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Abstract. The article examines the socio-political organization and military system of the nomadic peoples
of Central Asia — the Saka, Huns, and Turks — within the framework of military democracy. It highlights
the continuity of standards, weaponry, and symbolic attributes of power, from totems and sacralized rulers to
the visual systems of steppe states. Introduction. The history of Eurasian nomads reflects a synthesis of
military force, symbolic authority, and spiritual beliefs. People’s assemblies, the cult of rulers, the military
aristocracy, and rituals shaped stable institutions of statehood. Standards and arms embodied cosmological
principles, endowing governance and war with sacred meaning. Purpose and Objectives. The study aims to
trace the continuity in the symbolism of standards and weaponry among the Saka, Huns, and Turks, and to
assess their role in state formation. Specific objectives include analyzing military democracy, sacralization of
power, the decimal military system, and the symbolic role of arms and standards as visual codes of identity.
Materials and Methods. An interdisciplinary approach is applied, combining archaeological, historical,
iconographic, and semiotic analysis. Comparative-historical and structural-functional methods are integrated
with cultural-anthropological perspectives. Archaeological finds, texts, ethnographic parallels, and
iconographic sources allow reconstruction of hierarchy, rituals, and power symbols. Results. Continuity in
weapons, tactics, and standards is evident. The horse, saddle, and stirrup ensured strategic mobility.
Standards (tug) functioned as sacred emblems uniting warriors and legitimizing authority. Weapons,
including cultic swords and spears, had both practical and symbolic significance. Visual motives — eagles,
lions, griffins — carried sacral meaning, reinforcing identity and cohesion. Conclusions. Military democracy
and the symbolism of power among the Saka, Huns, and Turks formed a shared steppe model rooted in
military organization, sacralized rulership, and visual continuity. These elements shaped collective memory,
cultural identity, and the philosophy of power. Further study of sacralized arms and standards is vital for
understanding nomadic statehood in Eurasia.

Key words: Tamgas, Turks, Huns, Saka, military standards, symbolism of power, totems, sacralization,
steppe states
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AnHoraunusi. byn makana OpTanblk A3WSHBIH CaK, FYH JKOHE TYPIK XaJbIKTapBIHBIH OJICYMETTiK-CasCh
YIBIMBI MEH 9CKEPU KYPBUIBIMBIH 9CKEpPH-IEMOKPATHSIIBIK JKYHe TYPFBICBIHAH Tajjayra apHairad. Herisri
Ha3ap — MEMJICKETTIK Ty-IUTaHJapTTapJarbl, Kapy-KapakKTarbl XoHE OMIIIK aTpuOyTTapbIHAAFbI AJCTYD
ca0akTacThIFbIHA, TOTEMACP MEH OwieyliijiepAi KueneyneH Oactam, Kemmedai MeMJICKeTTepAiH BHU3YallIbl
JKydecine neiin OarbiTTanraH. Kipicne. Eypasusi nanacel KOFaMAapbIHBIH TapUXbl 9CKEpU Kyar, OMIIIK
poMi3ziepi JKoHE pYXaHH HaHBIMIAPABIH €peKIle TOFBICHIH KepceTeldi. XajblK JKHHAJIBICHI, KOCeM KYJbTI,
OCKEpPH AapHCTOKpATHSA >KOHE CAIT-KOPAIFbUIAp MEMJICKET WHCTHTYTTaphIHBIH TYPAaKThl HEri3iH Kypajibl.
rangapTrap, Kapy-Kapak NeH OWIIiK Oenrijgepi FapbelITHIK >K9HE MHU(OMOITHKAIBIK JTYHHETaHBIMIBI
OeiiHernen, MEMIJIEKETTIK KYpbUIBIM MEH JCKepW YibIMFa Kuemi MoH Oepnai. Makxcam nen minoemmep.
3epTrreyniH MakcaTbl — CaKrap, FyHAAap JKOHE TypiKTepAeri Kapy-Kapak NeH IUTaHgapTTap
CHUMBOJIMKACBIHIAFBl JIOCTYp Ca0aKTAaCTBIFBIH aHBIKTAIl, OJAapAbIH MEMJICKETTUTIKTIH KaJIbIITacybIHAAFbl
pediH amry. MiHaeTTepre aCKepu AeMOKpPATHHbI, OWITIKTIH CaKpaIu3alusChiH, OHIBIK 9CKEpHU KYHEH1 KoHe
Kapy MeH IITaHIApTTapAbIH PaMI3miK KbI3METiH Tangay Kipeai. Mamepuandap men adicmep. Kympicta
APXEOJIOTUSIIBIK, TAPUXH, HKOHOTPaQUAIBIK XKOHE CEMHOTHKAJIBIK Tayfay yujecTipiareH. CaablCThIpMalIbl-
TapUXH  JKOHE  KYPbUIBIMIBIK-QYHKUMOHAJABIK  TOCUAZEp  STHOrpaQusiIbIK  MapaiienbaepMeH
TONBIKTHIpBUIAAbl. Homuowcenep. Kemmeni KoramaapIblH 9CKEPH TAKTUKAChl MEH KapyJlaHybIHIA IOCTYP
JKAJFACTBIFBI alKbIHAAIIBI. JKBUTKBI, €p-TOKBIM MEH Y3€HT1 KBUDKBIMAIIBI SCKEepIiH Heri3iH Kypaabl. «Ty»
MITaHJAPTTAphl JKAyBIHTEpIepai OipiKTipeTiH opi OWiikTi KHeneWTiH Heimad Oonapl. Kacuwerrti kapymap —
KBUIBIII, Hal3allap — TeK TYPMBICTHIK €MeC, PaMi3liKk MoHTe ue emi. KeipaH, apeictaH, rpudoH OeitHenepi
KOFaM/Ibl TONTACTBIPATBIH Cakpajipl Oenrinepre aiHanapl. Kopuimuinovl. OCKepH NEMOKpPATHs MEH OWIIK
pamiznepi cakrap, FyYHAap MEH TYPIKTepAiH OpPTaK MEMJIEKETTIK MOJENIH Kypal, TapuXd KaJ IeH MOJCHH
coifikecTikTi OekiTTi. 3epTTey Kapy MEH INTaHIApTTapAbl Ccakpamu3anusiaylslH Eypasus xkermmerni
MEMJIEKEeTTEPiH JKaH-)KaKThl TYCIHYIeT1 MaHbBI3bIH aTall oTeIi.

Tyiiin ce3mep: TanOamap, Typkinep, FyHOap, CakTap, OCKepH Ty-IITAaHIApTTap, OWIIK HBIIAHIAPHI,
TOTeMJIEp, KAEICH I PY, 1aia MEMIIEKeTTepi

Auarsic. XKympic Kazakcran PecyOnmkacel MofieHHeT jxoHE aKnmapaT MHHUCTPIITT MojeHneT KOMHUTETIHIH
2023-2025 sxpUImapra apHaIFaH OaFgapiaMaiblK-HbICAHAIBI Kap)KBUIAHABIPYBI OOWBIHIIIA JKacallFaH,
xo0anbrH JKTH-1 Ne BR22082478.

