
sia (Sikachi-Alyan, Khummi in the Amur River region, Ustinovka-3,
Chernigovka-1 in Primorye etc.) which fall chronologically into the inter-
val of 14000—9000 years ago (Zhushchikhovskaya 2009).

In this article, I will consider focus on the situation in Russian archeo-
logy in the Far Eastern region. To do that, I will explore the archaeo-
logy which studies the states in the period of historical empires on Chi-
na’s northern edge, namely, the archaeology of states of Bohai (Balhae)

Zhttp://hraf.yale.edu.
Shttp://www.ruthenia.ru/folklore/berezkin.
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(698—926), Liao (907—1125) and Jin or Jurchen (1115—1234). English-
speaking readers may have only a vague idea of this region’s archeolo-
gical studies conducted in Russia as only a few works of Aleksander Kim,
a historian rather than archeologist, mention studies by Russian scholars
(Kim 2008; 2009; 2011).

I will focus on the important achievements in the study of prehis-
tory and medieval archaeology of the Russian Far East over the past few
decades. It is impossible to cover the work of all, who tend to be working
in different organizations (research institutes, universities, museums, cul-
tural heritage offices etc.) within single article. At that, the most potent
personnel concentrated, as a rule, in the research institutes of the Acad-
emy of Sciences. For this reason, I mostly concentrate on the work of this
group. First, I will discuss the most recent trends in historical archeo-
logy of the region in general, and then I will turn to the latest tendencies
in the field which is especially close to me, namely, the study of the medi-
eval states and empires in the region.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Archeologists in the Russian Far East widely use the term “Middle
Ages,” even if they do not really study medieval history as it is understood
in the European region. This is the legacy of the Soviet period, when Marx-
ism was the official doctrine, according to which it was presumed that
the period between the 5" and the 17" centuries corresponded to the “feu-
dal mode of production” and therefore was called “the Middle Ages”. This
crude Marxism has largely left the stage but the terminological tradition
remained. Archaeologists who study prehistory examine the times before
the emergence of states in the Far Eastern region, while the “mediaeval”
archaeologists focus on the period of early states and empires. I think
it is correct to use the term Middle Ages widely, understanding it as a global
era of human history (Holmes, Standen 2015; Hermans 2020).

In the first period, beginning from the middle of 1 millennium AD,
Mohe (¥%#5, Korean Malgal) peoples who are traditionally identified with
the Tungusic populations, inhabited the territory of Manchuria and cur-
rent Russian Far East* Seven large Mohe polities (chiefdoms, in all appear-
ances) are known. Sumo Mohe (2K are located in the extreme South-
West of the Mohe lands and Heishui Mohe (227K #£#5) in the North-East,
in the valleys of lower courses of Sungari (Songhua), Ussuri (Ussuli)
and Amur (Heilongjiang) rivers. According to Chinese chronicles

4In this article I don’t discuss the archeology of Mohe in Russia. Early research
on Mohe in the Russian Far East was based on fragments of Chinese studies and
archaeological illustrations (Derevianko 1981). In current time Mohe pottery and
material culture have been well studied (Diakova 1984; 1998; Piskareva 2005; 2006).
Important topics such as a chronology and local variations are still poorly understood.
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and archaeological dates Mohe sowed wheat and millet and turned up
the soil by plows. They also engaged in breeding pigs and horses. Devel-
opment of Mohe’s pottery was at one of the transitional stages from home
to craft production (Piskareva 2019; Piskareva et al. 2019). Mohe had a sig-
nificant extend of social stratification. The narrative sources inform us that
the wealthy men possessed hundreds of pigs and that there also existed
categories of people of lower status. It is reported in Chinese chronicles
that each fortress and village had its elder independently of the others.
According to archaeological data, the Mohe settlements in Primorye
region are divided into several ranks (Kradin 2010).

Seven large Mohe polities (probably, chiefdoms), with different number
of fighters, are identified. Each of them was headed by a chief and each occu-
pied a sufficiently large territory. Apart from these seven polities, a number
of other ones existed. In Chinese, these polities are referred to as bu (&),
traditionally this term is translated as “tribe” (Atwood 2010). As far as we
can tell, the number of these polities was much greater. The power of a chief
ran in the family. Most likely, bu (%f) could correspond to tribe, chieftaincy,
or chiefdoms, while buluo (#}7%) to complex chiefdoms®. The Heishui polity
was the largest and most powerful. In both versions of the T’ang history,
it is reported that the Mohe “tribes” were divided into 16 “generations”
in course of time. It stands to reason that Heishui Mohe already repre-
sented a complex chiefdom or a confederation of chiefdoms.

Early in the 7% century, Sumo Mohe were subjected to heavy pressure
by the Tang Dynasty. This pressure promoted the processes of internal
unification and resulted in the creation of a large alliance with the cen-
tralized power by Sumo Mohe in the middle of the 7 century. In the Tur-
kic epitaphs, it was called the “Bokli khaganate” (Kradin 2005). In 698,
the Sumo Mohe chief Da Zuorong declared the creation of a dynasty
(initially, it was called Zhen, and then, since 713, Bohai [i#)#], Kor. Par-
chae). The territory of Bohai included Eastern Manchuria, part of North
Korea, and South-Western territories of today’s Primorye. The Bohai rul-
ers aspired to expand their land by means of inclusion of mostly east-
ern and northern territories in the 8"—9™ centuries. Bohai reached its
full flowering during the rule of the Wang Da Qinmao K#¢% (737—793)
who assumed the postmortem name “Enlightened” for his contribution
to the advancement of education and culture in the country. During his
rule was counstructed the administrative institutions. During the king-
ship of Da Renxiu (818—830), the system of five capital cities developed
and the Heishui Mohe were partly conquered by Bohai, and the territorial
expanse of the state reached its zenith (Jiang Yuke, Zhao Yongjun 2021).

The Bohai state generated significant literature in the North-East
Asian countries — China, Korea, and Japan (Song Kiho 1990; 1990a;
Hamada Kosaku 2007; Jung Yongjin 2007; New History of Parchae 2012;

5 About differences between tribe, chieftaincy, simple and complex chiefdom see
(Earle 2021).
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Sloane 2014a; Wang Peixin 2018 etc.), and in Eastern Europe in Rus-
sian (Shavkunov 1968; 1994, Ivliev 2007 etc.), but so far there is only
one substantial study in any Western European languages (Reckel 1995).
In the Bohai state, there were five capitals (Song Yubin 2018). The country
was divided into 15 provinces and 62 districts. The notion of five capital
cities was borrowed, in all appearances, from the Tang Empire. How-
ever, the very existence of five capital cities in Bohai might have been
required by the administrative needs locally. The majority of early states
had no tightly integrated economical and political infrastructure. Since
the administrative control of central authorities was minimal, the ruler
of an early state was forced to visit continuously his possessions to person-
ally control the regions and to confirm the legitimacy of his kingship. This
system occurred widely in the world of early states (Kobishchanov 1987).

