
Open Archaeology 2021; 7: 3–36

Review

Stanislav Grigoriev*

Andronovo Problem: Studies of Cultural Genesis in 
the Eurasian Bronze Age

 Open Access. © 2021 Stanislav Grigoriev., published by De Gruyter.  This work is licensed under the Creative Commons 
Attribution 4.0 International License.

https://doi.org/10.1515/opar-2020-0123 
received June 8, 2020; accepted November 28, 2020.

Abstract: Andronovo culture is the largest Eurasian formation in the Bronze Age, and it had a significant impact on 
neighboring regions. It is the important culture for understanding many historical processes, in particular, the origins 
and migration of Indo-Europeans. However, in most works there is a very simplified understanding of the scientific 
problems associated with this culture. The history of its study is full of opposing opinions, and all these opinions 
were based on reliable grounds. For a long time, the existence of the Andronovo problem was caused by the fact that 
researchers supposed they might explain general processes by local situations. In fact, the term “Andronovo culture” 
is incorrect. Another term “Andronovo cultural-historical commonality” also has no signs of scientific terminology. 
Under these terms a large number of cultures are combined, many of which were not related to each other. In the 
most simplified form, they can be combined into two blocks that existed during the Bronze Age: the steppe (Sintashta, 
Petrovka, Alakul, Sargari) and the forest-steppe (Fyodorovka, Cherkaskul, Mezhovka). Often these cultures are placed in 
vertical lines with genetic continuity. However, the problems of their chronology and interaction are very complicated. 
By Andronovo cultures we may understand only Fyodorovka and Alakul cultures (except for its early stage); however, 
it is better to avoid the use of this term.
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1  Introduction
The Andronovo culture of the Bronze Age is the largest archaeological formation in the world, except for the cultures of 
the Scytho-Sarmatian world of the Early Iron Age. In the 2nd millennium BC, it was distributed in the center of Eurasia, 
within a huge territory from the Southern Urals in the west to the Yenisei River in Southern Siberia and western Xinjiang 
in the east. In the north, its border is the zone of southern taiga, and in the south, the Andronovo sites were studied in 
the south of Central Asia, in Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (Fig. 1). Therefore, this culture is always used when generalizing 
works on the Bronze Age of Eurasia; it is the main object in discussing the Indo-European problem, in discussing the 
history of Eurasian metallurgy, the formation of the Scytho-Sarmatian culture, the origin of ancient Chinese metallurgy 
and many others. However, in Western literature, ideas about this culture are often very simplified. Moreover, most 
Russian archaeologists who are not directly involved in Andronovo studies know only the most generalized outlines of 
this problem. In world archeology, there is no other problem with diametrically opposed points of view that are mutually 
exclusive. And this is not even the case when a new point of view replaces the old one. These mutually exclusive points 
of view coexisted in the Andronovo studies for many decades. This situation is partially preserved today. Therefore, it is 
no coincidence, in the 70s of the last century, a famous specialist in Sarmatian archeology K.F. Smirnov said: “When I 
go through a difficult time, I remember that I’m not doing Andronovo studies, and I’m feeling good!”

Moreover, the content of the concept “Andronovo culture” in the representations of various specialists involved in 
these studies is so different that this term is not used as a scientific term or is used by people who are poorly familiar 
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with the problem. There are many cultures within the Andronovo culture. Therefore, the concept under discussion is 
completely meaningless from a taxonomic point of view. As a result, it has not been used in real Andronovo studies for 
many decades, and the term “Andronovo cultural-historical commonality”1 is used. Notablly, the context of this term 
is so different that the term exists only by inertia. This term, without any alternative rationale, was introduced into the 
scientific circulation by A.A. Formozov (1951) to somehow combine these materials. For a long time, this term was not 
used. It was remembered only in the 70s. As we will see later, its meaning transformed repeatedly, almost disappeared, 
but the term has been preserved. Although for many years of its existence, no one even made an attempt to present it as 
a clear scientific concept (Bobrov, 2014, p. 275).

A scientific concept differs from a simple definition in that it does not just name an object but demonstrates 
principles of its functioning. This article shows that at this stage it is practically impossible to give the concept of 
the Andronovo cultural-historical commonality, since it depends on the acceptance of one or another theory of the 
Andronovo cultural genesis. Therefore, here we outline the framework of this article only at the level of the simple 
definition. In its pure form, “Andronovo” means materials of two cultures: Alakul and Fyodorovka. And the essence 
of the Andronovo problem is precisely in the interrelation of these two cultures. All other problems are secondary in 
relation to this. But since these cultures are spread over a huge territory, they influenced other cultures on the periphery, 
and Andronovo features appeared there. However, this does not give grounds to consider these cultures as Andronovo. 

1  In English-language literature, this term is not used; usually all use the term “culture”. However, terminological issues are extremely 
important in this article. This term is inaccurate, since there are different cultures within the Andronovo culture. Russian authors use the 
term “Andronovskaya obshchnost”, which has rather blurred boundaries, which makes it difficult to translate the term into English accurately. 
Therefore, some authors translate it in an equally vague form “family of cultures” (Grigoriev, 2002; Koryakova & Epimakhov, 2007) or “cultural 
entity” (Kuz’mina, 2007). Sometimes the term “Andronovo community” is used, which is a more accurate translation of Russian terminology 
(Panyushkina, Mills, Usmanova, & Cheng, 2008). However, in English, this term is more applicable to people or animals living in the same 
area, having common interests, and so on. But different cultures are united in the Andronovo community on a different basis: the similarity of 
some features of material culture. In reality, only on the base of similarity of some features in ceramics. Therefore, I preferred to use another 
term in this article: “Andronovo commonality”.

Figure 1: The distribution area of ​​the Andronovo sites on the map of Eurasia and geographical areas mentioned in the text.
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In western literature, for example, the Tazabagyab culture of the southern Aral Sea region is sometimes viewed as a 
variant of the Andronovo culture (Mallory & Adams, 1997, p. 566). But experts on the Andronovo culture do not consider 
Tazabagyab as Andronovo. 

It is important to note that the first investigator of this culture M.A. Itina emphasized the difference of these materials 
from the Andronovo and Srubnaya ones, although she suggested Srubnaya and Andronovo influences on the local 
Suyargan substratum during the formation of the Tazabagyab culture (Itina, 1977, pp. 111, 119, 176). On the northern 
periphery of the Andronovo area, there is a series of cultures that were also formed under the Andronovo influence: 
Cherkaskul, Suzgun, Elovka, Pakhomovo, and so on. No one considers them as Andronovo, although sometimes the 
term “Andronoid” is applied to them (Kosarev, 1981). It is not the final conclusion. In my opinion, the similarity of the 
Cherkaskul and Fyodorovka ceramics is such that the Cherkaskul can be considered as a territorial and chronological 
variant of Fyodorovka. So far this has not been reliably shown, and even if it is shown, I am not sure that this variant 
can be considered as Andronovo. Sometimes this problematic situation leads to paradoxes. Since the Alakul culture 
was formed on the Sintashta basis, G.G. Pyatykh proposed to consider the Sintashta culture as early Alakul culture 
(Pyatykh, 2003, p. 139). But Alakul is Andronovo culture. Therefore, E.E. Kuz’mina (2001, p. 87) suggested considering 
Sintashta as early Andronovo culture. But A.V. Matveev (1998, p. 358) rightly noted that the Potapovka complexes, on 
the basis of which the early Srubnaya culture of the Volga region was formed, are extremely close to the Sintashta ones. 
So, here, we may have a situation when similar sites in one area will be considered as early Srubnaya, and in another 
as early Andronovo. In the west of the Andronovo area, the main materials belong to the Alakul tradition. Fyodorovka 
materials are much less common. During a recent discussion with a colleague, I heard that, indeed, Alakul is based 
on Sintashta; therefore, this is also the Andronovo culture. But Fyodorovka is very specific and can be considered as 
Andronovo with great assumptions. But on the Yenisei, in a cemetery near the village of Andronovo, ceramics of the 
Fyodorovka type was discovered! Moreover, for our Siberian colleagues, just this culture is Andronovo for almost 100 
years, and I doubt that we will be able to convince them to use the term “Fyodorovka” to their materials. And in the 
west, before the appearance of Fyodorovka culture or Fyodorovka features in Alakul, we have no right to name some 
complexes “Andronovo”, based on the etymology of the term. Therefore, within the framework of this article, we will 
adhere to the traditional inclusion of two components in the Andronovo culture: Fyodorovka and Alakul. Any other 
cultures cannot be designated as Andronovo until it is shown by special studies.

Because of the paradox is that, as a rule, these mutually exclusive points of view were based on completely reliable 
grounds. Some views were rejected 50 years ago and forgotten, but now we see that they are relevant today, although 
even most Russian archaeologists are not aware of their existence. Some points of view sound odious today, but when 
we look at specific material, we understand that the stratigraphic situations and materials were understood and 
described quite correctly, but at that time there was no terminological apparatus for adequately reflecting the situation. 
And Andronovo materials are so rich and diverse that they are a kind of LEGO constructor, from which any shape can 
be assembled. 

As a result, very often in new studies of some theoretical problems, fragments of theories are used that have always 
been oppositional in the Andronovo studies. For example, most supporters of the steppe homeland of Indo-Europeans 
believe that the Andronovo culture originated in the Urals, where the Alakul culture formed, and subsequently it 
transformed into Fyodorovka, which extended far to the east (Anthony & Ringe, 2015; Parpola, 2012; Carpelan & Parpola, 
2017, pp. 138–141). Moreover, these theories are based on the works of the great Russian specialist in the Andronovo 
and Indo-Iranian studies, E.E. Kuz’mina. She really believed that the Andronovo southward migration reflected the 
spread of the Indo-Europeans (Kuz’mina, 2007), but she was perhaps the main opponent of the theory of the genetic 
continuity of various Andronovo cultures. Very often, Western colleagues cite works that reflect only one position, or 
some old works that do not correspond to the general level of Andronovo studies. Even Russian researchers, who hold 
the same position in the basic problem of Andronovo studies, can use it to justify diametrically opposed theories in 
Indo-European studies (cf. Grigoriev, 2002; Kuz’mina, 2007).