Joiiekce3 ymin: CanameB O.C., Camames C.K. Cakrap, fyHmap MeH TYPIKTEpAiH MEMIEKETTiK
Ty-IITAaHZAPTTApbl MEH Kapy-KapaKTapblHIAFbl 1oCcTYp cabakracteirsl / Otan Tapuxsl. 2025. T. 28. Ne 3.
617-637-6. [Arbur.]. DOL: 10.51943/2788-9718_2025_28 3 _617-637
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AnHoranmusi. CTaThsi NOCBALIEHA HCCIENOBAHMIO COLMAIBHO-TIOIUTUYECKON OpraHH3allid U BOEHHOIO
YCTpOMCTBa KOUEBbIX HaponoB LleHTpampHON A3MHM — CakoB, T'YHHOB U TIOPKOB — 4epe3 MPU3My BOEHHO-
JIEMOKpPATUYECKOTO cTposs. B 1ieHTpe BHUMaHUSA — MPEEMCTBEHHOCTh T'OCYJapCTBEHHBIX IITaHIApPTOB,
BOOPY’KCHUI U CHMBOJIMYECKUX aTpHOyTOB BIACTH, OT TOTEMOB M CaKpalM3alUH MpaBUTENCH 0 pa3BUTHUS
BU3YaJIbHOM CHCTEMbI CTEIHBIX T'OCYAapcTB. Beeoenue. Vctopus koueBbix obOmiecTB EBpasuiickoit crenu
JIEMOHCTPHUPYET YHHUKAJIBHOE COYETaHNE BOSHHON MOIIM, CHMBOJIMKH BJIACTH U JYXOBHBIX IPEICTABICHUM.
HaponHoe coOpanme, KyJabT BOXKAS, BOCHHAs apUCTOKpaTWsi M pUTyalbHas MpakTUKa cHopMUpoBan
YCTOMUYUBBIE MHCTHTYTHI CTENMHBIX rocynapctB. LltannapTel, BoOopyKeHHE W aTprOYyTHI BIACTH OTpakKaId
KOCMOJIOTHYECKHE W MU(OMOITHUECKUE OCHOBAHUS, NMPHUIaBas CaKpaJbHBIH CMBICT T'OCYJapCTBEHHOCTH U
BOCHHOW opranu3auuu. [lers u 3a0auu. OCHOBHas 1Leldb WCCIENOBAHUS — BBIABUTH TPAaJULIHMU
MIPEEMCTBEHHOCTH B CUMBOJIMKE IITaHIAPTOB W BOOPYKEHMI CAaKOB, TYHHOB U TIOPKOB M UX 3HA4EHHE UIS
CTaHOBJICHUSI TOCYAApCTBEHHOCTH. ABTOp CTaBUT 3aJadyd IpOaHAIW3HPOBATH BOCHHYIO JEMOKpPATHUIO,
CaKpaJIM3alliIo BIACTH, Pa3BUTHE AECCATUYHON CHCTEMBI BOCHHOIN OpraHW3allMy ¥ CUMBOJIMYECKOE 3HAUECHHE
OpY’KHS M IUTAaHJAPTOB KaK BU3YalbHBIX KOJOB MICHTUYHOCTH U BIacTu. Mamepuanvl u memoosi. B padore
MPUMEHSIOTCd  MEKIAWCHUIUIMHAPHBIA W CHUCTEMHBIA IOAXOJBI, BKJIIOYAIOIIME  apPXEOJOTMYECKHUI,
UCTOPUYECKUH, NKOHOTpadHuecKuidi U HUI0coPCKo-CEeMUOTHIECKUH aHanu3. VCIoIb3yI0TCsl CpaBHUTEIBHO-
HUCTOPUYECKUH METOJl, CTPYKTYpPHO-(PYHKIMOHAJIBHBIN aHAIN3 U KyJBTYPHO-aHTPOIOJOTHYECKHHA MOIXOM.
bazoif cimyxar apxeosornyecKue HaXOAKH, MUCbMEHHBIC HMCTOYHHMKH, 3THOrpadUyecKue Mapaienn Hu
WKOHOTpaduyeckue Marepualibl, 4YTO I03BOJSIET PEKOHCTPYMPOBATH COLMAIBbHYIO CTpaTH(HKALUIO,
pUTyalIbHBIE NPAKTUKH M CUMBOJMKY BJIacTH. Pesynvmamsi. VccienoBaHue BbISBISET NPEEMCTBEHHOCTh
BOOPY’KCHHS, BOCHHBIX TAaKTUK M IITAHZAPTOB KOYeBbIX oOmectB. Jlomanp, cemno u crpeMs craiu
KJIIOUYEBBIMU 3JIEMEHTaMHU MOOWIbHOW apmud. lllTaHmapTsel «Ty» BBICTyNald CaKpaJbHBIMH CHMBOJIAMHU,
O00BEOUHSIONMMA BOMHOB M CAKpaJU3YIOIIMMH BiacT. CHUMBOJIMKA OpPYKHS, BKJIIOYAas MEYH U KOIbS
KyJIFTOBOTO Ha3HA4YEHHs, BHINOJIHSIA HE TOJBKO YTHJIMTApHbIE, HO M 3HaKoBble (yHKuuH. IlokazaHo, 4To
BU3yaJIbHBIE 3HAKU — OPJIbL, JIbBbI, TPU(POHBI — UMEIH CaKpaJlbHOE 3HaueHHEe, (OPMHUPOBAIN KOJUIEKTUBHOE
CO3HaHUE U CIUTaYMBaNK 00IIECTBO. Bbigodbi. BoeHHas neMoKpaTusi 1 CHMBOJIMKA BIACTH y CaKOB, T'YHHOB U
TIOPKOB IIPEACTAaBIISIOT CO00i 00IIYyI0 MOJENh CTENHBIX TOCYAapPCTB, OCHOBAaHHYIO HA BOGHHON OpraHU3aLui,
CaKpalr3aluy NPaBUTEIs] U NPEEMCTBEHHOCTH BU3yalbHO-KOMMYHHKATUBHBIX INPAKTHK. OTH 3JEMEHTHI
(hopMHPOBAIM UCTOPUIECKYIO IMAMATh, KYIbTYPHYIO HIEHTHYHOCTD U (Prtoconto BIacTu HoMaaoB. CTaThs
MOJYEPKUBAET 3HAYMMOCTb JANbHEHIEro H3yueHHs Cakpajlu3alud BOOPYKEHHH M INTaHIApTOB IS
KOMIIJICKCHOTO NMOHMMaHMs ()eHOMEHa KOUeBBIX rocyaapctB Eppazum.