Overall, the Bohai kingdom was a typical early state, character-
ized by the absence of private ownership of land and the lack of a fully
formed bureaucratic apparatus (Claessen, Skalnik 1978). As its complex-
ity increased, the early Bohai state gradually transformed to resemble
the “mature” traditional states, in which a certain development of pri-
vate ownership and formation of the state machinery were common
(Kradin 2013; 2019). This was reflected in the changes in the social struc-
ture of the Bohai state. Initially, the social structure included the wang
(king) and his relatives, six noble clans, chiefs and elders, and common-
ers. In the period of its highest prosperity, the social structure of Bohai
consisted of two basic social groups: (1) bureaucratic-administrative elite
divided into eight ranks, which included the royal family, great aristocracy
and noblemen; (2) the immediate producers, peasants and craftsmen, who
were subdivided by communities and different lower categories as slaves
(Kradin 1989; 2019).

The administrative machinery of Bohai more or less copied the bureau-
cratic model of the Tang Empire and included three administrations, six
ministries as well as other departments. The ministries were divided into
left and right ones. Service bureaucrats were categorized into 8 ranks. They
wore clothes of different colors with the credential badges (detailed descrip-
tion see: Polutov 2014). For records management, the Bohai bureaucrats
adopted the Chinese writing system. Schools for teaching elite children
reading and writing were known in Bohai. Among the elite, the Buddhism
acquired some presence. Bohai had diplomatic relations with neighbor-
ing countries, such as the Tang Empire, Silla Kingdom on the Korean pen-
insula, and Inner Asian nomadic empires. Every exchange of embassies
was accompanied by exchange of prestige goods. Of special interest are
Bohai’s intensive contacts with Japan. During the existence of Bohai, 35
of its missions were sent to the Land of the Rising Sun, while 13 diplomatic
missions arrived from Japan (Polutov 2015).

The third period in the region’s history was the era of Jurchens, who
created the Jin dynasty (s£%H, 1115—1234). The term Jurchens (% &)
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appears in the 10" century. This name was taken by the tribes and chief-
doms coming of Heishui Mohe, who took over the territories of Northern
Manchuria and today’s Primorye and Amur River regions, which became
depopulated after the Khitan conquest. The Khitans divided the Jurch-
ens into the “civilized” who settled on territories controlled by the Liao
Empire, and the “wild people,” who lived to the east and north-east of Sun-
gari (Songhua). The Jurchens depended on the Khitans and paid a tribute
to them in furs, jewels, medicinal herbs, horses etc. The hunting falcons
were especially valued, and, at the request of Khitans, the Jurchens orga-
nized regularly trips to the Wuguo people (the term in Chinese means
“five nations”) to catch falcons. These birds presumably lived in the lower
reaches of Sungari (Songhua), Ussuri (Usuli), and in the adjacent Amur
River valley (Franke 1978a).

The Russian sinologist Evgeny Kychanov (Kychanov 1966) translated
information on the Jurchen from San chao bei meng hui bian (Collected doc-
uments on the treaties with the north during three reigns) about ten years
earlier than Herbert Franke (Franke 1975; 1978). Two books by Michail
Vorobyev devoted to the Jurchen were published in Russian, which
addressed most important question of the history of Jurchens (Vorobyev
1975; 1983). So far, there are no books of the similar standard in other
European languages.

In the latter half of the 11" century, the consolidation of Jurchens
has commenced under the leadership of Wanyan (52 lineage. Gradu-
ally, all the more or less significant formations of the Jurchens fell under
the Wanyan influence. In 1112, the chief of Jurchens Aguda (F7]&+])
refused to dance at the formal party of the Khitan Emperor. This became
the cause of conflict and led to the outbreak of war. In 1115, Aguda pro-
claimed the establishment of the Golden Empire of Jurchens (in Chi-
nese — Jin dynasty) and took the imperial title®. Over a period of ten years,
the Jurchens defeated the Khitans and captured their entire territory. Iron-
ically, the Khitans escaped to the westernmost town of Zhenzhou (acheo-
logical site Chintolgoi Balgas), where they formerly deported Bohai peo-
ples (Kradin et al. 2011: 166—167). In 1130, the Khitans also left Zhenzhou
and went to Central Asia, where they established the Empire of Kara-
Khitans (Xi Liao or Western Liao in Chinese sources).

Aguda took the investiture in accordance with the Chinese tradi-
tion. In order to legitimate his ruling, on the advice of his Bohaian con-
sultant Yang Pu, he sent a letter to the Khitan Emperor. In this message
to the Emperor, he proposed to legitimize the status of Aguda as Emperor,
to establish diplomatic relations, to pay tribute to the Jurchens and to con-
cede two frontier provinces (Franke 1975: 158—165; 1987: 94). Eventually,

61t is believed that the chronology of the Jurchen state origins was inaccurately
reflected in the Jin and Liao annals and the Song sources are more reliable.
The question concerning the initial name of the state is also debating (Garsia 2012:
171, note 260).
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the project fell through as the Khitans sent back a harsh answer. However,
Aguda’s attempt to legitimize his status through the mechanisms used
in the Chinese political tradition is notable.

After the conquest of Liao territory, the Jurchens decided to conquer
the China. Gradually, they succeeded to conquer practically the whole
North China and the South Song Empire was obliged to pay year on year
the vast tribute. Only in 1127, the Jurchens have gotten from Song Empire
1 million liangs of gold, 10 million silver ingots, 10 million pieces of silk
and 10 million pieces of fabrics (Theile 1971: 113—115). However, the eco-
nomic “center” of the Far-Eastern world-system was situated on the south
and the gotten silver turned back after a short time. The Jurchens must
pay in it for goods acquired in the Song Empire.

The Jurchens inherited many characteristics from their predecessor
states in the regions. By annexing lands with Bohai population and seiz-
ing the Liao and Northern Song territories, they acquired vast material and
human resources. This gave the Jurchens an opportunity to quickly estab-
lish a strong state with a developed economy. In as little as four years after
the proclamation of Jin dynasty, the Jurchens created their own writing
system (the so called “large script” was implemented in 1119 and “small
script” in 1138). The following decades saw the expansion of culture, includ-
ing sciences and medicine, literature and poetry, figurative art, decorative
and applied arts and architecture (Vorobyev 1975; 1983; Shavkunov 1990).

