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Introduction to the Study of Prehistoric Ethnogenic Processes in Eastern Europe

Part 7 
7.2.     The Slavic peoples


While expanding, some Indo-European peoples moved far ahead in the development of social, intellectual, and political institutions and ideas. On the other hand some Indo-Europeans lagged behind staying near their Urheimat for a long time. Among them were the Slavs which have appeared the historical stage enough late. Such delay was caused only by the location of Slavic Urheimat on northwest suburbs of Indo-European territories and further migration of the Slavs to the Baltic Sea and the Low Vistula. The nearest neighbors of the Slavs in that period were German tribes of ancient Goths and ancestors of nowaday Hollander which areas were south of the Slavs. This could be confirmed by the Gothic-Slavic and Dutch-Slavic lexical correspondences. The Gothic loan-words are numerous and rather well-known in Slavic languages, but some evidences of adjacency of the Dutch and the Slavs could be found too. Such could be these. Slavic word verba “willow” has correspondence only in Dutch among all Germanic languages – werf “willow”. Slavic words zvon ”ringing” and maly “small” well correspond to Dutch zwan “swan” and maal “small”, while similar words of other Germanic languages stay phonetically farther. Occupying the territory around Mazur bogs, on Kashub height and along the coast of the Baltic Sea, far from the centers of civilization, the Slavs carried out patriarchal life as hunters and fishers for a long time. The cattle-breading was undoubtedly known to them, but agriculture, if existed, had very primitive forms. That the Slavs did not know many cultural plants in that period could be confirmed by borrowing names for them from neighbors. For example, none name of cereals has satisfactory etymology on a Slavic basis, to say nothing of vegetables and fruits. Contrariwise, Slavic loan-words in German for the names of fish confirm the thought about the great importance of fishery in Slavic economy. Giving example of such names as Ukelei, Plötze, Peissker, Sandart, Güster, Barsch etc, A. Popov points out that adoption of these word occurred during the process of the Germanization of the Slavs, thou Slavic fishers resisted this process the longestxe "Дністер р."
. There were on the territory occupied by the Slavs many seas and small rivers therefore the population had no problems with nourishment. The sufficient feed inevitably resulted fast increase of population, and in due course the Slavs, looking for new fishing places, were compelled to widen the territory of the settlements westward, southward and southeastward. 

 The most part of experts, among which are J.V.Kukharenko, L.D.Pobol and others, connect with the Slavs the Zarubintsi culture. However scholars have no unity about its origin. One sees its roots in Scythian culture, other does in Milograd culture, others yet consider, that Zarubintsi culture has developed on the basis of several cultures. J.V.Kukharenko, considering a question about the origin of Zarubintsi culture, wrote:


 " The common for all these points of view is the unconditional recognition of the fact, that Zarubintsi culture as such has developed in the basin of the Middle Dnepr on a local basis, and the origin of it, hence, has not been caused by any moving of the population from other places to this territory. In any way it is impossible to conform to it. Zarubintsi culture has not developed and could not develop in the basin of the Middle Dnepr where it does not connect genetically with no one of the cultures of previous time. This culture has developed in the western areas of Polesye and Volhynia as a result of penetration of Venedian tribes from northernwest, from Pomorze. Appearance the appearance of Zarubintsi culture in the Middle Dnepr area was resulted by the resettlements of  Zarubintsi tribes from west xe "Дністер р."
”. 

Such Kuharenko’s sureness is based on the fact that Zarubintsi remains are connected genetically and without chronological break with anterior relics only in Western Polesye and on Volhynia. Contrariwise, such connection is not visible on the other areas of the spreading of Zarubintsi culture. Moreover, Zarubintsi culture arises somehow suddenly on mixed basis in the basin of the Middle Dnepr areaxe "Дністер р."
. Kuharenko marks, that the opinion about the expansion of Zarubintsi culture to the basin of the Middle Dnepr from Polesye and Volhynia has been already expressed earlier. And this process was connected with the beginning of the movement of Slavic tribes from their previous settlements which were defined so:
“In M.I.Artamonova's opinion, Veneds (in the true sense this word) were carriers so called cultures of Face urns, or Pomorie culture, which arose as the special phenomenon on Kashub heights on the basis of ancient Lusatian culturexe "Дністер р."
".

Supporting Artamonov's opinion, Kukharenko believes that expansion of the Pomorian Veneds was "a major factor in formation of Zarubintsy culture on huge spaces to the east from the river Vistulaxe "Дністер р."
”. The opinion about possibility of Slavic sources in the Pomorian culture can be found and in Sedov’s works too. He specifies that, since 550 BC, the Culture of Underklosh (“podlkoshevyi” in Russian) interments was formed in the eastern areas of the Lusatian culture (on the banks of the Vistula) as a result of the moving of the Pomorian culture tribes. This culture may be considered as early actually Slavic and which branch became the Zarubintsi culture laterxe "Дністер р."
. Kuharenko, and, in certain measure, Sedov considered, that the expansion of the Pomorians has resulted the appearance of the Przeworsk culture, but such opinion has no reliable confirmation, and the majority of modern-day scholars consider this culture as Germanic. This should be so, as it arose though under Celtic influence, but on some substratum basisxe "Дністер р."
.  

The relics of the Przeworsk culture on territory of the Ukrainexe "Дністер р."
 are spread only in the basin of the Western Bug and the Upper Dnestr and the main area of this culture corresponds to the territory of the latest settlements of the Germanic tribes. But as to process of forming Zarubintsi cultures here, obviously, we have to agree substantially with Kuharenko when he describes this process as gradual Slavic movement across the Vistula upwards, then across the Western Bug in the Pripyat's basin and further eastward to the Dnepr. This movement began from the area east of the Low Vistula till the Upper Neman where we located Slavic ancestors after they left their Urheimat on both sides of the river Vilia. After occupaying the southern part of the basin of the Upper Dnepr, the Slavs moved northward to the basin of the Desna and to the region of Gomel and Mogilyov widening their Zarubintsi culture in the beginning of the 1st mill ADxe "Дністер р."
.

Slavic movement was stretched for some centuries. The earliest relics of Zarubintsi culture in Western Polesye are dated by the 2nd century BC, and on the banks of the Desna and the Seym they appear only toward the 1st and even to the beginning of the 2nd century ADxe "Дністер р."
.  The linguists and archeologists mark that the widening of Zarubintsi culture eastward and northward had peace character:


 "... Baltic ethnic element in the basin of Upper Dnepr did not recede in large measure northwestward while advancing the East Slavs northward. Perhaps, Slavic movement proceeded as natural gradual penetration with assimilation of Baltic element during various time on several parts of this territoryxe "Дністер р."
".