Thus, the Andronovo problem is not only saturated with paradoxes, but it also consists of them. The text will 
also lack the opinions on the dating of cultures, since the text would be saturated with many changing numbers, 
which are completely irrelevant at the present time. Moreover, often these numbers were based on false premises, 
which sometimes paradoxically led to the correct result even from the modern position, when two erroneous positions 
corrected each other. We will touch upon questions of chronology at the end, when all questions of periodization will 
be examined.
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2  The Discovery of the Andronovo Culture. The Birth of a Paradox
From time to time, monuments of the Andronovo culture were excavated in the Southern Transurals already in the second 
half of the 19th century and in the first third of the 20th century (Grigoriev, 2003, pp. 43–45). Their earliest publication was 
printed in 1863 (Zyryanov, 1863). Here the names of the publications (“Mounds in Shadrinsk District”, “Chelyabinsk 
Mounds”, etc.) reflect the lack of systematization, of a scientific approach, and at that time the Andronovo problem did 
not exist. It appeared in 1927, when two works were published. On the basis of excavations of a cemetery near the village 
of Andronovo on the Yenisei River in Southern Siberia S.A. Teploukhov (1927) suggested the new Andronovo culture2. 
M.P. Gryaznov (1927), after excavations of cemeteries in Western Kazakhstan, in the extreme west of the future Andronovo 
area, revealed stylistically similar complexes. Their difference was that the vessels in the east had a smooth profile (Fig. 
2.1), and in the west in the upper part of the vessel there was a small ledge at the transition from the neck to the shoulder 
(Fig. 2.2). This allowed him to conclude that this culture was widespread and that there were two its variants, western 
and eastern, considered now as Alakul and Fyodorovka/Andronovo ceramics (Fig. 3.2). At the same time S.A. Teploukhov 
saw the connection of Andronovo culture with the previous Afanasievo culture of Southern Siberia, and M.P. Gryaznov 
wrote about the similarity of the western Andronovo sites to the Srubnaya culture of the Volga region.

In 1933, O.A. Krivtsova-Grakova excavated the Alexeevskoe settlement and burial ground on the Tobol River near 
Kostanay, where she discovered ceramics with ledges (western variant) and ceramics with applied cordons (Fig. 2.3). In 
fact, these complexes belong to different periods. But she believed that they were synchronous and reflected the late 
stage of the Andronovo culture with a mixture of two ceramic types. In this way, a path to the future determination of 
the latest sites, which now belong to the Final Bronze Age, was outlined. Additionally to this, ceramics were discovered 
in the Kozhumberdy cemetery excavated in 1930, which was intermediate in shape and ornamentation between the 
western and eastern variants. Since in her view the western variant evolved into complexes with cordoned decoration, 
she believed that this Kozhumberdy type was transitional to ceramics with the ledged shoulder of the western variant 
(Krivtsova-Grakova, 1948). At this time, she had already information about the excavations of K.V. Salnikov in the forest-
steppe of the Transurals, near Chelyabinsk, where he discovered the cemeteries of the “eastern variant”. It began to 
seem that initially this eastern variant had formed in the west, then spread to the east, and in the west the ceramic 
complex was evolving towards the formation of ware with the ledged shoulder, which was then supplemented by 
cordoned ware (Fig. 3.3).

In final form, this concept appeared in the writings of K.V. Salnikov, who in the 30s excavated mounds in the 
forest-steppe of the Transurals, in the Chelyabinsk and Kurgan regions. Here he discovered ceramics of both types, the 
“western” (in the Alakul cemetery) and the “eastern” (in the Fyodorovka cemetery) variants. As a result, he identified 
two stages of the culture, Fyodorovka and Alakul, and we still use this terminology. In addition, excavations of the 
Kipel settlement led him to conclude that Fyodorovka ceramics was earlier. Later, after excavations of the Zamaraevo 
settlement, he identified the Zamaraevo type of cordoned ceramics, which was similar to the ceramics that O.A. 
Krivtsova-Grakova found at the Alexeevskoe settlement. And these ceramics had a later chronological position. As a 
result, the first linear scheme of the Andronovo culture arose (Fig. 4.1), suggesting the genetic continuity of its stages at 
different times: Fyodorovka – Alakul – Zamaraevo (Salnikov, 1948, 1951). 

This scheme quickly became popular, and ones tried to apply it for other territories. For example, in Central 
Kazakhstan, archaeologists, in general, adopted the scheme of K.V. Salnikov, assigning only local names to its stages: 
Nura (Fyodorovka) and Atasu (Alakul). At that time, they did not find an equivalent to Salnikov’s Zamaraevo stage. The 
rich Begazi and Dandibay cemeteries with very specific ceramics, more comparable to the Karasuk and Irmen ware in 
Siberia, were identified there, and the last stage was called Begazi-Dandibay (Fig. 5; 6.1) (Margulan, Akishev, Kadyrbaev 
& Orazbaev, 1966; Evdokimov & Varfolomeev, 2002).

However, further in Eastern Kazakhstan, materials comparable to Salnikov’s Zamaraevo materials were present, 
but there were no Alakul materials. Therefore, S.S. Chernikov (1960), generally agreeing with the Salnikov scheme, 
proposed a periodization with genetic continuity of the stages with local names: Ust’-Bukon’ – Kanay – Malokrasnoyarka 
– Trushnikovo (Fig. 6.2). In the Ust’-Bukon’ stage, he combined a series of chance finds that were not related to the 

2  The cemetery near the village Andronovo was excavated in 1914 by A.Ya. Tugarinov, and even published by him, but it was A.S. Teploukhov, 
who also excavated cemeteries with similar material. M.P. Gryaznov participated in some of his excavations and listened to his reports (Bobrov, 
2014, p. 268).
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Figure 2: The basic principles of dividing the Andronovo ceramics in early studies: Fyodorovka (1 – cemetery of Putilovskaya Zaimka), Alakul 
(2 – cemetery of Baklanskoe) and Sargari (3 – Sargari settlement) ceramics (1, 3 – after Zdanovich, 1988; 2 – after Potemkina, 1985).

Figure 3: Schemes of cultural genesis in the period of formation of the Andronovo problem: 1) S.A. Teploukhov (1927), 2) M.P. Gryaznov 
(1927), 3) O.A. Krivtsova-Grakova (1948).

Figure 4: Scheme of Andronovo cultural genesis of K.V. Salnikov (1948, 1951) for steppe and forest-steppe (1) and for forest (2) areas.



8    Stanislav Grigoriev

Andronovo culture, and the Trushnikovo ceramics are the cordoned complexes of the steppe Final Bronze Age, although 
with some local originality. A more complicated situation was with the materials of the Kanay and Malokrasnoyarka 
stages. They are comparable with the Andronovo in Southern Siberia and the Fyodorovka in the Transurals, but their 
division into two stages is rather doubtful. At that time, Fyodorovka settlement materials with cordoned ceramics, which 
were present in this culture from the very beginning were not yet known. Therefore, the presence of cordoned ceramics 
in the Fyodorovka layer of the settlement of Malokrasnoyarka S.S. Chernikov considered as a late sign indicating a 
transition to the Trushnikovo stage. This was a noticeable deviation from the Salnikov’s scheme, which suggested a 
transition to cordoned ceramic complexes through the Alakul stage.

Figure 5: Begazi-Dandibay complexes: 1, 2, 4 – Dongal; 3 – Kent, 5 – Domalaktas (after Evdokimov & Varfolomeev, 2002).

Figure 6: Schemes of Andronovo cultural genesis for Central (1) (Margulan et al., 1966) and Eastern (2) (Chernikov, 1960) Kazakhstan.
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Salnikov continued these works in the northern forest-steppe and in the forest zone, where he investigated a series 
of settlements and identified a new culture, Cherkaskul. As in the case of Andronovo, he divided it into three stages: 
Cherkaskul, Mezhovka and Beryozovoye (Fig. 4.2, 7), although mirror synchronization did not exist here. The Cherkaskul 
stage was compared with Fyodorovka on the basis of the similarity of ceramics, and the Mezhovka and Beryozovoye – 
with Zamaraevo. Salnikov believed that the Cherkaskul culture formed on the basis of the Ural Eneolithic; this forced 
him to suggest similar roots for Fyodorovka materials. But for the steppe Alakul sites, Salnikov also admitted the western 
influence of the Srubnaya culture (Salnikov, 1964, 1967).

Thus, we may characterize the first 20 years of the existence of the problem as the dominance of ideas about two 
synchronous lines in development of the Andronovo culture: Alakul and Fyodorovka, and for the next 20 years the 
idea of ​​genetically linked complexes of different times dominated, where the Fyodorovka complexes were earlier. 
This concept of Salnikov seemed so convincing that even future supporters of the parallel existence of the Alakul and 
Fyodorovka cultures at that time wrote about Kozhumberdy as a transitional type from Fyodorovka to Alakul (Kuz’mina, 
1964).

Because the main works were carried out in the Southern Transurals, and because this area had all types of 
Andronovo sites, this area became for many years the basic in Andronovo studies. This was especially characteristic of 
this early period of the long dominance of the Salnikov’s scheme. But nothing is eternal.

3  “Roller Coaster” of Andronovo Studies
A decisive contribution to the rejection of the Salnikov’s scheme was made by V.S. Stokolos (1972), who worked in 
Chelyabinsk in the 60s. His heritage is one of the many paradoxes of Andronovo studies. Everyone quickly accepted his 
criticism of the Salnikov’s scheme, but his own scheme of the cultural genesis of the Ural cultures was not accepted, 
because in that atmosphere of simple decisions it was perceived as too complicated and confusing. Stokolos excavated 
many settlements and cemeteries in the Chelyabinsk and Kurgan regions and came to a conclusion that Cherkaskul 
ceramics coexisted with the Mezhovka ware, and there is no way to distinguish the Cherkaskul and Mezhovka stages, 
although there was a smooth evolution with a gradual growth of the Mezhovka ceramic type in the collections of 

Figure 7: Cherkaskul (1, 2) and Mezhovka (3–5) ceramics: 1–4 – Priplodny Log, 5 – Kamyshnoe II (1–4 – after Zdanovich, 1988; 5 – after 
Potemkina, 1985).
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Cherkaskul settlements. In an even more radical way, he dealt with the Andronovo culture. He demonstrated that 
Alakul and Fyodorovka ceramics in the settlements were simultaneous. 

