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By the present time scientists have developed sev-
eral dozens of concepts which are taking an attempt to 
structure by time periods of the whole historical pro-
cess of human development [1; 2, р. 10–29; and etc.]. 

The Europocentric approach forms the basis of the vast 
majority of the concepts. Apparently, it has become a re-
flection of the objective situation related to the previous 
stage of science development. In the 2nd half of the 20 
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There are several dozens of  concepts, showing 
attempts to divide the historical process or individual 
epochs of human development into periods. However, 
the analysis reveals the imperfection of such systems, 
as well as the lack of a clear and reasonable conceptual 
apparatus. In addition, over the past decade a great 
number of discoveries, including archaeological, have 
been made which brought about significant adjustments 
to the previously established ideas. A considerable 
amount of information that requires high-quality 
design expertise has been collected. The article views 
the problems of compliance and correct application 
of a  number of historical and cultural terms used 
in various humanitarian science fields. The foregoing 
reflections and comparisons are mainly practical. 
They are aimed at clarifying of the meaning, place, 
level, the roles and values of other existing symbols, 
as well as at the demonstration of their adequate usage. 
For maximum coverage of the evolution of mankind, 
a reliable system of structuring history is offered: era — 
epoch — period — time — culture — stage — phase — 
event — moment.

Key words: history, archeology, periodization, antiquity, 
Middle Ages, modern times, era, era, period, time, culture, 
stage, stage, phase, event, moment.

Существует несколько десятков концепций, де-
монстрирующих попытки создания периодизации 
всего исторического процесса или отдельных эпох 
развития человечества. Однако анализ показывает 
несовершенство таких систем, а также отсутствие 
четко выраженного и обоснованного понятийного 
аппарата. Кроме этого, за последние десятилетия 
сделано немало открытий, в том числе археологи-
ческих, которые внесли существенные коррективы 
в ранее сложившиеся представления. Сформировался 
значительный объем информации, требующий каче-
ственного оформления знаний. В статье рассмотрены 
вопросы соответствия и корректности применения 
ряда историко-культурных терминов, используе-
мых в разных гуманитарных науках. Изложенные 
размышления и сделанные сопоставления носят 
больше практический характер. Они направлены 
на выяснение смысловой нагрузки, места, уровня, 
роли и других значений существующих обозначе-
ний, а также на демонстрацию их адекватного ис-
пользования. Для максимального охвата эволюции 
человечества предлагается апробированная система 
структурирования истории с помощью следующих 
понятий: эра — эпоха — период — время — куль-
тура — этап — стадия — фаза — событие — миг.

Ключевые слова: история, археология, периодизация, 
Древность, Средневековье, Новое время, эра, эпоха, пе-
риод, время, культура, этап, стадия, фаза, событие, миг.
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and the beginning of the 21 centuries a lot of discov-
eries, including archaeological, have been made that 
brought about remarkable adjustments to the previously 
established ideas. A significant amount of new informa-
tion which has been collected earlier, requires high-qual-
ity expertise in the study of history of both individual 
regions or countries, as well as on a broader territorial 
level (within the continents and around the whole world). 
In the process the emphasis is laid on the conceptual 
apparatus in use as well as the experience of the con-
ducted research.

This publication sums up the previous work which 
has been accomplished within the designated theme, 
some results of the work are presented in various pub-
lications, and are partially analyzed [2–6]. This arti-
cle addresses the issues of compliance and termino-
logical correctness of the application of a number 
of historical and cultural terms in various fields of hu-
manitarian knowledge. The foregoing reflections and 
comparisons are mainly practical. They are aimed 
at clarifying the meaning, place, level, roles, and other 
values of existing concepts in the structuring of the his-
torical process, as well as at the demonstration of their 
adequate use. The mentioned objective is important 
for the dialogue which takes place between the research-
ers of different science fields, involved in a comprehen-
sive study of Eurasian history.

First we need to resort to a number of basic state
ments that provide the foundation for the appropriate 
analysis and present the results in the planned context. 
The important point is to define the beginning of hu-
man history. In native science, this date is associated 
with the production by the humans of their first tools. 
As the main source of necessary evidence, the oldest 
stone products are considered. It should also be rec-
ognized that the current general archaeological divi-
sion into periods is one of the models of scientific peri-
od division, which is based on comprehensive research 
and materials and reflects the objective natural laws. 
This model was announced by the Roman poet and 
philosopher Lucretius Carus Titus in the 1 age B.C. 
In the 1st half of the 19 century this model was estab-
lished by such Danish scientists as Christian Jurgensen 
Thomsen and Jens Jacob Asmussen Worso, and was 
based on the designation of three eras (stone, bronze and 
iron). “Technological” principle of history division was 
reflected in the works of John. Lubbock, G. de Mortillet 
and other archaeologists who dealt with period divi-
sion from the Paleolithic to the Middle Ages. There 
were also some other solutions. For example, the con-
cept of the four stages of human development was 
proved by a Swedish professor of zoology, the director 
of the museum S. Nilsson. Using the method of ethnogra-
pher-archaeological analogies, on the basis of livelihood 
methods he proposed the following scheme: 1) the time 
of Hunting-Gathering and Fishing economy — “savage”; 

