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THE MATERIAL CULTURE OF THE OLD RUS POPULATION
AS A SUBJECT OF A MUSEUM EXPOSITION:
INFORMATION AND ATTRACTIVE PROPERTIES

The article considers the problem of determination of information and attractive properties of the Old
Rus population s material culture as a subject of a museum exposition. The author analyzes material culture
artefacts and archaeological complexes in general. Exhibits are divided into three groups by information
and attractive properties: subsidiary, basic, and unique. The first has the least attractive level, the second
has the middle attractive level, and the third has the highest attractive level. One of the categories of
archaeological findings cannot be a base of an “Old Rus period” museum exposition. The author came to
conclusions that artefacts of every group should be represented in a museum exposition.
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The thesis. The culture of Old Rus people (the
10™—13" centuries) took an important place in history
of the traditional Ukrainian culture because it is at its
civilization origins. The involvement of material
remains of Old Rus culture to the present-day cultural
process by the way of exhibiting in museum
expositions is one of the important tasks of the
museums of different historical and cultural profiles.

The determining of exact criterions for choosing
artefacts during the process of creation of museum
expositions and exhibitions, based on the information
and attractive properties of these artefacts is very
important because it can help us to display a wide
amount of information about the material culture of
Old Rus society in a museum exposition.

The state of scientific knowledge. The studying of
archaeological remnants as museum specimens is a
modern direction in the national science. A number of
scientific studies analyze the material culture as a
museum subject in scientific literature of Ukraine.
Among the latest works may be distinguished PhD
research of specialist in museology Olha Hrabovska.
She studies brick as museum specimens (based on
materials from the 16™ to the 20™ centuries from
Vinnytsia city, Ukraine) (I'paboBcbka 2018, p. 144-67).
Archaeologist and museum expert Dmytro Nykonenko
has analyzed material culture of the Late Scythian
population (the 2B.C. — [*A.D.) of hillforts of Lower
Dnipro River territory in his PhD thesis. The author
has come to the conclusion that the general base of
museum expositions dedicated to the archaeological
monuments ought to be represented by the ceramic
dishes as the most massive archacological findings
(Huxonenxo 2018, p. 11). Nevertheless, there is no the
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study in literature that deals with the determination
criterions choice towards the museum-exhibit-value
artefacts among the Old Rus archaeological collections
discovered in Kaniv region, which determines the
relevance of the topic.

The purpose of this article is to determine the
information and attractive properties of different
categories ! of material cultural heritage of Old Rus
population (the 10%—13™ centuries) as museum
specimens (at Kaniv Dnipro River region example).

The general presentation. Archaeological
excavations at Kaniv region began in the 19" century
and still continue. There are more than sixty Old
Rus archaeological sites discovered at Kaniv Dnipro
River territory during this time. The famous ones
are (from north to south) the Monastyrok area
archaeological complex (which include the hillfort,
burial site, and the remnants of two “Zarub”
churches), the Hryhorivka settlements and burial
site, the Buchak settlement, the Old Rus town of
Kaniv (where preserves rebuilded in the Ukrainian
Baroque style the Saint George cathedral
(12" century)), the Kniazha Hora hillfort, the
Divych-Hora hillfort (at Sakhnivka village area),
and others. That is why the source base of the
research is the Old Rus (the 10™—13™ centuries)
archaeological heritage of Kaniv Dnipro River
region discovered and published by other researchers
(Kaprep 1950; MesenmeBa 1968; Makcumos 1980,
1988; Ilerpamenko 2001, 2005).

! The term “category” should be understood as a group of arte-
facts that are related by functional value and technical and typologi-
cal characteristics. For example, these are ceramic dishes, agricul-
tural black-metal tools, silver jewelries, bronze body crosses, etc.
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It is well known that the main goal of museum
exposition of common historical-profile is to display
a wide range of information about Old population’s
life and culture but not the modern archaeological
reality. That is why, in our opinion, one of the
categories of archaeological findings should not be a
basis for the historical times archaeological exposition
because it does not display the range aspects of Old
population’s culture such as metallurgy and metal
products, glassmaking, bone and horn industry,
aspects of ancient trade, spiritual life and religion.

