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PRELIMINARY RESULTS OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH
THE WESTERN GATE OF THE MEDIEVAL SETTLEMENT
DZHANKENT IN 2018

The article highlights some of the results of the archaeological study of the defensive structures of
the medieval hillfort of Dzhankent, located in Kazaly district, Kyzylorda region. According to medieval
eastern sources, the mound in the last period of its existence functioned as the capital of the Oguz state
in the lower reaches of the Syr Darya. The article describes the features of the planigraphy of the main
entrance gate of the ancient hillfort Dzhankent. The preliminary results of field archaeological research
at the main entrance gates of the monument show that, during the erection of the fortress walls, the
construction techniques of the neighboring region in the Lower Amudarya were used, which confirm the
features of the Dzhankent building structures that have similar architectural traditions of the urban culture
of Central Asia. His closest analogies are the design of Dzhankent in Khorezm. First of all, it is the hillfort
of Toprak-Kala, which gives the closest analogies for Dzhankent on the internal layout and location of the
Citadel. And although Toprak-Kala dates from an earlier period, the comparison of the planning features
of the two monuments is quite legitimate, since it is obvious that the spatial-planning model used in the
late re-planning of Dzhankent was formed much earlier.
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lNpeaBapuTeAbHble pe3yAbTaTbl apXeOAOrMYeCKMX UCCAeAOBaHHUI
3anaAHbIX BOPOT CPEAHEBEKOBOI0 ropoAMLL,A AdKaHKeHT
B 2018 roay

B craTbe OCBELLAIOTCS HEKOTOPblE PE3yAbTaTbl APXEOAOrMUYECKOro M3ydeHus 0O0POHMUTEAbHbIX
COOPY>KEHUIN CPEAHEBEKOBOIro ropoamila A>KaHKEHT, PacroAOXKeHHOro B KasaAMHCKOM paroHe
Kbi3blAOpAMHCKOM 06AacTU. 10 CpeaHEBEKOBbIM BOCTOUHbIM MCTOUYHMKAM TOPOAMLLE B MOCAEAHWIA
neproA CBOEro CYLLECTBOBAHUS (PYHKLMOHMPOBAAO Kak CToAMUa Ory3ckoro rocyAapcTsa B HU30BbsX
Cbippapbu. B cratbe apaetcs onucaHuve 0COOEHHOCTEN MAAHMIpacMn FAABHbBIX BbE3AHbBIX BOPOT
ropoamiLa A>kaHkeHT. [1peaBapUTEAbHbBIE UTOMM MOAEBbIX APXEOAOr MUECKMX UCCAEAOBAHMIA HA TAQBHbIX
BbE3AHbIX BOPOTax MaMsaTHMKA MOKa3blBalOT, YTO MPU BO3BEAEHUM KPEMOCTHbIX CTEH MCMOAb30BAAACh
CTPOUTEAbHAsi METOAMKA COCEAHErO PErMOHA B HU30BbSX AMYAApPbM, 3TO MOATBEPXKAAIOT OCOOEHHOCTH
CTPOUTEABHbBIX KOHCTPYKUMIA AJKaHKEHTa, MMEIOLLME CXOACTBA C apXMTEKTYPHbIMU TPAAMLMSAMMU
ropoACKOM KyAbTypbl LleHTpaAbHOM A3un. bamdkaiiume CBOM aHaAOrMM MAQHMPOBKA AyKaHKeHTa
HaxoaMT B Xope3me. B nepBylo ouepeab, 310 ropoamuie Torpak-Kasa, KOTOpoe AQeT OAMdKailume
aHaAOT MM AASE APKQHKEHTA MO BHYTPEHHEN MAAHMPOBKE M pacrioAoxkeHmio Lintaaean. M xots Tonpak-
Kara patmpyetcs 6oAee paHHUM MEePUOAOM, CPaBHEHME MAAHMPOBOYHbIX OCOBEHHOCTEN ABYX
NMaMSTHUKOB BMOAHE MPaBOMEPHO, T.K. OYEBMAHO, UTO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-TIAQHMPOBOYHAS MOAEAD,

MCMOAb30BaHHas B MO3AHEN NnepenAaHMpoBke A>KaHKeHTa, cDOpMMPOBAAACH FOPA3A0 PaHbLLE.
KAtoueBble cAOBa: AykKaHKEHT, 060POHUTEAbHbIE COOPY>KeHUs, (DOPTUdUKALIMS, BbE3AHbIE BOPOTA.