2) the period of nomadic cattle breeding — “nomadism”; 
3) the stage of the development of agriculture; 4) stage 
of the emergency of state, division of labor and making 
coins — “civilization” [7]. However, the implementation 
in practice of the so-called Thomsen Worso scientific re-
search system was spread widely. The authors of the book 
“History and Time. In Search of the Lost” I. Savelyeva 
and A. Poletaev [8, p. 234] believe that the previous-
ly used “ages scheme” can be considered as quite strict 
and specific, that is, it can be used as a tool for division 
of history into periods. It can be implemented for long 
historical periods. However, the attempts to continue 
this division have not been successful. The scheme still 
exists locally and is not integrated properly in the de-
veloped historical structure.

Further improvement of the mentioned basic con-
cept has led to its development and wider imple-
mentation by fractional notation of such periods 
as the Paleolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic, Chalcolithic, 
Early, Developed and Late Bronze as well as Early 
and Late Iron Age. This logical construction misses 
at least, “Developed Iron Age”. We should not also ex-
clude the possibility of picking out the Transition from 
Bronze to Iron, as it is recommended by some research-
ers (eg, M. Kosarev [9]). Marking the historical pro-
cess with certain transitional stages must take place 
at an appropriate level, and in accordance with a par-
ticular situation. For example, Eneolithic (Chalcolithic 
or Copper-Stone Age) has already been recognized as a pe-
riod of transition from the Stone Age to the Bronze Age. 
It is also necessary to consider other signs in the au-
thor’s system of concepts, which determine the multidi-
mensional historical time (see below).

The next concept is connected with choosing 
of a comparative model developed on the basis of an-
other accounting system of the historical development. 
In the 1st half of the 19 century historical science adopted 
rather common but universal scheme based on the pick-
ing out of three epochs: Antiquity, the Middle Ages and 
Modern times [8]. We regularly (consciously or uncon-
sciously) use these terms in our general definitions. 
O. Spengler [10, p. 49] considered this three-part scheme 
to be incredibly scarce and meaningless, but at the same 
time he admitted its “absolute dominion” over the histori-
cal consciousness [8, p. 222]. There have been serious at-
tempts to replace this model, which does not reflect any 
specific characteristics, but is likely to be an abstract ver-
sion of history division. In the 1930s the Marxist literature 
canonized five socio-economic formations scheme (prim-
itive communal — slave — feudal — capitalist — com-
munist). It claimed to be a global and antieuropocentric 
form [8, p. 341]. Each formation was a reflection of a pe-
culiar historical stage and was characterized by a set 
of material and spiritual values, as well as the methods 
for their creating [11]. However, at the present time this 
concept is not commonly used, while the rest of the pre-
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sented models continue to exist. In addition, there are also 
some other models.

Thus, the concept of the historical process from 
the Paleolithic to the present day was presented 
by a well-known Russian scientist I. Dyakonov [12] 
in his book. The concept was based on Marxist princi-
ples and reflected the mechanism of changing of eight 
phases of the upward social development in the history 
of mankind, which are separated from each other:

— The first phase — the primitive;
— The second phase — the primitive communal;
— Third phase — early or communal antiquity;
— The fourth phase — late or imperial antiquity;
— The fifth phase — Middle Ages;
— Sixth phase — stable absolutist post-medieval 

[12, p. 152], recognizing the specificity of the time 
period from the 16 to the 19 century but avoiding 
the term “New Age”);

— The seventh phase — capitalist;
— The eighth phase — post-capitalist.
The criteria of the mentioned above scheme, along 

with the level of technology development and relat-
ed socio-economic relations, is the development 
of social consciousness and the weapon production. 
According to N. Rozov [13, p. 239–242], the concept 
of I. Dyakonov can be criticized for the neglecting 
of “… the essential nature of the interaction in the soci-
ety and emerging at this level specific inter-social struc-
tures”, which are considered by the world-system, civi-
lization and geopolitical approach. Moreover the history 
period division and the society stage classification were 
blended. Taking this into account, as well as develop-
ing and using some ideas of domestic and foreign sci-
entists, N. Rozov [13, p. 267– 302] developed the idea 
of first six phases of the nonlinear development of soci-
eties based on multidimensional assessments, and then 
presented the “core period division of the world his-
tory”, in which the mentioned below eras are divided 
into periods:

— formative and basic period (with pointing out 
the decline stage);

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of primitivism;

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of barbarism;

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of early state;

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of mature state;

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of interacting state;

— Period (dominance of regimes and societies) 
of social Sensitivity.