 "Owning to the force of unknown circumstances, resistance to newcomers here was less strong, than in the Scythian-Sarmatian South and Old Lithuanian North. This has led to strong subsidence on this territory of Zarubintsi’s tribes and to gradual assimilation of local population by them. Already in the 1st century AD Zarubintsi’s tribes settled on the banks of the Sozh where they (as it took place a little earlier on the Dnepr) subsided on sites of ancient settlements of Milograd kulturexe "Дністер р."
”. 
Little by little Zarubintsi’s tribes occupied the territory from the Vistula up to the Upper Psel, the Seym, and the Oka. Here, on known to us already areas, the original unitary language of the population split into several distinct dialects. The map of the whole Slavic territory with areas of separate tribes according to primary Slavic dialects is shown in the Map 12.. The western frontier of Slavic territory has been established on the Vistula according to historical data:

“All ancient authors were agree in opinion that the Vistula is the frontier of Germany and Sarmatian land, and there is no reason to assume, that this their opinion has no real basisxe "Дністер р."
”.

The hypothetical areas of two main tribes of the Elbe Slavs of the Bodrichi and the Lutichi, the Pomorian Slavs and the Lusatian Slavs are shown on the map too. Their location is accepted in view latest Slavic settlements assuming consecutive movement of Slavic tribes westward. Having established the western Slavic frintier on the Vistula, we received some "free" areas, where homelands of the some Slavic tribes could be placed. Thus the homeland of the Lusatians Slavs has been placed in immediate proximity to the homeland of Poles and Czechs, then for the Elbe and Pomorian Slavs practically did not remain any other variants.

The question about the origin of the Macedonian language remains unresolved. If the primary Slavic dialect, from which Macedonian language developed later, ensued from Proto-Slavic simultaneously with other primary Slavic dialects, the Macedonian homeland should be located somewhere in the adjacency to the homelands of Serbs/Croats and Slavic Bulgarians as Macedonian language is most similar to Serbian-Croatian and Bulgarian languages. Then Macedonian homeland had to be in the area between the Upper Desna, the Ugra, and the Zhizdra. In this case, Macedonian language should have many the common words with South-Russian dialect, at least more, than the number of South-Russian-Bulgarian isoglosses, but in reality it is not so. We can assume, that the mentioned area was Bulgarians homeland, and Macedonian homeland was a little south – between the Desna, the Seym, and the Upper Oka that is on area were we located Bulgarian homeland.  However for such assumption Bulgarian language has not enough common words South-Russian dialect. Dissolution of this question can call arouse doubts about accommodations of the Bulgarian language to the graphic model of Slavic languages and in general the validity of the model, but we have other evidences that Bulgarians homeland was in the Upper Oka. Earlier we came to a conclusion that Mordvinian ethnos remained all time on the region adjacent to its Urheimat between the Upper Oka and the Don. If the homeland of Slavic-Bulgarians, really, was on the left side of the Oka, they had to have Mordvinians as east neighbors. In that case specifically Mordvinian-Bulgarian correspondences are to exist. They could be language correspondences, but we have other convincing data. Investigating Slavic and Mordvinian epic songs, Russian scholar Maskaev has revealed common Mordvinian-Bulgarian motives, in particular in the epos about construction some big city. We could assume that this city could be mentioned above Gelonos. Denying the possibility of intermediary of Russian or other peoples (anything similar are not present in Russian and others epic), Maskaev have boldness to declare the following:

“The conclusion arises, that the Mordvinian-Bulgarian community in an epic song is more likely explained by long adjacency of these peoples during ancient timexe "Дністер р."
” 
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Map 12. Settlements of Slavic tribes in the end I mill. BC - in the beginning of  I mill. AD.

Bodr - Bodriches, Bulg - ancestors of modern-day Bulgars, Br - ancestors of Belorussians, Lus - ancestors of the Lusatian Slavs, Lut - Lutiches, NR - ancestors of carriers of the northern Russian dialect, P - ancestors of Poles, Pom – the Pomorian Slavs, SR - ancestors of carriers of the southern Russian dialect, Slv - ancestors of Slovenes, Slvk - ancestors of Slovaks, S/H - ancestors of Serbs and Horvats, В/Т - ancestors of Uliches  and Tivers (?), Ukr - ancestors of Ukrainians, Cz - ancestors Czeches.


 The hypothetical area of ancestors of Uliches  and Tivers is shown on the map, but we have not reliable bases for such assumption for the present, except for the common reason that this area should be populated with some Slavic tribe which descendants were dissolved among other ethnoi (probably among the Romance population of Balkan peninsula).

Connecting Zarubintsi culture with the Slavs, experts subdivide it to some separate local groups. Kuharenko believed, that such groups was three – Polessian group, the group of the Upper Dnepr and the group of the Middle Dneprxe "Дністер р."
. Maximov has divided all area of wide-spreading of Zarubintsi culture into five regions:

1. The area of the Middle Dnepr from the mouth of the Desna up to the mouth of the Tiasmin.


 2. Pripiat’ Polesye (the river Goryn’ and Styr’),


 3. The area of the Upper Dnepr, mainly its right side from the Berezina up to the Pripyat, and also on the river Sozh.


 4. The basin of the Upper Desna – the territory of the Briansk district.


 5. The basin of the Southern Bug - on the banks of the Southern Bug from the mouth of the Desna up to the river Selnitsia and on the river Sobxe "Дністер р."
. 


 We see that local groups of Zarubintsi culture do not correspond to the areas of formation of particular languages, and cover two of them or more, frontiers of local groups go not on the rivers. However the division of a whole culture to separate variants will be always conditional as the speaker of similar Slavic dialects could have very similar material culture. The following observation, however, is interesting:


"We do not know, how early Zarubintsi population called the settlements and cemeteries, but the essence of ancient Greek names (polis - necropolis) is surprisingly precisely shown in Zarubintsi topography - on one cape  settlement - a place for alive, on the following cape - a burial ground, a place for diedxe "Дністер р."
. 
It is possible, that the described tradition in places of distribution of Zarubintsi culture existed since those times when here had the settlements proto-Greecs. However Zarubintsi culture never covered all specified territory of settlements of the Slavs because as show the archeological data, settling of it went for a long time and gradually, and for that time when any groups of the Slavs achieved the basin of the Desna, the western Slavs already could start to cross the Vistula. And though Kuharenko, Pobol and some other experts puts the common chronological range of existence Zarubintsi culture during the period from the 3rd century BC up to the 3rd and even the 5th  century ADxe "Дністер р."
, someone removes for it narrower period - from the end of the 3rd  century BC to the 2nd  century ADxe "Дністер р."
. Thus only one of five possible regions of Zarubintsi culture – of upper Dnepr has remains of all chronological range, but the region of Southern Bug and the region of upper Desna were formed on a boundary of our eraxe "Дністер р."
. It is impossible to ignore as well other facts on which other archeologists bring to a focus:


 "We adhere to the point of view according to which Zarubintsi culture of upper Dnepr in the middle or in end I century AD experiences sharp crisis. At this particular time disappear Zarubintsi burial grounds in Pripiat’ Polesye, on middle and upper Dnepr, there are no also later materials on settlements xe "Дністер р."
".