The Jurchen Jin Dynasty (similarly to the Khitan Liao Empire) com-
prised two major cultural layers: the conquering Jurchens and the exploited
Chinese peasants and townspeople. In the period of prosperity the Jurchen
Empire occupied the whole of Manchuria, the territory that is today
the southern Far East of Russia, a part of North Korea and a considerable
part of the territory of Northern China properly. The number of popula-
tion of the Jin Empire early in the 13™ century reached more than 53 mil-
lion people, of whom about 10% were the Jurchens and not less than 83%
were the Chinese (Franke 1978a: 12, 14). As with Bohai and Khitan states,
the Jurchens had five capital cities. The country was divided into 19 prov-
inces headed by governors-general. The provinces, in turn, consisted
of regions, districts and counties.

In order to control the conquered territories, the Jurchens used
the dual management system established by the Khitans. In due course
of time, at court, the conflict emerged between the so-called “military”
and “administrative” parties. Taizong (K5%) Emperor (1123—1135) was
suspicious of the separatist sentiments of the “militarists” and submitted
to the second party (Tao Jing-shen 1976). Over the period of 1133—1134,
the dual administration system was reorganized into the general country-
wide bureaucratic apparatus. The new state structure borrowed freely from
the traditional Chinese bureaucratic system model. However, a number
of elements of the Jurchen public management were also included in it.
The basis of the machine of government was composed of six ministries,
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such as public works, justice, finance, ceremonies, ranks and military arts.
All high posts in the government were occupied by Jurchens, although
most of the functionaries in all ministries and departments were Chinese
(Vorobyev 1975: 15—178).

Fearing dilution, the Jurchens strove to establish a quota of state offi-
cials from among the Chinese in the highest agencies of state power.
The proportion of the Chinese increased continuously but never attained
a half of all bureaucrats (Vorobyev 1975: 171—173). The examination sys-
tem borrowed from China was modified in such a way as to make harder
the access for the Chinese. It was thus easier for Jurchens to take the jin-
shi degree than for the Chinese. In addition, the Jurchens could take up
an appointment by inheritance or through good relations. As for the Chi-
nese, more favorable terms were created for the former subjects of Liao
(“northerners”) than for the subjects of Song (“southerners”) (Tao Jing-
shen 1976: 55—57). Still, for a good part of the 12 century, the differ-
ent written languages (Chinese, Khitan, and Jurchen) continued to coexist
in different parts of the state. Only in 1191—1192, an attempt to eliminate
the Khitan writing was made (Wittfogel, Feng 1949: 252—253).

As a result of complex acculturation processes, there emerged a mul-
tinational social structure of the Jurchen Empire. The Empire was headed
by the emperor and his numerous relatives. They were major owners
of property and held most of key posts in the political machinery. Below
them, there was the Jurchen aristocracy. Its representatives possessed
appreciable wealth and served as the main pillars of the state. At the lower
level still were the tribal chiefs and, finally, ordinary Jurchens who were
the foundation of the army and who practiced farming, cattle breeding,
hunting, and handicraft. As for the non-Jurchens, the Chinese officials
and great landowners held key social positions in the Empire, although
the supreme authority has limited their influence. The status of free
Chinese craftsmen, tradesmen and countrymen was much worse. Most
governmental taxes and homage were placed on their shoulders. Position
of the state-owned and private slaves was even more difficult. To maintain
order in the conquered territories Jurchens established a system of mil-
itary settlement called — mengan and mouk’e (Vorobyev 1975: 130—142).

In the early 13™ century, an external threat was hanging over the Jurchen
state. In 1206, the Empire of Chinggis Khan was established in the Mon-
golian steppe. In four years, the Mongols launched a war against the Jin
Empire. The war was of protracted nature and lasted about quarter of a cen-
tury (until 1233—1234). The Mongols sacked many cities and slaughtered
their populations, and took many skilled craftsmen as prisoners. In 1215,
the commander of the Jin troops in Liaodong Puxian Wannu proclaimed
the creation of the Great Zhen state. After several military defeats from
the Jurchen Empire and the rebellious Khitans, he decided to resettle his
army and people to the remote north-eastern provinces of the Jurchen
Empire. In these remote regions the state of Eastern Xia (in Chin.,
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Dong Xia 58 was proclaimed and had lasted only 18 years. In 1233,
the Mongolian troops invaded the territory of today’s Russian Primorye
and reached Xupin and Kaiyuan cities. Puxian Wannu, the Eastern Xia ruler
(Tianwang, in Chin. Heavenly King X 1), was taken captive. Two years later,
the military division (tumen) of Kaiyuan was established on this territory
by the order of Ogodei Khaan. This event marked the end of the indepen-
dent history of the Jurchen states of Jin and Dong Xia, although the Jur-
chens will be prominent again as participants in the creation of the Man-
chu state and thus the Qing Empire, the last dynasty of imperial China.

HISTORY OF REGIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTIONS

We can identify three stages in the history of the Russian archeology
in the Far East. The archaeological study of the “medieval” states began
in the mid 19" century, when this territory was incorporated in the Rus-
sian Empire. During this period, archeological work was primarily con-
ducted by the enthusiasts for whom archaeology and ethnology were,
to a large extent, leisure activities. The first scholar to explore the ancient
past of what is today Primorye was the famous Russian traveler Nikolay
Przhevalsky. While he is mostly celebrated for his Central Asian explora-
tions, he visited Primorye in 1867—1869 and published a detailed descrip-
tion of his voyage, which mentioned remains of fortifications and towns
in the vicinity of the present-day Ussuriisk. His publication engendered
the launching of an expedition by the Russian Geographical Society under
the leadership of the Orthodox missionary and Sinologist Palladius (Kafa-
rov). Kafarov was a priest and had served a long time in the Russian Ortho-
dox Mission in Beijing. He translated many Chinese sources in Russian,
including The Secret History of the Mongols (Kafarov 1877), which was
the first translation of this text. Based on the results of his expedition
to Primorye, Kafarov published a number of papers, in which he described
in details the archaeological sites, as well as attempted to connect these
sites with historical episodes from the Chinese chronicles (Kafarov 1879).

In 1884, the Society for the Study of the Amur Region was established
in Vladivostok. From that moment, a new discovery rich in the explora-
tion of the archaeological sites in the region began. The first chairman
of the Society Fedor Busse conducted excavations of an elite grave from
Jurchen period near Ussuriisk. A well-known Russian traveler and ethnol-
ogist Vladimir Arseniev compiled perhaps the first detailed map of archae-
ological sites in the region’. A school-teacher from Ussuriisk Aleksandr

7Arseniev is famed, first of all, for his book on the Nanay hunter and his guide
Dersu Uzala (Arseniev 1996). In 1975, Akira Kurosawa did a movie based on this book
for which got the Oscar Award. In 2022, Russia celebrated the 150" anniversary
of the birth of V. Arseniev. Many of his books have been republished, as well five
volumes of his detailed works collections.
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Fedorov prepared a description and a detailed map of archeological sites
near Ussuriisk. Because many sites were destroyed in the course of build-
ing of Ussuriisk (then called Nikol’skoe), it remains a very important source
on archeological sites in the area. There were also the other publications
on archeology during this period (Fedorov 1916).