This layout can be considered as an attempt to over-
come multiple contradictions that exist in the mod-
ern understanding of the concepts of the world history. 

To some extent, it is aimed at the destruction of the ex-
isting system of abstract division of mankind into antiq-
uity, the Middle Ages, modern and contemporary times.

It is clear that all methods of splitting the histo-
ry of mankind into periods are certainly subjective, 
and they reflect the values of each author or a group 
of like-minded scientists [2, p. 26]. It is also clear 
that there is no such a theoretical model which would 
be able to  embrace all the facts of the world histo-
ry [14, p. 56; 15]. Nevertheless such attempts are being 
made at the present time and they are provided by the re-
markable computer capacities. However, in our opin-
ion, it is more important to clarify the place of each fact, 
event, phenomena and product in the system of general-
ized models of different levels in relation to other sim-
ilar indicators.

It should be noted that these basic and widely used 
schemes of three eras (archaeological and historical), 
which were attracted for comparison, have their short-
comings that have been repeatedly observed and dis-
cussed in scientific journals. One of them is their limited 
demonstration of a historical period.

The archaeological model covers the most significant 
cultural and chronological period of human development 
from the very beginning, but ends with the Middle Ages. 
Historical (European) scheme does not take into account 
the most archaic stages, but it covers history since an-
cient times until today. In our opinion, this shortcoming 
of both concepts can be overcome. Firstly, both models 
can be potentially extended, and, secondly, their correct 
combination, which has been previously planned, can po-
tentially solve the problem of the locality. The following 
disadvantages (which will be viewed further) can also 
be eliminated by using the potential of each of the con-
cepts or by their combined application.

The schemes commonly viewed in this article re-
flect the progressive linear development of the humani-
ty, but they are lacking other important aspects. In fact, 
the historical process is extremely diverse. This task of pe-
riod division is not only to specify general trends, but also 
to take into account the manifestations of the individual, 
special, single facts. This problem can be solved by ex-
panding the range of notation. The attempts to accom-
plish this were previously made. The results of this work 
are offered below. Nevertheless it is difficult to consid-
er unevenness of historical development in any scheme. 
However, such possibilities really exist.

In general, both widespread schemes have the theo
retical and practical nature, and their consistent corre-
spondence ensures the construction of a more capacious 
model which can be helpful in the construction of the 
period layout of the entire Eurasian history. So the log-
ic of thought suggests the following optimal steps of pe-
riod divisions of the mentioned above eras. For such 
activity the archeologists have already taken some spe-
cific steps and this scheme is shown above. This exten-
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sion is also used for the next model. Despite the above 
indicated optimism, solving of the problems faces a lot 
of difficulties. We will try to solve some of them, and 
the rest of them will be postponed or only outlined.

To begin with, the scheme of historical epochs 
can be completed. As a result, it would look like this: 
the most ancient, ancient, medieval, new and the newest. 
Each of these periods can be divided into three periods, 
respectively. The three-part structure is the basic core 
of any meaningful period division. This is especially im-
portant on the initial stages of comprehending the suffi-
cient information. In this regard, we should note that a sim-
ilar division has already been mentioned. For instance, 
in the structure division of the Middle Ages there is ear-
ly, developed and late periods. It is expedient to trans-
fer this experience to other time periods, defining them 
the same way. The unusual sounding phrases should not 
be a barrier for this. For example, until recently, many 
archaeological names set the teeth on edge, but now 
they are used not only by scientists but by the schoolchil-
dren as well. If we take this approach as a basis, it is pos-
sible to demonstrate the extended scheme with necessary 
additional periods:

— Early, developed and late periods of the most an-
cient times;

— Early, developed and late periods of the ancient 
era (early, developed and late antiquity);

— Early, developed and late periods of the Middle 
Ages (previously developed and late Middle Ages);

— Early, developed and late period of the new era;
— Early, developed and late period of the modern era.
Such arrangement not only demonstrates the widen-

ing of cultural and chronological opportunities, but also 
provides the beginning of a process of overcoming 
of the shortcomings of the scheme. Marked items can 
be brought into line with the more specific archaeologi-
cal concepts.

For instance the most ancient era corresponds 
with the era of stone. The antiquity is comparable 
to copper-bronze and early iron ages (paleometal era). 
The Middle Ages coincide in both cases as it is reason-
able to admit an important role of archeology in the study 
of modern and contemporary history. The logic of fur-
ther discussion demonstrates correlation on another level:

— The early period of the most ancient times — 
the Paleolithic;

— Developed period in the most ancient era — 
Mesolithic;

— Late period of the most ancient times  — 
the Neolithic;

— The early period of the ancient era (early an
tiquity) — Chalcolithic and Early Bronze;

— Developed period during the ancient era (devel-
oped antiquity) — the developed and late bronze;

— Late period of ancient era (late antiquity) — 
the transition from bronze to iron, and the early Iron Age;

— The early period of the Middle Ages (early Middle 
Ages) — developed Iron Age;

— Developed period of the medieval era (developed 
Middle Ages) — Late Iron Age.

