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Abstract

The article studies the features of conceptual approach to the development of thematic areas based on the
archaeological «Kultobe Settlement» park. Archeological monument «Kultobe Settlement» is based in buffer zone
of the mausoleum of Khodja Ahmed Yasawi. This monument is on UNESCO’s World Heritage List. The base area of
the archacological park is 27 hectares. The territory of the settlement shows the city’s life in the context of four main
historical periods. The ancient period dating from I-II centuries AD, early medieval, dating from the VI-X centuries,
the medieval period of the XI-XII centuries — era of K.A. Yasawi and the late medieval period (XVI-XIX centuries)
— the period of the Kazakh khanate. In total, more than 50 archaeological sites of different eras are concentrated here:
from the oldest cult settlement of the Kangju to the buildings of the Kazakh khanate. It was the beginning of the idea
of creating an archaeological open-air park.

The author of this article shows some design aspects of the «Kultobe Settlement» park, which implements an
integrated approach added to the museumification of open-air objects, the development of «scientific reconstructions»
— products of experimental archeology, a museum exposition on the ancient and medieval history of Turkistan and

prepared for tourism archaeological sites where excavations are in real time.

Key words: Kultobe; Turkistan; archeological park; conceptual approach; design; construction; formation of the

space and subject zone.

Introduction. Archeology is an integral
aspect of Kazakhstani fundamental science
and now as in all sectors is not easy time. It is
important to remember that the regular field
expeditions have always been and will be the
basis of archeology. However, archeology work
in the project format accepted for service in
Kazakhstan as it always deals with something
specific, visible and tangible.

Now, archeology is «responsible» for
formation of a scientific and based vision of
our history, both general and regional. It is
a source of historical, collective memory, an
impulse for other humanities that are connected
to research on the archaeological discovery
basis. Kazakhstani archeology «made in» soviet
school with its well-developed infrastructure,
methodology, research and organizational

system. Automatically, we compare the previous
and the current schools, but it is obvious that
we cannot lose the core that was formed and
developed and became as a core for modern
archaeological science.

The high technology improving the
scientific process today and it is simplifying
many specific archaeological processes.
Today, we have almost everything for the
intensive development of this industry. Now,
the importance of a modern understanding of
archeology, especially for the new generation
of researchers is clear. Archeology has always
attracted people, because it interacts with
history like no other science. In fact, archeology
creates and constantly updates the scientific
picture of the historical society development.
The archeology as a science has not lost its
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relevance today and its sociocultural idea
is essential for the creative development of
historical territories. One of the most illustrative
examples of this is the archaeological parks.

The main part. Archeological heritage
as the most materialized culture and one of
the most important sources of non-material
culture, not only the heritage of the object’s
origin country, but an integral element of global
human heritage. According to the historical
and archeological specialists, the modern
world and Kazakhstani practice shows that
the most optimized and effective protection
of archeological heritages from vandalism or
destroying is museumification [1; 2].

Today, the most required form of
museumification is open-air museum and
archeological park. The archeological park has
more expositional capacity, because can contain
partially or completely reconstructed objects.
This increases the tourist attraction. However,
in the world practice of museumification and
scientific literature there is no unified definition
of the archaeological park as a specialized
form of museumification of the archaeological
heritage. Probably, it is difficult to have one
definition and archaeologists every time use
characteristics from the objects when it comes
to the question of the archaeological park status.
But here you can still highlight some general
trends.

The basis of the archeological park is
historical and cultural landscape — the result
of a long steady relationship between nature
and human. Actually, the concept of cultural
landscapes appeared about a century ago, as
a result of transformations in geographical
science. In general, many scientific industries,
especially humanitarian were transformed:
history, philosophy, art history and other
sciences. All these sciences had significant
revisions, because of the changes in the
cultural paradigm. The main body was man, his
environment and the mechanisms of creation
and functioning of spiritual values.

An archeological park can be created around
one object, but in fact, a whole complex of
different parameters is formed here. Starting
with material characteristics and ending-up

with non-material aspects. We mean the value
algorithm. Any archaeological handmade or
non-handmade object is material. In fact, any
object found during the excavations is material.
What makes it special is the non-material cultural
value - importance as an object of worship,
ritual, sacred knowledge, ceremonies and
traditions. During museumification, important
is the object in the landscape, the conservation,
restoration and scientific reconstruction of
initial appearance. In other words, an ancient
pile of stones «comes to life» only if a cultural
atmosphere is works onto it. One of the most
significant features of the archeological park
is that on the territory concentrated different
periods and different cultural objects, but they
linked territorially and chronologically. The
archeological park allows visitors to form a
comprehensive perception of the natural and
anthropogenous landscape.