Moreover, he supposed that Alakul materials had appeared in the Urals somewhat earlier than Fyodorovka 
materials, although later they coexisted. He was the first to transform Salnikov’s stages into two different cultures: 
Alakul and Fyodorovka. Since Alakul materials were absent in the east, due to the convincingness of his stratigraphic 
evidence, this idea of ​​Stokolos was easily accepted. This fully corresponded to the prevalence of Alakul materials in 
the west, and Fyodorovka materials in the east, i.e., the paradigm with which the Andronovo problem began. The 
problem was in the Zamaraevo stage. In many settlements, ceramics with cordoned decoration was discovered in the 
same context as Fyodorovka ones. Therefore, Stokolos wrote about the synchronism of Zamaraevo and Fyodorovka 
ceramics. At that time, Fyodorovka settlements were not yet known, and no one knew that there was a settlement 
Fyodorovka tableware with cordons, which was absent in the burials. As such, all cordoned vessels were regarded as 
late. In addition, Stokolos pointed out that Zamaraevo ware is closer to Cherkaskul-Mezhovka and that it was different 
from cordoned complexes in the steppe. But the similarity of Fyodorovka and Cherkaskul ware, their frequent presence 
in the same layers, allowed him to synchronize them. For many years, these cultures were regarded as rather late 
chronological phenomena. Accordingly, the possibility of linking their genesis with Eneolithic complexes disappeared. 
According to Stokolos, there are no Fyodorovka strata in the Transurals, and the stay of the Fyodorovka people here 
was very short, which did not allow him to distinguish the Fyodorovka stage here. He divided the entire history of the 
Southern Transurals in the Bronze Age into two stages: Alakul and Zamaraevo (Fig. 8). Alakul was an autochthonous 
complex, although Stokolos did not indicate on what basis it had been formed. Zamaraevo type had no relations to 
Alakul. Fyodorovka people came to the Transurals from the east at the very beginning of the Zamaraevo stage. This 
stimulated the transformation of ceramic types with the formation of the Zamaraevo type and the close Mezhovka type. 
But Stokolos considered the Cherkaskul ceramic type as autochthonous; and this type had formed north of Alakul. 
As a result, Stokolos decided that Alakul and Zamaraevo should not be considered as the Andronovo complexes. He 
retained this right only for Fyodorovka monuments.

All this was too difficult to understand at that time, and his scheme was forgotten, but his idea of synchronizing 
Alakul and Fyodorovka was accepted quickly enough by everyone, and began to be applied in other territories, especially 
since the grounds for the earlier formation of Alakul appeared in other areas (Fedorova-Davydova, 1973; Kuz’mina, 1961; 
Smirnov, Kuz’mina, 1977). As a result, the scheme with the genetic continuity of the Andronovo culture was replaced by 
schemes with the parallel existence of cultures, which are now regarded as Andronovo.

The problem began to become more complicated with the advent of a new player in the arena, Petrovka culture 
(Fig. 9). It was discovered in Northern Kazakhstan by G.B. Zdanovich. The most striking feature of this culture was 
the presence of burials in chariots and fortified settlements – a feature that was previously known only in the Early 
Iron Age. The relation of this culture to Alakul and its earlier stratigraphic position were determined. Accordingly, it 
was concluded that Alakul was formed on the Petrovka basis (Zdanovich G.B., 1973, 1983). This led to the final refusal 
of Salnikov’s scheme. At the same time, in the Southern Urals, the cemeteries of Noviy Kumak (Smirnov & Kuz’mina, 
1976) and Sintashta (Gening, 1975, 1977; Gening, Zdanovich, & Gening, 1992) were investigated (Fig. 10). Sintashta was 
especially impressed with its complex of chariot burials and unusually rich funerary goods. The relatedness of these 
monuments to Petrovka was obvious, but also their difference. First of all, it was expressed in the presence of many 
features that have parallels in the Abashevo culture of the Volga region. Now these monuments are united under the 
name “Sintashta culture”. Initially they got the name “Noviy Kumak”, and this, from the point of view of terminology, 
is not the equivalent of the modern term “Sintashta”, since the Petrovka complexes of Kazakhstan were also included 
in them. In this case, the similarity of these complexes to Alakul was also obvious, and they began to be considered as 
the basis of Alakul. Moreover, it was hypothesized that they had been formed as a result of migration to the Southern 
Urals of bearers of the Poltavka, Abashevo and Babino3 cultures from Eastern Europe (Fig. 11) (Smirnov & Kuz’mina, 
1977). Therefore, since that time, Salnikov’s scheme has not been discussed by anyone and has become a purely 
historiographic phenomenon. This did provide an understanding of basis for the Alakul formation. 

However, discussions on this issue have also arisen. They were caused by excavations of T.M. Potemkina of a series 
of settlements and burial grounds of the Alakul culture on the Tobol River in the Kurgan Region, and she suggested its 

3  In the original work “KMK”. Indeed the comparison was made not with proper Babino vessels, but with partly similar vessels of the late 
Catacomb culture
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Figure 8: Scheme of Andronovo cultural genesis of V.S. Stokolos (1972).

Figure 9: Petrovka culture: 1 – Petrovka II; 2, 15–17 – Bolshekaragansky cemetery; 3, 4–6, 8, 14, 18, 20, 22–24 – Kulevchi; 7, 10–13, 19, 21, 
25 – Berlik; 9 – Kamyshnoe II (1 – after Zdanovich, 1988; 2, 15–17 – after Botalov, Grigoriev, & Zdanovich, 1996; 3, 4-6, 8, 14, 18, 20, 22-24 – 
after Vinogradov, 1982; 9 – after Potemkina, 1985).



12    Stanislav Grigoriev

Figure 10: Sintashta culture: 1, 11 – Arkaim settlement; 2–8, 10–15 – Sintashta cemetery; 9 – Bolshekaragansky cemetery (1, 11 – after 
Zdanovich, 1997; 2–8, 10–15 – after Gening, Zdanovich, & Gening, 1992; 9 – after Botalov, Grigoriev, & Zdanovich, 1996).

Figure 11. Scheme of cultural genesis of the Noviy Kumak type monuments with the parallel existence of Andronovo cultures (Smirnov & 
Kuz’mina, 1977).
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local roots in the forest-steppe Tobol area, although she allowed the previous Poltavka impulses from Eastern Europe 
(Fig. 12.1). And she considered the Fyodorovka and Cherkaskul complexes as late and alien (Potemkina, 1983, 1985). 
However, in reality, she also admitted some Abashevo or Noviy Kumak influences (Potemkina, 1994). At that time, this 
concept of “Noviy Kumak” was not too definite. The differences were only in the fact that she believed that the early 
Alakul complexes in the Tobol area precede Petrovka ones in that area. 

Naturally, this whole situation raised the question of the relationship between Alakul and Fyodorovka. They began 
to be considered as independent synchronous formations, but it was completely unclear where to look for sources of 
the Fyodorovka culture. Nevertheless, everyone saw the stylistic similarity of Alakul and Fyodorovka ware. Therefore, 
they were united as two separate cultures within the framework of the Andronovo cultural-historical commonality. This 
concept has never been seriously worked out and never existed as a truly scientific concept. As a result, it was used 
to describe mutually exclusive situations. The term “Andronovo culture” sometimes continued to be used, but it was 
rather a tribute to tradition and habit, since no one since that time has allowed the possibility of considering all these 
complexes within one culture.

During this period, the problem of the origin of Fyodorovka culture seemed insoluble. It was a strange culture, 
with a lot of burials, with an admixture of ceramics in settlements of other cultures, but with the absence of its own 
settlements. There were attempts to find its origins in the Eneolithic sites of Central Kazakhstan (Kuz’mina, 1994, p. 
118), but in reality, there were no comparable materials there. Therefore, only the Chernikov’s scheme for Eastern 
Kazakhstan remained relevant, where the origin of the Fyodorovka culture (in the Ural terminology) was seen in 
complexes of the Ust’-Bukon’ type. There was also an understanding of the similarity of Fyodorovka and Cherkaskul 
ceramics; therefore, there were ideas about the origin of Fyodorovka culture somewhere in the Urals, although there 
was no concrete evidence in favor of this. Everything was limited to talking about the traditions of the “Ural combed 
geometrism”, which was characteristic of the local Eneolithic, Fyodorovka and Cherkaskul cultures. This was hindered 
by the chronological gap between the Eneolithic and Fyodorovka-Cherkaskul materials. After the works of Stokolos, 
these cultures were dated to a relatively late time. An attempt to solve this problem was outlined by the works of L.P. 
Khlobystin (1976, pp. 58–62), but above all of M.F. Kosarev (1981, pp. 80, 141), who tried to connect these Eneolithic 
traditions through the Koptyaki ceramic type (Fig. 12.2). This is a relatively rare type of the forest area, it has a lot of 
Alakul features, but some archaeologists also mentioned Abashevo and Petrovka features, which do not correspond to 
reality, but it was necessary to avoid contradictions when comparing this scheme with the Alakul line of development.

Like other versions of the Fyodorovka origin, this was not at all convincing, which became an important background 
for a new paradigm shift in Andronovo studies. This change began with the work of N.A. Avanesova (1991), who came 
to the conclusion that the Alakul metal was earlier than the Fyodorovka metal, although in reality we are talking 
about two complexes that are not closely related to each other. Here, as elsewhere in this article, the dates of the most 
important publications are given, which do not quite correspond to the dates of birth of the ideas discussed at various 

Figure 12. Scheme of Alakul culture genesis of T.M. Potemkina (1983, 1985, 1994) (1) and Fyodorovka-Cherkaskul cultural genesis of M.F. 
Kosarev (1981) (2).
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conferences, meetings, etc. It was a turbulent time, and I, as a student, was lucky enough to see all this at the 2nd 
Andronovo Conference in April 1980. Therefore, it is sometimes difficult to determine the specific author of a particular 
idea. Certainly, for subsequent events G.B. Zdanovich had his own reasons and ideas, but his final formulation was 
prompted by communication with N.A. Avanesova. Nevertheless, it was he who became the main and most convincing 
author of this theory.

Zdanovich became the founder of the new theory in the Andronovo studies. In Northern Kazakhstan, he discovered 
monuments of the Amangeldy type, which combined Alakul forms with Fyodorovka ornamentation. Therefore, the idea 
arose that these monuments, as well as monuments of the Kozhumberdy type, discovered earlier by O.A. Krivtsova-
Grakova, reflect the evolution of Alakul culture to Fyodorovka. But this was only a potential opportunity, which should 
be confirmed by other data. And they appeared after the discovery of the Bishkul ceramic type, which was considered as 
a settlement Fyodorovka ware. The continuity of this Bishkul type with subsequent complexes with cornoned ceramics 
was also proposed; and the later position of Fyodorovka ceramics relative to Alakul ceramics in the settlements of 
Northern Kazakhstan was demonstrated stratigraphically. In addition, the sites of the Final Bronze Age were studied, 
which were named first “Ilyinka”, then “Sargari”. It was shown that these sites are different from Zamaraevo type 
of Salnikov and Stokolos, and they determine the specifics of this period in the steppe zone. At the same time, T.M. 
Potemkina (1975) excavated similar sites in the Transurals, and she also showed their difference from Zamaraevo and 
a later position relative to Alakul. But she believed that the name of the culture should be “Alexeevskoye”, where this 
steppe ceramics with cordons was found for the first time. True, unlike the Alexeevskoye settlement, where there is 
Alakul ware, the Sargari settlement is a complex without admixture of ware of other cultures. Therefore, in Russian 
literature, the culture is usually named “Sargari” or “Sargari-Alexeevskoye”. The term “Alexeevskoye” is almost never 
used.