Introduction

Archaeological research on the medieval hillfort
of Dzhankent carried out with few interruptions
for the past 14 years. All this time the Kazakh-
Russian archaeological expedition conducted by
the Kyzylorda state University named after Korkyt
ATA (Kazakhstan) together with the Institute
of Ethnology and nthropology of the Russian
Academy of Sciences (Moscow, Russia)! works at
the monument. Since 2011, doctor of archaeology

!'nitially, in 2005, within the framework of the triple agree-
ment, employees of the Institute of archaeology named after A.
H. Margulan of the Ministry of Education and Science of the
Republic of Kazakhstan took part in the work. Then in 2006 a
group of former employees of this Institute have formed a LLP
«Archaeological expertise», and continued work on Dzhankent.
Unfortunately, the works of «Archaeological expertise» LLP do
not agree in any way with the work plan that was originally
agreed upon, and are conducted with numerous violations.
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at the University of Tiibingen Eberhard and Karl,
Professor Heinrich Harke has been taking part in
archaeological work on a regular basis. During the
work of the expedition was published two summary
reports on the work on the monument, several dozen
articles on the results of studies on Dzhankent in
Russian, Kazakh and English languages, published a
collective monograph «Comprehensive study of the
hillfort Dzhankent: activity 2011-2014» (Almaty,
Arys, 2014) and the album «Civilization lost in the
Sands» (Astana, 2013). The materials obtained in
the course of work in Dzhankent were presented at
conferences in Kazakhstan, Russia and Europe.

The hillfort Dzhankent is 1.5km southern from
Dzhankent village (Kazalinsk district, Kyzylorda
oblast). The size of the areca of the monument,
according to the topographic survey of 2005,
16 hectares. 375 (420) x 225 m (figure 1). The
monument has a «T» — shaped shape, elongated
from East to West, with a significant expansion in
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the Eastern half. The walls are built of pakhsa?. They
are well preserved only in the Eastern part. Along
these traces of the towers, located at a distance of
25 — 40 m from each other. The gate is centered in
the Eastern and Western walls. In the middle of the
Eastern wall is a well-preserved pre-construction in
the form of a semicircular ledge wall about 20 m long
(from South to North), with a gate perpendicular to
the wall at the Northern end. The ledge is flanked by
two external towers.

The North-Western corner of the city is occupied
by the citadel — a square-shaped elevation measuring
110 x 110 m. the Hillfort is divided into two parts by
the main street running from West to East parallel
to the outer walls. By the nature of the relief, the
densely built-up Northern part of the hillfort and
the much less built-up, flat and low-lying southern
part are visually distinguished. In the North-Eastern
sector of the hillfort is traced adjacent to the Northern
wall of a rectangular hill measuring 60 x 70 m and a
height of about 3-4 m. To the Northern wall with the
outer side adjacent enclosed by a low semi-circular
shafts in plan area (Margulan reads 2018).

Inthe field season 0f2018 on the site of Dzhankent,
site was set at the main gates of the hillfort, in the
Central part of the Eastern defensive wall.

Fortifications of Dzhankent are solid clay array
remote fortified with semicircular towers. On the
citadel of the hillfort the distance between the towers
is 15-17 m, on rabat the distance between the towers
is from 25 to 40-45 meters.

The size of the hillfort is equal to 320 x 400 m
(figure 1). The best preservation of the defensive
walls is observed in the Eastern wall. Today, the
Eastern wall, built of adobe blocks rises above the
surrounding surface of the hillfort at 3-5 meters.