Knrouesble ciaoBa: Tamru, TIOpKH, T'yHHBI, CaKd, BOEHHBIE IUTAHIAPTHI, CUMBOJMKA BIIACTH, TOTEMBI,
CaKpaJn3alysl, CTEIHbIE TOCy1apCTBa

Bbaarogapnocrs. PaboTa BbImonHEeHa B paMKax NpPOTrpaMMHO-LIENEBOTO ¢uHaHcupoBaHus Kommurera
KyJbTypel MmuHHCTEpCTBA KyIbTYpbl u uHpopmauuu Pecnybmukn Kazaxcram na 2023-2025 rr.,
NPH mnpoekra Ne BR22082478.
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Introduction. The history of ancient nomadic peoples of Central Asia, such as the Huns, Scythians
(Sakas), and Turks, is replete with vivid examples of military prowess, cultural development, and complex
governance systems. These peoples left a rich legacy, particularly in the realms of weaponry and the
organization of their societies and states based on military democracy. This form of governance,
characteristic of early nomadic societies, placed the military elite at the forefront of leadership. Authority in
such societies was grounded in personal valor, the prestige of the leader (king), and decisions made by
military assemblies (councils of elders or nobility). This system preceded the emergence of subsequent
centralized states in the Eurasian space.

In traditional historiography, nomadic state formations are often considered ephemeral. However, a
comparison of the duration of centralized nomadic states with that of sedentary societies reveals that their
lifespans were nearly equivalent. Moreover, nomadic societies often exhibited greater consolidation than
their sedentary counterparts. The military history of nomadic peoples in ancient and medieval times held not
only pan-Eurasian but also global significance [Zhumadil, 2014: 3].

The universalism in conceptualizing the king as the center of the world in archaic societies illustrates
the development of the concept of kingship. This idea was later reinforced by the monarchical state
apparatus. In military-democratic, early-state societies, the ideology of investiture is characterized by
"mythological absolutism" and often undergoes minimal changes at the level of corresponding texts and
attributes when transitioning into a state system; societal institutions "matured" to align with this ideology
[Akishev, 1984: 70].

The social structure of the Saka tribes, based on military democracy, elevated the role of ordinary
community members and diminished the aristocracy's monopoly on military affairs. Economically more
advanced than their sedentary agricultural and pastoral neighbors, even ordinary Saka warriors played a
significant role in addressing political issues. The foundation for this participation was the people's assembly.
The communal structure granted all full-fledged community members the right to periodically convene to
discuss internal and external state matters. This political system can be described as direct democracy, as
community members directly participated in decision-making without intermediaries. This system was
termed military democracy because only armed men — warriors — were considered full-fledged community
members. Some sources also mention women warriors, and despite the patriarchal structure of Saka society,
women enjoyed significant rights. They participated in wars alongside men and could even serve as
supreme leaders.

Saka society was not homogeneous in composition. The main population consisted of warriors and
community members. A defining feature of the political system of this period was the deification and
sacralization of power. At the head of the tribal union stood the king, who wielded considerable authority,
deciding matters of war and peace, sending and receiving envoys, forming alliances, leading armies, and
regulating relations between tribes. The tribal union leader — the king — allocated pastures and other lands for
migration among clans and tribes, establishing the order of their use. Additionally, the king ensured that
armed conflicts between clans and tribes were avoided or led unified forces during military campaigns.

Scholars have not reached a consensus regarding the organizational structure of Saka society. Written
sources provide limited information about the groups within Saka society based on their property status,
occupations, or roles. However, it is known that the royal authority relied on the military-tribal aristocracy,
followed by priests who served religious cults and beliefs. The bulk of the population consisted of ordinary
warriors-community members (farmers and pastoralists). Impoverished community members also formed the
infantry during wartime. Thus, during the Saka era, the nomadic peoples of the Great Steppe developed
distinctive features, characterized by their military-democratic structure, setting them apart from other
Eastern societies, which typically included bureaucrats characteristic of agricultural civilizations.

The Issyk World Tree [fig. 1] likely symbolized the tribal structure of the tribal union led by the
supreme leader and possibly a four-tiered age-based structure. It likely represented an idealized model of
society for the mythopoetic consciousness, which may not have fully reflected the nuances of the social
development of this particular Saka group [Akishev, 1984: 103].
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Figure 1. The World Tree in the headdress of the Golden Man

Thus, the military-democratic system served as a transitional form between primitive tribal societies
and early state formations. It was characterized by the prominent role of the military elite, the election of
leaders, and elements of collective governance. This form of governance was typical for nomadic societies,
such as the Sakas, Huns, and Turks, during the early stages of their political development.

Historical reconstruction of the process of class formation and the specifics of the Huns' social
structure is challenging due to the scarcity of sources. Archaeological evidence for nomadic pastoralists is
generally less abundant than for sedentary agriculturalists [Pershits, 1973: 45].

Around 201 BCE, the tribal unions of the Uyuk culture in Tuva, the Pazyryk culture in Altai, and the
Dinlin (Tagar) state were defeated by the armies of the Hunnic shanyu Maodun, originating from
Central Asia. These forces captured not only the entire Sayan-Altai highlands but also Transbaikalia. This
conquest was driven by economic motives. The powerful Hunnic state in Central Asia, which was
transitioning toward feudalization, urgently required sources of polymetallic ore and provisions to supply its
armies [Kyzlasov, 1989: 33].

The Huns, a nomadic people existing in the 4th—5th centuries CE, exerted significant influence on the
historical processes of both Europe and Asia. The social structure of Hunnic society is primarily determined
through the analysis of: a) archaeological material, b) accounts by Chinese chroniclers, and c¢) the nature of
interactions between the Huns and China. Available evidence suggests that the social structure of the Huns
varied across different regions, with class stratification occurring more rapidly among the southern Huns.
The tribal confederation of the Huns long retained a developed clan-based system, which served as the
foundation (as a historically established form) for labor cooperation in: a) the organization of nomadic
economy, b) military organization, and c¢) governance systems [Bernstam, 1951: 214].

The question of the origin of the European Huns and their connection to the Asian Xiongnu remains a
subject of ongoing scholarly debate: "There is no consensus regarding the origin of the ethnonym 'Hun.' The
earliest theory in chronological order, concerning the origins of the Xiongnu and Huns, largely adhered to
ethnographic classification and considered historical facts in assessing the relationship between these two
peoples. While it correctly and reasonably identified the Xiongnu and Huns as the same people, its
identification of them with the Mongols relied on evidence that does not withstand scrutiny and
demonstrated a fundamentally incorrect understanding of the distribution of tribes and peoples in Central
Asia in their historical sequence. Nevertheless, to validate this theory, new evidence and materials are
required, and most contemporary researchers do not support the Mongolism theory" [Inostrantsev, 1926: 50].

As early as the first millennium BCE, in the territories of Central and parts of Northern Asia,
particularly in the Minusinsk Basin and the Altai, the earliest nomadic pastoralist societies emerged. The
process of forming the preconditions for the first major social division of labor, involving the separation of
pastoralist tribes from the broader mass of "barbarians," can be traced through archaeological evidence
across a vast territory [Bernstam, 1951: 21].