Following the revolution of 1917 and before the WWII archaeological
excavations in the Far-Eastern territory remained scarce. But following
the war, things changed. In 1953, the Far-Eastern Archaeological Expe-
dition of the USSR Academy of Sciences was established under the lead-
ership of professor (later Academician) Aleksey Okladnikov. His expedi-
tion carried out widespread and systematic excavations in the various
parts of Siberia and the Far East. These developments marked the onset
of the second stage of the history of archaeology in the Russian Far East.
It was a period when the investigations were conducted by professional
scholars who worked under the patronage of the USSR Academy of Sci-
ences or in universities.

Archeological research in the region intensified with the establishment
of the Institute of History, Philology and Philosophy (Siberian Branch
of the USSR Academy of Sciences) in Novosibirsk in 1966 and the Institute
of History, Archaeology and Ethnography of Peoples of the Far East (Far-
Eastern Research Center of the USSR Academy of Sciences) in Vladivostok
in 1971. Step-by-step, there emerged a network of institutions in archaeo-
logy in the region. The two above-mentioned institutes were the most
important. The Institute in Vladivostok kept its name to the present day.
In Novosibirsk, Anatoly Derevianko became the head of the Institute fol-
lowing Okladnikov, while the institution itself divided into several parts
and archaeological institute was named Institute of Archaeology and Eth-
nography of the Siberian Branch of the RAS. Apart from the institutions
in Novosibirsk and Vladivostok the multi-discipline Institute of the Far-
Eastern Branch of RAS exists in Magadan and includes the archaeological
laboratory. The leader of North Asian archaeology was well-known pre-
historical archeologist Nikolay Dikov (Dikov 1979; 1997).

The universities and teaching institutes provided another venue for
archeological research. In the Soviet times, only Vladivostok, Irkutsk and
Novosibirsk were homes to universities. In other cities (centers of regions),
a number of teaching institutes was established. During the post-Soviet
period, all of them came to be called universities. Many of these schools
created archeological laboratories and the number of job openings
in archeology increased. In many universities, the departments of cultural
studies were established. Some vacancies were occupied by the archaeo-
logists from the younger generation. Some universities introduced social/
cultural anthropology as a discipline, with teaching positions occupied
by practicing archeologists (for example, in Vladivostok and Chita).

Many local museums provided the third venue for archeological
research. Museums existed in each major regional cities and local towns,
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and each was home to one or more archaeologists. They arranged the exhi-
bitions, handled the collections, and carried out the excavations to replen-
ish the holdings of the museums.

Finally, the last venue of archeological research was offered by various
organizations charged with preservation of cultural heritage. Each admin-
istrative region in Russia has a special civil service, whose task is to moni-
tor and control the building and construction. If, in the course of construc-
tion, a new site is found then it is supposed to be excavated at the expense
of the builders. Often archaeologists from the Academy of Sciences, uni-
versities and museums as well as students are engaged to performing these
excavations. It is related to the fact that there are not so many archaeolo-
gists in regions, while the excavations should be performed at a great pace.

Given the scale of archeological network and the length of time when
it existed, a substantially extensive database of sources was created which
allowed scholars to synthesize their findings in fundamental volumes,
which showed the principal stages of the historical dynamics of archaeo-
logical cultures of the region and identified key aspects of archeological
problems. The major achievements of this period were reflected in the first
volumes of such fundamental composite works as History of Siberia and
History of the Far East of the USSR (Okladnikov 1959; 1964; 1968; Krusha-
nov 1989 etc.).

In archeological scholarship centered in Novosibirsk, the Stone Age
was a major priority. Both A. Okladnikov and A. Derevianko, leading schol-
ars in the Institute, focused on the Stone Age?® Although both are uni-
versal archaeologists, they are best known globally for their discoveries
in the Palaeolithic age. Okladnikov famously found remnants of a child
in the Teshik-Tash cave (eastern most finding of a Neanderthals) and Dere-
vianko is well-known for his discovery of the Homo Altaensis in the Den-
isova cave. This was the opening of a new line of human evolution (Dere-
vianko et al. 2020). In 2022, Svante Pddbo received the Nobel Prize for
sequencing the first Neanderthal genome and sensational discovery
of a previously unknown hominin, Denisova.

In Vladivostok, a school of prehistoric archaeology derives from the work
of Zhanna Andreyeva, a graduate of Moscow State University, and Ernst
Shavkunov from Leningrad State University. Both came to the Far East along
with many other young people who arrived here to take part in the deve-
lopment of the region. Gradually, Vladivostok became the largest center
of mediaeval archaeology in the region. To a large extent this was due
to the fact that Vladivostok is situated in the area of multiple archaeo-
logical sites of early states and empires. Consequently, archeologists who
studied these historical states outnumbered those focusing on prehistory.

The current, or third, stage of Russian archeology in the Far East
began in 1991, when international projects emerged which included both

8For many years their book was the main introduction to the archaeology
of the Russian Far East (Okladnikov, Derevianko 1973).
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Russian and foreign scholars. These developments brought about major
changes. On the one hand, the territorial scale of excavations was reduced.
On the other hand, the quality of systematic excavations increased.
As a result, more sources became available. Archeologists also introduced
more techniques from the hard sciences, and the drift of archaeology from
humanities to sciences became evident. Active contacts with foreign col-
leagues stimulated cross-fertilization by new methods and ideas which
resulted, finally, in appearance of publications in which many previous
assumptions were partly revised while entirely new problems developed.
In this paper, the major achievements of the Russian scholars for the last
twenty-year period will be shown.

BOHAI EARLY STATE

The study of the Bohai kingdom is, perhaps, the most popular sub-
ject in Russian Far Eastern archeology and history of recent decades. This
state was situated on the territory of three present-day states: China (Hei-
longjiang and Jilin provinces), Russia, and the Democratic People’s Repub-
lic of Korea. The last circumstance is the cause of disagreements between
the historians and archaeologists of different countries. For the Chinese
scholars Bohai is a peripheral kingdom which developed under the great
influence of the Tang Empire. Korean scholars believe that it is a part
of Korea’s national history. The Russian and Japanese archaeologists con-
sider Bohai as an independent state with its own history (Song Kiho 1990;
New History of Parchae 2012; Diakova 2014; Sloane 2014; Kim, Min 2015;
Crossley 2016 etc.).

