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The article is devoted to the methodological aspect of the 
basic concept of the new direction in Ukrainian archeology 
(mining archeology) - the concept of “pit”. Some researchers 
regard this term incorrectly and it often leads to delusions. 
Consequently, the ideas as to the real scale of mining works 
carried out in antiquity are misrepresented; accordingly, the 
data as to the amounts of metal obtained after processing are 
distorted. In general, the very nature of metal production ac-
tivity in antiquity seems also distorted. 
The author focuses attention on the fact that until the clarification of 
the issue whether mining operations took place simultaneously or in 
different periods of time, the concepts of “pit” and “pits” in the ter-
ritory of one ore manifestation should be used with restriction. Ana-
lyzing the production activities of the ancient population within the 
territory of the particular ore manifestation the author considers it 
appropriate to discuss the number of mine workings, differentiating 
them by their types. The issue referred to the number of mines oper-
ating in the territory of the particular ore manifestation requires 
further consideration. 
Key words: mining archeology, mine working, Donetsk min-
ing-and-metallurgical center, Kartamysh archeological mi-
crodistrict, metal production, pit, ore manifestation. 

 
 

Large-scale archaeological excavations of ancient 
mining sites in Eastern Ukraine in the first decade of the 
21st century actually laid the foundation for a new direc-
tion in Ukrainian archeology, that is, mining archeology 
[Brovender, Otroshchenko & others, 2007]. 
S.I. Tatarinov was the founder of this trend in Ukraine, 
and he devoted many years of his life to the study of the 
ancient mining-and-metallurgical sites of Donbass [Ta-
tarinov, 1993, 2003, 2006]. Mining archeology as a new 
interdisciplinary knowledge in Ukraine based on the re-
sults of a comprehensive analysis of sources originating 
from the ore territory of Donbass provides the most 
comprehensive information in order to recreate a holis-
tic picture of metal production in the Paleometal era 
[Brovender, Shubin, 2014]. 

The pursuit of a comprehensive study of the an-
cient metal production activity, where each of its pro-
duction cycle is a link in the chain of a complex process 
of obtaining metal, determined the need to combine all 
knowledge about metal production into a unique system 

that could become the theory of the ancient metal. This 
branch of archaeological knowledge, which 
A.D. Pryakhin named as paleometallic studies [Pri-
akhin, 2007, p. 18], was formed and developed by 
E.N. Chernykh. The basic branch of paleometallic stud-
ies as a complex of knowledge about ancient metals is 
mining archeology. The object of its study is mining-
and-metallurgical sites. 

The development of any scientific knowledge is 
impossible without the conceptual apparatus which is 
one of the most important tools of scientific knowledge. 
In the 60s of the XX century E.N. Chernykh guided by 
this methodological setup made an attempt to bring the 
terms concerning the problem of metal production and 
used by the archeologists into a certain system. At the 
same time he tried to define the most frequently used 
concepts [Chernykh, 1967]. Enlargement of the source 
base, as well as the development of issues related to the 
ancient metal production, allowed E.N. Chernykh took 
steps aimed at some regulation of the conceptual appa-
ratus in the 70s [Chernykh, 1976, 1978, 1978a].. In fact, 
the article, published by E.N. Chernykh in 1967 was the 
only comprehensive theoretical study devoted to the 
conceptual apparatus of the ancient metal industry. 
Short comments on particular concepts (hearth, prov-
ince, zone), as well as the characteristics of specific 
types of mining works and their traces (mines, tunnels, 
excavations, holes) were given by E.N. Chernykh in 
several subsequent works [Chernykh, 1976, p. 166-168; 
1978a, p. 262-263; Chernykh, Lebedeva, 2002, p. 25-
30]. Attempts of some researchers to argue metal sci-
ence concepts did not bring anything new, since they 
were based on the methodological approaches previous-
ly applied by E.N. Chernykh. An example of such at-
tempt was the report of V.M. Kurtamasheva [2002] at 
the conference in Barnaul, which was a kind of review 
presentation on the article published by E.N. Chernykh 
in 1967. 