The Central Asian steppes and foothills, from the Yinshan Mountains to Dzungaria and from the Altai
to the Gobi, served as the primary zone of ethnogenetic activity in Eurasia. In these regions, large nomadic
tribal confederations and early state formations emerged, including, in addition to the Xiongnu (Huns), the
Xianbei (2nd—4th centuries CE), Rouran (5th century CE), Turkic Khaganates (6th—8th centuries CE),
Tiirgesh (7th—8th centuries CE), Uyghurs (7th—8th centuries CE), Kimaks, Kipchaks (9th—11th centuries CE),
and others. Continuous raids and expansion by nomadic tribes, primarily in western and northwestern
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directions, led to destabilization in the Eurasian steppes throughout the first millennium and the first half of
the second millennium CE. For instance, the expansion of the Great Turkic Khaganate, formed by the
unification of the Gaogyu and Tele tribes under the Ashina clan, extended westward to the Caspian Sea,
displacing the Avars and Bulgars from the Aral Sea region to southeastern Europe. The expansion of the
Magyar and Kimak-Kipchak confederations in Western Siberia and the Southern Urals, as well as the
Pechenegs and Torks (Oghuz) in the Aral Sea region, altered the ethnic composition of the southern Russian
and Danubian steppes. Relative stabilization occurred during the existence of the Kipchak Confederation
(Desht-i-Kipchak) from the 12th to early 13th centuries, when ethnocultural leveling of the nomadic
population occurred from the Irtysh to the Danube [Botalov, 2019: 17].

As summarized earlier, the social and political structures of the Sakas, Xiongnu (Huns), and Turks
share numerous common features shaped by the nomadic way of life and the traditions of steppe empires.
This functionality is linked to the characteristics of nomadic military life, where visual symbols served as
critical means of communication and identification in the context of limited written traditions or
underdeveloped signaling systems. Thus, the shared features in the social structure, governance, and military
art of steppe states, which exhibit not only cultural but also genetic continuity, are well-founded. For
example, all three peoples based their authority on military strength and the prestige of clan nobility.
A council of nobility or military leaders participated in governance (a prototype of the later kurultai). The
clan-tribal society was organized by clans and tribes, with clan affiliation determining status and access to
power. The hierarchy of the military elite was also significant, as power in all these peoples belonged to a
military aristocracy tracing its lineage to prominent ancestors. The institution of the "bek" (among the Turks)
or clan elder (among the Sakas and Huns) held particular importance. Additionally, in all these states, the
ruler — Kagan or Shanyu — was a sacral figure, as the worldview of the Sakas, Huns, and Turks imbued the
supreme ruler’s authority with sacred significance. Such legitimacy was often affirmed through divine origin
or spiritual approval.

The foundations of military organization in the nomadic societies of the Central Asian historical-
cultural region began to take shape during the developed and late Bronze Age. Based on depictions of
warriors in petroglyphs and finds of bronze weapons in archaeological sites of ancient cultures in
Transbaikalia and Mongolia, warrior units armed with spears and daggers emerged during this period, and
some individual protective equipment began to be used [Grishin, 1981: 179]. The armament complex of
ancient nomads further developed during the early Iron Age, when the nomadic tribes of the Sayan-Altai and
Central Asia mastered horseback riding and established cavalry units [Kocheev, 1999: 74-76].

The military-administrative decimal system of organizing the army and population, with the earliest
evidence of its use in the nomadic world of Central Asia dating to the Xiongnu-Xianbei period, continued to
be employed by many nomadic confederations throughout the medieval era [Khudyakov, 2015: 112]. The
decimal system (divisions into 10, 100, 1,000, and 10,000) is observed among the Huns and Turks and has
roots among Iranic-speaking nomads, including the Sakas. Under the influence of the Huns, the multi-ethnic
population of Southern Siberia began to be organized according to a military-territorial principle: into tens,
hundreds, thousands, and tens of thousands. Each subdivision was led by corresponding military
commanders in a hierarchical structure. This military-administrative system, essential in the context of
constant warfare, facilitated the elimination of clan-based remnants, the establishment of a class society, and
the development of early feudal relations [Kyzlasov, 1989: 38].

In the Xiongnu military empire, the Asian decimal system of dividing the army and population into
wings and smaller subdivisions was fully developed. According to this system, all adult male Xiongnu were
assigned to specific military units. The army was divided into left and right wings, led by zhuki-princes or
xian-wangs. Each wing was further divided into two parts, one led by a xian-wang and the other by a luli-
wang. These four senior commanders, drawn from the closest relatives of the shanyu (his brothers or sons),
constituted the "four horns." Further subdivisions were led by zhichzhu-wangs, wenyuti-wangs, and
zhanczjan-wangs, forming the "six horns" from among the shanyu’s close relatives. Appointments to these
positions were based on close male-line kinship with the ruling shanyu, belonging to the Siluandi ruling clan.
Representatives of three other aristocratic clans could hold lower positions in the Xiongnu bureaucratic
hierarchy [Khudyakov, 2015: 108].

Over the past thirty years, the study of the military affairs of ancient and medieval populations of
Siberia, Central Asia, and Eurasia as a whole has become a key focus in historical and archaeological
research. The social structure, governance systems, and armament, including the military art of peoples
inhabiting Southern and Western Siberia and Central Asia during the early and developed Bronze Age, have
been thoroughly investigated. The military organization of nomads during the Scythian period, particularly in
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the Minusinsk Basin, Mountainous, and Steppe Altai, has been studied. Significant attention
has been devoted to analyzing the armament complexes and warfare tactics of nomads during the Xiongnu
period, as well as the peoples of the early and developed medieval periods within the Central Asian
historical-cultural region.

Various armament complexes have been analyzed, classified, and introduced into scholarly discourse,
and typical features of the military art of the Xiongnu, ancient Turkic tribes, Uyghurs, Yenisei Kyrgyz,
Kimaks, Khitans, Mongols, and other nomadic peoples and cultures of Southern Siberia and Central Asia
have been reconstructed. The armament of medieval peoples in the taiga regions of Western Siberia,
as well as the military practices of the Mohe and Jurchens of the Far East, have also been studied. In recent
years, increased attention has been given to the military affairs of Central Asian nomads in the late medieval
period. Modern scientific methods, armor reconstruction, and analysis of offensive and defensive
equipment have been actively employed to determine the functional characteristics of hand-held throwing
and protective armament.

The study of the history of military art and armament of nomadic peoples remains highly uneven.
While the military history of ethnocultural communities such as the Scythians, Turks of the Khaganate era,
and Mongols during the time of Chinggis Khan began to attract scholarly attention from the mid-20th
century, other stages of the evolutionary development of nomadic armament remain either completely
unstudied or insufficiently explored to the present day. Among the least developed areas is the study of the
armament of nomads in Southern Siberia and Central Asia during the late medieval period.