The advanced opportunities provided by the archae-
ological period division are restricted by Late Medieval 
period (Late Middle Ages). The attempts to continue 
the period division on the basis of the original “techno
logical” principle were not (as it has already been men-
tioned) successful. Apparent limitations of the con-
cept should not be an obstacle to scientific research, 
since the archaeological work is being widely fulfilled 
in the study of the history of the late Middle Ages, mod-
ern and contemporary era. Therefore, it makes sense 
for the archaeologists to work within this frame that has 
actually been started with the usage of the term “Early, 
Developed and Late Middle Ages”.

The following steps can determine schematic so-
lution to the problems of non-uniformity of account-
ing, multiline and other difficult issues in the historical 
development. This mission is entrusted by the author 
for the use of the concepts of “time” and “culture”. Their 
archaeological content is comparable from some point 
to the adopted historic approaches, reflecting the dy-
nastic, military-political, economic and other indica-
tors. In such a case a variety of features of these periods 
will be consistently displayed, as well as the uniqueness 
of the local historical and cultural manifestations in dif-
ferent parts of Eurasia.

The role of the concept of “time” in archaeology 
was viewed in a special report, the materials of which 
are partly reflected in a separate publication [4]. They 
can be appropriately reproduced here in scale. The emer-
gence, distribution and implementation of the idea 
of time have been linked to a variety of circumstanc-
es. This process is recorded in ancient mythology, 
which can be a separate research topic. Already in an-
tiquity two concepts or models of time were developed 
[16, p. 5, 161–166]: “According to a static concept, 
the events of the past, present and future exist in real-
ity and in a sense, at the same time and the formation 
and disappearance of material objects — it is an illusion 
that occurs at the moment of awareness of the change. 
According to the dynamic concept, in reality there are 
only events of the present time; events of the past do not 
already exist, and future events also do not exist yet”. 
The problems of the time were studied by the specialists 
of natural and humanitarian science fields. As a result, 
a significant amount of information on the subject 
has been accumulated [8; 17; 18 and etc.]. The two 
above-mentioned concepts were supplied with some 
other [17]. One of them (the substantial) “… views time 
as a special substance, along with space, material and 
so on”, and the other (relational) “…considers time to 
be the relations (or system of relations) between phys-
ical events” [16, p. 5]. The problem of the studying 
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of such phenomenon as time is still relevant. It attracts 
the attention of philosophers, physicists, historians, 
culture experts, mathematicians and other researchers. 
At the present stage a new impetus for the discussion was 
given by a monograph of I. Saveljeva and A. Poletaev 
“History and Time. In Search of the Lost” [8].

Understanding of the term “time” as a reflection 
of a  particular period or age is well established 
in the Russian language [19, p. 107]. As a philosophi-
cal category “time” is regarded as a form of sequential 
change of state or matter. It cannot exist by itself with-
out material change. Time is objective and independent 
of human consciousness; it is one-dimensional, asym-
metric and irreversible. Time as a form of existence 
of matter is composed of a numerous sequences and du-
rations of the existence of specific quality conditions. 
However, this discretion is always relative [20, p. 101]. 
Rather vast concept of “time” is used by historians 
who link it with a specific sequence of events, dura-
tion of recorded facts and processes, with the activi-
ties of certain outstanding individuals or teams, etc. 
In the historical research time appears in two roles: 
as an instrument of analysis and as an independent ob-
ject of study [21, p. 28]. Currently the historical time 
is viewed by an interdisciplinary approach [18].

One can agree with L. Klein [17, p. 12] who says that 
archaeologists dealing with the problems of time, can-
not do without philosophy, which formulates the basic 
concepts, categories and laws1. Indeed, in many philo
sophical writings time occupies an important place. 
The results of these studies are the two images desig-
nated by I. Saveljeva and A. Poletaev [8, p. 73– 96]: 
“The Time-1” (static, homogeneous (quantitative), 
discrete (mathematically continuous) and causal-neu-
tral) and “Time-2” (dynamic, heterogeneous (quali-
tative continuous), dynamic and causally effective. 
The first refers to the physical (Newtonian) time; the sec-
ond is a  reflection of the processes of history. There 
is a fundamental difference between them [18, p. 23]. 
This situation is objective. However, the status quo 
requires the expansion of our understanding of time. 
J. Shchapova  [21,  p.  29–30], for example, propos-
es to consider “The Time-3” (archaeological), which 
“… has incorporated features of both images of the time, 
one of which corresponds to the biological, the other to 
the historical development (and evolution). It is static, 
uniform, apparently independent, as in biological evolu-
tion; it is irreversible and causally effective as in social 
evolution”. The scientists repeatedly spoke of the com-
plexity of historical time and its definitions. The over-
view of the different approaches to the topic is outlined 
by L. Klein [17] in a special article, at the end of which 
this well-known theorist of archaeology makes such 