As a result, a new scheme of the sequential genesis of Andronovo cultures was constructed, in which, in comparison 
with the previous scheme of K.V. Salnikov, Alakul and Fyodorovka cultures exchanged places. The sequence of cultures 
was determined: Petrovka – Alakul – Fyodorovka – Sargari (Fig. 13), and all of them began to be considered as cultures 
of the Andronovo cultural-historical commonality (Zdanovich G.B., 1973, 1984, 1988). Thus, this concept obtained a 
completely different meaning. More precisely, it simply lost sense, since it is very problematic to speak in terms of 
“commonality” about genetically consistent formations. Nevertheless, this did not bother anyone, since this concept 

Figure 13: Scheme of G.B. Zdanovich (1973, 1988) with the genetic continuity of the Andronovo cultures.
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was not used as a scientific tool, the researchers operated with specific cultures, and the term “Andronovo commonality” 
was used of habit, as the term “Andronovo culture” used before.

Against the background of the already obvious connections between the Alakul complexes with the Sintashta and 
Petrovka ones, against the background of the absence of even minimal opportunities to find roots of Fyodorovka culture, 
this scheme very quickly gained popularity, and for many years became dominant in Andronovo studies. Its main 
advantage was logic and simplicity. It seemed that over time more facts would appear that would show this continuity 
between the various stages proposed by Zdanovich. In particular, the work of N.B. Vinogradov at the settlement of 
Kulevchi III made it possible to distinguish the Kulevchi type, which was considered as a transition between Petrovka 
and Alakul (Vinogradov, 1982). Problems of this type were subsequently often debated, and then N.B. Vinogradov 
began to consider it as a type of the high Petrovka phase. But he changed his understanding of Petrovka culture in 
general, proposing to consider it as early Alakul culture, and he proposed to name the Petrovka monuments of Northern 
Kazakhstan “Sintashtoid” (Vinogradov, 2011, pp. 102–108, 144). 

At this time, the identification of the Kulevchi type created hopes that gradually other shortcomings of this new 
scheme of the genetic sequence of Andronovo cultures would be eliminated. In that situation, this, indeed, was the 
best solution, and most researchers began to adhere to it. This could not be in its full form, but the overwhelming 
majority agreed with many positions of this scheme. These ideas were strengthened after G.B. Zdanovich undertook 
extensive research on Sintashta fortified settlements and cemeteries in the Southern Transurals (Gening, Zdanovich, & 
Gening, 1992; Zdanovich G.B., 1997). Initially, synchronization of the Petrovka and Sintashta monuments was admitted 
(Kuz’mina, 1986; Zdanovich G.B., 1988, p. 132). His research and works of N.B. Vinogradov showed that in the steppe 
Transurals the Sintashta culture preceded the Petrovka culture, thus being the basis for its formation (Vinogradov, 
1995, 2011, p. 138; Zdanovich & Batanina, 2007). Thus, another link, “Sintashta – Petrovka”, was added to this genetic 
chain, which strengthened confidence in the scheme as a whole (Fig. 13).

However, a question remained about the origin of the earliest culture, Sintashta. For many years that have passed 
since the hypothesis was published about the formation of Sintashta as a result of migration from Eastern Europe 
(Smirnov & Kuz’mina, 1977), no works appeared in which this hypothesis would be based on well-developed typological 
series, although this hypothesis was accepted by absolutely everyone. Against the background of the availability 
of many well-published materials, this was rather strange. Moreover, with the accumulation of information on the 
Sintashta culture, Potapovka monuments in the Volga region and Sintashta monuments in the west of the Southern 
Urals were investigated in which these Eastern European features can be found (Vasiliev, Kuznetsov & Semenova, 1995; 
Tkachev, 2007), but there is no brightest feature of this culture, fortified settlements. In the core area of the culture in 
the Transurals, we only find a few Eastern European inclusions, though they did not determine the originality of this 
culture. Unexpectedly, parallels to most features of Sintashta culture were found in Syro-Anatolia and Transcaucasia 
(Figs. 14, 15), which allowed the hypothesis to appear that it was formed as a result of migration from the Near East, 
and along the route of this migration to the Urals it included also some Eastern European components (Grigoriev, 1996, 
2002).

This problem does not change anything in the Andronovo problem, where the dominance of Zdanovich’s new theory 
about the linear development of genetically related Andronovo cultures remained. Nevertheless, at the same time there 
were many supporters of synchronization of Alakul and Fyodorovka (Kosarev, 1981; Potemkina, 1985; Kuz’mina, 1986; 
Bobrov, 1993; Grigoriev, 2000; Korochkova & Stefanov, 2001; and others). The main arguments in favor of this idea were 
the contrast of Alakul and Fyodorovka materials in the west and a rather standard situation of the presence of ceramics 
of both types in the same layers. There was no unity within this direction, since various approaches to the cultural 
genesis of individual cultures were debated. As a result, for many years the essence of the Andronovo problem was 
precisely this opposition: some of the authors believed that within the framework of the Andronovo cultural-historical 
commonality there were two successive genetically related cultures (Alakul and Fyodorovka), while others believed 
that they were synchronous cultures, and some similarity of their ceramic complexes was caused by intensive contacts. 
In accordance with this last position, the Kozhumberdy and Amangeldy types were considered not as transitional, 
but as contact ones. Moreover, the Amangeldy type contains earlier Petrovka features, and some ceramic forms are 
indistinguishable from Petrovka, which is excluded for the type that was formed in the final Alakul period and casts 
doubt on the possibility of forming the Fyodorovka culture on the Alakul basis. This creates a feeling that the contact 
of the Alakul and Fyodorovka people occurred at a time when Petrovka culture still existed (Grigoriev, 2000, p. 337; 
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Figure 14: Sintashta fortified settlements (1, 2) and their analogues in Anatolia (3–6): 1 – Arkaim, 2 – Sintashta, 3 – Tüllintepe; 4 – Heraion; 5 – 
Demircihöyük; 6 – Pulur (1 – after Zdanovich, 1997; 2 – after Gening, Zdanovich, & Gening, 1992; 3–6 – after Korfmann, 1983; Grigoriev, 2002).
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Figure 15: Objects of Sintashta culture (1–23) and their analogues in the Middle East and the Caucasus (24–48): 1, 3, 4, 10, 11, 13, 14–19, 
21–23 – Sintashta; 2, 20 – Kamenniy Ambar V; 5, 6 – Tyubyak; 7–9, 12 – Arkaim; 8 – Bolshekaragansky; 24 – Kumbulta; 25 – Tell Mardikh; 
26 – Esheri; 27 – Ur; 28, 45, 48 – Susa; 29, 30 – Gaza; 31 – Calicaköyü; 32, 38, 42, 43 – Demircihöyük; 33, 37 – Alaca Höyük; 34 – Malatya-
Arslantepe; 35 – Kültepe (Karum); 36 – Tell ed-Dab’a; 39 – Kirovokan; 41, 46 – Hama; 44 – Nahal Mishmar; 47 – Arich (after Grigoriev, 2002).
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2006, pp. 215–217; Stefanov & Korochkova, 2006, p. 122). But in the absence of real sources for Fyodorovka culture, the 
situation looked stalemate. 

It is necessary to mention one more important circumstance. Alakul materials in the vast territory of the Urals 
and Kazakhstan, of course, show a certain variability, which makes it possible to distinguish territorial variants. But 
in general, they fit into the general Alakul stereotype. The situation with Fyodorovka culture is more complicated. 
Its complexes demonstrate almost identical ceramics in different territories, but a very contrasting funeral rite. The 
Fyodorovka culture of the Transurals is represented by burials with cremation, and on the Yenisei, mainly with 
inhumation, in the presence of mixed complexes in Kazakhstan. The paradox is that Alakul burials are represented 
exclusively by inhumation, and Alakul culture is completely absent in Southern Siberia. As a result, the term 
“Fyodorovka culture” used in the Urals and Kazakhstan is not applicable in Siberia, and Siberian archaeologists prefer 
to use the term “Andronovo”. And therefore, the term “Andronovo cultural-historical commonality” is better not to use 
(Bobrov, 1993; Grigoriev, 2000). Due to the absence of Alakul complexes in Siberia, the use of this term there does not 
pose any particular problems, although one can meet the use of the term “Fyodorovka” to designate the ceramic type. 
On the other hand, in the western part of the Andronovo area, where both Alakul and Fyodorovka sites are represented, 
archaeologists rarely use the term “Andronovo”, since its use makes it impossible to understand what complexes are 
meant, Fyodorovka or Alakul. It is used more often as a kind of figurative expression to refer to processes in the Late 
Bronze Age in general. Therefore, there were even proposals to use several terms for these materials: “Andronovo” in 
Southern Siberia, “Kanay” in Eastern Kazakhstan, “Nura” in Central Kazakhstan and “Fyodorovka” in the Transurals 
(Korochkova & Stefanov, 2001). But the mechanism for describing the process as a whole disappeared, and I, for 
example, use the term “Fyodorovka”, understanding its certain flaw. Unfortunately, even in such a simple question of 
terminology, there is no correct and unambiguous solution today.

4  New Problems and Approaches in the Andronovo Studies
All these studies revealed new paradoxes. On the one hand, Fyodorovka settlements were discovered in Southern Siberia, 
Eastern Kazakhstan and in the south of the forest zone of Western Siberia (Chernikov, 1960; Bobrov & Mikhailov, 1989; 
Stefanov & Korochkova, 2000; Tkacheva & Tkachev, 2008; Kiryushin, Grushin & Leontieva, 2016). Their peculiarity 
was that in them the proportion of vessels with the magnificent specific Andronovo combed decoration was small. 
Ware decorated with simple carved or stamped ornaments dominated there. And a part of the vessels had a cordon, 
which gave hope that this would connect these ceramics with subsequent cordoned ceramics in the steppe and forest-
steppe (Fig. 16). But in most areas where bright Fyodorovka burials were known (Central and Northern Kazakhstan, the 
Transurals), Fyodorovka settlements have not been identified until today, despite intensive works over the past decades. 
In the Transurals, this led to the conclusion that the Fyodorovka stage was absent there, despite the fact that there is a 
series of funerary monuments and the presence of Fyodorovka ceramics in settlements of other cultures. Fyodorovka 
culture even began to be considered as a subculture within the Alakul culture (Korochkova & Stefanov, 2001; Stefanov & 
Korochkova, 2004, p. 64, 2006, p. 125). I criticized this point of view, based on the fact that in order to preserve cultural 
stereotypes, an area is needed where these stereotypes compactly existed (Grigoriev, Petrova, Pleshanov, Gushchina, 
& Vasina, 2018, p. 195). On review this criticism was unjust, since colleagues did not write about Fyodorovka culture in 
general, but about Fyodorovka culture in the Transurals. We see that it was a repeated on a new level the point of view 
of V.S. Stokolos, although it happened completely independently, after many years.