The lack of a systematized, comprehensive, and robust source base significantly hinders the
development of general theoretical concepts within historical science regarding the evolution of nomadic
defensive armament in the observable historical period. It is particularly important to note that most
researchers associate the culmination of the independent development of nomadic armament and military art
as a unique historical phenomenon with this very period.

The late medieval period represents a particularly significant stage in the history of the peoples of
Central Asia, attracting interest from both specialists studying the political history of ethnic groups in the
eastern part of the Eurasian steppe and researchers focused on the military aspects of the historical
development of this region.

Materials and Methods of Research on Nomadic Societies. The methodological foundation of this
study is built upon the works of predecessors who conducted systematic analyses of the armament and state
standards of nomadic societies, tracing their development toward a synergistic paradigm. In recent studies,
nomadic culture has been reconsidered not as an archaic form of society but as a distinct economic and
cultural type that evolved in alignment with global historical processes, exhibiting its own specific
characteristics. This research employs a systemic approach grounded in the dialectical principle of the
interconnectedness of parts and the whole, as well as the interaction of elements within the system itself.
This approach views the objects of study as dynamic, self-evolving structures in a state of continuous
transformation. The practical application of the systemic approach is realized through structural-component
analysis, which relies on the comparison and interpretation of results obtained using various methodological
tools. In the context of archaeological materials, this methodology is implemented by perceiving burial rites
and each archaeological complex as a holistic, structured, and functionally ordered system of interrelated
components, each contributing to the reconstruction of the culture as a whole.

Within the framework of the systemic approach, rational elements of the evolutionist paradigm — such
as the concepts of variability and inheritance of cultural traits — were incorporated, alongside aspects of the
diffusionist approach related to cultural borrowing, interethnic contacts, and cultural synthesis. These
theoretical frameworks enabled the tracing of transformations in social structures, forms of armament, ritual
practices, and other aspects of the material culture of nomads over a long-term historical perspective.

The research actively utilized general scientific and specialized historical methods of inquiry. These
include comparative-historical and chronological methods, as well as historical-genetic and retrospective
approaches employed in historiographical analysis. For the interpretation of archaeological data, a range of
methods traditionally used in archaeology was applied: planigraphic analysis of burial-memorial complexes,
morphological and typological methods, and statistical processing of quantitative data derived from
archaeological sources. This approach ensured a high degree of reliability in reconstructing ritual and
social practices.

In classifying archaeological material and reconstructing the social structure of the population
associated with the Turkic culture of the Sayan-Altai region, the study relied on principles and categorical
frameworks developed in the works of domestic and foreign researchers. These methodological guidelines
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facilitated the interpretation of archaeological data within the context of complex processes of social
stratification and cultural dynamics.

The theoretical basis for sociological analysis was the concept of a multilayered societal structure,
encompassing horizontal dimensions (age-gender, familial-marital, and kinship ties) and vertical dimensions
(socio-economic, professional, political, and status hierarchies) [Sorokin, 1992]. A key methodological
premise was the concept of the "objectification" of social status, according to which an individual’s societal
position was preserved after death, reflected in the nature and elements of burial rites [Vasyutin, Kradin,
Tishkin, 2005]. Thus, burials serve not only as ritual acts but also as critical sources of information about
social structure, ideology, perceptions of status, and power in medieval nomadic societies.

This methodological foundation is complemented by a cultural-anthropological approach, which
allows archaeological complexes to be viewed not only as evidence of material culture but also as reflections
of symbolic, ideological, and mental frameworks inherent to the society. This enhances the interdisciplinary
nature of the research and opens new perspectives for studying early medieval Turkic communities.

Since the mid-19th century, the application of both the formation and civilization approaches to the
study of nomadic peoples’ history has failed to provide definitive answers to key questions regarding
nomadism. Moreover, the traditional opposition between these approaches in historiography has, in practice,
resulted in parallel evolutions of perspectives among proponents of formation theory and advocates of the
civilization concept, ultimately leading to similar conclusions. This is easily explained: despite focusing on
different aspects of society (socio-political relations or socio-cultural characteristics), both approaches based
their models of societal development on the evolution of agricultural peoples. The concepts of "formation"
and "civilization" were defined from the perspective of Western European thought [Zhumadil, 2014: 17].

Common Elements and Motifs in the Armament and State Standards of Sakas, Huns, and Turks.
The Hunnic conquest interrupted the historical development of local South Siberian ethnic groups, leading to
complex transformations in the ethnic composition of the population, as well as changes in the social and
economic structures of local societies, fostering new societal and ethnic relationships. Ancient Chinese
sources first mention the Turkic-speaking Gyan-gun (Yenisei Kyrgyz) tribe, which, in the 2nd—1st centuries
BCE, migrated from the Great Lakes Basin northward through the Sayan Range into the Khakas-Minusinsk
Basin. Interaction between the Turkic-speaking Gyan-gun and the Dinlin, who, based on toponymic evidence,
spoke partly Ugric and partly South Samoyedic dialects, began during this period. Archaeological data
indicate this process is marked by the emergence of the Shurmak culture (2nd century BCE-5th century CE)
in the Upper Yenisei and the Tashtyk culture (1st century BCE—5th century CE) in the basins of the Middle
Yenisei, Abakan, and Chulym, including the Yam and Kiya river basins [Kyzlasov, 1989: 33].

The study of cultural continuity, as well as the structure and organization of statehood among nomadic
ethnic groups and cultures of the Central Asian historical-cultural region, remains fragmented and uneven.
This is largely due to the insufficient study or inaccessibility of archaeological materials and museum
collections from neighboring countries.

Scholars suggest that among the nomadic peoples of Central Asia, a tribal or clan name often extended
to an entire people, encompassing a collection of tribes and clans. The armies of the Sakas, Huns, and Turks
were primarily organized for offensive operations. On the battlefield, they effectively employed various
military tactics, refined and passed down through centuries. The combat tools and armament used by the
Sakas, Huns, and ancient Turks played a crucial role in their heroic exploits and successes. Undoubtedly, the
horse was the most significant asset among these three peoples. The invention of the stirrup enabled the
Huns and Turks to achieve success in military campaigns and establish dominance over numerous peoples.
The horse was pivotal to their victories due to its maneuverability and ability to swiftly break through enemy
ranks during battles.

Particularly striking in this regard are stone scepters topped with horse heads [fig. 2], which belonged
to members of the tribal ruling aristocracy and were likely used during significant ceremonies or rituals
associated with important societal events. Their origins are linked to complex processes of societal
development and beliefs about deities, totems, and the direction of economic activities.
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Figure 2. Stone staff with a horse-head finial, East Kazakhstan

The use of horses as riding animals and the production of iron weapons and equipment significantly
enhanced the strength of ancient armies, enabling them to become dominant and well-organized forces. This
culture, which ascribed sacred significance to horses in the political and social life of steppe states and
elevated iron and blacksmithing—expressed in their epics and oaths—to an equally sacred status, gave rise
to a worldview and lifestyle markedly distinct from other communities. In addition to blacksmithing, which
was practiced by the Sakas, Huns, and Turks, their martial capabilities were significantly strengthened.
Thus, as the creation and defense of a state born in thought relied on military prowess, the speed of the horse
and the striking power of iron were combined to form mobile and dynamic armies. In this regard, the armies
of steppe peoples differed from those of other regions in their military composition, organization, combat
techniques, and tactics. Thanks to swift cavalry and rapid raids, steppe warriors easily conquered both
neighboring and distant lands. The ability of warriors to "suddenly appear like a hurricane and disappear like
birds," as noted in ancient sources starting with the Sakas, was directly tied to the advantages provided
by the horse.