a conclusion: “We should always remember that, strict-
ly speaking, an archaeological time is not the time, 
but only a static spatial image. This spatial sequence 
becomes time as a result of our mental operations. 
First, it becomes an archaeological time, quite arbi-
trary, far from reality, and only then it becomes historical 
time…”. This conclusion deserves attention in connec-
tion with the problem of integrating of archaeologi-
cal data in historical reconstructions. Regarding this, 
the concept of “time” can be defined as a link between 
historical epochs and periods, on the one hand, and be-
tween the archaeological culture and stages of their 
development, on the other.

L. Klein has repeatedly paid attention to the theme 
of time in archaeology. They worked out a consider-
able amount of information on the topic and they also 
displayed their vision. During another research of the 
problem the scientist made the following observations: 
“Time — is the foundation on which the history and 
prehistory are built, but there is no time in archaeolog-
ical material. This material exists in space, but outside 
of time. On the other hand, the time tends to be reflect-
ed in the spatial structures. Therefore, it is indirectly 
present in archaeological material — as a spatial struc-
ture, in the form of the order of the tracks in it; it is, 
so to speak, is encoded in the material. The reflection 
of time is represented in the material system of signs 
which need to be decoded. By establishing the link be-
tween the archaeological material and history or prehis-
tory, i. e. doing the interpretation, we introduce time into 
the material, based on the structure and sequence of the 
tracks. This is called period division and dating. The in-
troduction of time — it is not only the period division 
and dating but it is also any thought of change, move-
ment or process” [17, p. 11–12]. In addition to the core 
(chronological) content, the considered term is used 
as an external cultural and historical designation.

In view of the above mentioned, the author 
of the work has worked out a cultural and chronologi-
cal concept of ancient and medieval history of the Altai 
territory [2–3]. In the course of this work specific cul-
tural and chronological segments were allocated, which 
were called time with the use of a well known ethnic 
or conditional (according to vivid archaeological sites) 
notation: Argens-mayemir time, Pazyryk time, Scythian-
Sak time, Hunnish-Syanbi-zhuzhansk time (“Hunn-
Sarmatian”), Turkic time, Kyrgyz time, Mongolian time.

“Time” was seen as a tool for learning and as a link 
between the historical data and archaeological sourc-
es. In one of his works a well known Russian archaeo
logist D. Savinov [22, p. 6] pointed out that “the con-
cept of” time “in its ethno-cultural aspect is manifested 
in the materials of specific archaeological sites and cul-

1 Unfortunately, philosophical knowledge is not a priority in the preparation of historians and archaeologists. This is a serious 
gap in education and it has negative effects.
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tures..”». Indeed, each “time” applied by the archae-
ologists is filled with its certain cultural content, has 
its chronological framework extends over some specif-
ic territory and thus performs an important role in the re-
search. The regional history of time may reflect the lo-
cal specific features, without conflict interaction within 
wider designations. For example, the term “Scythian-Sak 
time” is used for the Eurasian space, but the “Pazyryk” 
or “Tagarsk” — are used locally in Southern Siberia, 
but they have a wider understanding than in combina-
tion with the term “culture”, with the name of which 
the notion can be similar, although it is desirable to have 
different terms.

In the modern concept of ancient and medieval peo-
ples of the Altai territory [2, p. 236–237] the names 
of the previously mentioned “times” are used within 
their cultural stages. Such usage of the considered cat-
egory has a practical meaning within the framework 
of generalization of similar and geographically close cul-
tures of Southern Siberia as well as of the adjacent terri-
tories. There is also a problem of study selection, naming 
and the usage of such taxonomic unit as “time” within 
the designated system, or in general as a real manifesta-
tion in the research practice of historians and archaeo
logists. This has been described above.

The concept “archaeological culture” is more or less 
theoretically and practically understandable [23; 24; 
and etc.]. In our view, it is a universal and necessary 
today’s definition, it is also a research tool, and a cer-
tain level model in structuring history. It reflects trac-
es of life of individuals and different societies which left 
their traces in the numerous monuments of the archae-
ology. As a result of the study of archaeological objects, 
the processes of formation and development of human so-
ciety are being reconstructed, their material and spiritual 
component, as well as the conditions of life support and 
other possible general and specific indicators [5, p. 5].

Designated archaeological cultures2 objectively dem-
onstrate the specificity and diversity of the historical pro-
cess, as well as its laws. At the same time they provide 
local manifestation in many ways.