Previously, historians had assumed that the entire territory of the pres-
ent-day Russian Primorye and a considerable part of the Khabarovsk
region were part of the Bohai state (Shavkunov 1968). Currently however
one can more or less ascertain that only the southern and partially western
part of the Primorye region belonged to Bohai. This area was home to two
administrative units of the Bohai state. The Yanzhou district of Lunyuanfu
province of Bohai was partially in the territory of the southern part of con-
temporary Primorye. Its center was located in the town next to today’s
settlement of Kraskino. The Razdolnaya (Suifen) river valley was part
of the Shuaibin Province of the Bohai state. Many scholars believe that
the fortress site of Dachengzi in the China territory today, located next
to the crossing of the Russian-Chinese boundary by the Suifen River, was
a center of this province. The territory north of Khanka Lake, the Partizan-
skaya (Suchang) river valley and the eastern part of today’s Primorye were
not included in the Bohai state (Gelman 2005; Nikitin 2005).

One of the pioneers in the study of the Bohai state was Ernst Shavku-
nov. On the recommendation of the doyen of Siberian archaeology, Alek-
sey Okladnikov, Shavkunov began to study Bohai while an undergraduate

MynbTUAMCUMNIMHAPHBIE UCCNef0BaHMS B apxeonorun « 2023 « N2 2 15



Kradin N.N.

at the university. In 1962, Shavkunov defended his candidate of science
(PhD) thesis in Novosibirsk and, a few years later, published his book. This
book was primarily based on translations of Chinese chronicles. Archaeo-
logical materials were barely present in the book (Shavkunov 1962; 1968).

It was only after many years, when Shavkunov’s followers began
to carry out permanent excavations of various Bohai sites, it became pos-
sible to prepare a large synthesizing work on the archaeology of Bohai
in Russian Primorye, a task that was completed by Lyiudmila Semenichenko
(Semenichenko 1981). In the late Soviet period, excavations of Bohai sites
were conducted by Vladislav Boldin. A resulting publication, the book Bohai
State (698—926) and the Tribes of the Russian Far East became final result
of the study of Bohai kingdom in the Soviet period (Shavkunov 1994).

Studies of the Bohai state experienced a real efflorescence in the post-
Soviet period, when foreigners were permitted to visit Vladivostok. Begin-
ning in the 1990s, international archeological expeditions focusing
on the Bohai state are conducted annually (Ivliev 2007). As a result, we
now know many archeological sites (towns, fortress, settlement, temples
and burial grounds) on the territory of the Primorye region connected
to the Bohai state. The Kraskino town is the best investigated among them.

The Kraskino town was studied by E.Shavkunov, L. Semenichenko,
and V.Boldin. Currently, Evgeniia Gelman is leading the excavations
on Kraskino. The site is located in the Southernmost Primoriye region
of the Russian Far East, on the right shore of the Tsukanovka (Yanchihe)
river mouth, at about 400 m from the Posyet Bay shore. The site resembles
a horseshoe with its arch oriented towards the north. The site of the town
has three gates. A street running from the south gate to the north divid-
ing the town into two parts was laid out by the Bohai builders.

The magnetometer measurements show the presence of traces of quar-
ters and side streets between them as well as individual farm yards (Besson-
ova 2008). The site is identified as the city of Yan, the center of the simi-
larly named district, and an important port, from which the route to Japan
began. Over the years, the intensive exploration of the site revealed dif-
ferent building structures: stone walls enclosing a Buddhist temple com-
plex, a rectangular temple platform consisting of 30 stone bases, tileries,
stone foundation of the tower, water well composed of stone etc. The city
was a great center of arts and manufacturing (pottery, metallurgyj, tile pro-
duction, civil engineering etc.). Findings in Kraskino site include items
of prestige consumption, as well as evidences of the developed external
and domestic trade (porcelain, glazed ceramics and ornaments). Excava-
tions also revealed the presence of dwellings equipped with kangs (stove-
couches heated with hot air). The thickness of cultural layer of the site
exceeds two meters. Archeologists identified five construction horizons
related to different stages of life activities. The city had existed throughout
several centuries (from the 8" century to the first half of the 10 century).
The upper chronological boundary can be dated by the Khitan vessel found
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in the well (Gelman 2006; 2018; Ivliev, Boldin 2006; Gelman, Astashen-
kova 2018; Gelman et al. 2018; Gelman et al. 2020 etc.)’.

Most likely, this vessel ended at the bottom of the well in the period
of conquest of Bohai by the Khitans (919—926) or directly after these
events. Bohai territory became a puppet state Dongdan (%<} Eastern Khi-
tan) after the Khitan conquest (Ivliev 2018).

Residents of Bohai were subjected to tribute but rose in revolt against
the conquerors almost immediately. The revolt was put down by the Khi-
tans but soon other rebellions began. In order to liquidate the focus of dis-
content, the Khitans relied on the strategy common to the pre-industrial
states and during the period of 930—940 AD, they resettled by force about
half a million Bohai men, including those from Shuaibin, to the Khitan
lands in the valleys of the Shara-Muren and Liao Rivers. A part of Bohai
population was later deported to the central Mongolia for the construction
of Zhenzhou city (present Chintolgoy Balgas site) (Kradin, Ivliev 2008;
Kradin et al. 2011; Ivliev 2020).

JIN AND EASTERN XIA STATES

Following his studies of the Bohai state, E. Shavkunov began to explore
the history of Jurchens. He assembled a team consisting of his followers
who conducted excavations of the sites of the Jurchen state — or the Golden
Empire — during a quarter of a century. The center of this state was in Man-
churia. The Russian Primorye region was home to the peripheral regions
of the Jurchen state. Provinces such as Helan (adjoining today’s North
Korea and the extreme south of Primorye), Huligai (in North-Eastern Man-
churia) and Xupin (in today’s southern and central Primorye, and East-
ern Manchuria) were located in the greater region bordering on or includ-
ing the Russian Far Eastern regions. The South-Ussuriisk medieval town
destroyed by the modern construction was the center of Xupin Province.
In addition, the province Yelan with its center at Nikolayevka site was
located in the Primorye region (Partizanskaya [Suchang] river valley and
the neighboring coastal area). The Chuguyevka medieval town was, by all
appearances, a center of one more administrative unit in the Ussuri river
headwaters. It is possible that the Novonezhino town was also a local cen-
ter of the coastal areas of the south-eastern Primorye in the Jurchen state.

The mountain fortress and towns in the Jurchen period differ markedly
from the lowland site in their constructional features. As a rule, a large
creek valley with a water source was chosen for the construction of a site.
Along the crest, the embankment was built, so that the creek valley was
secured from possible attacks. The famous Shaiga fortress in the Par-
tizansky district in Primorye region is the best-known mountain site

9See also the conclusions of Korean scholars on joint research at Kraskino town
(Kim Ynguk, Chun Sukbae 2021).
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of such type. It was discovered by Ernst Shavkunov and studied for a long
time under his supervision (Shavkunov 1990).