 Similar sights stated also Kuharenko and Maximov whereas Pobol proved, that Zarubintsi culture has not disappeared here in the first centuries of our era, and proceeded also during later period, in the first half of the 1st mill. ADxe "Дністер р."
. Sedov considered too, that classical Zarubintsi antiquities (the 1st cent. BC – the 1st cent. AD) on the Upper Dnepr were transformed first in late Zarubintsi culture and then Kiev culture (III - by IV century AD) was erisen out of themxe "Дністер р."
. 

 Thus, the question about of duration of existence Zarubintsi culture is inconsistent, and it can be that common Slavic territory drawn on the map existed very short time. During this small period all Slavic dialects could not be formed simultaneously though the model of cognate relations is adhered to this territory precisely. In that case it is necessary to take into account that some language substratum stayed on different areas and this substratum already reflected inversely proportional dependence of quantity of the common features on distances between areas. Thus that fact is important, that Proto-Slavicpopulation has not departed on new places, and has been assimilated by the Slavs, and its language, obviously, rendered significant influence on language of newcommers. Archeological researches of settlements, hillforts and tumulus burial grounds in Vitebsk region show, that these remains in one cases have left the Baltes, in others - the Slavs, in the third - the mixed populationxe "Дністер р."
. Such situation existed almost on all eastern part of common Slavic territory, and in such conditions the common Slavic language, having accepted in each area different features of languages, or dialects native Baltic population, was dismembered on Slavic dialects which have already developed in particular languages later, according to an arrangement of geographical areas. So process of a partition of Slavic languages has been accelerated and consequently it was absolutely unessential that all Slavic peoples within several centuries stably occupied the territory specified on Fig. 5. It is necessary to tell, that before to be divided into the specified dialects, Proto-Slavic unitary language was divided at first in two primary dialects, frontier between which became Dnepr. Enough expressive traces of this division can be revealed in and the lexical and phonetic phenomena of modern Slavic languages, which (phenomena) as a whole dividing pre-Slavdom on western and eastern branches, have no, the truth, precise frontiers. Some lexical differences of the western branch in modern Ukrainian spelling: dbaty, zhebraty, znevazhaty, rolling, kachka, kokhaty, kryha, matsty, ozdoba, prahnuty, prykryj, rada, ropukha, skyba, skronja, slymak, stodola, strokatyj, tryvaty, trymaty, shaty, shkoda, shturkhaty, etc. Mainly these words were borrowed from German and other languages. For eastern branch of Proto-Slavdom are characteristic such words (in Russian spelling): grust’, zhulit’, lukavyj, mel, molnija, pir, sluchaj, smotret’, tjerzat’, udobnyj, uzhinr, etc. There s still a small group of words which originally belonged to one branch Proto-Slavic language, but were presented in one or two languages of the other branch (vada, kulik, lytka, khyba, khata, vorot, korpat’, luch) later. To establish the nature of these words uneasy as even some resulted examples can cause doubt in someone, but making stratigraphy of loan-words in Slavic languages is very uneasily sometimes and for the present does not do without the certain subjectivity. For example, the specified primary division of Slavic peoples can be confirmed by two different forms of some ancient Proto-Slavic words what was already resulted by Smal-Stotskixe "Дністер р."
. For example, west Proto-Slavic*popelъ (Ukr. popil, Pol. popiół, Cz. popel, Slvk. popol, Br. popel) - eastern Proto-Slavic *pepelъ (Rus. pepel, Bulg. pepel, Serb. pepeo); west Proto-Slavicm *sklo (Ukr. sklo, Pol. szkło, Cz., Slvk. sklo, Lus., Br. šklo,) - eastern Proto-Slavic *stьklo (Rus., Bulg. steklo,  Serb. staklo, Slvn. steklo); west Proto-Slavic*pъtakъ (Ukr., Br. ptakh, Pol., ptak, Cz. pták, Slvk. vták) - eastern Proto-Slavic *pъtica (Rus., Bulg., Serb., ptica, Slvn. ptíca), etc. For the first pair such assumption is more authentic, despite of presence Rus. popel, which can be loaned from Ukrainian, but the difference in the form of the second of pair, obviously, has arisen later in the assumption Polish influences on Ukrainian and Belarus languages as is present Old. Cz. stklo. These examples evidence as it is dangerous to draw far-sighted conclusions on the basis of the separate facts while the statistical data are always more reliable.


 The deep analysis of the major phonetic attributes which have proved in Proto-Slavic period, but have not captured all Slavic generality has been carried out by Polish linguist A. Furdalxe "Дністер р."
.  (Furdal Antoni, 1961). He considered that the first dialect partitioning of Proto-Slavic language has taken place after occurrence in it of the following changes:

1.  + ě, i → š | s ← i, ь, ę +
2. sk + ě, i → šč  |  s'c’

3. kv, gv + ě, i → cv, zv

4. tl, dl→ l | kl, gl

According to display of these changes of A. Furdal has made the geographical circuit of Proto-Slavic territory on which he has allocated four areas (See Fiag. 10).
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Fig. 10. The first dialectical splitting of the Slav languages.

The first area A - the large space in the West of Proto-Slavic territory where groups kv, gv and tl, dl were kept and has taken place transformation  and sk in š and šč accordingly. This space, as considered Furdal, unequivocally answer Polish, Czech, Slovak and Lusatian languages. The Polish scientist does not carry to this group the Ukrainian and Belarus languages, though the separate facts of preservation of groups kv, gv and transformations  in š in Ukrainian and Belarus languages are present (for an example Ukr., Br. kvitka, Ukr. dial., Br. šaryj , etc.). Furdal after other scientists of time carries the similar facts on the account of Polish influences though he specifies, that groups kv, gv, presented in dialects of Russian, cannot be explained by the Polish influences. Further, Furdal allocates on the circuit small northern area B which corresponds the Novgorod and Pskov dialects and for which are characteristic transition tl, dl → kl, gl, fragmentary preservation of groups kv, gv, šč and some other features. The obvious explanation to all these facts can be such. Preservation of group kv, gv and tl, dl and transformation  and sk in š and šč have taken place in the western branch of Proto-Slavic languages from which later except for Polish, Czech, Slovak, Lusatian and other West Slavic languages were formed also Ukrainian, Belarus languages and Northern Russian dialects. With a withdrawal of speakers of North-Russian dialect on the north, their language was being developed on the own laws what has led to the development of specified by Furdal phonetic features in modern North-Russian dialect. As groups kv, gv were kept in some dialects South-Russian dialect, but in smaller quantity, than as in the Ukrainian and Belarus languages, becomes obvious  that process of transition primary kv, gv in cv, zv began in the east of Slavic territory under influence of Finno-Ugric languages and further on the West went less intensively. It has led to that in Ukrainian and Belarus languages in the greater degree groups kv, gv were kept though it is impossible to reject assumptions that forms cv, zv in these languages could be widened partly during later period by the influence of Russian.