Prior to the excavation, it was assumed that the
Eastern wall of the hillfort was re-built in the XVIII
century by the Khan of the younger Zhuz Abulkhair,
who asked the Imperial court to make Dzhankent
his residence in the lower reaches of the Syr Darya
(Rychkov, 1762).

However, according to the materials found
during an archaeological work, we come to the
conclusion that the Eastern bypass wall of the
monument during the existence of the hillfort (IX-
XI centuries) underwent a major overhaul.

The Eastern bypass wall, together with the
ramparts and the remaining part of the walls, rises
8-9 m above the surrounding surface.

2 Pakhsa — blocks and layers of clay mixed with water and
organic and vegetable additives, most often with chopped straw
(Adobe).

Around the perimeter of the hillfort outside
surrounded by a moat width of at least 30-40 m
which is evidenced by the lowland along the Eastern
and Southern walls of the monument.

The length of the Eastern wall is 420 m, the wall
can be visually divided into Northern and Southern
parts.

The Northern part is longer than the Southern
one by 1/4, 235 m and 185 m respectively. Starting
from the extreme North corner tower, the wall is
reinforced with five external semicircular towers.
The size of the towers relative to each other are the
same and ranges from 40 to 45 m, preserved at 2.5-
3 m in width and 3-5 m in length, the height of the
bypass shafts from 2 to 4 meters. Behind the extreme
southern tower (Northern part of the wall) the wall
continues for another 45-50 m.

The southern part of the bypass wall, starting
from the Southernmost tower along the wall, is
reinforced by three external semicircular towers.
The distance between the towers is also from 40 to
45 meters, the towers are also preserved at 2-4 m in
width and 5-6 m in length, the height of the shaft of
the bypass wall from 3 to 4.5 meters.

The length of the Southern part of the wall is
from 175 to 190 m. closer to the entrance gate,
the wall turns to the West by 10-12 m and forms a
passage to the hillfort at the end of the Northern part
of the wall (figure 1, 2).

The entrance gate of the monument was flanked
by two external towers, the width of which was 2-3
m, the length of the North remained at 6-7 m, the
South 5-6 m. Between the flanking towers preserved
structure in the form of an arc connecting the tower
with each other. Most likely it is the remains of
the pre-gate ledge, which was located drawbridge
over the surrounding moat. The distance between
flanking towers is 35-40 m.

On the South side at the corner, where the
southern part of the wall turns to the West attached
semicircular wall «shield», the height of the wall
remained at a height of 3.5-4.5 m, the width at the
base reaches 2.5-3 m at the top of the tapering is 50-
70 cm, the length of the semicircle 22-25 m.

Thus, the entrance to the hillfort was labyrinthine,
that is, entering from the beginning rested against the
wall-the shield turned to the right, then skirting the
wall-the shield turned to the left, and rested against
the Northern part of the wall, turning to the left went
through a narrow corridor, between the wall-shield
and the Eastern wall rested against the «I'» shaped
turn of the Southern part of the wall again turned
to the right and only then could get into the city
(figure 3).
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Figure 1 — Dzhankent. General plan of the hillfort. (topographer A. Chernyaev)

Figure 2 — Dzhankent. General view of the hillfort. View from East. Aerial view by the Martin
Gofrilla on the international project Djetiasar Documentation Project
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Entrance gate of Dzhankent thus probably
planned on the analogy of ancient and medieval
Khorezm hillforts. Such as Janbas-Kala (Lavrov,
1950: 16-18), Toprak-Kala (Tolstov, 1948:
119-123), Kurgashin Kala (Lavrov, 1950: 32.),
Guldursun (Tolstov, 1948: 177).

Although the above-mentioned monuments
existed long before the medieval monuments of
the Eastern Aral sea region, the influence in the
construction technology of Khorezm culture in the
Syr Darya hillforts can be seen everywhere (in the
production of ceramic products, building materials)
(Arzhantseva and etc, 2014: ).

Aims and methods of research

In the field season of 2018, during the inspection
of the hillfort, it was decided to lay a excavation at
the main entrance gate of the hillfort. In the course of
archaeological work on the site complex methods of
field archaeological research used in the excavation
of monuments containing elements of architectural
structures were used (Martynov, Sher, 1989: 76-86).