We determine the information properties of an
ancient artefact as a potential museum exhibit for
the historical information about the ancient
human (society) or its culture which is encoded in
this artefact (by the principle of historical
interpretation) and also for the representation
level of such artefacts type in culture layers of
Old Rus time’s archaeological monuments (by the
statistical principle). The attractive level is
determined, traditionally, by the appearance.

The principle of historical interpretation is
based on such characteristics as technical and
typological features, the functional value and
origins of the artefact, the social affiliation and
ethnicity of the artefact’s owner, or a social value
of the object for Old population. One of the basic
characteristics is social, because old material
culture remains closely connected with certain
social groups or with society in general.

The social stratification of Kaniv region in Old
Rus times is directly examined in works of Valentyna
Petrashenko. The common people at Kaniv Dnipro
River territory were slaves, free peasants, craftsmen,
and common clergy. The top of the society were
prince’s warriors (multi-ethnic “druzhyna’) who also
acted as the administrative authority on the ground,
feudal landlords (ITerpamenko 2005, p. 145), and
also ringleaders of Turkic-tribe nomads military
formations who had settled at South borderlands of
Kyivan Rus (Moprynos 2009, p. 184).

Of course, the material culture within the top
of Old Rus Kaniv region society is characterized
by higher level of material welfare, that brightly
illustrated by the symbols of authority and other
prestigious items including produced with
precious materials (Ilerpamenko 2005, p. 147-8;
Moprynos 2009, p. 184).

The Old Rus social value objects are
represented by defensive constructions, burial
monuments, and religious buildings at Kaniv
Dnipro River territory (Makcumon 1988; Iletpa-
meHko 2005; Moprynos 2009).

It needs to be kept in mind that “Old Rus period”
exposition should also illustrate a local specificity

of the population’s culture. During Old Rus times
Kaniv region was a syncretic-culture territory. First,
it was a borderland of the Rus State which was
adjoined to the Nomad Steppe. Second, it was a land
on the medieval trade route from the North European
lands to Byzantine Empire. Third, Kaniv region was
also a territory which was colonized by the members
of different ethnic groups.

Except the supra-ethnic cultural practices such
as the Old Rus State culture and Christianity culture,
several ethnic and cultural traditions had co-existed
during 10"-13" centuries at Kaniv Dnipro River
land. The most ethnic component usually belonged
to East Slaves folk culture (Ilerpamenko 2005,
p- 149). The second place takes material remains of
the Turkic-language community folk culture (Mop-
ryHoB 2009, p. 178, 184). Other ethnic and cultural
groups were represented by West Slaves (Mopry-
HOB 2009, p. 224), Volga’s Bulgarians (Ilerparmen-
ko 2005, p. 149), and others.

The second local specificity of the population’s
culture of Kaniv Dnipro River territory during Old
Rus times deals with intercultural contacts, in
particular international trade. The Old Rus culture
layers include rare foreign goods from the
Byzantine Empire, East World, the Central and
Western Europe (MesenneBa 1968, p. 118-9;
[Terpamenko 2005, p. 130).

That is why the statistical principle is based on
four aspects. The first point considers artefacts
which are typical or rare for the Old Rus State
supra-ethnic culture. The second point considers
artefacts which are typical or rare for the folk East
Slave material culture. The third point considers
material remains of traditional culture of other
ethnic groups. The fourth point includes rare for Old
Rus culture layers imports.

Thus, we propose to divide archaeological
findings and complexes into three groups by the
information and attractive value for a museum
exhibition: subsidiary, basic, and unique. Every
group can also be divided into three subgroups by
the analogy principle (Table) 2.

The exhibits of the subsidiary group are the
evidence of subsidiary information about the life
and culture of Old Rus population of Kaniv Dnipro
River territory. The items are not markers of the
archaeological culture but they deal with everyday
life of general population (including the social
elite). This group of materials complements the
basic group of exhibits and enlarges the information
diapason of the museum exhibition.