As a result of excavations over many years archeologists determined
that the Shaiga town was a large center of crafts. On the territory of the site
scholars excavated many workshops in which skilled craftsmen engaged
in smelting and forging of ferrous and nonferrous metals. The fortress
was divided into quarters. Archeologists assume that the metallurgists
lived in one part of the town, while the craftsmen-armorers, jewelers, and
leather-dressers inhabited other quarters. The inner earthen structures
walled off the “forbidden city” inhabited by the governor and his admin-
istration. A few archeological finds attest to the relatively high status
of the Shaiga site in the political hierarchy of the Eastern Xia dynasty. For
instance, among these artifacts are the silver paiza (from Chinese paizi),
an accreditation mark of a dignitary, and the stamp of zhizhong (a high-
level Jurchen official) (Ivliev 2000).

The site of the Shaiga fortress became the principal field laboratory
for most historical archaeologists of Vladivostok. Many of them came
to participate in excavations for the first time as school-children, and
then they became students, and in the end, research workers. As a result,
a certain tradition of Far Eastern archeology emerged. In the first publi-
cation on the Shaiga site by Shavkunov he used only some materials from
the excavations (Shavkunov 1990). Many of his co-workers though used
the findings from the excavations in the Shaiga site for their theses and
books. For instance, Vitaly Lenkov published on Jurchen metallurgy (Len-
kov 1971; 1974), Svetlana Tupikina explored pottery production (Tupikina
1981; 1996), Vladislav Boldin studied Jurchen agriculture (Boldin 1986),
Nadezhda Artemyeva explored dwelling construction (Artemyeva 1987;
1998) and so on. After Shavkunov the excavation in Shaiga site were con-
tinued by Lenkov and Artemyeva. Some years ago, the full results are accu-
mulated in a one volume (Artemyeva 2021a).

Far Eastern archeologists also explored other Jurchen sites. For many
years Vitaly Lenkov studied in the Lazo fortress town. Outcomes of his
research were published posthumously (Lenkov, Artemyeva 2003).
The Ananiyevka site situated at a distance of about 10 km from the Suifen
River in Nadezhdinsky district can be considered an example of a small
military settlement. The area of the site is more than 10.5 ha. It contains
over 100 dwellings with kangs and various economic and other facilities.
The size of site, the absence of administrative and palace buildings as
well as its important strategic position allow us to assume that the site
can be classified as a Jurchen military settlement — mouke (Khorev 2012).

Among other important archeological sites, a group of funeral com-
plexes constructed in honor of representatives of the Jurchen elite was
found as early as the 19" century on the left shore of Razdolnaiya (Suifen)
river within the boundaries of the present-day Ussuriisk city. Here a stone
turtle with stele inscription was found by Russian amateur archeologists.
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The whole inscription, unfortunately, was destroyed and only several hiero-
glyphs remained. They were deciphered as title of the deceased Jurchen.

Russian archeologist Vitaly E. Larichev determined that among the
funeral complexes was the tomb of the Jurchen prince Esikui (Digunai,
Wanyan Zhong). His life sheds light on little known pages from the region’s
past. Esikui or Wanyan Zhong was one of the supporters of the first Jurchen
Emperor Aguda. He took part in the first campaigns against the Liao
dynasty and, on the death of his brother, the leader of the Yelan Jurchens,
took the reins of government in what is today the south-eastern Primo-
rye region. In 1124, Wanyan Zhong has re-located the headquarters of his
administration from Yelan to Xupin. Scholars believe that the move was
caused by the fact that the lands of Yelan were not really fertile and “alkalin-
ized”. Most likely, after the resettlement, the city which became the admin-
istrative center of the Jurchen province of Xupin was build in a new loca-
tion. Esikui or Wanyang Zhong lived there until his death in 1137. Later
on, in 1171, the Jurchen emperor ordered to unite nominally the Yelan and
Xupin mengan, retaining a common name Yelan (Larichev 1966).

One of the most important discoveries in the history of the Jurchen
formations was, in fact, made in the office rather than in the archeo-
logical field. Aleksandr Ivliev, known archaeologist-Sinologist for his
wide-ranging erudition, explored the inscriptions on weight pieces
of the Jurchen and discovered era names which were previously unknown
among the Jurchen. Analysis of historical sources demonstrated that
the era names on the weights belonged to the other state of the Jurchens,
namely, the Eastern Xia (in Chinese Dong Xia) rather than the Jin dynasty.
The Eastern Xia was established by Puxian Wannu in 1215 (Ivliev 1990).
The Eastern Xia state formation occupied the territories of three provinces
of the Jin Empire: Helan, Xupin and Huligai, located respectively in today’s
eastern Manchuria, the extreme north of Korean Peninsula, and a large
part of the Primorye region) (Ivliev 1993; 1996). The period of Eastern Xia
witnessed large scale resettlement and construction of multiple cities with
strong fortifications.

Undoubtedly, the Jin state served as a model for the governmental and
administrative structure of the state of Eastern Xia. However, it is impor-
tant to note that the new state formation had a number of specific fea-
tures. Eastern Xia was characterized by a smaller size. Its economy
almost collapsed as a result of war, and was likely based on greater role
of natural exchange. Given the constant threat of Mongol invasion and
conquest, the rulership of Eastern Xia was under a certain stress, which
resulted in even greater concentration of power in the hands of Puxian
Wannu and his local administrators. A reduction in the activity of the pri-
vate economic actors (in any case relatively unimportant in the eco-
nomic setup of the region) and a drastic militarization of the economy,
with construction of fortifications, military metallurgy, and so forth,
and of society, was reflected in the military-hierarchical system
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of the settlements meng’an — mouke. Generally, the social and economic
machinery of the state of Eastern Xia requires some additional attention.

During this time, the Jurchens of Eastern Xia constructed the city
of Kaiyuan near the two existing towns (South and West Ussuriisk for-
tresses). It was located on the right bank of Suifen River, in three kilome-
ters south of today’s Ussuriisk. Kaiyuan was built as an unassailable for-
tress and the capital city of the state of Eastern Xia. The archeological
site of Kaiyuan is located upon a high Krasnoiyarovka bald peak. It was
enclosed by strong defense constructions and had a system of additional
internal fortifications. Archeologists found remains of numerous pal-
ace and temple buildings, residential quarters of ordinary people, as well
as housekeeping equipment, ornaments, armament supplies, and other
items suggesting a degree of wealth (Artemyeva, Ivliev 2000; 2000a; Arte-
myeva 2011; 2015; 2021 etc.).