After all of this time, there was no opportunity to determine the place of origins of Fyodorovka culture. There are 
suggestions about its origin in the Tobol area (Zakh, 2014), but they are not substantiated. All other authors agree that 
in the Transurals this culture came from Eastern Kazakhstan. Thus, the sequence of development of Fyodorovka culture 
shown for this region (Tkacheva & Tkachev, 2008, pp. 247–250) merits attention, but does not answer the question of 
origins, since it is not connected with previous complexes. In this culture there are inclusions of pottery from the south 
of Central Asia, a part of the metal forms and metallurgical technologies indicate possible impulses from the Middle 
East. This led to the conclusion about the migration influenced its formation (Grigoriev, 2002, pp. 235–245; Bobrov, 2014, 
p. 276). However, this supposition also does not yet have a sufficient typological justification. In the settlement ware, 
we can distinguish some local Siberian features in the form of horizontal carved herringbone design, but this did not 
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determine the main cultural features. There are small inclusions in which the Poltavka, Abashevo, Catacomb, Petrovka 
and Sintashta features are vaguely guessed (Grigoriev et al., 2018, p. 194). But all this is also a small admixture to the 
already established Fyodorovka stereotypes. Therefore, most likely, some local component took part in the formation of 
the culture, there were some impulses from the west, and some impulse from the south was also possible. But all this 
has not yet been practically studied. Three things are obvious: 1) the problem of the final formation of the Fyodorovka/
Andronovo culture should be solved somewhere in the regions of Eastern Kazakhstan and Western Altai, 2) this culture 
could not be formed only on the local base of Eastern Kazakhstan or Southern Siberia, 3) in the Urals and in the south 
of Western Siberia the bearers of this culture came from the east, where Fyodorovka culture formed. And today this is 
the biggest mystery of Andronovo studies.

In the west of the Andronovo area, we have a number of problems too. As stated above, after the work of G.B. 
Zdanovich, who proposed the new scheme for the linear development of genetically related Andronovo cultures, most 
colleagues accepted it. However, even its opponents, including myself, did not accept it only in that section, which 
deals with the core problem of Andronovo studies, the relation of Alakul and Fyodorovka cultures. The early genetic 
line, “Sintashta – Petrovka – Alakul”, initially did not cause any doubts. The first such doubts were expressed by A.V. 
Matveev, who excavated the Alakul cemeteries of Chistolebyazhye and Khripunovskiy in the north of the forest-steppe 
Tobol region and received very early radiocarbon dates that fell into the Sintashta interval (Matveev, 1998, pp. 359–373). 
Because of this no one took these dates seriously for a long time. However, a subsequent analysis of Alakul materials 
led to a conclusion that they are more comparable with Sintashta than with Petrovka. Therefore, the Alakul culture 
formed on the Sintashta basis, at the end of this culture, simultaneously with the Petrovka culture (Matveev, 1998, pp. 
348–352; Grigoriev, 1999, pp. 145, 146, 2000, pp. 310–313). This was partly compatible with T.M. Potemkina’s opinion on 
the origin of the Alakul culture in the forest-steppe Tobol region, although we, unlike Potemkina, did not see the local 
Early Bronze Age component in this origin. 

Notablly, there was one paradox: in the forest-steppe Transurals, north of the Sintashta area, there are no sites that 
we can date to the Sintashta period, but there are early Alakul sites. An explanation for this paradox was found after 
excavations of the early Alakul settlement of Mochishche in the forest-steppe Transurals (Grigoriev et al., 2018). Alakul 
ceramics reliably lay in the same layers with Petrovka, and Petrovka ceramics there had more Sintashta features, rather 
than features of the Petrovka culture in Northern Kazakhstan. And radiocarbon dates of these layers corresponded to 
the early phase of Sintashta culture. This allowed us to conclude that the Alakul and Petrovka cultures had been formed 
simultaneously (but with some delay) with the Sintashta culture outside the Sintashta area in the steppe Transurals: 
Alakul culture to the north and northeast in the forest-steppe, and Petrovka to the east in the steppe. Moreover, the 
main component in their formation was Sintashta, but in both of these cultures there are numerous inclusions of East 
European Poltavka features (Fig. 18), poorly represented in Sintashta. The paradox is that in the Alakul ceramics of 
Mochishche, located too close to the Sintashta area, these Eastern European features are also not expressed. They are 
present to the east, in the Tobol area (Grigoriev, 2016; Grigoriev et al., 2018, pp. 156–158). It seems that the Sintashta 
people did not include Eastern European groups. Moving through Eastern Europe, they forced out some of these people 
further east. But soon after the formation of Sintashta culture in the steppe Transurals, they begin to actively interact 
with them, and this leads to the formation of Petrovka and early Alakul cultures. In this case, the proposal of N.B. 
Vinogradov to consider Petrovka culture as early Alakul has no ground. These were simultaneously existing cultures. 
It is assumed that at the end of the Sintashta culture existence, the Petrovka people from Kazakhstan moved to its 
territory, and then Alakul stereotypes spread into this kindred cultural environment from the forest-steppe, which led to 
the widespread distribution of the Alakul culture. But Petrovka sites appeared only in the eastern part of the Sintashta 

Figure 16: Cordoned ceramics of Fyodorovka culture (1, 2) and its transformation into Mezhovka forms (3, 4) in the Transurals: 1 – U 
Spasskogo Mosta, 2, 4 – Miasskoe, 3 – Kizilskoe (after Grigoriev, 2000).
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area, on the Tobol tributaries. In the west, on the tributaries of the Ural River, the Sintashta culture transformed into the 
Early Srubnaya culture (Fig. 19) (Grigoriev, 2008). 

Therefore, I think this is a somewhat simplified model. The real situation was much more complicated, and this was 
characteristic of cultural genesis in the Andronovo area in general. After the formation of the Sintashta, Petrovka and 
early Alakul cultures, a colossal network of interaction formed, and the relations between its components in particular 
areas were very different. Sintashta settlements in the eastern part of the area were initially included in interaction with 
Petrovka groups in the east. 

There is another paradox. The Petrovka complex of the settlement of Mochishche is closer to the Petrovka ceramics 
of the settlement of Ustye in the eastern part of the Sintashta area than to the Petrovka ceramics in the forest-steppe 
Tobol area and Northern Kazakhstan (Grigoriev et al., 2018, p. 110). Therefore, we may assume that in this area, the 
transformation of Sintashta ceramics into Petrovka was caused by this interaction earlier than in the western part 
of the area, and we may synchronize the beginning of the Early Alakul tradition north of Sintashta culture with this 
period. But without microchronology, we can only make unverified assumptions. Unfortunately, it will be very difficult 
to understand the specific mechanisms of this interaction, if it is not about speculation, but about specific research 
procedures. It is likely that the next years this problem will be solved on the materials of the Sintashta sites of the eastern 
area, on which later the Petrovka fortified settlements appeared, such as Ustye or Kamenniy Ambar (Vinogradov, 2013; 
Koryakova et al., 2011).

Paleogenetic studies provide some basis for understanding (Mathieson et al. 2015, p. 2, Extended Data, Fig. 2). 
In the Sintashta population, about half of the contribution was made by the Yamnaya descendants, and the rest by 
the descendants of the Anatolian farmers (Fig. 20). But already in the Andronovo population, the proportion of the 
Anatolian component decreases, and the proportion of the Yamnaya-Poltavka component increases. In this sampling, 
“Andronovo people” belong to Alakul complexes. This corresponds to the fact that, primarily, Eastern European 

Figure 17: Map of the distribution of Sintashta (yellow circles) and Alakul (red circles) sites in the Transurals. The border between the steppe 
and forest-steppe is along the Uy River (after Grigoriev, 2008).
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Figure 18: Comparison of Poltavka (1–10) and Alakul (11–15) ceramics: 1 – Shirochenka; 2 – Gvardeitsy II; 3 – Averyanovka I; 4 – Verkhnee 
Pogromnoe I; 5 – Chetyre Brata; 6 – Rovnoe 3; 7 – Chikovsky; 8 – Chelyuskinets; 9 – Maksyutovo; 10 – Khimkombinat; 11–15 – Verkhnyaya 
Alabuga (after Kiyashko, 2002; Mochalov, 2008; Potemkina, 1985). 

Figure 19: Distribution of Petrovka (yellow circles) and Early Srubnaya and Srubnaya-Alakul (red circles) sites in the Southern Transurals. The 
border between the steppe and forest-steppe is along the Uy River (after Grigoriev, 2008).
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groups took part in the formation of the Petrovka and early Alakul cultures, with the undoubted cultural influence 
and demographic contribution of Sintashta. And the subsequent cultural genesis of the Alakul culture was associated 
precisely with them, and not with the inhabitants of the fortified Sintashta settlements in the core area of the culture 
in the steppe Transurals.

However, this also means that if for the Sintashta period we can discuss network interaction, at the end of the 
Sintashta’s existence, the people from the forest-steppe and from Northern Kazakhstan moved to the steppe. And this 
movement must have had some reason. The most obvious is the coming of Fyodorovka people from the east. In the 
Transurals, the main part of Fyodorovka sites is located in the forest-steppe, where before that the early Alakul sites 
were situated. Points on the map in the steppe reflect single finds (Fig. 21). As mentioned above, these Fyodorovka sites 
are represented by cemeteries or an admixture of ceramics in the Alakul and Cherkaskul settlements. 

This problem is closely related to the problems of the Cherkaskul culture. As we have seen, this culture was initially 
considered as synchronous to Fyodorovka and this opinion was preserved in further studies, as was the division of this 
culture into two stages (the third Beryozovoye stage of the Salnikov’s scheme was abandoned), which culminated in 
the identification of two genetically related sequential cultures – Cherkaskul and Mezhovka, moreover, the origins of 
the Cherkaskul culture were seen in the Koptyaki type, which was formed on the basis of the Eneolithic Ayat culture of 
the forest Urals (Kosarev, 1981). Subsequently, this scheme was preserved, but it was suggested that the Koptyaki type, 
Cherkaskul and Fyodorovka cultures were formed on the basis of some “undivided type” combining Cherkaskul and 
Fyodorovka features whose origins remained undescribed (Fig. 22) (Obydennov & Shorin, 1995, pp. 29, 45).