The mechanism of defining steps has been created 
in archaeology in the framework of archaeological cul-
ture, although a number of points remain controversial. 
In this regard, it is worth paying attention to the point 
formulated by M. Gryaznov [25, p. 53] while consider-
ing the experience of the cultural and chronological con-
struction based on archaeological materials, “It is neces
sary to date in the chronological figures of the entire 
period (the stage of culture is meant. — A.T.) as a whole, 
the entire set of sites, but not separate mounds, tombs 
and so on. Only then you move on to a fractional pre-

cise dating of individual monuments”. This statement can 
be applied to all components of period division. In each 
archaeological culture known in the Altai territory from 
antiquity to the Middle Ages there are stages, marked 
by qualitative changes associated with certain events. 
This approach is one of the traditional forms of mod-
ern historical thinking [26]. It demonstrates the relative 
chronology and the various stages of any recorded event 
or process (emerging, formation and flourishing, as well 
as modification, transformation and decay), which is re-
flected by any objective period division. The principle 
of “three parts” was not strictly observed in the period 
division of the Altai cultures [2, 236–237; 3]. This is due 
to the fact that not all mentioned cultures were full of rep-
resentative material. At the same time the historical de-
velopment of the peoples demonstrates the variety of rea-
sons for the changes and forms of existence.

It should be pointed out that the stages also have 
a potential for their internal division. This need is very 
urgent yet, it would be relevant by the point of a massive 
accumulation of evidence. In this situation, the most op-
timal concepts can become “a stage” and / or “a phase”, 
which will ensure the further structuring of the histori-
cal process.

In the detailed division events play a significant 
role.  It  has been proved that the historical process 
is  specific. It flows in the time and space, and it can 
be well demonstrated with the dialectics of quantity 
and quality. The history seems to be “…a combination 
of various relationships, actions, ideas, objects, phe-
nomena which form a link between events in their mul-
tiplicity”. At the same time each event has its proper-
ties in quantity, e.g., time duration and extent in space. 
The term “event” is seen as crucial for the historical pro-
cess which is represented by the movement from one 
event to another. The period division is a form of quan-
titative designation of historic processes, and it may 
be  linear, hierarchical, total, local, general, special, 
etc. [27, p. 5–19]. The presented and tested structuring 
system (epoch — period time — culture-stage) [2– 6; 
28– 30; et al.] objectively reflects the dialectical uni-
ty of the general, special and individual, demonstrat-
ing the principle, which is clear to the archaeologists 
who apply typological method and system analysis 
in their studies. It is aimed at an adequate understand-
ing of the history, but it reflects the different levels 
or approaches. Currently, it can be substantially expand-
ed with the other concepts: era — epoch — period — 
time — culture — stage — phase — event — moment. 
The term “era” has a stable wapplication; it reflects 
part of the history, which is wider than the epoch. 
Moment — is a very short but significant historical 

2 Problems of allocation and recognition of archaeological cultures are not considered here. This is a separate issue. It should 
be discussed, but in this case, it is more important for us to recognize the right of existence of the category of “archaeological 
culture” in the course of archaeological investigations.
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unit (sometimes it is a very remarkable moment, such 
as volley of “Aurora” ship in 1917).

In conclusion, it should be stressed again that any 
model or  design are quite conventional analogues 
of a real process. Their choice is determined by the knowl-
edge and desire of a researcher, as well by the tasks 
of his work [8, p. 358]. In connection with the con-
sidered theme we should mention Karl Jaspers’s point 
of view  [31,  p.  52], which shows an understanding 
of the designated research areas: “The attempt to struc-
ture the history, divide it into several periods always 
leads to a gross oversimplification, however, these sim-
plifications may serve as arrows indicating the essen-
tial points”. As has already been mentioned, there is no 
such a theoretical model that would be able to embrace 
all the facts of history in their wholeness [14, p. 56]. 
Yes, and probably it  should not be done, although 
such attempts are undertaken, even on the global lev-
el. The historian must determine for themselves what as-
pects are of the highest priority in the process of splitting 

specific historical periods into shorter segments, consid-
ering philosophical and scientific requirements to the pe-
riod division [13].

In this article, the author has demonstrated his per-
sonal view of the current state of matters and tried to 
show in the form of a system the obvious issues and op-
portunities to implement the necessary structure division 
of the historical process, which is being reconstructed 
by archaeologists, historians, philosophers, culturolo-
gists and other researchers. The need to present this in-
formation is explained with the practice and the need to 
arrange the knowledge of past reality in a form of a sys-
tem. The issues which are touched upon in the article are 
the topic of a long-time and wide discussion. They have 
a range of solutions, which are offered by native and for-
eign scientists [1; 12; 32 and etc.]. In our view, the clas-
sical concepts” potential has not been exhausted and can 
serve for the further generation of researchers in case 
of the rational usage. The rest of the theoretical structures 
will be tested by the time.

Bibliographical references

1. Время мира: Альманах. Вып. 2: Структуры мира. — 
Новосибирск, 2001 (World Time: Almanac. Vol. 2: Structure 
of the World. — Novosibirsk, 2001).