One critical element of equestrian equipment is the saddle. The saddle’s function in a cavalry army
was multifaceted, extending far beyond mere rider comfort. In a military context, the saddle played a critical
role in ensuring rider stability and fixation. It securely held the rider on the horse’s back, particularly during
maneuvers, accelerations, sharp turns, and close combat. A rigid frame with high pommels allowed the rider
to maintain a stable position even during collisions with opponents or when using heavy weaponry
(spears, sabers, bows). For transferring force from the rider to the weapon in combat, particularly when
striking with a spear or saber, the saddle served as a point of support, enabling the rider to deliver force
through their torso and legs without losing balance. This was especially crucial for heavy cavalry, where the
effectiveness of a strike directly depended on the stability of the rider’s position. The saddle also reduced
strain on the horse. Advanced saddle designs, particularly from the Xiongnu period onward, facilitated a
more even distribution of the rider’s and equipment’s weight across the horse’s back, reducing pressure on
the animal’s spine, minimizing the risk of injury, and enabling horses to endure long marches and intense
combat conditions.

The refinement of saddles by nomads enhanced rider mobility and maneuverability, allowing the rider
to shift in different directions, lean back, dismount quickly, and remount with ease. This significantly
increased the flexibility and tactical capabilities of steppe cavalry, especially in close combat and rapid
pursuits. The integration of stirrups into the saddle played a monumental role in nomadic armies. The saddle
enabled effective use of stirrups, which revolutionized cavalry combat tactics for the Huns and Turks. With
the introduction of stirrups, riders gained an additional point of support, further securing their position in the
saddle and enabling the use of two-handed weapons, as well as effective slashing and thrusting strikes.
A rider in a high, robust saddle appeared more imposing than a foot soldier, amplifying the demoralizing
impact of steppe cavalry charges on opponents.

Thus, the saddle in cavalry served not merely an auxiliary but a strategic function, providing the
technical, tactical, and physiological conditions for the effective deployment of mounted warriors in battle.
However, we cannot make such claims about advanced saddles in the Scythian period, as archaeological
evidence does not confirm the existence of structured or framed saddles among the Altai Scythians, at least.
Their saddles [fig. 3] typically consisted of two soft cushions filled with wool and hair, connected by a
leather strap running along the horse’s spine. The edges, oriented toward the horse’s neck and hindquarters,
were thickened and decorated with elegant arches and paired carved plates made of wood or horn. Such
saddles were secured with a girth, as well as chest and tail straps. However, this design only minimally
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reduced the pressure of the rider’s and equipment’s weight on the horse’s back, failing to provide sufficient

stability or reliable support for the rider during collisions or counterstrikes, unlike those of the Huns and
Turks.

Figure 3. Saddle from Kurgan No. 5, Pazyryk, 5th century BC

At the turn of the eras (1st century BCE-1st century CE), framed saddle constructions emerged,
consisting of two narrow arches connected by several crossbars. The functional purpose of these frames
remains a subject of scholarly debate. According to one hypothesis, these frames served as the load-bearing
component of pack saddles; according to another, the wooden crossbars were placed inside leather cushions,
forming an internal support for soft saddles. In any case, these lattice structures can be regarded as direct
precursors to rigid framed saddles.

At the next stage of evolution, the cushions were replaced by two wooden planks placed along the
sides of the horse’s body, connected at the ends by wide, arched pommels, which likely evolved from the
decorative wooden overlays of Scythian saddles. These pommels rested directly on the horse’s back, with
minimal spacing to avoid restricting the animal’s mobility. Such saddles provided secure rider fixation,
offering stable support and, to some extent, serving a protective function against strikes from edged weapons.
Similar constructions are documented in archaeological materials from Korea and Japan from the 4th—6th
centuries, suggesting their possible local origin in this region. The advantages of such saddles are evident:
first, they ensured a high and stable riding position; second, they allowed effective use of long weapons,
particularly spears, without the risk of losing balance or falling. However, mounting such a saddle while
wearing long, armored clothing was challenging, leading to the development of a special pad on the left
side—a precursor to the stirrup. One of the earliest attempts to classify ancient Turkic saddles was made by
A.A. Gavrilova, who identified two types of Kudyrge saddles from the 6th—7th centuries: "male" saddles
with high, arched front pommels, sometimes adorned with bone ornamental overlays, and "female" saddles
with low front pommels and overlays [Gavrilova, 1965: 85].

In the 6th century, the construction of the saddle frame underwent significant improvements [fig. 4].
The longitudinal boards connecting the saddle bows were extended in length, and the bows themselves were
mounted on a wooden platform with a characteristic central protrusion. This innovation enabled a more even
distribution of the rider's weight across the saddle's surface, thereby reducing pressure on the animal's spine.
The raised edges of the platform allowed for the attachment of stirrups in front of the pommel, eliminating
the earlier practice of securing them by looping a connecting rope over the saddle. Subsequently, the cantle
was angled relative to the horizontal plane and, like the pommel, was crafted from a solid wooden block.
These modifications allowed the rider to shift their body freely in various directions, lean backward,
dismount rapidly, and remount with equal speed, significantly enhancing cavalry mobility. Archaeological
and historical-cultural evidence suggests that this saddle design emerged at the interface of nomadic and
sedentary lifestyles, specifically in the contact zone between pastoralist and agricultural cultures of Northern
China, from where it spread widely.

Figure 4. Construction of an ancient Turkic saddle
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In the same region, stirrups are believed to have been invented. R.Sh. Dzharilgasinova hypothesized
that stirrups originated in the Koguryo state in the 4th century CE [Dzharilgasinova, 1972: 112]. Initially,
stirrups consisted of paired wooden footrests, bent from a single wooden rod and reinforced with iron or
copper plates. It soon became evident that the wooden core was unnecessary, leading to the production of
stirrups from flat iron sheets. However, this design proved uncomfortable, as the narrow metal plate caused
injury to the rider's foot. Consequently, the lower part of the stirrup — the footrest — was modified into a
flattened, broadened shape. Eventually, stirrups were forged entirely from metal rods.

During the early Saka period, substantial lance heads with narrow, leaf-shaped blades and conical
sockets appeared. These typically featured a raised midrib extending to the tip. One or two holes at the base
of the socket facilitated attachment to the shaft. Such lances, equally suitable for infantry and cavalry,
remained in use until at least the 5th century BCE [Ivanov, 2007: 58].