2 In this work we consider the lower layers of society and the
social elites under the common term ’General population’.
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Table. The Old Rus population’s material culture of Kaniv Dnipro River region from the 10"-13" centuries as a subject of
a museum exposition: information and attractive properties

g s Examples 1 Examples 2
PR
D
CAERE: - i
1 E: 2 = Characteristics Groups of archaeological findings Acl(;ﬂ:af:’:gsgllfal
E| %S by 10"—13" centuries from the Old comp/ M
| =73 . R 10™-13" centuries
o | = Rus monuments of Kaniv Dnipro . .
= River territor discovered at Kaniv
= y Dnipro River territory
Things which are not artefacts, but The concentration of 1922
§ they deal with the Old Rus human . . human bones from .66
S life. These materials are also results Anthropological remnants; animal and | individuals that were dis-
2 : ; fish bones; burnt corn of cereals covered in 1960, in the pit
= | of adaptation of the Old Rus human X
2 | (o environment Ne 1 at the Kniazha Hora
o area (did not preserved)
<
g Things that deal with the wider public
2 =) but are not finished products. The
S| | .o | subjects of material culture which
5 | & | are the intermediate stage to finished | Burnt puddle (clay); iron slag Household pits
a8 M products (raw materials with traces of
a processing, craft blanks, production
defects, etc.)
g | Things which are carriers of
-g subsidiary but statistically rare | Iron bar, metallurgical nozzles -
> | information
g‘ Finished products which have low Iron nails. staples. fishing hooks:
B | information potential and attractive v slate ’rin dle)r' (;eramic §n d stoné The remnants of house-
& | level and are the evidence of subsidiary er 'r?der disl%s i hold buildings
& | information for base of exhibition e
Basic types of ceramic dishes (pots,
The things or complexes that deal | large earthenware pots), black metal
with daily (year or season) house | tools and household items (knifes,
or economic usage by a general | door locks and keys, bucket knobs, fire
o | population. Usually these things | steel); iron agricultural tools (shovels, | The remnants of living
3 | or complexes surrounded Old Rus | primitive proto plows (ards), scythes, | buildings with clay or
- people at home and also during | sickles, wood axes); bronze and black | stone stoves
most common economic activity | metal weapon (arrowheads, spear-
(agriculture works, animal husbandry, | heads); pink pyrophyllite Ovruch slate
_§ fishing, etc.) spindle whorl; Old Rus brick — plinth-
Z form brick
2
g L .
%’ o 1. Artefacts that deal with everyday Rare types of ceramie dishes (pltche'rs
3|8 usage by & general population of Kyivan type — little East‘ Slavw
S |5 . L amphora, bowls, small and miniature
o but which are statistically rare . ; S .
Q exemplars ceramic forms); ceramic dishes with
3 2 Arteffc s or complexes that deal rare types of ornamentation; rare types | The remnants of craft
2 ’ with evervday usace by one indi- of convex bottom stamps; import | buildings and object
&= vidual (srrnyally ol gOfiz dividuals) ceramic vessels (Byzantine amphora); | (Firing kiln for pottery
but not b amger mblz:rofsocial clite iron-making  tools  (blacksmith’s | and remnants of metal-
3. Imports }tlhat deal with common instruments); details of the clothes, | lurgical production (frag-
I p . : jewelry and toiletries (iron or bronze | ments of metallurgical
=2 usage by the wider public . . .
3= For first example. it can be rare belt buckles and jewelries, bronze | furnace and iron slags)
) tvpe of ceramic dis%eé common pots hand mirrors; bronze or copper | from the Monastyrok
vz/lir')ch the rare tvpe of z)rnamentatli)on earrings, temple rings; amber beads; | area);
bottoms of VCS};E Is with rare tvpe 01; bronze, copper or glass beads, rings, | the remnants plinth-
ottery STUMDS P bracelets; bone combs); prints of | form-brick stove in the
p Frgr the SI:}C.OH d example. it can be textile materials on the metal surfaces; | living building at the
blacksmith’s tools pc, stone, bronze, or glass symbol things | Monastyrok area
. . (pagan amulets, pagan pendant
For' the third example, It can be “Lunnitsas”, Christian Body Crosses,
Byzantine amphoras, Byzantine glass medallions. Encolpi .