2. Тишкин А.А. Создание периодизационных и  куль-
турно-хронологических схем: исторический опыт и  со-
временная концепция изучения древних и средневековых 
народов Алтая.  — Барнаул, 2007 (Tishkin A.A. Creation 
of Period Division in Cultural and Chronological Schemes: 
Historical Experience and Modern Concept of the Study of An-
cient and Medieval Peoples of Altai. — Barnaul, 2007).

3. Тишкин А.А. Алтай в эпоху поздней древности, ран-
него и  развитого средневековья (культурно-хронологи-
ческая концепция и  этнокультурная история)  : автореф. 
дис. … д-ра ист. наук. — Барнаул, 2006 (Tishkin A.A. Altai 
in the Late Antiquity, the Early Middle Ages and Developed 
Cultural and Chronological Concept and Ethno-Cultural His-
tory: Cand. Dis…. Doctor. East. Sciences. — Barnaul, 2006).

4. Тишкин А.А. Время как культурно-хронологический 
показатель в  археологических исследованиях  // Время 
и  культура в  археолого-этнографических исследованиях 
древних и  современных обществ Западной Сибири 
и  сопредельных территорий: проблемы интерпретации 
и  реконструкции.  — Томск, 2008 (Tishkin  A.A. While 
the Cultural and Chronological Record in Archeological Re-
search // Time and Culture in Archaeological and Ethnograph-
ic Studies of Ancient and Modern Societies of Western Sibe-
ria  and Adjacent Territories: Problems of Interpretation and 
Reconstruction. — Tomsk, 2008).

5. Тишкин А.А. Предисловие  // Теория и  практика 
археологических исследований. — Барнаул, 2009. — Вып. 5 
(Tishkin A.A. Preface // Theory and Practice of Archaeological 
Research. — Barnaul, 2009. — Vol. 5).

6. Тишкин А.А. Проблемы периодизации истории и воз-
можный подход при  построении культурно-хронологиче-
ских схем в  археологии Евразии  // Евразийское культур-
ное пространство. Актуальные проблемы археологии, этно-
логии, антропологии. — Иркутск, 2010 (Tishkin A.A. Prob-
lems of Periodization of the History and Possible Approach-
es in the Construction of Cultural and Chronological Schemes 
in  the Archeology of Eurasia  // Eurasian Cultural Space. 
Actual Problems of Archaeology, Ethnology, Anthropology. — 
Irkutsk, 2010).

7. Генинг В.Ф., Левченко В.Н. Археология древно-
стей  — период зарождения наук (конец XVII  — 70‑е 
годы XIX  в.). — Киев, 1992 (Gening V.F., Levchenko V.N. 
Archaeology Antiquities  — During the Birth of Sciences 
(end XVII — the 70s of XIX century.). — Kyiv, 1992).

8. Савельева И.М., Полетаев А.В. История и  время. 
В  поисках утраченного.  — М., 1997 (Savelyev I.M., Pole-
taev A.V. History and Time. In Search of the Lost. — Moscow, 
1997).

9. Косарев М.Ф. Эпоха поздней бронзы и  переход-
ное время от бронзового века к железному // Эпоха брон-
зы лесной полосы СССР. — М., 1987 (Kosarev M.F. Late 
Bronze Age and the Time of Transition from the Bronze 
Age to the  Iron  // Bronze Age Forest Belt of the USSR. — 
Moscow, 1987).

10. Шпенглер О. Закат Европы. — Новосибирск, 1993 
(Shpengler O. Decline of Europe. — Novosibirsk, 1993).

11. Гринин Л.Е. Производительные силы и  истори-
ческий процесс.  — М., 2000 (Grinin L.E. The Productive 
Forces and the Historical Process. — Moscow, 2000).

12. Дьяконов И.М. Пути истории: От древнейшего че-
ловека до  наших дней. — М., 1994 (Dyakonov I.M. Path 



The Period Division of Eurasian History: Existing Problems and Possible Solutions

History from Ancient Man to the Present  Day. — Moscow, 
1994).

13. Розов Н.С. На  пути к  обоснованным периодиза
циям всемирной истории // Время мира: Альманах. Вып. 2: 
Структуры мира.  — Новосибирск, 2001 (Rozov N.S. 
On the Way to Sound Periodization of World History // World 
Time: Almanac. Vol. 2: Structure of the World. — Novosibirsk, 
2001).

14. Грин В. Периодизация в  европейской и  миро-
вой истории  // Время мира: Альманах. Вып.  2: Струк-
туры мира.  — Новосибирск, 2001 (Green  V.  Periodiza-
tion in European and World History // World Time: Almanac. 
Vol. 2: Structure of the World. — Novosibirsk, 2001).

15. Грин В. Периодизируя Всемирную историю // Вре-
мя мира: Альманах. Вып. 2: Структуры мира.  — Ново
сибирск, 2001 (Greene V. Dividing World History into Peri-
ods // World Time: Almanac. Vol. 2: Structure of the World. — 
Novosibirsk, 2001).