The made conclusions are confirmed also by two other phonetic areas on A.Furdal's circuit. Big area D in the east of Slavic territory which is characterized by the  transition tl, dl →  l and by the palatalization  of kv, gv in cv, zv, and also by transitions  in  s’ and sk in  s'c ’ correspond to the southern dialect of the Russian language and all South-Slavic languages except for Slovene. The embodiment to this area Ukrainian and Belarus languages, made by Furdal, is groundless as he recognizes that the transition tl, dl → l has no precise frontiers, and its presence in different languages can be explained by simplification in group of consonants. Drop – out of t/d could take place in different places both at various times and everywhere to have the same result on which it is impossible to do the certain conclusions. And, at last, the transitive area C, which is connected by Furdal with Slovene language, once again confirms, that between two primary branches of Proto-Slaviclanguage was not precise phonetic border, and, on the contrary, along Dnepr there was a transitive strip, the phonetic phenomena in which have affected in different forms on modern Ukrainian, the Belarus, Slovene languages and northern dialect of Russian.

Primary division of Slavic peoples into western and eastern branches is confirmed also by ethnography. Among a plenty of the common for all the Slavs of ceremonies, a number of the wedding customs are typical only for Poland, Moravia, Ukraine, Belarus, the North-western part of Russian, e.g. kindling fire at wedding and jumps through it, setting brides on a tub etc. Precisely as in the same territories, ritual enmity between girls and married women is playedxe "Дністер р."
. There are also the customs typical only for the southern Russian and the southern Slavsxe "Дністер р."
. It is necessary also to pay attention that in house-building terminology of the Slavs there is nothing of the common, apart from such general words as "wall", "furnace", "threshold", "door" and "window". But West-Slavic languages including Ukrainian and Belarus have such common terminology. On the one hand, this confirms the specified division of Slavic peoples into two branches, and with another, - denies existence of special East-Slavic language unity for times of the advanced housing construction among the Slavs which can be attributed long before times of the Kiev Russia. This primary division of Slavic peoples is contradicted ostensibly with the lexical peculiarities common only to Ukrainian, Russian and Belarus languages, but it would be strange to think that similar words did not be arisen in the languages of the peoples having joint historical destiny. However this lexical community concerns already to later historical times.

Occupying long time peripheral areas of the general Indo-European territory, the Slavs almost not being exposed to cultural influences of more civilized world, which as a whole was much southern of their settlements. Such point of view was been adhered by scholars who seriously studied Slavic culture using historical, archaeological, ethnographic, and linguistic sources, e.g. Lubor Niederle. This Czech Slavist has come to the conclusion, that “ the Slavic culture never achieved a level of next ones, could not be made even with them on the riches and was always poorer than eastern cultures, and also  Roman, Byzantian and even German culturesxe "Дністер р."
.” To a question on backwardness of Slavic material culture we shall come back a little bit later, now we still shall specify, that the spiritual culture of the ancient Slavs accordingly stood at very low level that proves to be true customs to kill children and old men, the rests of phallic cult, promiscuity, polygamy, polyandry. Vestiges of such customs were for a long time kept in Russia, Ukraine and on the Balkansxe "Дністер р."
. In obedience to some historical evidences, cannibalism was been met not seldom among the Ancient Slavs though Niederle denies thisxe "Дністер р."
. A low cultural level of the ancient Slavs is reflected not only by finds of artifacts or by customs, but also lexical structure of their language. For an example, there were no words for the expression of gratitude and the concept of a duty in the Proto-Slavic language. Only when the Slavs moved in the basin of middle Dnepr, their western, right-side branch borrows these words from the Germen. The Ukrainian words diakuvaty “to thank” and musyty “to must”, similar to which are present in the all West Slavic, and Belarus languages, have Germanic origin. Eastern, left-side branch of the Slavs has no common words of similar sense. They appear in the South-Slavic and in the Russian languages much later, already during historical times after spreading the Slavs of this branch on wide spaces. That words djakuvaty and musyty have the Germanic origin agree, probably, confirm all scholars. Brückner, e.g. speaking about a Germanic origin of Pol. musić, writes: “Anarchical Slavs no have no own word for duty, they borrowed it (e.g. Old. Cz. dyrbjeti from Germ. dürfen)”xe "Дністер р."
. However it is considered, that these loan-words arose towards the 14th century, and the Ukrainian and Belarus words loaned from Polish dziękować and musić. However Ukr. diakuvaty and a Pol. dziękować obviously differ phonetically that could not be if it was loan of late time. Such loan-words keep mainly the Polish phonetics. But not this is a main thing. Ukr. djakuvaty is an ideal example of well researched by scholars historical development of Slavic vocalism. Considering laws of this development, it is possible to be convinced easily, that Ukr. djakuvaty occurs from Old Germ. *þanka. Diphtong connection -an in the borrowed German word, according to the law of an open syllable which is based on a principle of growing sonority, has turned in Proto-Slavic language in nasal vowel transferred in the Old Slavic letter by the letter “jus small” later, and in Polish where it exists till now, by the letter ę. Old Germanic þ was reflected in Slavic languages as palataled d’ (in German, by the way, - in d, and in English - in θ). Accordingly we have now such Polish form dziękować, and similar Old Ukrainian word had the form *d'ękowatь. It is known, that nasal vowels have disappeared in the Ukrainian language, as well as in many other Slavic languages, and “the jus small” has coincided with ja, and there was a form djakuvaty. 