In the Koptyaki type, researchers always noted Alakul features (Khlobystin, 1976). Recent studies of the Shaitanka 
burial ground have revealed bronze objects of the Seima-Turbino type with Koptyaki ceramics. Analysis of this ceramics 
shows that it was formed on the basis of local Early Bronze Age complexes and Alakul ceramics, and this type was 
formed in Sintashta period (Korochkova, Stefanov, & Spiridonov, 2020, pp. 109, 113, 116, 120). This corresponds to 
the hypothesis of the origin of early Alakul culture in this period in the forest-steppe zone of the Urals. Moreover, a 
combination of the Seima-Turbino, Alakul, Petrovka and Sintashta components was found in the Stepnoe VII cemetery 
at the border of the steppe and forest-steppe zones. According to the excavators, one can trace the evolution of these 
complexes (Kupriyanova, 2015, pp. 147, 148), but our analysis of this material shows their simultaneity (Grigoriev et 
al., 2018, p. 141). And all this explains the presence in the subsequent Cherkaskul culture of metalworking traditions 
coming back to the Seima-Turbino tradition (Grigoriev, 2002, p. 252). But we will not discuss here the most interesting 
problems of the Seima-Turbino bronzes, since they are not directly related to the Andronovo problem.

There is one important fact here: in the Urals there are settlements only with Mezhovka ceramics, but Cherkaskul 
ceramics in the settlements are always accompanied by Mezhovka ceramics. In addition, Mezhovka ware is 
typologically quite close to the settlement Fyodorovka ware in the eastern areas. There are ceramic forms that are 
intermediate between Fyodorovka and Cherkaskul. As a result, it was concluded that the Cherkaskul and Mezhovka 
ceramic types coexisted within the framework of the Cherkaskul culture. Gradually, the Cherkaskul type transformed 
and disappeared, and the Mezhovka type existed further within the Mezhovka culture. At the same time, the Cherkaskul 
type formed from the so-called Fyodorovka ware with rich combed decoration, and the Mezhovka type did from the 
settlement Fyodorovka ceramics (Fig. 16) (Matveev, 1998, p. 292, 2007, pp. 19, 23, 25, 30; Grigoriev, 1999, p. 248, 2000, 
pp. 367, 368, 385). The transition from Cherkaskul to Mezhovka culture was very gradual: the number of wares of the 
Cherkaskul type was gradually reduced, the ceramic complex was transformed, and only the Mezhovka type remained 
in the culture (Grigoriev et al., 2018, p. 201). This conclusion seemed rather radical to us, but indeed, it is a replay of the 
V.S. Stokolos’s scheme, which was not accepted by the scientific community.

Figure 20: Genetic composition of the Early Bronze Age and Middle Bronze Age populations of Eurasia (after Mathieson et al., 2015, 
Extended Data, Fig. 2). 
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Judging by the materials of Mochishche, Fyodorovka ceramics in the forest Transurals appeared at the very end of the 
early Alakul village, but then it was present as an admixture in the Cherkaskul layers. And this is a common situation for 
Fyodorovka ceramics, which is usually an admixture of 5–15% in settlements of other cultures. Therefore, the question 
of the Fyodorovka subculture remains open. But this is also connected with the need to understand a nature of the 
Cherkaskul culture. Usually, after the works of M.F. Kosarev (1981), many cultures of the forest zone, located to the north 
of the Andronovo area, are customary named “Andronoid”. These cultures include Cherkaskul, Pakhomovo, Suzgun, 
Elovskaya and others. As a matter of fact, they reflect the process of distribution of some Andronovo stereotypes in this 

Figure 21: Map of the distribution of Fyodorovka sites in the Transurals. The border between the steppe and forest-steppe is along the Uy 
River and along the Ural Mountains (after Grigoriev, 2008).

Figure 22: Scheme of Cherkaskul cultural genesis of M.F. Obydenov and A.F. Shorin (1995).
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zone. The degree of similarity between Cherkaskul ceramics and Fyodorovka ceramics is such that it can be considered 
as a variant of Fyodorovka ceramics. It is very difficult to distinguish the Mezhovka ceramics from the settlement 
Fyodorovka ceramics. However, despite the presence of the cremation ritual in the Cherkaskul culture, it was combined 
with inhumation. Fyodorovka cultural influence in the formation of the Cherkaskul culture was the principal, but all 
researchers agree that it should nevertheless be regarded as a separate culture.

This movement of Fyodorovka groups from the east led to two important consequences. First, a part of the early 
Alakul groups was forced out to the south, and Alakul stereotypes spread in the steppe zone.4 Assimilation of the 
related Petrovka culture took place. Secondly, in many areas the Alakul-Fyodorovka interaction is formed, and some 
Fyodorovka features appear in Alakul ceramics. This makes it possible to talk about the emergence of the Alakul culture 
of the high stage and the formation of the Andronovo cultural-historical commonality. For most regions, the forms of 
this interaction are a serious question, since almost everywhere Fyodorovka materials are present as an admixture. 
Unconditional Fyodorovka territories are Southern Siberia, possibly Eastern Kazakhstan, and partly, at some stage, 
the northern forest-steppe in the Tobol region, where Fyodorovka settlements are known. In some areas, Fyodorovka 
presence is more obvious in settlements, for example, in Central Kazakhstan, in others less. And the forms of this 
interaction, which formed the Andronovo system, remain unclear. There are even no primary hypotheses that would 
allow us to define a rigorous research procedure to study this situation.

It is likely that not all Alakul people of the forest-steppe Transurals migrated south to the steppe. A large number of 
Cherkaskul sites in the forest-steppe and in the south of the forest zone of the Transurals, against the background of a 
limited number of Fyodorovka sites, suggest that it was the former Alakul population that was the demographic base for 

4  Among researchers who believe that Alakul and Fyodorovka were not genetically related, there is another point of view. Alakul origin is 
expected to be later than described here. This origin was associated with Fyodorovka migration from the east, the influence of Fyodorovka 
culture on the Sintashta-Petrovka population, and this led to the formation of the Alakul culture (Bobrov, 2014, p. 276).

Figure 23: Map of the distribution of Cherkaskul (yellow circles) and Mezhovka (red circles) sites in the Southern Transurals. The border 
between the steppe and forest-steppe is along the Uy River and along the Ural Mountains (after Grigoriev, 2008).
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the Cherkaskul culture, but only demographic, since the Fyodorovka influence was decisive in cultural terms. Perhaps, 
the later penetration of the Cherkaskul culture to the south and southeast, to the steppe, to the new “Alakul” territories, 
was partly also connected with this. A series of Cherkaskul sites was identified for these years in the Transural steppe 
(Stefanov, 1996; Obydennov & Shorin, 1995, pp. 36–37; Evdokimov, 1983, p. 44; Potemkina, 1975, p. 38; Grigoriev, 2000, 
p. 359; Logvin & Shevnina, 2013; Malyutina, Zdanovich, & Petrova, 2006) and in Kazakhstan (to the latitude of Astana) 
(Zdanovich S., 1984, pp. 74–76). They are not completely identical to the sites of the forest-steppe and forest zones, but, 
nevertheless, they are Cherkaskul sites.

Thus, the formation and functioning of the system, which is commonly named the Andronovo cultural-historical 
commonality, was a much more complex process.

5  Problems of Sargari Culture
A separate problem is the origins of steppe complexes with cordoned ware of the Final Bronze Age. E.N. Chernykh (1983) 
suggested for Eurasia a Commonality of Cordoned Ware Cultures, which included several cultures from the Danube to 
Altai and the south of Central Asia. The basis for identification of this commonality was the presence of the applied 
cordon in the upper part of the vessels and many common forms of metal objects. These cultures were divided into two 
territorial zones. The western zone includes the cultures of Noua, Coslogeni and Pšeničevo-Babadag, and the eastern 
one – Ivanovskoe (Srubno-Khvalinsk in earlier terminology) in the Volga region, Sargari from the Urals to Eastern 
Kazakhstan, Begazi-Dandibay in Central Kazakhstan, Trushnikovo type in Eastern Kazakhstan, Amirabad culture and 
type Yaz I in the south of Central Asia. The contact cultures between these zones included the Sabatinovka culture 
and the Belozerka culture that replaced the former in Ukraine. At first glance, the isolation of this commonality was 
artificial. The use of this term even for Andronovo cultures raises questions. It is obvious that the cultures on the 
Danube have little in common in terms of origins and interaction with the eastern cultures. Both the Sabatinovka and 
Belozerka cultures of Ukraine were connected, first of all, with them, and not with the Ivanovskoe culture of the Volga 
region, although in this case intensive contacts cannot be denied, which determined their position in this commonality. 
The cultures of the south of Central Asia have a later indirect connection with the cordoned cultures of the steppe, 
which is not related to the topic discussed here. But the Ivanovskoe and Sargari cultures and the Trushnikovo type are 
very culturally similar and were formed as part of a single process. Two things are important to our topic. The isolation 
of this commonality by Chernykh brought the Sargari culture out of the Andronovo commonality. Sometimes one can 
find a description of the Final Bronze Age metal as Andronovo one (Ivanov, 2014, pp. 91, 99). But this is nothing more 
than a tribute to tradition; among experts, such an opportunity is no longer being discussed. But in adjacent territories 
this is the case. For example, in Xinjiang, the presence of sites with the features of steppe cordoned ware cultures is 
considered as the influence of the late Andronovo culture, although everyone correctly understands their chronological 
position (e.g., Mei & Shell, 1999, pp. 572, 573, 578; Mei, 2000, pp. 14, 25, 27, 28, 36, 60). There is one more problem: in 
different territories, these related cultures were preceded by different complexes: in the Volga region – Srubnaya, in the 
Urals and Kazakhstan – late Alakul, in Eastern Kazakhstan – late Fyodorovka. Consequently, their unity was provided 
not by these previous cultures, but by some single process. And it is important that for the Transurals and Kazakhstan 
it is a steppe culture; in the forest-steppe, finds of these ceramics are very rare (Fig. 24).

In Central Kazakhstan, Sargari materials existed simultaneously with Begazi-Dandibay. At the same time, the 
researchers see the situation that we discussed for Fyodorovka and Alakul cultures. There are rich Begazi-Dandibay 
cemeteries here, but in the settlements, Begazi-Dandibay ware is present as a small admixture in the Sargari layers. 
This is understood as the appearance of some elite with southern and eastern relations (Beisenov, Varfolomeev, & 
Kasenalin, 2014). But the Sargari ware had no origins in local ceramic traditions. Its weak ornamentation and forms also 
indicate southern influences (Loman, 2013, p. 257).

Thus, already in the Final Bronze Age, we have no reason to discuss the Andronovo culture. The same happened in 
Southern Siberia, where the Andronovo culture did not exist by that time, and it was replaced by the Karasuk culture, 
which is related to Begazi-Dandibay.