The formation of powerful steppe states and organized polities likely occurred through the unification
of tribes under a centralized authority. Dating back approximately 1,000 years before the time of Tuman,
around 200 BCE, we arrive at circa 1200 BCE. This period marks the widespread adoption of iron and the
use of horses as riding animals, as evidenced by archaeological findings. Notably, by 1400 BCE, the western
Altai Mountains were a significant center for large-scale iron production [Kafesoglu, 1989: 212].

L.R. Kyzlasov notes that the earliest forged iron tools and weapons appeared in Southern Siberia
between the 6th and 5th centuries BCE, yet iron did not fully supplant bronze for another 300 years. The
products of established bronze-smelting craftsmanship continued to find widespread use, coexisting with the
initial output of iron smelters and blacksmiths. Metallurgy, supported by advanced mining that supplied not
only non-ferrous and precious metal ores but also iron ore, emerged as an independent craft.

Observations on the significance of weaponry in early medieval Turkic societies of Central Asia are
documented in the works of Russian researchers. A.D. Grach suggested that the rarity of bladed weapons and
lances in nomadic burials may reflect ritual prohibitions against placing such items in graves.
V.A. Mogilnikov argued that this scarcity was not only due to ritual practices but also the high value of
swords, which were placed only in the burials of the most elite warriors. Detailed studies of the distribution
of weaponry in funerary and memorial complexes of early medieval Turks in the Altai were conducted by
V.V. Gorbunov.

Yu.S. Khudiakov’s research and the analysis of weaponry from Xianbei archaeological sites in
northeastern China provide insights into the Xianbei military complex. The Xianbei armament was relatively
advanced and diverse for its time. While their bows and arrows were typologically less varied than those of
the Xiongnu, Xianbei armored cavalry surpassed the Xiongnu in close-combat weaponry and protective
equipment. It is likely that Xianbei forces included units of heavily armored cavalry [Khudiakov, 2000: 41].

Throughout the early medieval period, Turkic peoples exhibited progressive development in both
ranged and close-combat weaponry, as well as protective equipment for warriors and their horses. The
evolution of military practices led to increased typological diversity in the armaments used within Turkic
military culture.

The bow held primary importance among steppe warriors’ weapons. Archaeological evidence
indicates that arrowheads were crafted from bronze, iron, bone, or stone. Steppe warriors developed various
arrow types, including whistling and poisoned arrows. Bows typically featured a straight or inwardly curved
body with short, curved limbs attached at both ends, often made from beech with tendons used for
bowstrings. Swords, used in close combat, were also significant, alongside daggers (kamas). Lances were
another critical component of their arsenal. Warriors employed protective gear, including armor, helmets,
and shields. Their primary tactic was ranged attack, firing arrows from a distance to minimize losses.

Among the Western Turks and Tiirgesh, bows and arrows were the dominant weapons, enabling
effective long-range engagement. Their arsenal included composite bows of various types, distinguished by
the number and placement of bone or horn reinforcements that strengthened the weapon’s structure [fig. 5].
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Figure 5. Types of ancient Turkic bows

The bows of the early Turkic period were somewhat inferior in shoulder span to those of the preceding
Xiongnu-Sarmatian period but surpassed them in rate of fire and ease of use, particularly in the context of
highly maneuverable mounted combat characteristic of Turkic military tradition. Turkic bows were designed
to effectively engage enemies equipped with advanced protective armor, as these groups primarily conducted
warfare against the armies of sedentary agricultural states in Central Asia and Iran, which were known for
their sophisticated individual defense systems.

Turkic archers possessed a diverse array of arrows tailored for various purposes. Arrowheads varied
from two-, three-, to four-bladed designs, with fletching exhibiting different cross-sectional shapes, including
flat, triangular, quadrangular, or rounded profiles [fig. 6]. Arrowheads were typically attached via tang
insertion, ensuring a secure connection to the shaft.

Figure 6. Types of Turkic arrowheads

By the second half of the first millennium CE, three-bladed fletched arrows were the most prevalent
and widely used due to their stabilizing function, which induced rotation during flight, enhancing accuracy
and penetrating power. Additionally, bone whistles were often affixed to the shaft immediately behind the
arrowhead, producing a piercing sound during flight, likely serving both psychological and signaling
purposes.

Contemporary studies suggest that three-bladed arrows exhibited superior aeroballistic characteristics.
Their use, documented from the Xiongnu period through the late medieval era, underscores the durability
and effectiveness of this technological tradition in Turkic military practices.

Archaeological excavations in the Tian Shan and Semirechye regions, particularly at Turkic burials
with horse interments, have revealed a variety of bone reinforcements used in bow construction. These
include lateral reinforcements attached to the bow’s limbs to enhance durability and central reinforcements
strengthening the bow’s core. Significant advancements were made in the production technologies of bows,
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arrows, bladed weapons, and individual metal protective gear. Notable progress was also observed in cavalry
and horse equipment, with the widespread adoption of rigid-frame saddles and stirrups, which provided
greater rider stability and expanded tactical capabilities in close and hand-to-hand combat.

A pivotal development was the emergence of heavily armored cavalry units within the armies of early
Turkic and other nomadic communities, establishing these as distinct structural components of Central Asian
nomadic forces. Alongside traditional loose-formation attacks, heavy cavalry increasingly employed assaults
in close-knit battle formations, reflecting heightened organization and discipline in Turkic military
operations.

To effectively counter enemies in both ranged and close combat, warriors of the Western Turks and
Tiirgesh utilized various types of individual metal protection [fig. 7]. Even before the formation of the First
Turkic Khaganate, while residing in the Altai Mountains, the Turks equipped their warriors with reliable
metal breastplates. Following the establishment of the unified Turkic Khaganate, elite units of the
khagan’s guard — heavily armored cavalry clad in metal lamellar armor, known as “fuli” or “buri”
(wolves) — emerged as a prominent feature [Bichurin, 1950: 229].

Figure 7. Ancient Turkic composite armor

Recent studies have cataloged and analyzed finds of ranged and close-combat weaponry and
protective equipment of Western Turkic and Tiirgesh warriors [Kozhomberdiev and Khudiakov, 1990: 48—
52]. Significant quantities of such artifacts have been uncovered in recent excavations of Western Turkic
cultural sites in the Kochkor Valley of the Tian Shan [Tabaldiev, 1996: 43-50].

The distribution of weaponry in early medieval Turkic burial sites serves as a reliable indicator of
warrior interments. The spatial arrangement of weapons within grave complexes typically mirrors their use
in daily and military life, suggesting that burial rituals reflected socially significant aspects of the deceased’s
identity, including status and occupation.

Analysis of archaeological data from Turkic burial sites in Central Asia indicates that, beyond age and
gender, the distribution of specific weapon types was influenced by their social and symbolic significance.
Bladed weapons, battle axes, lances, and protective gear (armor, shields, helmets) served not only utilitarian
purposes but also functioned as markers of social status, affiliation with the military elite, and possibly
ethno-social differentiation within nomadic society.