Brückner explained Pol. dziękować as derivative from Cz. dik, dieka. Loan, on his opinion, has taken place in XIV item. To explain Polish nasal ę, Brückner supposes existence for that time nasal vowels in the Czech languagexe "Дністер р."
. However any proofs about existence nasals in the Czech language of that time are not present, and in East-Slavic languages they have disappeared, e.g. in the middle of the 10th  centuryxe "Дністер р."
.  Processes which passed in Slavic vocalism under influence of the tendency of growing sonority, have ended during disintegration Proto-Slavic language unityxe "Дністер р."
. Thus, loan Ukr. djakuvaty and other similar west Slavic words has taken place approximately in those days when the Slavs have lodged on the former grounds of Germen. Obviously, it was substrat loan from the Baltes which lived on these grounds up to the Slavs and have adopted the German word. The establishment of the time of borrowing word musyty is impossible for the present, as it has no specific phonetic features, but by analogy it is possible to assume, that loan has taken place at the same time. The origin of Ukr. words bešket, bešketnyk is interesting too for analogues to them are not present in any of Slavic languages. The more so that, they are been presented mainly in the east Ukraine. However, before look to the origin of the word bešket we recollect, that typical for the western branch of Slavic languages the word škoda, borrowed from Germ *skaþуn which correspondence in modern German is Schaden. This borrowing has taken place till the time when Old Germ. sk began to be spelled in German as š.  Ukr. skyba (Germanic *skábó(n), German Scheibe) has been borrowed at that time too, as against Ukr. words šyba, šybka of the same Germanic root have been borrowed through Polish from German in later times, after transition sk in š. Transition sk in š in German language has taken place in the 5th – 6th centuries ADxe "Дністер р."
, though in a written language s was kept in this group of consonants up to now. Thus, in ancient loans from the German languages, Ukrainian šk/sk corresponds sch of modern-day German. Let us return now to a word bešket. Alexander Potebnja believed, that this word is borrowed from Germ. Beschiss “cunning, lie”. Max Vasmer, having doubts to this, believed the word was borrowed from Middle Upper German where beschitten "to deceive" is presentxe "Дністер р."
.  Return transition š in sk at loan in the Ukrainian language is poorly probable, besides values of German and Ukrainian words remote enough. Most likely Ukr. bešket is verbal formation from bešketuvaty to which it is good phonetically and on value coincidences Germ. beschädigen "to damage, spoil" and, thus, there is from the same German root, as a word škoda.   

Except for substratum influences on Preslavic language, language influences of the population of the next not Slavic areas took place also. Now we know that steppes of The Right-side Ukraine by the moment of arrival of the Slavs were being occupied by Bulgars. Kimmerian-Kurds stayed in the adjacency with them certain time too. Language influences of descendants of Scythians and Kimmerians can be seen in not explained ancient loans in west Slavic languages. For the first time Czech researcher J.Peisker has paid attention to language connections between the Slavs and Turkis and has created the original theory of Slavic-Turkic relation which has been stated in the work “Die ältesten Beziehungen der Slawen zu Turkotataren und Germanen”xe "Дністер р."
. His sights have been criticized, in particular by L.Niederle as was considered, that Slavic-Turkic contacts could not be, if the question was about any “Turanian approachment”. Now we know that contacts of the western Slavs with Turkic Scythians have real basis and explanation. Certainly, Turkic language influences on the Slavs cover very wide period and it is difficult to separate old and latest loan-words  which are widely present both in South-Slavic, and in East-Slavic languages. But the presence of Turkic words in West Slavic languages is very indicative. To tell the truth, Turkisms could infiltate into Polish language through Ukrainian, and in Slovak and Czech  through Hungarian. For example, Slvk. čakan "mattock" of obviously Turkic origin (Chagat. čakan "fighting axe"), but there is Hung. csakany, therefore this word cannot be taken in attention. The same is possible to tell about Slvk., Cz. salaš, Rus. šalaš "hut" to which there are correspondences both in Turkic, and in Hungarian languages. Such words much, however, there are in etymological Machek’s dictionary examples of Turkisms which ways of infiltratio to Czech and Slovak languages remain enigmaticalxe "Дністер р."
. 

Let's consider some from them, paying the greater attention to the Chuvash words. Very interesting is, e.g. Slvk., Cz. koberec, Pol. kobierzec "carpet". This word reminds Rus. kover “carpet”, but it is well visible, that west Slavic words are borrowed not from Russian. Vasmer believes, that a source of loan of Russian word can be Old. Chuv. *kavêr ← *kabir xe "Дністер р."
. It is possible, that Slovak and Czech words have been borrowed even earlier from Bulgarian but it is impossible to tell about Polish word confidently. Other version is possible too. Restored by Vasmer Old Chuvashian form very well coincides with Eng. cover. Hence, the Slovak word can be also an Old English substratum. Lonely among Slavic languages Slvk. sanka "the bottom jaw" can be Bulgarian origin as there is Chuv. sanka "a frontal bone". In a basis of this form lays Old. Turk.  čana "sledge", "jaw", but ending -k is present only in Chuvash and Slovak languages. Slovak loša "horse", Ukr. loša “foal” are considered as borrowed from Turkic languages where there is alaša "horse" (Turkm., Tat.), but the falling initial a is not clear there. At loan of these words from Bulgarian (Chuv. laša "horse") disappears necessity of an explanation of this falling. Other name of a horse kobyla to which there is a coincidence only in Latin language (caballus), in Machek’s opinion,  also has a Turkic origin. A source of loan both in Italic, and in Slavic languages can be Old. Bulgarian. As Turkis were engaged in horse breeding long since, Slavic khomut “horse-collar”, as well as Germ. Kummet which origin is not found out till now, too can occur from Bulgarian (compare Chuv. khomyt). Some researchers consider, that Slvk., Cz. kolmaha, Pol. kolimaga, Ukr. kolimaha, Rus. kolymaga (all – “a cart”) are ancient loans from the Mongolian language (Mong. xalimag “high carts - tents”) through Turkic intermediaryxe "Дністер р."
. At such assumption the Mongolian word should pass through the whole chain of Turkic languages. It is improbable, that it has disappeared in all them without any track. Most likely, Slavic kolimaga can be explained on a Turkic basis as “harnessed horse”, having taken into account Chuv. kül  "to harness" and widespread in many Turkic languages jabak “the horse, foal”. The same origin can be also not clear Ukr. kulbaka  "saddle" and similar words in other Slavic languages. As we already know, ancient Turkis had advanced vocabulary from the area of hydraulic engineering constructions and floating means. There is a word gat’ “dam” in many Slavic languages, therefore it is possible, that this word is borrowed from Old Bulgarian, as Chuv.  kat  has the same sense, as the Slavic words have.