Based on the said above, under Andronovo cultures we can only understand cultures that formed after the 
movement of bearers of the Fyodorovka ceramic tradition to Kazakhstan and the Transurals. Sintashta, Petrovka and 
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even early Alakul are cultures of the pre-Andronovo period. Andronovo includes only the Alakul culture of the high and 
late stages, Fyodorovka, as well as a series of cultures that were formed on the northern periphery of the Andronovo 
area (Cherkaskul, Pakhomovo, etc.). But the latter may be understood rather as Andronoid cultures.

6  Problems of Chronology
As we saw from the above description of the processes, they were very dynamic, multidirectional, a combination of 
various migrations and network interactions. At the same time, old cultural stereotypes could persist on some territory, 
and new ones could arise earlier than anticipated in the previous period, as was the case with the early Alakul and 
Petrovka cultures. This is a very revealing example. If I were asked to express their chronological relationship in three 
words, I would say: “Sintashta – Petrovka – Alakul”, because globally in different territories, and from the point of view 
of cultural genesis, the perception of certain components of the predecessors, this is exactly so. But the reality that we 
discussed above is much more complicated. Under these conditions, we cannot fully rely on local stratigraphy and 
typology. As we have seen, these crazy changes of opposite points of view were caused by the fact that local situations 
were regarded as having a general meaning that could be applied to all Andronovo areas. From the point of view of a 
specific material and local situation, most of these points of view were completely justified. Moreover, I should note 
that the description of these processes and individual concepts given above is extremely simplified by me, I touched on 
the problems of the Transurals only a little more, although even the Transural situation is described almost primitively. 
In other areas, these processes are just as complicated and confusing. But in order to correctly understand them, a very 
detailed chronology of the complexes is needed, and this is a big problem today.

Figure 24: Map of the distribution of Sargari sites in the Southern Transurals. The border between the steppe and forest-steppe is along the 
Uy River (after Grigoriev, 2008).
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In addition to typological and stratigraphic analysis, in practice, the only method for this is radiocarbon. However, 
it has very wide confidence intervals. In the case of using dates with a rather low probability of 68.2%, we get intervals of 
200–300 years. And in a situation of complex dynamic systems, we are not able to study them. With a higher probability 
of 95.4%, we are completely deprived of this opportunity, since the intervals become too wide. Therefore, we are able, 
after a large series of analyzes, to compare the intervals of two different cultures using statistical operations. But here, 
some difficulties await us. The accumulation of dates for this huge territory is quite slow, and usually used dates are 
made in different laboratories, by different methods and in different years. These dates are very often not comparable 
with each other. An example is the work of P. Ashmore in Scotland, which showed that when using 129 dates with 
an error of less than 50 years, their peak occurred in 4000 BC, and when using 45 dates with an error of less than 
10 years, this peak is around 3800 BC (Ashmore, 2004, p. 126). Modern AMS dates give not only narrower, but also 
younger intervals. Therefore, we can only understand the situation when we get a large series of AMS dates for different 
Andronovo areas. The first such attempt was made by Hanks, Epimakhov, & Renfrew (2007). They only used 40 dates, 
so some of the intervals were incorrect. But in general, it was concluded that in the Transurals, Sintashta had an earlier 
chronological position relative to Petrovka, and the dates of Petrovka and Alakul were comparable. The relatively early 
Fyodorovka interval was also identified. Accordingly, doubts were raised about the genetic line Petrovka – Alakul – 
Fyodorovka.

A more complete generalization of the Bronze Age dates of the Urals and Siberia appeared later (Molodin, 
Epimakhov, & Marchenko, 2014). But the total results given in this work are not quite comparable, since for some 
cultures all available dates are used, and for some, only AMS dates, and all others are considered unreliable. Therefore, 
if the entire sampling of Sintashta dates falls within the range of 2200–1650 BC (with the presence of clearly unreliable 
earlier dates), which, in general, corresponds to the Abashevo dates (Chernykh, 2007, p. 86), when using mainly AMS 
dates, we get a more correct interval of 2010–1770 BC (Molodin et al., 2014, p. 140). A small series of dates of Petrovka 
culture (18 dates, of which 5 are AMS dates) fit into an incredibly wide interval 2500–1200 BC. Therefore, its position 
was determined by AMS dates within the range 1880–1750 BC. Thus, these dates correspond to the Sintashta interval, 
but the lower boundary of the interval is younger. But these are the dates of two sites, Ustye and Kulevchi (Molodin et 
al., 2014, p. 142), which are located on the territory of Sintashta culture, where Petrovka stereotypes penetrated later. 
Recently, new AMS dates have been received for Petrovka sites located on the northern periphery of the Sintashta area 
(Stepnoe VII, Troitsk-7), which also fit into the interval of the 19th–18th centuries BC (Krause, Epimakhov, Kupriyanova, 
Novikov, & Stolyarchik, 2019, pp. 61, 62). All this indicates the synchronization of Petrovka culture with most of the 
Sintashta interval, although Petrovka began somewhat later. However, we are talking about the dates from the periphery 
of the Sintashta area. We do not have comparable series from Northern Kazakhstan, where Petrovka stereotypes should 
have appeared earlier.

An even more difficult situation is with the dating of Alakul culture. In general, its dates fit into the interval 2300–
1450 BC, and the early part of this interval is considered unreliable (Molodin et al., 2014, p. 143). The fact is that these 
dates are formed by the analysis of samples of the Chistolebyazhyie and Khripunovskiy cemeteries, without using 
accelerator technology. And most of these dates fall into the 3rd millennium BC (Matveev, 1998, pp. 359–373; Matveev, 
Volkov, & Kostomarova, 2007). The dispersion of these dates, as well as the Alakul dates of the Subotino cemetery in 
the forest-steppe Tobol area, is very large (23rd–16th centuries BC). But in the same interval, the date from the Alakul 
well of the settlement of Korkino near Chelyabinsk falls (2120–1940 BC) (Epimakhov, 2016, pp. 63, 64). The date of the 
Nizhneingalskoe-3 settlement in the Tyumen region also corresponds to the 22nd–21st centuries BC, as well as a series 
of dates from the settlement of Mochishche (Ryabogina, Matveeva, & Orlova, 2001, p. 206; Grigoriev et al., 2018, p. 
165). This was one of the reasons for the partial synchronization of Alakul culture with Sintashta. This position met a 
completely fair objection: the Alakul dates, which are older than the Sintashta interval, do not merit confidence, since 
the Alakul culture formed on the Sintashta basis, and it could not had been formed earlier. In addition, these dates were 
not made using accelerator technology (Krause et al., 2019, p. 61). All this is absolutely true, but only comparable things 
should be compared, and we compared this early Alakul interval with exactly the same Sintashta dates, whose range 
begins from 2200 BC (Chernykh, 2007, p. 86). And we never wrote about an earlier chronological position of Alakul.

If we use the latest AMS dates, we get an even more complicated picture. Two Alakul dates of the cemetery of 
Stepnoe VII (19th–18th centuries BC) correspond to the Petrovka dates of this monument (Krause et al., 2019, p. 61). But 
this also corresponds to the second half of the Sintashta interval. In principle, the materials of this cemetery located in 
the contact zone allow us to talk about the interaction and coexistence of these cultural complexes. 
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Very high-quality dates of the Alakul burials of the Lisakovsk cemetery in the steppes of the Tobol area also 
correspond to the 19th–18th centuries BC (Panyushkina et al., 2008; Usmanova & Panyushkina, 2011, p. 378; Molodin 
et al., 2014, p. 143). The dates of Alakul burials of the Kulevchi VI cemetery fall into the same interval (Epimakhov, 
2016, p. 64). The problem is that the first of these cemeteries is located in the area of ​​Petrovka culture, and the second 
in the east of the Sintashta area. And these dates are fully compatible with the Petrovka interval and a significant 
part of Sintashta one. In Northern Kazakhstan, three dates of the Alakul burials of the Baikara cemetery clearly fit in 
1740–1520 BC (Görsdorf, 2003). That is, in this “Petrovka” territory, Alakul culture appeared later. And this is close to 
the date of the Alakul-Fyodorovka burial in the Lisakovsk cemetery (1719 ± 50 BC) (Usmanova & Panyushkina, 2011, p. 
378). This corresponds to what we wrote above about the distribution of Alakul stereotypes from the forest-steppe to 
the south as a result of pressure of the Fyodorovka tribes from the east. It can be assumed that according to the AMS 
dates this occurred around the middle of the 18th century BC, and this is a bit later, but generally close to the final dates 
of Sintashta. But it is difficult to explain the earlier Alakul dates in this way. In view of the small series of these dates, 
we can assume both erroneous dating and rather complicated interaction networks when people with another ceramic 
culture appeared in border areas. In the latter case, however, we would have individual Alakul materials in various 
Sintashta complexes inside the core area, which is not so. Therefore, it is more likely that even the intervals determined 
by the AMS dates are too wide, and the intervals of different periods partially overlap one another. The real interval of 
Sintashta culture is somewhat shorter, and in the 18th century BC (in radiocarbon chronology) this movement of Alakul 
stereotypes to the south began. But this question is very far from being resolved.

Nevertheless, from all that has been said above, we can conclude about identical intervals of Petrovka and early 
Alakul dates, and about the proximity of this interval to a significant part of the Sintashta interval.

A fundamentally important relation of Alakul and Fyodorovka complexes is also poorly studied by the radiocarbon 
method. In the Transurals, only five Fyodorovka dates give a wide interval of 1980–1510 BC, which does not allow 
us to talk about the sequence of Alakul and Fyodorovka cultures. In the Baraba forest-steppe of Southern Siberia, 
Fyodorovka dates show the interval 1800–1500 BC, in the Minusinsk Basin on the Yenisei – 1900–1500 BC, and in the 
Upper Ob and Altai – 2000–1700 BC (Molodin et al., 2014, pp. 144, 145). The Fyodorovka dates in the north of the forest-
steppe Tobol region are close to the dates in the Southern Transurals and lie in the interval of the 20th–16th centuries 
BC (Zakh, Ryabogina, Ilyushina, Ivanov, & Murzina, 2013, p. 18; Ilyushina, 2015, p. 46). In Xinjiang, at the settlement 
of Adunqiaolu, dates from the 19th century BC were obtained, from which it was concluded that the traditional ideas 
about the spread of the Fyodorovka culture from west to east are not correct (Jia, Betts, Cong, Xiaobing, & Dupuy, 2017). 
In fact, there are also very early dates in the west, and in Russian archeology there have always been ideas about the 
spread of this culture from the east. Unfortunately, radiocarbon analysis is not able to solve this problem yet.