Excavation Ne7 (further R-7) was laid on the
South side of the Northern flanking tower, at the
corner where the Northern part of the bypass wall
forms a right angle with the tower.

The purpose of laying the excavation on this site is:

— identification of the structure of the monument
walls;

— obtaining stratigraphy of the hillfort to the
mainland.

The size of the R-7 was initially estimated to be 9
x 3 m, as the excavation was intended as a cut on the
outside of the bypass wall. However, after opening
several fragments of buildings, it was decided to
expand the excavation in the Southern direction, and
the final size of the excavation was 9 X 14 m.

The excavation is conventionally divided into
squares of 3 x 3 m, with the designation from West
to East A, B, V, G, D from North to South through
1, 2, 3 that is A1, B1, V1... and extremely southern
A 3, B 3, V3, etc. Conditional reference point was
chosen on the Eastern wall of the hillfort over the
excavation.

Results and discussion

In the course of archaeological works uncovered
a few fragments of buildings, lined with mud bricks
and adobe blocks (figure 4).

As mentioned above the upper part of the
preserved walls and towers of the extension are

composed of adobe blocks. The height of the blocks
varies from 90-100 cm to 120-150 cm, however, it is
very difficult to trace the width of the blocks is most
likely due to the fact that the blocks were put tape
method. That is, the finished mixture of clay (mud)
was filled with pre-prepared formwork and during
the masonry it was also heavily compacted. In this
way covered some distance (part of) the walls up to
a width of 4-5 m, then removed the formwork from
the hardened adobe blocks and set over flooded with
blocks for the next row of blocks.

Between the rows mandatory laid a layer of
reeds in a few centimeters. Reed is a unique natural
waterproof building material, which also served as
a reinforcing building material between the rows of
blocks.

After removing the upper alluvial layer in squares
A3, A2 and B1 start to show a «body» pakhsa wall
(Mug Wall), which was erected in several rows. The
rows of blocks varying in color and density of the
applied building material. The upper row of blocks
is preserved for a few cm (20-25), only in the South-
Western corner of the safety of blocks reaches 80-90
cm in height. The upper blocks are light blue and
very dense in structure (figure 5).

Under the upper row of blocks lies the second
row of blocks of light yellow clay, which is not very
dense in structure and when clearing crumbles into
small clay clods. In the lower part of the second
row there are also 2-3 rows of raw bricks, the sizes
of which are difficult to determine since they are
strongly scattered along the edges. The thickness
of the second row varies from 60 to 70 cm. In the
North-Western corner of the Quad. A3 what is the
location of the incision there is a loose structure
of the second row of adobe blocks. Probably the
second row of blocks in some places just spread
on not marked wet clay. This is evidenced by the
crumbly structure of the light yellow row of blocks.

The third row of adobe blocks lies at a depth
-224 cm from the main frame. In the Quad. A3 a
fragment of the 3rd row of adobe blocks cleared
area of 3 x 1 m. the thickness of the third row small,
25-30 cm, however, the structure (very dense) and
color (light blue) it is very similar to the first row
of blocks on top. The third row of blocks was laid
out on a Golden-clay Suite of layers mixed with dry
soil.

The Suite of Golden-clay layers began to appear
in the Quad. V2 at a depth of -267 cm from the main
reference point (further V). During archaeological
work in the Quad. V3 the ash-clay layers were
cleared to the base of the upper blocks (figure 5).
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Figure 3 — Dzhankent. Scheme of the entrance gate of the hillfort. Aerial photo of Martin
Gofrilla on the international project Djetiasar Documentation Project.
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Figure 4 — Dzhankent. Excavation Ne7. General plan
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Figure 5 — Dzhankent. Excavation Ne7. FAS Eastern bypass walls and

to the right in the foreground entourage Golden clay layers beneath the guide walls. View from East

Thus the overall picture of the construction of
the defensive walls built in the following way: in
advance of the raised soil (beneath the wall) is laid
out Golden clay Suite of the layers to the desired
height. In this case, 4-5 m from the surrounding
surface, then it spread pahs blocks(Mud blocks)
with a width of 4-5 m to 8-9 m and a height of 5-6
m, which we see in the surviving rows of pahs(Mud
blocks) on the West side of the excavation at
distances 1 m from the edge of the excavation.