The origin of Slvk., Cz. kahan, Ukr. "kahanets" (primitive lamp with handle) is not clear also. This word can be compared with Chuv. kăкan "handle". Slavic words for a designation of the book are usually compared with Hung. könyv, but this word could not be borrowed from this language by virtue of phonetic discrepancy. The Hungarian word can occur, as Vasmer and Machek specify from Old Chuv. *koniv ← *konig. Slavic words can occur also from last form. Czech klobouk, Old Slvk. klobúk, koblúk, Rus. kolpak and other similar Slavic words with meaning "a hat, a cap“ have certainly Turkic origin, but ways and time of their loans are different. Czech and Slovak words can occur from Bulgarian. It is interesting to compare Old. Cz. maňas “dandy, a fool” with Chuv. mănaç "proud". Machek asserts that ancient Slovaks have borrowed the osoh "benefit" from Bulgars, but during what time? Both Vasmer, and Machek, and Brückner consider Slavic “proso” millet of a "dark" origin, probably, even "pre-European". Most likely, this word ought to be connected with Chuv. părça "peas"? Considering Chuv. yasmăkh "lentil", Slavic name of barley (pre-Sl. jačmy) too can have the Chuvash origin, as well as pirey “wheat grass” (Chuv. pări "spelt"). The names of millet and wheat are deduced by Vasmer from Slavic word pkahti “to pound”, what is not convincing. Most likely, an Old Slavic. pьšeno has the same origin, as Chuv. piçen "sow-thistle". Seeds of this plant quite could be used as food up to spreading of cultural grain crops and its borrowed from Bulgars name could be extended by the Slavs on the name of millet or wheat). Slavic names of cottage cheese (Cz., Slvk. tvaroh, etc.) is also considered as of dark origin. Hungarian túró stay far phonetically, therefore this Hungarian word cannot be a source of loan, but Chuv. turăkh (fermented baked milk) meets all requirements. Slvk., Cz. čiperný “alive, mobile” has bee carried by Machek without the further explanations to Southslavic languages. Really, there is a Serb. čeperan 1) “brisk, mobile”, 2) "swagger". But all these words together with Ukr. čepurnyj „beautiful, smartened up ” have Turkic origin, compare Chuv. čiper "good", Tat. čiber "good". There are some more Slovak and Czech words which can also have Turkic origin, but one expresses contradictory opinions concerning them: tabor, taliga, topor, šator, šuvar, šupa. Karl Menges gives three possible variants of a Turkic origin for word kovyl “feather grass”xe "Дністер р."
. All three variants are far phonetically and semantically (compare 1. Old. Uigur. qomy “to be in movement”, 2. Alt. gomyrgaj “a plant with an empty stalk”, 3. Tur. qavla “to shed bark, leaves”). Old Bulgarian language as a source of loan can approach more, for Chuv. khămăl “a stalk, eddish” on the form and on sense is more similar to the word kovyl. The word of this root is revealed for the present only in one another Turkic language (Tat. kamly). It is significant that Menges, Uhlenbek, Brugmann, Lehmann, Berneker supposed an opportunity of comparison this "dark" word with Gr. , Lat. caulis "stalk" and with in other Indoeuropean words (Ib, 107). If we recollect, that ancient Bulgars lived near to ancient Italiks, Greeks and Germen for long time, old Bulgarian protoform can be restored as *kavul which has been reflected in Old Russian as kavyl during prehistoric times. And other Ukrainian name of a feather grass tyrsa too has Bulgarish origin. The similar word of the same value is present in the Chuvash language. If to look through Vasmer’s Etymological dictionary of Russian one can find out plenty of Russian and Ukrainian words for which experts with a different degree of confidence find coincidence in the Chuvash language and do not exclude an opportunity of their loan from this language. Actually these loans are not from modern Chuvash language, but from ancient Bulgarian. For example, Ukr./Rus. braga “home-made beer”, vataga” “band, group”, pirog “pie”, khmel “hop”, etc. can have Bulgarish originxe "Дністер р."
.  Vasmer connects Chuvash word peraga "pulp" (earlier „half-beer, liquid beer”) with Old Turkic names of weak alcoholic drinks boz/buz. It is possible, that technology of their manufacturing borrowed not only the Old Slavs, but also Old Germen from Turkis together with name. Widespread names of hop in the Germanic and Slavic languages can be well deduced from Chuv. khămla "hop", but experts hesitate to accept the assumption of loan from Chuvash only from geographical reasons, not assuming, that ancestors of Chuvashs lived in immediate proximity from Germen and the Slavs. Probably not clear Germanic name of beer can be deduced from Chuv. peraga too. One can pay attention also to the “dark” Ukrainian word korčma which has coincidences in all modern Slavic languages and which has no satisfactory ethymology. If to take into account Old Slav. krъčьma “a strong drink”xe "Дністер р."
.   (Melnichuk O.S., 1989) this word also can occur from Bulgarian (Chuv. kărčama "home-made beer").