This form of museumification is «real»
and changes all past «fixed» installations of
the museum beliefs. Unlike ordinary exhibits
located in the museum, the archeological park
«includes» archeological site-monument in
the modern social and cultural infrastructure.
The experience of the international analogues
is convincing and useful here, such as: the
European Archaeological Park of Bliesbruck-
Reinheim, Yoshinogari Historical Park (Japan),
«Museum of Barbarian Times» Archeological
Park (France), Parkin Archeological State
Park (USA), Ancient settlement preservation
program (UK), Archaeological Open-air Park
of Pompeii (Italy), Bolgar Historical and
Archaeological Complex (Russia) and etc.

Simultaneously, along withthe archaeological
park, tourism and transport infrastructure should
be created nearby. As an object of excavation,
the archeological park is interesting only for
archaeologists, but a developed network of
roads, hotel and restaurant service allowed the
archaeological park to become an important
tourist attraction. Another significant factor is the
ability to create new temporary and permanent
jobs and to employ the local community. Now,
in Kazakhstan are several archeological parks
and most of them are archeological museums
around the Saka mounds. The same two parks
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are under the creation. One of them is the
Kultobe settlement in Turkistan (Turkistan
region).

The archeological park «Kultobe
Settlementy is being created as part of the big
«Restoration of historical sites of the Kultobe
settlement» project. The project is implemented
by «Kazakh Research Institute of Culturey,
LLP and works with the financial support of
Eurasian Resources Group (ERG). Also, the
«Restoration of historical sites of the Kultobe
settlement» project is an important part of the
comprehensive plan for the social and economic
development of Turkistan region until 2024
(approved by the Government of the Republic
of Kazakhstan dated December 29, 2018 No.
938 (paragraph 60).

The project duration is 3 years (2019-2021),
but the first phase of the archeological park will
be launched in the fall 2020. The project focuses
on archeological and cultural studies of the
spatial location, preservation degree and level of
correlation of the Kultobe settlement as the oldest
part of Yasi city with a complex of spiritual and
religious sacred objects of the Turkistan oasis.
The study has a scientific and applied character.
The goal is to correlate the data with an analysis
of the investment attractiveness of the studied
objects from developing internal and external
tourism views and expanding the network of
religious, historical and cultural tourism routes
in the country. The first archeological studies of
the Kultobe settlement was started by Turkistani
archeological group of the Institute of History
and Archeology named after C.C.Valikhanov,
Academy of Science of the Kazakh SSR under
the supervision of a candidate of historical
sciences T.N. Senigova in 1973.

In 1980-1982, Turkistani archeological group
ofthe Institute of History and Archeology named
after C.C.Valikhanov, Academy of Science
of the Kazakh SSR under the supervision of
Y.A. Smagulov continued work on the Kultobe
settlement. The next stage of the archeological
studies continued only in 2010-2015 under the
supervision of a candidate of historical sciences,
associate professor Y.A. Smagulov. Theresults of
the archeological studies of the settlement were
published by Y.A. Smagulov [3; 4-9] and some

studies of the settlement were published in other
scientist’s works [10; 11]. During the scientific
reconstruction of the archaeological sites of the
settlement, the works of K.M. Baipakov [12],
V.L. Voronina [13], G.Pugachenkova [14] and
many other scientists’ works were used.
Particular fact is that the ancient Kultobe
settlement is located in the buffer zone of the
Khoja Ahmed Yasawi Mausoleum, UNESCO
World Heritage Site (currently, only five sites
in Kazakhstan). All archaeological works,
both on excavations and planning of the
archaeological park, at every stage is agrees
with the expert opinion of the international
expert commission of UNESCO and ICOMOS.
The archeological park “Kultobe Settlement”
will have importance not only for science and
culture of Kazakhstan, but for international
science and technology development. At the
national level, the archeological park helps to
rethink the significance of historical and sacred
places in the context of strengthening a united
nation, demonstrates the country’s cultural and
historical past and connection with the present.
The project and future archeological park
are designed to emphasize the importance of
cultural diversity, the dialogue of civilizations
and religions that has been and is happening in
the country. All this, will contribute the basis of
Kazakhstani national identity and patriotism.
For strengthening Kazakhstani image policy
and the development of tourism, the project
work and future park shows the great interest
in the results from the regional administration
and tourism industry operators, because this is
an expert assessment of cultural, historical and
spiritual objects of the State Museum-Reserve
“Azret-Sultan” and is important for marketing
development of new routes within the country.
At the moment, the territory of the settlement
(27 hectares) is divided into three sections (9
hectares each) for the exploration of every
section during the year out of three years of the
project through comprehensive archaeological
and scientific research and restoration work. In
2019, all territory large-scale georadar scan of
the Kultobe settlement (27 hectares) was carried.
During this work, the most prospective areas
of archaeological excavations were identified.
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Site No. 1 under archaeological development.
A number of archaeological objects of different
times belonging mainly to the medieval period
of the XII-XIV centuries were cleared from the
rock. These findings, together with the previous
discovered ancient citadel of the Kangju era (II-
III centuries) allow differentiating the four main
eras of the historical and cultural landscape of
Kultobe from the II to XIX centuries.