The width of the third row of pahs(Mud blocks)
reached 4-5 m from the Eastern edge of the excavated
part of the wall, i.e. it coincides with the thickness of
the shaft bypass East of city wall.

In the course of archaeological excavations
delving further into the Quad. B3, V3, G3, D3 was
opened and laying of Adobe bricks with a width of
70-75 cm, length up to 5.5 m. The masonry was laid
at a depth of cm from -284 V. Masonry remained
at a height of 35-40 cm, the size of the bricks are
standard for monuments of the middle ages of the
Eastern Aral sea region, 21-23 x 32-3 X 6-7 cm
thickness of clay solution between the rows reaches
10 cm. This indicates the nature of the structure
being built, that is, not for living space, most likely
it was necessary to achieve the desired height of the
walls as soon as possible (figure 6).

Exactly the same method of construction of
walls in 2014 was recorded at the Excavation No2
in the section of the Northern wall. Squared 103-
105/106-107 depth -510 cm V. However, the

dimensions of the raw bricks were slightly different
41 x 25 x 8 cm.

Figure 6 — Dzhankent. Excavation Ne7. The clutch
of Adobe bricks under the guide walls. View from West
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The above masonry was laid perpendicular to
the Eastern wall and rests on an even more massive
masonry of raw bricks with a size of 5x5 m at this
stage of the study, the size of the bricks also differs
29 x 30 x 7 cm. Probably this design is the base
of the flanking Northern tower of the Central gate

of the hillfort. However, above the brickwork in the
Northern section of the excavation is well traced clay
backfill, which gives us to assume initially flanking
tower had other dimensions (smaller?) it was then
destroyed and rebuilt, or most likely rebuilt, by
another tower of a larger size (figure 7).

[E= Toa Bepxroro ropusonta
E=Kymrypumit caoit
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Figure 7 — Dzhankent. Excavation Ne7. Northern profile

Figure 8 — Dzhankent. Excavation Ne7. General view of the excavation. Bird’s eye view
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In the southern part of the excavation, closer to
the Western profile right in the body of the bypass
wall cleaned 2 pits with a diameter of 57 and 53 cm
depth of 15 to 40 cm. Both pits were probably dug
to install huma(Ceramic vessel) (Quad. A2). Pits lie
at a depth of -228 cm from °.

In the Quad. A3 several rows of raw bricks
(21 x 31 x 6 cm) have been cleared directly under
the inguinal blocks. During the clearing it was
determined that this layout was laid as a leveling
layer between the second and third row of pakhs
blocks(Mud blocks), also in this layer is well traced
reed layer at a depth of -227 cm from V.

Further, after clearing the squares B3 and V3 at
a depth of -308 cm V, revealed irregular masonry
or blockage of raw bricks. Also this accumulation
of raw material can be interpreted as a bridge in the
passage of the main gate (figure 8).

In the Eastern part of the dig in the Quad. D3
and D2 is cleared, the laying of pakhs blocks(Mud
blocks), of bad preservation. Display strongly tilted
to the East, probably laying out on a level with the
third row of pahks blocks(Mud blocks) Al square,
at least the depth coincides with the depth of the
third row of pakhsa blocks (Mud blocks).

Ceramic material

During the excavation of the site at the gate
(Site No. 7: the next R-7) on the Eastern wall
of the hillfort Dzhankent was revealed a small
archaeological material consists of pottery (Figure
9, 1-11, 14), single pieces of glass (Figure 9, 75) and
metal (Figure 9, 12-13).