16. Молчанов Ю.Б. Четыре концепции времени в  фи-
лософии и физике. — М., 1977 (Molchanov Y.B. Four Con-
cept of Time in Philosophy and Physics. — Moscow, 1977).

17. Клейн Л.С. Концепция времени и  археология. 
Структурно-семиотическое исследование  // Структурно-
семиотические исследования в  археологии.  — Донецк, 
2005. — Т. 2 (Klein L.S. Concept of Time and Archaeology. 
Structural and Semiotic Research  // Structural and Semiotic 
Research in Archaeology. — Donetsk, 2005. — V. 2).

18. Капица С.П. Об  ускорении исторического време-
ни // История и математика: Проблемы периодизации исто-
рических макропроцессов. — М., 2006 (Kapitsa S.P. On the 
Acceleration of Historical  // Time History and Mathematics: 
Problems of Periodization of Historical Macro-Processes.  — 
Moscow, 2006).

19. Ожегов С.И. Словарь русского языка. — М., 1990 
(Ozhegov S.I. Russian Dictionary. — Moscow, 1990).

20. Философский энциклопедический словарь. 
2‑е изд. — М., 1989 (Philosophical Encyclopedic Dictionary. 
2nd ed. — Moscow, 1989).

21. Щапова Ю.Л. Археологическая эпоха: хронология, 
периодизация, теория, модель. — М., 2005 (Shchapova Y.L. 
Archaeological Era: Chronology, Periodization, Theory, Mod-
el. — Moscow, 2005).

22. Савинов Д.Г. Народы Южной Сибири в  древне-
тюркскую эпоху.  — Л., 1984 (Savinov D.G. The Peoples 
of South Siberia in the Ancient Era. — Leningrad, 1984).

23. Клейн Л.С. Археологическая типология. — Л., 1991 
(Klein L.S. Archaeological Typology. — Leningrad, 1991).

24. Дегтярев С.И. Археологическая культура как  ре-
презентация локальной структуры // Пространство куль-
туры в  археолого-этнографическом измерении. Запад-
ная Сибирь и  сопредельные территории. — Томск, 2001 
(Degtyarev S.I. Archaeological Culture as a  Representa-
tion of Local Structure  // Space Culture Archaeological and 
Ethnographic Dimension. Western Siberia and Adjacent Terri-
tories. — Tomsk, 2001).

25. Грязнов М.П. Аржан — царский курган раннескиф-
ского времени. — Л., 1980 (Gryaznov M.P. Argens — Royal 
Mound Early Scythian Time. — Leningrad, 1980).

26. Савинов Д.Г. К проблеме выделения позднего эта-
па Окуневской культуры  // Теория и  практика архео-
логических исследований.  — Барнаул, 2005.  — Вып.  1 
(Savinov  D. G.  On the Problem of Isolation of Late Stage 
of Okunevskaya Culture // Theory and Practice of Archaeo
logical Research. — Barnaul, 2005. — Vol. 1).

27. Жигулин В.Д. Периодизация и  исторический ис-
точник // Периодизация всемирной истории.  — Казань, 
1984 (Zhigulin V.D. Periodization and Historical Source  // 
Periodization of World History. — Kazan, 1984).

28. Тишкин А.А., Горбунов В.В. Комплекс памятни-
ков в  долине р. Бийке (Горный Алтай). — Барнаул, 2005 
(Tishkin A.A., Gorbunov V.V. The Complex of Monuments 
in the Valley Bijkе (Gorny Altai). — Barnaul, 2005).

29. Кирюшин Ю.Ф., Кунгуров А.Л., Тишкин А.А. 
Создание периодизации истории Алтая  // Теория и прак-
тика археологических исследований. — Барнаул, 2007. — 
Вып. 3 (Kiryushin Y.F., Kungurov A.L., Tishkin A.A. Creation 
of Period Division of the Altai Territory  // Theory and Prac-
tice of Archaeological Research. — Barnaul, 2007. — Vol. 3).

30. Тишкин А.А., Горбунов В.В., Горбунова Т.Г. Алтай 
в  эпоху средневековья: иллюстрированный исторический 
атлас  : учебное пособие. — Барнаул, 2011 (Tishkin A.A., 
Gorbunov V.V., Gorbunova T.G. Altai in the Middle Ages: 
an Illustrated Historical Atlas: a Tutorial. — Barnaul, 2011).

31. Ясперс К. Смысл и назначение истории. — М., 1991 
(Jaspers K. The Meaning and Purpose of History. — Moscow, 
1991).

32. История и  математика: Проблемы периодизации 
исторических макропроцессов.  — М., 2006 (History and 
Mathematics: Problems of Periodization of Historical Macro-
Processes. — Moscow, 2006).