There is a word sigat’ "to jump" of obscure origin in Russian. Räsänen supposed the possibility of its borrowing from Chuv. sik "to jump", but Vasmer objected to it, referring Belarus sihac’. However this word was present as well in Mazovian dialect of Polish languagexe "Дністер р."
 and widespread in the of the Ukraine dial. sihaty  unessentially can be borrowed from Russian. Hence, and this word can be borrowed at ancient Bulgars. Vasmer brings together dialect Rus., Ukr., puga/puha "whip" with a word pugat’ “to frighten”, which originally had the form pužat’. In such case the word can be borrowed from Old Bulgarian (Chuv. puša "whip"). Such assumption is especially proved, that in Ukrainian there is a word pužalno - handle a whip.
Convinsing evidence for ancient Slavic-Bulgarian contacts is phonetic and semantic coincidences of lonely among Turkic languages Chuv. salat "to scatter, throw about" with Slvk. sálat’ "to radiate, flare" and Cz. sálat "to flare". Machek submits these words with ancient value házeti, metati "to throw". We shall try to count up probability of such coincidences for this concrete case. For this purpose we need to know the certain laws of word-formation in the Chuvash language. 2100 Chuvash words have been taken for the analysis of such laws. From them approximately 210 words begin with the letter s, i.e. the probability of that any Chuvash word will begin from the letter s is equaled 210 : 2100 = 1/10. Having analysed all words with initial s it is possible to find probability of that the second letter of a word with initial s will be the letter a. This probability is equaled 1/6. As it is possible to find probability of that the third letter will be l, and the fourth again a. Accordingly these probabilities are equaled 1/12 and 1/8. Having analysed all words of type kalax, salax, palax, valax where the second a is any vowel, and х is any consonant, it is possible to find probability of that the similar word will end on t. This probability too is equaled 1/10. Having multiplied all these values of separate probabilities, we can find out approximate value of probability of appearing the word salat in Chuvash l: 1/10x1/6x1/12x1/8x1/10 = 1/57600. Now it is necessary to count up probability of that the word salat will have meaning close to sence "throw". 2100 Chuvash words available in our list can be shared into groups of words which can answer certain general semantic units. Such division is subjective as the borders between semantic fields are always very dim in the certain measure. However, probably, nobody will object to that division of all of 2100 words into 100 conditional semantic units is sufficient that the semantic field of each of these units in extremely small degree could block other semantic field. Then the probability of that the Chuvash word salat can make sense, close to value "to throw, scatter, quickly to move, or to take off outside, etc.” will be equaled, at least it is no more 1/100. Accordingly, the probability of that in the Chuvash language will arise a word phonetically and on value similar on Slvk. sálat ’ and Cz. sálat ‘to throw” will be equaled 1/5760000. If we have some similar "coincidences", the probability of their casual occurrence in different languages can be determined by unity with several tens zeroes after a point in the denominator. Practically it means that at good phonetic and semantic coincidences of two words of unrelated languages with five and more phonemes, one of them is borrowed by any way provided that both words have no onomatopoetic character that does probable occurrence of similar words independently in different languages. For example, the widespread Slavic word duda, dudka “a pipe” is well coincided with Chagat. and Turc. düdük "a pipe". Miklosich and Berneker counted this Slavic word borrowed of Turkic, but Vasmer and Brückner accord of these onomatopoetic words counts "mere chance"xe "Дністер р."
. Clearly, that doubts concerning loan of a Slavic word from Turkic languages have the basis here, therefore Slav. duda cannot be included in set of doubtless loans.
Now we shall consider probable Iranian influences on Slavic languages. As Scythians were considered as Iranian speakers one always supposed, that traces of the Iranian influences on Slavic languages are rather strong. Thus sometimes all dark cases of Slavic etymology concerned to imaginary Iranian influences. An example of such preconceived approach can be Trubachev’s researches. As the majority of the Iranian loan-words enclose not all Slavic community, Moscow scholar in one of his anterior work tried to adhere the words of Iranian origin in Slavic languages to one of their three groups – West-Slavic, East-Slavic and South-Slavic. However, at once it became visible, that the majority loan-words are not peculiar only to one of groups. Artificial division of Slavic languages into three specified groups badly coordinates with the adjacency of peculiar Slavic tribes with Iranian.
 We know that neighbors of the western branch of Slavic peoples could be Proto-Kurds, eastern branch of Slavic peoples never adjoined Iranians, but has occupied former Iranian areas, i.e. which have been populated by Iranian earlier. Substratum phenomena will be considered later, here we shall stop on probable Iranian loans in West Slavic languages. Trubachev deduces Pol. baczyć, Slvk. bačiti se, Ukr. bačyty “to see” from imaginary Scythian-Sarmatian (?) * abiáxša (East-Ir. abi-áxšaya "to observe"), Pol. patrzyć, Cz. patřiti, Slvk. patrit’, Horv. (dial.). patriti “to look” from Scythian-Sarmatian *pаtraya (Av. patar - "observer"), Pol. szatrzyć, Cz. šetřiti, Slvk. šetrit’, Slvk. ošatriti, Horv. šatriti from Scythian-Sarmatian *catrayaša (Ir. šatraya "domination"), Pol. dbać, Cz. dbati, Slvk. dbat’, Ukr. dbaty “to care for” from Scythian-Sarmatian *dbaya (Av. - dêbaêš "to be at enmity"), Pol. trwać, Cz. trvati, Slvk. trvat’, Ukr. tryvaty, Sl.-Bulg. traja, Serb./Horv. trajati “ to go on” from Scythian-Sarmatian *tarvaya (Old Ind. trayate "to protect"), Pol. pitwać, Cz. pitvati from Scythian-Sarmatian *paitva (Av. poiwa "to make small"), Pol. żwawy, Ukr. žwawyj “quick” carries to Scythian-Sarmatian *j'uvaya (Afg. zhwand), Pol. raróg, Cz. rarašek, Slvk. raroh, Ukr. Rarih "falcon",  - to Afg. varegan "falcon", Pol. poczwara, Ukr. počvara - to Scythian-Sarmatian *pacvara (Ir. pacvara), Pol., Cz., Slvk. pan, Ukr. pan “sir” - to Scythian-Sarmatian *gupаna (gypana " the guard of cattle "), Pol., Cz., Slvk., Ukr. kat  “hangman” - to Scythian-Sarmatian *kata (Av. kaya “to repent”)xe "Дністер р."
.  The majority of these ethymologies look out far-fetched, and the author, apparently, in due course has refused from them, as does not refer to them in the latest workxe "Дністер р."
. However Trubachev’s conclusions about the Iranian loans in the Polish language have forced scientists to search for any doubtful explanation to them:
"As to the Polish-Iranian connections  they, obviously, grow out of penetrations of the Iranian population to southern Baltic on a boundary of our era" xe "Дністер р."
.


Nevertheless, attempt to find any traces of the Iranian influences in West Slavic languages has been made, and it was appeared, that Ukrainian and Kurdish languages have a lot of lexical coincidences to which available parallels as well in others Slavic languages are present too. We shall result examples. Etymologically not clear Slav. *čeljadь “servants” can occur from Kurd. çelî 1. "child", 2. "a family, a clan ”. If Eng. child belong to this root too then one can consider its Thraician origin (Alb. çilimi “child”).  The origin of Slav. *rak “cancer” is obscure too. This word can be connected with the Kurd. req 1. "cancer", 2. "rigid, hard". Vasmer deduces Rus., Ukr. višnja “cherry” and other similar Slavic words from Midl.-up.-Ger. wihsel “cherry”, but the Kurd. fişne "cherry" looks more similar phonetically, therefore the culture of this fruit tree together with the name could be borrowed by the Slavs from Proto-Kurds. The same could be said about the name of a sweet cherry (Ukr. čerešnja) (other Kurdish name of a cherry - qeresîe). Though the matter in this case is complicated as similar words are present in Turkish and Greek. Vasmer pays attention to coincidence Ukr. khmara “cloud” with Finnish word hämärä "dark", but does not consider an opportunity of connection between these words “on geographical reasons”. Meanwhile, there is a word xumari "darkness" in Kurdish language which Kurds could borrow at the neighbours Veps on their homeland (Veps. hämär "twilight"), and Ukrainians borrowed this word from Kurds. One can consider such pairs also: Ukr. haluz’  "branch" - the kurd. helez "brushwood"; Ukr. gedz’  "botfly" - the kurd. gez "to bite"; Ukr. jaskravyj "bright" - the Kurd. aşkere "obvious"; Ukr. tjahar “weight, burden” - Kurd. texar "weight". In many Slavic and in the Baltic languages there is a whole group of words on designations of gravel, rubble, a stone which substantially differ among themselves phonetically, but linguists consider these words to be common though also mysterious origin - Ukr. žvir, Rus. gversta, grestva, Pol. żwir, dziarstwo, Lit. (wi(zdas, Let. zvirgdzi, etc. The Kurd. gevir "boulder" phonetically and on value is very similar to these words, therefore a source of loan can be Kurdish language. Kurd. words givir "strong", givrik "larg", obviously, are of the same root. The Ukrainian word hančirka and Polish hanczurka “cloth” could be loaned out of NUG Handscheure “a cloth for wiping hands” xe "Дністер р."
. But one can consider the opportunity of loaning these words as also Ang. handkechief from Kurdish language where the word ginçiri "rags", the phonetically nearest equivalent to Ukrainian hančirka, is present. Slavic loan in Kurdish can be the Kurd. selef "source" to which does not have coincidence in other Iranian languages. Coinciding Slavic words are those: the Serb., Slvn.  slap "falls", Cz. slap “cataract on the river ”, Slvk. slopat ’ "to whip", Rus. Solpa “cataract on the river Msta”, Solopovka - the name of the river in the Perm region. Proto-Slavic form should be *solpa, hence, Kurdish loan could take place already after development of the phenomenon of fullvoicing, i.e. approximately in the middle of first thousand AD. Etymologically not clear Slav. struk "pod" can occur from the Kurd. strî "prickle", and the Kurd. trîşke "thunder-storm" is somehow connected with Slav. tresk “crackling”.