) pions, etc.); bronze
beads and bracelets or glass pendants
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Table (cont’d)
e
2| = Examples 1 Examples 2
o | €=
2L Archacological
S| w22 Characteristics Groups of archaeological findings rehaeologica
= | » 22 th 1ath . complexes by
| e ER by 10"-13* centuries from the Old 12t .
| =59 . . 10™-13™ centuries
o | H= Rus monuments of Kaniv Dnipro . .
= River territo discovered at Kaniv
&= ry Dnipro River territory
Things that deal with usage by
the wide range of population (as
common people as social elites)
but which represented by rare
exemplars and are unique ar- | Ceramic dishes covered with glass
chaeological findings (for exam- | mass; ceramic dishes with bottom
ple, ceramic dishes covered with | stamps of the symbol of Riuryk prince | The evidences of glass-
glass mass; silver ear and temple | dynasty — “Riuryk” emblems; cooper, | making (glass slags and
rings; silver money equivalent — | bronze or glass dishes; Old Rus and | drops) (at the Kniazha
> “hryvnia” of Kyivan type) foreign coins and other money equiva- | Hora area, at the Monas-
3 Things which are the evidences | lents, such as silver bars — money | tyrok area); treasures
2 of subsidiary information about | equivalent — “hryvnias” of Kyivan | without precious mate-
'é the top of society (for example, | type; bronze/cooper signet rings; head | rials (the Kniazha Hora
bronze head of sword sheath) of swords sheath; combat weights; | fortress); two sarcopha-
Remnants of more high techno- | details of horse and horseman equip- | guses from Zarub mon-
logical crafts, in general, deal | ment (bridles, stirrups, spurs); prints of | astery complex (did not
with non-ferrous metal produc- | textile materials on the metal surfaces; | preserved)
tion and processing, glass pro- | casting forms; smalt (different colour
cessing, etc. glass geometric figures for mosaics)
Import things deal with the wid-
er public which are carriers of
statistically rare information (for
example, foreign coins)
- Metal weapon (swords, battle axes,
E maces, barrel-flail, shield umbos,
< . . metal helmets, fragments of chain | The remnants of stone-
= | % )
%‘3 S ;l'(iléir:egs that deal with the top of mail); Old Rus stucco with murals; | brick fundament ditches
= ty monuments of epigraphic; personal | of “Zarub”  Christian
‘& Manor houses of the top of lead . b b les (churches):
5 society s:a stamps; stone, bone, ) ronze, | temples .(c L.er es); tr.eas-
o silver, gold and other materials rare | ures which include silver
5 A works of Old Rus art . . i
3 things with symbol value (Old Rus | products  (the Kniazha
m A remnants (fundaments) of Old hanei . . . )
. angings with symbol information — | Hora fortress); the rem-
Rus monumental architecture L .
Ani . . Body Icons, etc.); silver details of | nants of Manor houses
n import things that deal with . . . .
. . clothes and jewelries (beads, rings, | of the top of society (the
the top of the society (prestige bracel . d o | Kniazha H f
things, weapons, etc.) race ets,. earrings, pendants, temple 1azha Hora fortress,
’ e rings, silver necklace “hryvna” | the Monastyrok fortress)
(pectorals), silver “kolts” — temple
ornamented forms)
The most rare archaeological
findings (including artefacts
that are represented by a singular
exemplars) are produced of pre- | Gold jewelries of symbols of the au-
cious materials and deal with the | thority — the princely diadem from
top of the society Sachnivka area, gold ‘“kolts” with
8 The most rare archaeological | glass mass-images; hangings with | Treasures which include
g findings (including artefacts that | symbol information — Old Rus “Zmi- | gold products (the
=) are represented by a singular | iovyks”; Old Rus stucco with murals | Kniazha Hora fortress)
exemplars) are produced with | with graphite; things with symbol of
common materials but which are | Riuryk prince dynasty — “Riuryk” em-
the evidence of statistically more | blems)
rare and unique information (for
example, images of principles
symbols of “Riuryk” dynasty)

by general population (without prestigious things and
authority symbols). Usually these artefacts are statisti-
cally majority in Old Rus archaeological collections.