These are very unreliable series from a mixture of dates of different types, these intervals are unreliable and 
possibly extended, but they are in good agreement with each other, and we can draw two reliable conclusions from this: 
1) Fyodorovka culture, in general, is synchronous with Alakul, and we can forget about the genetic continuity of the 
Alakul and Fyodorovka cultures; 2) on this basis it is very difficult to show the earlier position of Fyodorovka culture in 
Eastern Kazakhstan; it is possible that this Fyodorovka migration to the west began shortly after the culture formation.

Dating of the Cherkaskul and Mezhovka sites is built on only 13 old dates, and their age is determined within 
1610–1260 BC. This is a very unreliable series. But it shows a later interval relative to Fyodorovka (Molodin et al., 2014, 
p. 142). But the problem is that this is not an interval of the Cherkaskul culture, it is an interval of the Cherkaskul and 
Mezhovka cultures. Accordingly, the Cherkaskul culture formed somewhat later than the Fyodorovka culture and then 
coexisted with it, as well as with the Alakul culture of the high stage in the steppe. But it is later than the early Alakul 
sites of the Transural forest-steppe, where the Cherkaskul culture formed. Mezhovka culture existed partially during the 
period of the Cordoned Ware cultures of the steppe zone. The latter are very poorly provided with dates. In general, they 
are dated to the 14th–9th centuries BC (Molodin et al., 2014, p. 144). This is a very wide interval. S.Ya. Zdanovich (1984, p. 
93) outlined the division of the Sargari culture into early and late stages, and for the latter, the interval 12th–9th centuries 
BC was obtained at the settlement of Mochishche (Grigoriev et al., 2018, p. 206). 

There is also another problem connected with the latter interval. Despite the assertions that the cultures of the 
Bronze Age in the steppe were the basis for the origins of cultures of the Scytho-Sarmatian world (Kuz’mina, 2007, 
pp. 366–411), this is not confirmed by real material. We see a gap between the dates of the Sargari complexes and the 
Sarmatian ones. But we also do not have typological series that would allow us to show this connection. In Ukraine, 
there is no such gap, but the stereotypes of Scythian culture were clearly born not there, but were brought from Southern 
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Siberia (Murzin, 1990, pp. 16–31). Therefore, the formation of the Scytho-Sarmatian culture in Southern Siberia is more 
likely. It was not even connected with the Sargari complexes of the Final Bronze Age, and moreover, it had no connection 
with the Andronovo World.

Thus, in general, the situation with radiocarbon dating of Eurasian cultures within the Andronovo area is still 
very unconvincing. But it allows us to see the most general processes. Obviously, the Petrovka and early Alakul dates 
coincide with the Sintashta dates, although their intervals begin somewhat later than the beginning of the Sintashta 
culture. Fyodorovka culture, in general, has the same date interval as Alakul. Therefore, the theory of their genetic 
continuity is not confirmed by these dates. Cherkaskul culture formed later than the beginning of Fyodorovka, but it 
partially coexisted with the Fyodorovka and Alakul cultures, which is well confirmed by all other materials. Around the 
beginning of the 14th century BC the Andronovo system ceased to exist and was replaced by Cordoned Ware cultures in 
the steppe and Karasuk culture in southern Siberia.

7  Social Aspects of Cultural Genesis in Eurasia
The problem of cultural genesis in the Eurasian Bronze Age is complicated by the fact that earlier the movement of some 
culture was considered as a reflection of migration. This is often true. There were some kind of interaction networks, 
sometimes quite extensive. For the Andronovo period, these broad networks were caused, primarily, by the fact that tin 
alloys were used at that time, and the sources of tin were mainly in Altai, partly in Central Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. 
This is characteristic of different Eurasian regions (Garner, 2013). And here the problem cannot be limited only to the 
problem of organizing these large-scale tin deliveries. This was accompanied by increased copper trade. Everywhere it 
was necessary to establish the production and exchange of some goods in order to be included in this global network 
(Grigoriev, 2017). This had already created second-order interaction networks.

However, it would be a mistake to limit all these interactions to metal trade. It was probably an important, but not 
the main factor. There is a specificity of the distribution of sites in the Eurasian steppe and forest-steppe, which takes 
place from the beginning of Sintashta culture to the end of the Bronze Age. In a very simplified form, this specificity can 
be formulated as follows: there was some territorial core of a culture where settlements and cemeteries are known, and 
there are areas where this culture is represented only by cemeteries and admixtures of ceramics in settlements of other 
cultures. Moreover, very often in these areas burials of this culture are more magnificent than burials of representatives 
of local culture. A similar situation was first recorded in Sintashta time: there is the core area in the steppes of the 
Southern Transurals, and there are areas where only burials are found (Potapovka monuments in the Volga region, 
Sintashta monuments in the west of the Southern Urals and the Tobol area). This situation was repeated in Andronovo 
period: there are areas where Fyodorovka culture is represented by settlements and burials (Southern Siberia, the 
northern forest-steppe of Western Siberia), and there are areas where we know only cemeteries (for example, the forest-
steppe of the Southern Transurals). In the Final Bronze Age, we have an identical situation with the Begazi-Dandibay 
monuments of Central Kazakhstan. This stable paradox indicates the existence of some other systems of interaction, 
possibly the dominance or control of some territory. Probably, these systems were different in different periods and in 
different areas. Unfortunately, today we do not have reliable tools to study this problem, and we can only speculate on 
this topic.

In addition to similar relatively global processes, there were processes of a more local level associated with marriage 
and other forms of relationships. Therefore, the real process of cultural genesis was the sum of all these factors, with 
their different combinations in individual areas.

8  Conclusion
In this article, I have shown the dramatic history of the Andronovo studies, which survived several mutually exclusive 
schemes of cultural genesis. As mentioned above, the situation here is very simplified. Unfortunately, in modern 
Western literature very often randomly selected fragments of a particular scheme are used. Generally, it is quite normal 
when it is used to local processes. As we have seen, most of these schemes were based on completely objective research 
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situations. However, when discussing global processes, the problems arise. It was these attempts to understand a local 
situation as having a universal significance for the huge region was the reason for the existence of the Andronovo 
problem. Moreover, even within individual territories, for example, the Southern Transurals, these processes were very 
different in individual areas.

Today it is obvious that the formation of the Bronze Age cultures of the area under discussion began with the 
penetration of the bearers of Sintashta culture into the Transurals. The subsequent spread of part of this population to 
the east, north, and northeast led to the formation of Petrovka and early Alakul cultures (Fig. 25). Therefore, the genesis 
of the Alakul culture is quite clear, and some clarifications are possible only in relation to the chronology of this process 
and its mechanisms. It is possible that, in a very weakened form, these impulses reached Upper Irtysh in Eastern 
Kazakhstan, where the Fyodorovka culture was forming. However, its formation was based on completely different 
processes, and this culture was not connected with the Sintashta-Petrovka-Alakul tradition. Now we are not even able 
to find approaches to solving this problem. On the one hand, in the settlement ceramics, we see some features that 
were inherent from the pre-Andronovo ceramic complexes of southern Siberia and Eastern Kazakhstan. We can find 
local origins for contracted inhumations on the side in stone boxes and cists in previous cultures of southern Siberia. 
We can find some features even in Sintashta pottery, but it is not certain that this limited similarity is not accidental. We 
see some analogs to metal in the Middle East. Therefore, in general, we may assume the Fyodorovka cultural genesis 
on the basis of three components: 1) a local component, 2) a component came from the west (Sintashta-Alakul area), 
3) a component came from the south. Notably, all of this has been badly studied. In my opinion, there are three main 
questions, answering which we will find a solution of the problem: 1) where did Fyodorovka burial ware with polished 
surface ornamented with a magnificent decoration with combed stamp come from? 2) where did the ritual of cremation 
come from (previously absent in the Urals and Siberia)? 3) why, against the background of the identical burial ceramics, 
burials in the west are represented by cremation, and in the east by inhumation?

Finally, at the beginning of the Final Bronze Age, some southern impulses lead to the formation of the Begazi-
Dandybay and Sargari cultures, forming a rather stable and very monotonous cultural system for many years. These 
cultures are already beyond the “Andronovo culture” or the “Andronovo cultural-historical commonality”. Within the 
Urals and Kazakhstan these cultures were in no way associated with subsequent cultures of the Early Iron Age. In any 
case, today there are no facts in favor of this. In Southern Siberia, the Karasuk and Lugavskaya cultures have strong 
connections with the subsequent cultures of the Scytho-Siberian World.

Figure 25: Scheme of cultural genesis in the Bronze Age in the Southern Transurals.
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There is a very serious problem of terminology. The term “Andronovo culture” is absolutely inappropriate. But the 
term “Andronovo cultural-historical commonality” also gives nothing to understand the system that formed at this 
time. These terms reflect the presence of some similarities between Fyodorovka culture and the Alakul culture of its 
high stage. But this similarity is manifested only in some features of ceramic decoration, as well as in the existence 
of very rare contact types. The differences between these cultures are too great. Just in the early stages of research, 
due to the extremely limited knowledge, some similarities were striking. Therefore, before the appearance of works 
with a deep justification for this term, it is better to avoid its use. It is very clear that it is absolutely inappropriate 
when discussing not only the Sargari culture, but even the Petrovka and early Alakul cultures. It reflects only the 
interaction of the bearers of two cultures of different origins: Fyodorovka and Alakul culture at its high stage. But 
such interactions are not something unique in archeology, and we are not trying to name it as some kind of cultural-
historical commonality or a single culture. The existence of this terminology is the result of the research tradition 
described in this article. Unfortunately, currently we do not have an optimal solution to this terminological problem. 
Due to this interaction of two components, Alakul and Fyodorovka, Alakul has common Andronovo features, therefore 
the general term “Andronovo” is quite applicable to it. However, we may not use this term only as a designation of the 
Andronovo cultural-historical commonality, consisting of the Alakul and Fyodorovka cultures, since we may not apply 
the term “Fedorovka” to the sites in Southern Siberia and Eastern Kazakhstan, which have identical ceramics with 
the Fyodorovka sites of the Transurals: burials in the Urals are represented exclusively by cremation, and in Southern 
Siberia exclusively by inhumation. Therefore, at this stage, I do not see a way out of this terminological impasse; and 
I think that new attempts to change terminology and multiply entities should not be produced. This will only become 
possible when we clarify the mechanisms of formation of these cultures and the mechanisms of their interaction, which 
caused the emergence of some similar features.

Cultural genesis in the Eurasian steppe and forest-steppe was caused by a series of multidirectional migrations, as 
well as very complex processes of formation of interaction networks of various sizes and types. Studying them is a very 
difficult challenge for future researchers, but an aspect of academia that is quite possible.
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