Experts identified specific objects for
conservation that are the most important
architectural examples of the urban architecture
of ancient Turkistan for the regeneration of the
authentic look. A unique treasure of gold female
jewelry of the III-IV centuries AD, hundreds
samples of ancient and medieval ceramics,
religious ancient books (probably the Quran)
and other artifacts were found. All archeological
finds discovered during the Project will be
studied, cataloged, restored (if necessary) and
become as a part of museum collections. In 2020,
site No. 2 will be developed. A clear framework
of'its borders divided for sectors. Every sector is
assigned to the leading researchers, experts and
heads of search teams. According to georadar
and archaeological fieldworkd, site No. 2
contains mainly valuable cultural strata of the
Kazakh khanate era (XV-XVII centuries).

At the moment, the Project assets include
archaeological sites of the Kangju (II-III
centuries), medieval (XII-XV centuries) periods
and part of the Kokand khanate (XVIII-XIX
centuries). The archeological content of site
No. 2 (elements of urban architecture of Kazakh
khanate XVI-XVII centuries) will provide a full
picture of the specific formation and historical
and cultural genesis of ancient Yasi.

Detection and clearing of fragments of rabad
and shakhristan (caravan-saray, administrative,
craft and residential blocks) will show well-
developed socio-cultural infrastructure of
Turkistan as the capital of the Kazakh khanate
and powerful political and economic Central
Asian center. According to the results of the
three round-table discussions in Turkistan on
progress in the Kultobe settlement, a team of
foreign experts noted and positively assessed
the scope and quality of scientific research, the
general methodology and development concept

of the Project and educational and tourist
potential of Kultobe as an archaeological park.
A number of important recommendations have
been received for preserving and exhibiting sites
of the ancient settlement through conservation,
partial restoration and the possibilities of a
digital multimedia environment.

We plan that in the archeological park, as
an open-air museum, based on the site, we
will conserve some objects discovered during
excavations. We plan to exhibit them inside
special pavilions and outside. This plan can
create a complete sense of presence, even
immersion in the atmosphere of a genuine
historical environment. The archeological
park «Kultobe Settlement» has already marked
the main touristic trails for visitors. These
trails will create a full historical picture of the
formation and development of the most ancient
part of Turkistan. The central promenade and
its indoor side lines «side streets» will allow
visitors under any weather conditions to see
different periods of Kultobe-Yasi—a cult center,
fortified constructions, streets of gentlefolks,
craft workshops and etc.

Over some objects, that are under
conservation and will be restored and half
reconstructed, there will be a special pavilions
that accommodate a large groups of visitors.
It 1s planned that visitors can not only inspect
the reconstructed objects, but also «visity the
pottery house, blacksmith house, jewelry and
weaving workshops and can feel like a medieval
craftsman.

In the future, it is considered to expand the
exhibition, cultural and educational potential of
the park. Especially, to provide an opportunity
for visitors to participate in archeological
excavations; organize different forms of
historical reconstructions, including interesting
daily life stories of ancient Turkistan. The
architectural park «Kultobe Settlement» will
fully adapted for people with disabilities.

As a result of the project, we expect that
Kazakhstan will get a modern and competitive
archeological park. Also, it will be the platform
for further scientific and applied research, the
implementation of expert and analytical reviews
of an economic. The park «Kultobe Settlement»
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will become a powerful tool for investment
(mainly from the tourism sector) for further
self-development and development the same
projects in the same format.

Conclusion. Archaeological heritage sites
make up a significant part of the archeological
heritage of Kazakhstan and are as a cultural
foundation. This determines our historical place
in regional and world history. A.T. Kulsariyeva
and M.E. Sultanova are noting that «without
«yesterday», «today» is impossible and this
inviolable law regulates incremental steps that
regulate the balance between generationsy» [15,
C.112].