After the conquest of the Jurchens by the Mongols, many residents
of the Jurchen state were resettled in different parts of the Mongol Empire
which is confirmed by archaeological data. Typical Jurchen kangs were
found in many archeological sites of the Mongol period: in Karakorum,
first capital of the Mongol empire, in the Khirkhira town in the East Bai-
kal region, and in the Den Terek town in Tuva. The sculptured dragon head
and the phoenix bird decorations found in the Den Terek town in Tuva,
and also later in Xanadu, the capital of the Mongol Yuan dynasty of China,
were almost identical to the Primorye region’s Jurchen finds. Detailed
description of porcelain and slipware from the Karakorum site definitely
pointed to its Jin and Song origin, particularly of such known brands as
Jun Yao and Cizhou. Some Jurchen artefacts were also found in the Cau-
casus also (Kiselev 1965: 94—95, 216—258, Fig.20—22, 29, 33, 41, 74—75,
103—104; Shavkunov 1990: 226; Narozhny 2007: 60—66; An Yongde 2011:
88; Rudenko 2012). One of the vital tasks of the present archaeological
studies consists in the examination of the Jurchen contribution to cultural
history of different parts of the Great expansive Mongol Empire.

The population of the Amur River basin was also studied by the Rus-
sian archaeologists. This territory was usually divided into the West-
ern and Eastern Amur region (Russian Priamurye). In the Western Amur
region, a few tens of large towns were found (Sapunov, Zaitsev 1993). They
are commonly identified with the Jurchen. However, nobody has there per-
formed serious excavations. We don’t know to which province of the Gold
Jurchen Empire, this territory can be attributed. But it was there that
Andrei Zabiyako made a unique discovery. He found the earliest inscrip-
tion in the Jurchen language on a rock cliff (Zabiyako 2019).

The East Amur River area was far better studied. Here, the excavations
(mainly, burial grounds) were performed since the 1970s. Some hundreds
burials in which the different things for the everyday life were preserved
in good condition were excavated (Medvedev 1977). The fortresses and
settlements were to a lesser degree studied. The central intrigue is related
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to the question of the ethnic identity. Vitaly Medvedev from Novosibirsk
believes that those are the Jurchen. He uses a term “Amur Jurchen”. These
people have later departed to the south and established the Gold Empire
(Medvedev 1986). His permanent opponent Yury Vasil’ev has shown that
the cultures of the people of Amur River basin and Primorye differ very
much. In addition, the density of population in the Amur River basin was
low. These dispersive polities could not destroy the Liao Empire. Vasil’ev
considered that this was made by early Mongols who went afterwards
to Mongolia (Vasil’ev 2006). But it is also opened for dispute. This culture
differs essentially from that of early Mongols. Most probably, it is so called
Wuguo (“Five Nations”). The government of Liao has sent the Jurchen
to Wuguo for the falcons (Wittfogel, Feng 1949: 92, 119, 120, 132, 360).

The population of the Amur region was also closely connected with
the history of the Sakhalin and Kurile Islands. At the beginning of the Mid-
dle Ages, migrants came to Sakhalin and Kurile. They mixed with the local
population and assimilated. This marked the beginning of the Okhotsk
culture. Then it was supplanted by the carriers of the Satsumon culture,
who came from the south. This is well reflected in archaeology (Vasilev-
skiy 2018).

DARK AGE AND RUSSIAN COLONIZATION

After the Mongolian conquest, the territory of Manchuria and Primorye
became the desert (abandoned) region. The Jurchen craftsmen and farmers
were transferred to the towns of Mongolian khans. One of the evidences
is the artefacts from the site of Den-Terek in Tuva. There, tiles and clayey
heads of dragons were found. The very same dragons were discovered
at the site of Nikolayevka (Partizansky district, Primorye) (Kradin 2016).

The archaeologists do not know the towns and handicraft centers
of the Mongolian period on the territory of Primorye and Manchuria. One
might assume that the majority of population was deported. If some groups
stayed put, they became to lead safe mobile life. In the period of the Ming
dynasty, the Jurchen pursued a nomadic lifestyle, engaged in cattle
breeding, hunting, fishery and, in some degree, agriculture. The chiefs
of the Jurchen tribes or chiefdom have sent the embassies to the Ming
Emperor. They have received the titles and presents from the Emperor.

In the Ming’s period, China began to pursue the active foreign pol-
icy. Admiral Zheng He investigated the Indian Ocean and came to Africa.
The Jurchen Yishiha was sent to the Lower Amur in 1411. This expedi-
tion numbered a thousand people. They have sailed on 25 ships. In place
of the present-day Tyr village, Yishiha has distributed the gifts to local chiefs
and, in 1413, has built on the cliff the temple and stele with inscriptions
in Chinese, Jurchen and Mongolian languages. On departure, the temple
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was destroyed by indigenous people. During new expedition in 1433, Yishiha
has restored the temple and cut one more edifying inscription in Chinese.

When the Russian Kozaks arrived at this place, they have found ruins
of temples and stele. This information turned out to be in a number
of books including book by Nicolaes Witsen North and East Tartary where
it was said that some Chinese ruler has visited this place and left stones
with letters and a bell (Witsen 1692, II, 29b—30a).

It is interesting that there is a comment on the oldest Russian map
of Stepan Remezov where it is said that Alexander the Great came to this
place. He buried the corpse, left here the bell and people. The substitu-
tion of the Chinese ruler for Alexander the Great is symbolic. The young
Russian Empire has established its frontier and faced the Qing Empire.
Not without reason, the Manchus have considered this territory their own.
It was necessary to show that the territorial pretenses of the Russians have
the genealogic reasons. If Moscow is the Third Rome, then one line is from
Byzantium to Greek (Macedonian) Alexander.

It is amusing but the geopolitical pretenses are mirror-like.
In the 20™ century, there is an opinion among the Chinese historians that
Genghis Khan should be considered as the Chinese Emperor. Mongols are
one of the peoples of the great Chinese nation. For this reason, the history
of the largest part of Eurasia is a part of the China’s history. This particu-
lar situation is presented on the maps in many Chinese museums.

The Tyr stele of 1413 is unique. It is the world’s only epigraphic mon-
ument combining the texts in the Chinese, Jurchen and Mongolian lan-
guages. The stele is key source of the Jurchen and Mongolian languages
in the 14" century. In addition, the inscriptions contain the important data
of the peoples of the Lower Amur basin and their economy and culture.
The study of steles began in the 19™ century. In 1891, both steles were trans-
ported by sea to Vladivostok and, now, they are in the Arsenyev Museum.
The inscription on the stele was investigated by scientists of different coun-
tries. Recently, the Russian scholars published the most exact texts, their
Russian translations and detailed comments (Golovachev et al. 2011).

In 1996—2000, the excavations on this territory were carried out
by Aleksandr Artemyev. He found the remains of brick floor, a quan-
tity of tile and other artefacts. He put also a hypothesis that the temple
of the 13 century, period of the Yuan Empire, was situated on this terri-
tory (Artemyev 2005).

At the turn of the 16"—17" centuries, the chiefdoms of the south
Jurchen have received the second historical chance. Already by the name
of Manchurians, they have established in 1616 the state Late Jin (later,
Qing). In the course of the empire establishment, the Manchurians have
conducted a series of depredations on the territory of the North and East
Manchuria and Primorye for drafting of peoples in the army. The major-
ity of native population was removed to Manchuria. Only hunters
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and fishers — Udige and Golds (the Nanais) stayed put. Such situation was
found out here by the first Russian pioneers in the 19" century.