The ceramic material is fixed at a depth of -217
—326 cm and below the level of the day surface. The
largest areas of accumulation of ceramic fragments
in the squares Al,2,3 and B1,2,3. Ceramics are
highly fragmented. There are fragments of dishes:
pans (Figure 9, 9), troughs (Figure 9, 10), huma
(Figure 9, 8), lids (Figure 9, 6-7), dastarkhans
(Figure 9, 2,11), kitchen pots (Figure 9, 14), jugs,
hearth stands (Figure 9, 3-4) and a fragment of one
glazed saucer (Figure 9, /). Whole products are
represented only by the cover (Figure 9, 5) and a
spinning wheel.

The main recipe for the molding mass of ceramics
with R-7 — clay with the addition of chamotte and
fine-grained sand (G+SH+MP), there are fragments
with the presence of impurities to the clay in the
form of gruss’s (G+D) or organic (G+SH+O).

And in most cases used highly ferruginous clay,
as evidenced by the brick-red shards. Rarely
used, poorly ferruginous clay. The ceramics often
qualitative, with the exception of fragments from
cooking pots, or a fireplace stand. Surface treatment
of this collection is weak, only some fragments
are covered with engobe or streaks of angoba red
or dark brown. Other methods of surface treatment
cannot be traced. The ornament on the considered
collection of ceramics is presented rarely, basically
it is a carved ornament of straight and wavy lines,
rarely stamps.

With regard to the categories of ceramics, it
presents a crockery and a small table — dastarkhan.
Accounting profiling shards and whole products
revealed the following statistics categories of
dishes. Khums and hamchi account for an average in
this collection with the R-7 is about 35 units. Large
pitchers with handles — about 10 units. Pots — about
10 units. The chigiri — about 8 units. Dastarkhans — 6
units. Covers — about 6 units. Frying pan — 2 units.
Trough (tabak) — 1 unit.

Thus, in the study of the site at the gate on the
Eastern wall of the hillfort Dzhankent found 119
pieces of ceramics, fragments and whole objects
including. The number of profiling fragments of
all squares — 58 pieces. Their external features and
technological characteristics are different, that is, it
can be assumed that in this collection of ceramics
with P7 revealed fragments of 58 ceramic products
and utensils including.

Ceramic with molded R-7 both manually and
on a Potter’s wheel, however, prevails stucco
material. Products formed on the Potter’s wheel
a little more than 20%. Found in R-7 collection
of ceramics typical of early detected at the site
of Dzhankent ceramic material (Arzhantseva,
2014).

The revealed fragments of ceramic material are
similar to the products from the jetyasar monuments.
These are fragments of frying pans (Levina, p. 17,
Figure. 3, 189-190, 192-193), fragments of hum
with carved straight and wavy lines (Levina, p.),
Dating from the I and II stages of jetyasar culture
— the last centuries before. Fragments of pots with
oblique notches and nail dents are similar to those
from the hillfort Otrar, where they date back to
no earlier than the X century (Akishev, Baipakov,
Erzakovich, Ancient Otrar. 103, Figure. 58) and the
hillfort Sauran, dated somewhat later (Smagulov,
Sauran, 371, Figure 58).
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Preliminary results of archaeological research the western gate of the medieval settlement Dzhankent in 2018

Conclusion

Preliminary results of archaeological work on
the site of Dzhankent, allows us to argue that the
fortifications of the medieval hillfort of Dzhankent
is one of the main elements of its urban structure.
Also, these buildings served as an important
guarantor of the existence of not only the hillfort but
also the whole Oguz state. Thus, the fortress walls
were an indicator of the economic potential and the
level of military engineering. Strictly thought-out
location on the ground not only served the purposes

of self-defense of the hillfort, but also contributed
to the successful functioning of the district — rabad.

At this stage, archaeological research has been
stopped and will continue in the next field seasons.

This work was carried out as part of the scientific
project of the MES RK RegNeO118PK00571
«Ethnocultural relationships of Turk-oguzs with
settled-agricultural tribes of the Aral region in
foundation of urban culture at downstream of
Syrdarya (I millennium AD)» financed by the grant of
the Science Committee of the Ministry of Education
and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
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