Achievements are as evidence. Firstly, this is
an increase in the total volume of archaeological
work. Judging by the number of open sheets
(permits), it has grown by almost 2.5 times in
comparison with the end of the Soviet era (90s).
It is observed that over a quarter of a century,
the requirements for ensuring the preservation
of the archaeological heritage have changed
significantly. Rescue excavations have helped
and are helping to preserve a huge array of
valuable archaeological materials found in areas
of active human activity.

Also, the quality of field archeological
documentation significantly improved. We
believe that the reason for this is not even in
technics and technology, but in the growth

of consciousness of specialists, their efforts
in creating the most accurate, scrupulous
reporting data. It is important to remember that
a big part has been done in the framework of
the state program “Madeni mura” for national
archeology and for the future systematic study
of archaeological finds.

Along with positive achievements there are
following problems:

— commercialization
archeology;

— reduction of the field works and this is
the main problem, because the archeology is
the field science, not a “home” science. Field
expeditions are the nucleus of archeology;

— the minimum number of the long-term
archeological programs. Today, the project
format is the reality, but in archeology the
key importance is the long-term research field
projects;

— deficiency of the necessary connection
between archeology as a science and modern
museum infrastructure, especially in the regions.
Museum funds cannot keep up to date the
increasing amount of archaeological material.
Consequently, the resources and time spent by
archaeologists on excavations and studies and
the results of all this work may be wasted. This
imbalance is fatal for archeology and for the
entire museum industry.

of  Kazakhstani
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«KynTo6e Kaga:KkypThl» apXeoOrusiIbIK NMAPKBIHBIH TAKBIPBINTHIK KEHICTIKTEPiH KaJBINTACTHIPYIABIH
TY:KBIPBIMIAMAJBIK TICLIIEpi
A.P. Xazoynamoes
Kasax evinvimu-3epmmey maoenuem uHcmumymal
(Aamamwl, Kazaxcman)
Anoamna

Makanasa «Kyntede KaakypThD» apXeOoTOTUSUTBIK ITAPKi MBICAIIBIH 1A TAKBIPBIITHIK KeHICTIKTI KAJIBIITACTBIPY/IbIH
TYKBIPBIMAMAIIBIK TOCUTACPIIH epeKINeiKTepi KapacThipburraH. « Kynre0e KamaKypTh» apXeoTOTHsUTBIK € CKEPTKIII
FOHECKO-nb1H bykinanemaik Mmypa Tizimine eHreH Heican — Koka Axmer Slcayn keceHeciHiH Oydepiik aliMarbiHaa
OpHaJIacKaH. APXeOoJIOTMsUIBIK MApKTiH Heri3ri aymarsl 27 ra Kypanapl. Kasipri yakeITTa 3epTTelin OThIpFaH KalaKypT
TOPT HETI3T1 TapUXH Ke3eH TYPFBICBIHIAFBI KaJITAaHBIH oMipiH Oelineneiini. Kesenmepre — exenri kezeH — [-6.3. Il Faceip,
epre opraraceIpiblK VI-X FF., opraraceipiblk ke3eH — XI-XII ¥r. — X.A. SIcaBu noyipi jKoHE KSHiHT1 OpPTaFaChIPIIBIK
ke3eH (XVI-XIX rr.) — Kazak xaHabIFbIHBIH Ke3eHI kartasl. JKanmsl anrania, op Typii adyipueri 50-neH acram
APXEOJIOTUSUIBIK €CKEPTKIIITED IIOFBIPJIAHFAH, SIFHU: AllIbIK JKEPIIEPAE apXCONOTHATIBIK MAapK KYPY UICACHIHBIH JaMy-
bIHA CEepIIiH OepreH KaIblIap/blH KeHe FubajarxaHanapeiHad Oacramn, Ka3zak XxaHAbIFbI Ke3€HIHJET] FuMaparrapra
neitin oap.