The basic group of archaeological findings is the
general base for a museum exposition. These artefacts
were daily objects (year or season) that have been used
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One of the goals of unique archaeological
findings is to enhance the common attractive level
of a museum exhibition. Artefacts of this group
usually are statistically minority in the culture layers
ofthe Old Rus archaeological monuments. A general
number of these products deal with daily or rare
usage by the top of the Old Rus society. Artefacts of
this group are the evidence of exclusive historical
information and they are the most attractive exhibits.

It should be understood that archaeological
complexes, in general, are more informative as
historical sources because they usually consist of a
number of different artefacts and non-cultural remains
(anthropological remnants, bones, agricultures, etc.)
which preserve information about short historical-time
events or processes. Archaeological complexes show
to museum visitors or tourists specific information
about the Old population’s life and culture like house
life, some phase of production, social connections,

folk or religious rituals and rites during the short
historical period, episode, or moment.

In conclusion, one of categories of archaeological
findings from 10"-13% centuries from Kaniv Dnipro
River region should not be a basis for “Old Rus
period” exposition because it illustrates a narrow
range of aspects of Old Rus population’s life. The
most attractive archaeological findings (precious
material jewelries, weapons, etc.) also should not be
a basis for exposition because these artefacts
illustrate only a life of the top of society.

Thus, artefacts of all the three groups should be
represented in a museum exposition with the aim
to display a wide range of information about Old
Rus population’s material culture at Kaniv Dnipro
River territory. In our opinion, artefacts of the
basic group should take the central place in the
museum exposition because they deal with the life
of general population.
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MATEPIAJIBHA KYJIBTYPA HACEJIEHHSI JIABHBOI PYCI
SIK IPEAMET MY3EMHOI EKCITIO3UII]I:
TH®OPMAIIIMHI TA ATPAKTUBHI BJIACTUBOCTI

CrarTio MPHUCBIYEHO aHai3y MaTepiajabHOI KyJABTYPH JaBHBOpYChKoro HacenenHs KaniBcpkoro [ToaHi-
MPOB’sl 3 MONIAY ii iH(pOPMALIHHUX Ta aTPAKTUBHUX BJIACTHBOCTEH SK MPEAMETa My3eHHOT eKCITO3HIIIT.
[IpoanainizoBaHO SK HpPEAMETH MaTepiadbHOI KYIBTYPH, TaK 1 HEPyXOMi apXeoJOTi4Hi 00’€KTH Ta

KOMIUTeKcH. [H(popMamiiHi BIIACTHBOCTI JaBHIX apTe(akTiB sSK MOTEHIIHUX MYy3eHHHX EKCIIOHATIB
3alpOMOHOBAHO BU3HAYATH 32 ICTOPUYHOIO IHTEPIPETAIE€I0 Ta CTATUCTHYHUM MPHHIUNOM. PiBeHb
aTPaKTUBHOCTI TPAJIUIIHO BU3HAYAETHCS 30BHINIHIM BUITISAOM apTeakTy i Mae BITHOCHUN XapakTep.
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Jlo icTopuuHOi iHTepIpeTalii BXOAUTh HU3KA XapaKTepUCTHUK: TEXHIKO-TUIOIOTIUHI 0COOIMBOCTI ap-
Te(akTiB, IXHE (PyHKI[IOHATbHE 3HAUCHHS, TOXOP)KEHHSI, COLliaJIbHA CTPAaTa Ta €THIUHA HAJICXKHICTh BIIac-
HUKa ab0 3HaueHHs 00’€KTa A JAaBHHOTO CYCIIUIBCTBA B Iepion Horo (yHKI[IOHYBaHHS 3a MPSIMUM
IpU3HAYEHHSAM. Y My3€ilHil eKCIO3HUIiT TaKoX MOBUHHI BUCBITIIIOBATHCA PEriOHANbHI 0COOIUBOCTI iCTO-
PHKO-KyIbTypHOTro po3BuTKy Kaniscbkoro Iogninpos’s y X—XIII ct.