 Some attempts to create a theoretical foundation 
for geoarcheology in terms of definitions for basic con-
cepts which characterize ancient metal production were 
undertaken by a team of Russian researchers under the 
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supervision of V.V. Zaykov [Zaykov, Yuminov et al., 
2011, p. 256-263]. In general, it should be noted that the 
theoretical foundations of mining archeology, as well as 
the principles of paleometallic studies laid by 
E.N. Chernykh in the 60s of the 20th century unfortu-
nately was not further developed, which, to a certain ex-
tent, held back the development of research ideas as to 
the early stages of the metal production activity in the 
Eastern European steppe and forest-steppe. The situa-
tion was overcome only in the 90s of the 20th century 
when the researchers advanced to the microregional 
level of source analysis. The efficiency of such ap-
proach, especially in recent decades, has been clearly 
demonstrated by the experts [Gershkovich, 1995; Brov-
ender, 1997, 2000, Savrasov, 1998; Chernykh, 
Kuzminykh and others, 1999, 2005; Chernykh, 2002, 
2007; Matveeva et al., 2004; Tatarinov, 2006; Sanzha-
rov, 2010]. An example of such approach is the study of 
the sites of Kartamysh archeological microdistrict 
(KAM) of the Donetsk mining-and-metallurgical center 
of the Bronze Age (DMMC) [Brovender, Otroshchenko 
et al., 2010; Brovender, 2012, 2016]. 

One of the basic concepts in the assessment of the 
production activities of the DMMC, like any other min-
ing-and-metallurgical center, where mining is the main 
type of production activity, is the concept of “pit”. An 
incorrect understanding of this term often leads the re-
searchers to misconceptions. Thus, for some archaeolo-
gists, “mine working” and “pit” are synonymous terms. 
In this case, the number of mine workings coincides 
with the number of pits. Such a notion (Tatarinov, 1993, 
2003, 2006) distorts the real scale, as, in fact, the very 
nature of metal production in antiquity. 

In terms of the definitions of contemporary mining 
science, a pit (mine administration) is considered as 
several mines and surface workshops, united by a single 
administrative and economic administration, having a 
common centralized facilities for processing and trans-
porting the minerals [Kiliachkov, 1971, p. 13]. In this 
regard, an ancient pit should be determined as a set of 
mine workings operating at the same time in the territo-
ry of one particular ore manifestation, or even one large-
scale open-pit mine with surface (anthropogenic) miner-
al processing sites, representing a single production 
complex. In other words, a pit is an industrial complex 
of various underground and surface facilities simultane-
ously functioning on one ore manifestation for sinking, 
mining and processing of the ore body. 

Isolation on the territory of an ore manifestation, 
having traces of ancient mine workings, of one or sever-
al pits makes certain difficulties. Thus, three lenses of 
ore are developed in Kartamysh ore manifestation; they 
are located in a echelon manner, separated by barren in-
tervals and extended over a large area. Such a nature of 
ore lenses extension in ancient times led to the mining 
of those ore bodies in three open-pit mines. However, 
the question of functioning of one or several mines in 
the territory of a particular (Kartamysh) ore manifesta-
tion remains open. This question also arises in relation 
to the other ore manifestations of the Bakhmut basin, in 

the territory of which traces of mining activity have 
been revealed. To resolve this issue large-scale studies 
of the entire archaeological microdistrict (Kartamysh-
sky, Klinovy, Mednorudinskiy, Pilipchatinsky) are 
needed. Evidences of simultaneous operations of all 
mine workings and the corresponding infrastructure 
provided by surface production (including anthropogen-
ic) sites as well as settlements of ancient miners, coop-
eratively forming a single residential-production com-
plex, operating within a single population array are 
needed. In this regard, it becomes apparent that the 
number of pits determined by some researchers in abso-
lute terms is relative. The notions of “pit” and “pits” in 
the territory of one ore manifestation are also debatable. 
They are given by researchers before large-scale works 
carried out in the area of the entire archaeological mi-
crodistrict which they are an integral part of. Thus, at 
the initial stage of the study of Kartamysh ore manifes-
tation the nature of the mine workings (open and under-
ground) and the peculiarities of their location due to dis-
turbance of ore lenses fixed on the surface by the land-
scape character were applied as a principle for identify-
ing mines. 