ABTOp MaKanaza allblK aclaH acThIH/A HbICAHJAP/Ibl Mypaskaiiiay, SKCIIEPUMEHTTIK apXCOJIOTHSIHBIH «FbIIBIMU
KalTa KypynsD» a3ipiey, TYpKICTaHHBIH €XeJTi jKoHE OpPTarachIpibIK TapUXbIHA apHAIFaH MYypaxald dKCIO3HIH-
JIaphI J)KOHE TYPHCTIK KOPCETLIIMIe apHAIFaH Ka3ipri TaHIa Ka30a >KYMBICTaphI JKYPIi3iIill )KaTKaH apXCOoTOTUSIIBIK
HBICaHAApFa KeIICH I TOCUTACPI Ky3ere acklpyMeH yitnectipipinren Kynarede kamaxypTs! mapkiH xxobanayna keidip
ACTICKTLICPIH aIlIbIl KOPCETEe]Ii.

Tyuin cosoep: Kynrebe, TypkicTaH, apXeonorusiIbIK NapK, TYKbIPBIMIaMaJIbIK TICLIIEP, )K00aay, Kypy, KeHICTIK
MICH TaKbIPBIITHIK aMaKTap Kypy

KonnenryanbHbie Noaxoabl K GOPMHPOBAHUI0 TEMATHYECKHX MNPOCTPAHCTB APXE0JOrHYECKOro napka
«Tlopoaunine KyabsTooe»
A.P. Xazoynamoes
Kaszaxckuii nayuno-uccie0o8amensckutl UHCIMUNYm Kyibmypol

AnHomayus

B crarpe paccmarpuBaroTcsi 0COOCHHOCTH KOHLENITYaIbHBIX MOAXOA0B K (hOPMHPOBAHUIO TEMaTHUECKUX MPO-
CTPaHCTB Ha IpuMepe apxeonorndyeckoro mapka «lopoaunme Kynsrobe». Apxeonormueckuii mamsaTHUK «[opoguime
Kymerobe» Haxonutcs B Oydeproii 30He Map3omest Xomka Axmena ScaBu — 00beKTa, BXOASAIIETO B CIIMCOK BeeMup-
Horo KynsTypHoro Hacienuss FOHECKO. bazoBast miormmaas apxeonorndeckoro napka 3anumaet 27 ra. McenenoBan-
HBIE Ha HACTOALIMI MOMEHT TEPPUTOPHH FOPOJUILA ITOKA3AIN KAPTUHY KU3HU FOPOJIa B Pa3pe3e YeThIPEX OCHOBHBIX
HUCTOPUYECKUX NEPUOAOB. DTO ApeBHUI Nepuoa, aatupyemsliii I-1I B. H.9., paHHEeCcpeqHEBEKOBBIH, qatupyeMbiil VI-X
BB., cpeaneBexoBblil nepron XI-XII BB. — smoxa X.A. flcaBu u no3auecpennesexobli nepuon (XVI-XIX BB.) — ne-
puon Kaszaxckoro xaHcTta. B obmiem konmuecTBe 31ech cocperoTodeHo Gomnee 50 apXeoaornyeckux MaMsTHUKOB
Pa3HBIX AMOX: OT JIPEBHENIIEr0 KyJIbTOBOIO MOCENEHHs] KAaHTIOEB 10 CTPOEHUI Nepruoja Ka3axCKoro XaHCcTBa, YTo I10-
CITY)KHJIO TOJTYKOM K pa3pabOTKe MJIeH CO3AaHMsI apXEOIOTHUECKOT0 IapKa MO/l OTKPHITHIM HEOOM.

ABTOp B HACTOSIIIEH CTaThe PACKPBIBAECT HEKOTOPBIEC aCIEKThl MpoeKTHpoBaHus napka «lopoauime Kynasrobe», B
KOTOPOM peaJIn3yeTcsi KOMIUIEKCHBIM MOIXO0A, COUeTAoMUi My3eeuiupoBanne 00bEKTOB O/l OTKPBITBIM HEOOM,
pa3paboTKy «HAayYHBIX PEKOHCTPYKIHI» — MPOIYKTOB IKCIIEPUMEHTAIBHON apXeoIOTHH, My3eHHYI0 SKCITO3HIIUIO 10
JIpEBHEN U CpeAHeBeKOBOM nctopun TypkecTaHa M NOATOTOBIECHHBIE K TYPUCTHYECKOMY ITOKa3y apXeOJIOTHYECKHe
00BEKTHI, Ha KOTOPBIX B PEAIIEHOM PEXHMME ITPOBOSATCS PACKOIIKH.

Kniouegvie cnosa: Kyasrode, TypkecTtaH, apxeoJorn4eckuii napk, KOHIENTyaJ bHbIC TIOIXO0/IbI, IPOEKTHPOBAHHE,
coznanue, GOPMUPOBAHKE IPOCTPAHCTB U TEMATHUECKUE 30HBI
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