As words of the Iranian origin are considered also Ukr. khata “hut” (this word has been borrowed in other Slavic languages from Ukrainian) and irij (the southern country where birds fly away in the autumn, warm landes). Concerning the first word it is difficult to say something certain as similar words are available also in the German and Finno-Ugric languages, and an interesting word irij seems to be not of Iranian origin, as Vasmer considersxe "Дністер р."
, but of Bulgarian. There are words ir "morning" and uj "a field, steppe" in Chuvash language. In the Greek language there were words  "spring". Vasmer deduces the initial form of Ukrainian word as *vyroj. Hence, Old Bulg. *eroj could mean "morning (eastern, southern steppe)". When the Slavs still occupied a wood zone they could see how birds fly somewhere on the south, in steppe in the autumn, and spoke then, that they fly in "irij". Ukr. dbaty and other West-Slavic words of this root can be explained by means of Chuvash language: Chuv. tăp "accurate". 

The presence of the Kurds on the Dnepr's right side proves to be true also by lexical parallels between the Kurdish and the German languages. Holthausen in the Etymological dictionary of Old English language results some from them, for example: Old English wic, New-Low-Germ. wike, Eng. witch-elm „ a mountain maple ” - Kurd. viz, but it is only casual finds. Looking purposeful one can find a lot of interesting. For example, Old English scielf «top of a rock, edge», Eng. shelf, Old. Ic. skjolf "eminence" well coincide to Kurd. şilf "edge". They carry Ukr. ščovb "rock" to the German words (Vasmer M., 1967), but Germ. Schilf "reed" is disregarded for some reason. This word too should be attributed here for leaves of reed are similar to an edge of a blade. Holthausen does not find an explanation to the Old English name of the camomile ferðing-wyrt. The Kurdish words pûrt "hair" and wurd "to clean" can suit for its explanation perfect. The flowers of the camomile are used for washing head long since. The common Germanic word west good corresponds to Kurd. weşt "south". Insignificant differences in phonetics and semantics say that the Kurdish word is not borrowed from the Germanic languages at the late times. Some more pairs English-Kurdish correspondences are so: Old Eng. bile "beak" - Kurd. bel "sticking out", Eng. chuck "throw" - the kurd. çek " throw ", Old Eng gamen, Eng. game - Kurd. geme "game", Old Eng. maffa «a film of egg» - Kurd. mef "tent", Old Eng.  reo, reowe «a coverlet, a coat» - Kurd. rav "cloud", etc.

Having taken into account all these facts, we can mean that the assumption about settling by Proto-Kurds Dnepr's Right side to the south of the Germen (and later the Slavs) is completely proved, though requires further confirmations about the time and more exact places of settlements of any tribe of Proto-Kurds on the territory of the modern-day Ukraine. It is necessary to mean, that the Slavic tribes did not go down below the river Tjasmin at the time of the Zarubintsi culture. But the first Zarubintsi remains even on the Tjasmin and some north have been replaced quickly toward the ending of the 1st c AD by remains of Chernjakhov culture which had, according to Kuharenko, other ethnic origin than the Zarubintsi peoplexe "Дністер р."
. V. Sedov considered this culture, dispersed on the wide space of Pontic parts from the Low Danube up to the Severski Donets, as the polyethnic and asserted that it has been formed as by the carriers of the Zarubintsi culture, as by the German immigrants from the Polish Pomorze (the Welbar culture) and the remnants of the local Scythian-Sarmatian populationxe "Дністер р."
. Other scholars tried to prove groundlessly genetic continuity of the Zarubintsi, Chernjakhov and the latest Slavic cultures. But Tretjakov considered Chernjakhov culture unconditionally German and criticized sharp similar sightsxe "Дністер р."
. Attempts of increase of a rating of ancient Slavic culture for the account more advanced next ones is consequence of ideologization of historical science, and serious historians not always dare to object to some complexing politics. Above we already concerned this question, but Tretjakov’s words literally are not highly superfluous:

Carriers of early medieval Slavic culture "were never closely connected with the world of antique civilizations. If their agricultural production, probably, only in something conceded Chenjakhov one, all other branches of economy - metallurgy and metal-working, pottery, processing of a bone, etc. - differed significant primitiveness, were not beyond elementary on ways of domestic craft " xe "Дністер р."
. 
Obviously, Chernjakhov culture belonged to Goths. Goths have moved to the Northern Black Sea Coast from territory of Poland and have created here the state that is certified by historical sources and cannot give in to any doubt. At that time population between Dnepr and Dnestr was very motley. There were descendants of Kimmerians, Scythian, Sarmatian tribes on low Dnepr and natives from the Greek Black Sea cities. Here, there were also German tribes of Bastarns, Celts which have AD destroyed the city of Olviya in middle I century AD. A little bit Earlier Celts had the settlements on the upper Dnestr what is certified by Larissa Krushelnytska who has found Celtic remains near the villages of Bovshev near the town of Halych. The Upper Dnestr was settled by Thracians (Lipetsk culture). Goths, obviously, have superseded the most part of the local Scythian-Sarmatian population for the Dnepr, however some words of Kurdish origin in the Ukrainian language compel to conjecture that the certain remnants of steppe-inhabitants could depart on the north and stay here till times of the Kiev Rus’ when they could have direct contact with ancient Ukrainians.
After Hun’s invasion, which have destroyed the Gothic state and initiated great human resettlement during the Migration Period, Slavic tribes came in the big movement and only at that time appeared in the European history. 
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