Taking into account the above mentioned, when 
analyzing the production activities of the ancient popu-
lation within a specific ore manifestation, it is more cor-
rectly to speak about the number of mine workings, dif-
ferentiating them by their type, leaving the question 
about the number of pits operating within a specific ore 
manifestation for further consideration. E.N. Chernykh 
describing the scale of industrial activity in Kargalinsky 
mining-and-metallurgical center applied the concept of 
mine working. The concept of a pit in this case was not 
used [Chernykh, Lebedeva, 2002]. The Kazakh re-
searcher of mining-and-metallurgical sites 
A.Kh. Margulan [2001] also used this concept carefully. 
Concerning KAM, in the territory of which large-scale 
excavations have been carried out, there are some rea-
sons to assume the functioning of its sites (the pits of 
Chervone Ozero-I-IV, the anthropogenic section of the 
pit of Chervone Ozero-I, the settlement of Chervone 
Ozero-1, the first chronological horizon of the settle-
ment of Chervone Ozero-3) as a single residential-
production complex, operating within a single popula-
tion array [Brovender, 2012, p. 552]. 
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Бровендер Ю.М. Про використання в археології 
поняття «копальня». 

Стаття присвячена методологічному аспекту ба-
зового поняття нового в української археології напрямку – 
гірничої археології – поняттю «копальня». Некоректне 
розуміння деякими дослідниками цього терміну, часто 
призводить до помилок. У підсумку спотворюються уяв-
лення про реальні масштаби проведених у давнину гірни-
чих робіт, а відповідно, й про об’єм отриманого в резуль-
таті переробки мідних руд, металу. Загалом спотворе-
ним представляється сам характер металовиробничої ді-
яльності у давнину.  

Автор акцентує увагу на тому, що до моменту 
з’ясування питання про одноразовість або різночасність 
експлуатації гірничих виробіток, поняття «копальня» і 
«копальні» на території одного рудопрояву, слід викори-
стовувати з застереженням.  При аналізу виробничої дія-
льності давнього населення в межах конкретного рудоп-
рояву автор вважає за доцільним казати про кількість 
гірничих виробіток, диференціюючи їх за типами, зали-
шаючи на майбутнє вирішення питання про кількість фу-
нкціонуючих на території рудопроявів копалень. 

Ключові слова: гірнича археологія, гірнича виробіт-
ка, Донецький гірничо-металургійний центр, Картамись-
кий археологічний мікрорайон, металовиробництво, копа-
льня, рудопрояв.   

 
Бровендер Ю.М. Об использовании в археологи 

понятия «рудник». 
Статья посвящена методологическому аспекту ба-

зового понятия нового в украинской археологии направле-
ния – горной археологии – понятию «рудник». Некоррект-
ное понимание некоторыми исследователями данного 
термина, зачастую приводит к заблуждениям. В итоге 
искажаются представления о реальных масштабах, прове-
денных в древности горных работ, а, соответственно, и 
объеме полученного в результате переработки медных 
руд, металла. В целом,  искаженным представляется сам 
характер металлопроизводственной деятельности в 
древности. 
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Автор акцентирует внимание на том, что до момента 
выяснения вопроса о единовременности или разновременности 
эксплуатации горных выработок, понятия «рудник» и «рудни-
ки» на территории одного рудопроявления, следует исполь-
зовать с оговоркой. При анализе производственной деятель-
ности древнего населения в пределах конкретного рудо-
проявления автор считает целесообразным говорить о 
количестве горных выработок, дифференцируя их по типам, 
оставляя на будущее решение вопроса о количестве функциони-
ровавших на территории рудопроявления рудников. 

Ключевые слова: горная археология, горная выработка, 
Донецкий горно-металлургический центр, Картамышский ар-

хеологический микрорайон, металлопроизводство, рудник, ру-
допроявление. 
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