Sites of the indigenous cultures of the Ming and Qing Dynasties time
scattered on the territory of the Amur River basin. These were small for-
tresses and burial grounds. Many of these fortresses were studied by Grig-
ory Novikov-Daursky (Novikov-Daursky 1961). The burial mounds were
also found out in the Western Amur River area. They were occasion-
ally studied. Generally, these fortresses are called Dahurian. Such name
is related to the old hypothesis of 19* century that the Daurs have arrived
at the Amur River in the Mongolian times. However, nobody conducted here
the excavations. The relation of these sites has yet to be demonstrated.

The most large-scale excavations of the sites of indigenous cultures
in the Western Amur area (Upper Amur River) were performed by Dmitry
Bolotin. He has investigated the so called Vladimirovka culture. The exca-
vations were made on 8 burial mounds which became the basis for his PhD
Thesis. Bolotin has identified two traditions in the material culture: Tungus
and Mongolian. He believes that this is a result of living and contacts of two
nations here: Mongolian-speaking Dahurs and Tungus-speaking Duchers.
Bolotin dates the culture from the 13"—17" centuries. This dating is only
based on the historical events. In the 13™ century, the Mongolian Empire was
established and large-scale migrations of nations occurred. In the 17" cen-
tury, the peoples went from here and, by the beginning of the Russian colo-
nization, there was a desolation in this area (Bolotin 1995; 2005).

The following important stage of history is related to the arrival
of the Russian people at this territory. The Russian pioneers have moved
in the 17" century through the river networks. This was a major trans-
port network. That is why the northern territories were at first developed
and, only afterward, the Russian people moved upstream to the south-
ward. The Russians have selected the areas where the local peoples set-
tled. The pioneers and Kozaks have collected the tribute (yasak) and sent
it to Moscow. The settlement system was characterized by three stages.
The first stage included the fortified timber house, verbally, winter house
(Russian zimovie; from zima —winter). At the second stage, the picket
fort, fortress with the walls made of timber with towers (Russian ostrog),
was constructed. And, finally, at the third stage, the fortress was trans-
formed into the town (Kradin 1988). In the 17" century, the Russian pio-
neers, Kozaks and hunters have constructed seven fortresses and more
than 30 tribute and commercial winter houses (zimovie). The major Sibe-
rian towns (Tomsk, Krasnoyarsk, Tobolsk, Mangazeya, Yakutsk, Nerchinsk,
Okhotsk etc.) have originated from the forts.

The Russians in the Siberia have basically constructed the timber for-
tresses. Here, they have conflicted with peoples armed with bows and
arrows. The similar situation was observed in America where the European
colonizers have fought against the Indians armed with bows and guns. How-
ever, in the Amur River area, the Kozaks faced the army of the Manchurians
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having the cannons. The timber walls could not protect against the gun-
powder and cannon balls. So, the Russians became to construct the forti-
fications using the timber and earth (Kradin N.P.2005).

In the 17 century, the fortresses were erected along the Selenga River
and Shilka River as well as their tributaries in the Transbaikalia. The Selenga
ostrog (1665) and Nerchinsk ostrog were most significant. On the Amur
River, the Albazin ostrog was of great importance. It was established
in 1665 but the Manchurians have destroyed it in 1685. Afterwards, in 1686,
the new fortress of clay, turf and wood was erected again. The construction
was managed by Afanasy Beiton, army officer and Prussian. At a later date,
he has led the defense of Albazin. The fortress had the powerful fortifica-
tions and withstood the long-term siege of the Manchurian forces.

In the 1970s, the Albazin fortress was studied by the Blagoveshchensk’s
archaeologist Valery Sukhikh (Sukhikh 1980). Later on, the archaeologist
from Vladivostok Aleksandr Artemyev has continued these excavations.
He has investigated a large area, found the grave site of the defenders of for-
tress and published the book in which the results of his excavations and
investigations of other authors were generalized (Artemyev 1999). The exca-
vation was continued after him (Zabiyako, Cherkasov 2019). The archaeo-
logical sites were also investigated in Kuril Islands (Shubin 1992).

The latest by date project in historical archaeology of Modern Time was
related to the investigation of the camp of the Second Kamchatka expedi-
tion under the direction of Vitus Bering in 1741—1742. It was tragic cam-
paign. The ship was wrecked and the sailors had to winter on the island
that was later named after Bering. During wintering, Bering died. Within
two field seasons, Vitaly Lenkov and his colleagues investigated the camp
and obtained the interesting results (Lenkov, Silant’ev, Staniukovich 1992).

CONCLUSION

In the present article, the principal stages of the historic archaeology
in the Russian Far East are shown. The Russian scholars entered the new
millennium with quite good results and future prospects. The current state
of archaeology is characterized by deep integration with the natural sci-
ences, development of international cooperation and execution of com-
plex scientific projects.

Because, the territory of the Far East is vast, and the extent of archeo-
logical knowledge is as yet not too detailed, the crucial tasks include,
as before, the search for new sites of different periods and carrying out
excavations. We continue to work on the systematization of the artifacts,
establishing chronology, and preserving archaeological heritage. Further
development of the multi-disciplinary projects and international integra-
tion will undoubtedly provide a fresh impetus and will contribute to gain-
ing new knowledge about the past of the Russian Far East.
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CPEJHEBEKOBASA APXEOJIOTHUSA
OJAJIBHETO BOCTOKA POCCHH

H.H.Kpagun

CraTbsl OCBSIIIeHa KOMITZIEKCHOMY MCC/IeN0BaHUIO 3TAllOB Pa3BUTHS CPeIHe-
BeKOoBOJi apxeosioruu JanbHero Bocroka Poccun. ITokazaHo, 4TO pa3BuTHe
apxeoJoTUM B PerMoHe MpPOILIO TPU 3Tara — Mepuoj MyTelleCTBeHHUKOB
U KpaeBe[oB, MHTEHCHBHOe aKaJieMuJeckoe mu3yuenne (¢ 1953 1.) u mexmy-
HapOIHbIN oTamn ¢ Havaia 1990-x rr. IIogpobHO pacCMOTpPeHbI OCHOBHbIE
IOCTVKeHMSI, CBSI3aHHbIe C apxeosiorueii boxas U WKypuwkIHel, a Takke
nepuog, ocBoeHus1 [Ipramypbst pycCKMMY TI€PBOMPOXOLIAMINA.

KiaroueBble cjioBa: apxeoyiorus, cpengHue Beka, lanpuuii Boctok Poccun,
[Tpumopse, [Ipramypbe, M0x3, Boxaii, WKypWKIHN, IMHACTKS LI3MHb, pycckue
TePBOIPOXOAIIbI.
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