CraTUCTUYHUIN NPUHINUI BPAaXOBY€ YOTHPHU ACIEKTU. Y MEPIIOMY BHUIAIKY CTATUCTUYHO OIPALLOBY-
IOThCSL IS TOTPed My3€ifHOT ekcro3ullii MacoBi abo pigkicHi TUNH apTedakTiB, IPUTAMaHHI «HAJECTHIY-
Hill» 3aranbHOAEpKaBHil KynbTypi aBHbo1 Pyci. [lo gpyroro HajexkaTrb MaTepiaibHi 3alHIIKH, TIPUTa-
MaHHI TpajuIiiiHi{ KyapTypi cXigHHX cJIOB’sH. J[o TpeThoro — o00’€KTH MarepiasJibHOi CHIAAIUHH,
XapakTepHi A TPaAULiiHOI KyJIbTYpH 1HOCTHIYHHX TPYyH, AKi NpOXHBaIM Ha TepeHax KaHiBchkoro
ITogHinpos’s B faBHBOPYCHKUil uac. UeTBepTHil aCIeKT CTOCYETHCS IMIIOPTHUX pedeil.

Otxe, 3a iHGOPMALIHHIMHU BIACTUBOCTSIMU €KCIIOHATU PO3MOALIEHO HA TP IPYIH: AOMOMDKHI, OCHOBHI
Ta yHikasbHi. [lepii BiJHOCHO iHIMMX MalOTh HAMEHIIY aTPaKTUBHICTb, APYT1 — CEPEAHIO, TPETI — BUCOKY.

ExcrioHaTH rpynu «JJONOMIKHID) JOMOBHIOIOTh MYy3€HHY €KCIO3HIIII0, PO3IIUPIOIOUH 11 «iH(popMariiHuit
niana3zoH». ApTe(akTu Ipylnu «OCHOBHI» € PelITKaMH MpeaMETiB MaTepiasibHOI KYJIbTypH, 34e01IbIIOT0
CTATHUCTUYHO HANHTIOMUPEHIIINX Y KyJAbTYPHUX HAIIAPYBAHHSX I1aM’SITOK 1 ITOB’3aHUX 13 IIUPOKUMHU Maca-
MH JaBHBOPYChKOTO HaceneHHs KaniBcbkoro IloaHinpoB’s. 3HaxXigKu IPyNH «yHIKaJIbHI» CIPSIMOBaHI Ha
IiIBUIIIEHHS 3araJIbHOTO PiBHS aTpakTUBHOCTI ekcro3uuii. I[lepeBaxkHo 11e peui, OB’ sA3aHi 3 NpeaCTaBHU-
KaMU COlliaJIbHOI BEPXiBKH JaBHBOPYCHKOTO CYCIUTBCTBA; a00 3HAXIJIKH, K1 € HOCIIMH CTAaTUCTUYHO Difl-
KicHOT icTropu4HOi iH(opMmarrii.

ABTOp JTIOXOIUTHh BUCHOBKY, IO 33]UIA BiOOpa)XeHHs sSKOMOra mupIioi iHpopMarii npo marepiaabHy
KyJBTYpY aBHBOPYCHKOTO HACEJICHHS B My3eHHi eKCIo3HIlii MatoTh OyTH MPEACTaBIICHI eKCIIOHATH BCIX
Tpbox rpyn. OJHAK LEHTpaIbHE Miclle Ma€ HaJeXaTH eKCIIOHAaTaM I'PYITH «OCHOBHI», OCKUIBKH caMe BOHH
BiZIOOpa’karoTh XapakTep MaTrepialbHOI KyIbTypH HAHIIUPIINX Mac HACEIECHHS.

Kurouogi ciioBa: MatepianbHa KynsTypa, JlaBas Pycs, Kanicske [loaHinpos’s, My3eliHa eKCIIO3HUIIIS.
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