Comparative sources, including written records, iconographic materials, and ethnographic parallels,
highlight the critical role of weaponry in the symbolic capital of nomads. The presence of specific weapons
in burials could signify the deceased’s membership in the military aristocracy, participation in campaigns
and battles, or connection to the sacred sphere, as weapons were often perceived as carriers of power,
protecting the deceased’s soul in the afterlife.

These findings have been complemented by modeling the social structure of early medieval Turkic
society, revealing a complex and hierarchical organization with multiple elite groups. Some groups were
centered around military specialization, while others fulfilled administrative, diplomatic, or sacred-ritual
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functions. Thus, weaponry served not only as a symbol of personal status but also as a reflection of power
structures, social stratification, and ideological worldviews within nomadic culture.

These results underscore the value of further studying weaponry as a key element in Turkic nomads’
conceptions of power, social hierarchy, warfare, and the sacred. A comprehensive approach to analyzing
weaponry — integrating archaeological, anthropological, historical-cultural, and religious perspectives —
offers significant potential for deepening our understanding of both the material and spiritual culture of early
medieval Eurasian nomads.

Symbols and Attributes of Power in Eurasian Nomadic Cultures

The earliest symbols and attributes of power emerged during the Late Stone Age, manifesting as staffs
and scepters of various configurations, often adorned with zoomorphic figures as finials. In the territory of
modern Kazakhstan, several stone scepter heads from the Copper-Stone Age have been documented,
primarily in the western and northwestern regions. These artifacts symbolized the divine origin of tribal
leaders’ authority, their consolidating role within the tribal elite, their special mission in societal functions,
and their organizational role in sustaining the community. On the later stages of the Stone Age and into
subsequent periods, priests, endowed with religious-ideological functions, also possessed variants of such
attributes [fig. 8].

Figure 8. Burial of an Eneolithic chieftain-priest and finials of tribal leaders’ staffs, Western Kazakhstan

Military and state standards across the steppe empires of the Eurasian space share common motifs and
elements, reflecting their formation within a shared geographical and cultural context, as well as genetic and
ideological connections. These commonalities stem from the sacralization of the environment, nature, and
animals. Consequently, standards frequently featured stylized depictions of eagles, lions, bulls, and
occasionally dragons or other mythological and real animals, symbolizing strength, authority, and divine
origin or protection. Bright, contrasting colors — red, black, white, and yellow — were employed to enhance
visual impact and symbolic significance. Standards were typically crafted from fabrics, embellished with
metal, embroidery, or appliqués, underscoring the status and military might of the bearers. The shared motifs
of steppe empire standards reflect a universal symbolism of power and divine patronage, characteristic of
nomadic cultures that reinforced their authority through visual signs. Structurally, standards consisted of
vertical banners affixed to poles, often adorned with tassels, fringes, or metal ornaments. Metallic elements,
such as finials, plaques, or reinforcements, enhanced durability and visual appeal, indicating the
technological knowledge, artistic skill, and cultural appreciation of aesthetics and symbolism in military
contexts, while also reflecting shared cultural and religious values.

A notable example of statehood symbols is a genre composition on a golden plaque from an
investiture belt, discovered at a temple site associated with the cremation of a khagan at Eleke Sazy. This
depicts a crowned khagan seated on a zoomorphic throne in a canonical ruler’s pose [fig. 9].

Figure 9. Depiction of an ancient Turkic Khagan on the throne, Eleke Sazy
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The imagery and symbols on standards reflect beliefs in spirits and deities protecting the army and
people. Standards could serve sacred functions tied to cults of nature, patron spirits, or ancestors. The
symbolism and ritual use of military standards demonstrate the profound interrelation between religious
beliefs and the martial culture of Eurasian nomads, ensuring cohesion and elevating the collective spirit of
the army. For the Saka, Huns, and Turks, standards served not only as tactical instruments of identification
and regulation but also as sacred attributes of authority and divine sanction. They functioned as a visual-
communicative code that unified troops, reinforced morale, and legitimized power through sacralized
imagery. Despite stylistic and iconographic variations, these standards consistently embodied universal
features of the nomadic military tradition, rooted in symbolic expression, ritual practice, and the belief in
supernatural protection. In this capacity, they transcended their utilitarian role, symbolizing unity, divine
guardianship, and the sanctity of political and military authority.

In the later stages of Stone Age societal development, the rising prominence of the military class and
war leaders, endowed with specific authority, was accompanied by corresponding martial attributes and
ideological justifications of military power. In such contexts, certain weapons, beyond their destructive
capabilities, began to serve symbolic and emblematic functions. The history of Eurasian peoples provides
numerous examples where specific weapons became tribal or state symbols. For instance, the cult of the
sword dedicated to the war god Ares among the Scythians involved specialized temples where ritual
mysteries were performed periodically, serving as an essential condition for maintaining ideological stability
and harmony within the state. One such symbol of the warrior caste or societal stratum during the Neolithic
period is a bone dagger (crafted from a bull’s hind leg) with flint inserts, discovered in 1950 at the Ust-
Narym settlement on the Irtysh River [fig. 10]. This dagger, lacking a handle and likely unsuitable for
combat, primarily symbolized martial authority and may have been used in exceptional cases for ritual
sacrifices during the Neolithic period.

Figure 10. Bone dagger with flint blades, Ust-Narym, East Kazakhstan

Among ancient weaponry, the throwing spear (lance) held symbolic significance, serving as an
attribute of military and public authority for distinguished warriors and war leaders. Some examples were
adorned with animal or bird figurines. One such specimen was found in the Kostanay region of Kazakhstan
[fig. 11]. It is believed that these artifacts could have been fitted with horsehair tufts, banners, or standards.

Figure 11. Bronze spearhead of cultic purpose

The motifs, ornaments, and symbols reflect cultural and military commonalities, as well as the distinct
perceptions of symbolism among the nomadic peoples discussed here. Notably, among the Saka, Huns, and
Turks, standards served not only as battle markers but also as carriers of sacred symbols connecting the army
to spiritual forces. For nomads, visual signs held sacred significance, as evidenced by depictions of animals
on standards. All Eurasian steppe states utilized standards as visual codes to enhance morale and provide
spiritual support, as confirmed by finds featuring animal imagery, mythological creatures, and symbols of
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power, underscoring their sacred function. The use of animal motifs — an archetypal feature linking these
cultures — is particularly evident. For instance, the griffin among the Saka was associated with higher powers
and divine intervention, as corroborated by archaeological discoveries.

To develop a unified methodological and methodical framework for reconstructing social structures,
worldviews, and mental characteristics of nomadic societies, it is essential to integrate philosophical methods
with high heuristic potential alongside general historical and scientific approaches. These methods, including
dialectical, structural-semiotic, phenomenological, structural-functional, and hermeneutic approaches,
facilitate the exploration of the mythopoetic and ideological dimensions of state standards and symbols.
General philosophical principles of analysis, aimed at identifying patterns of interconnection and mutual
influence among symbolic forms and standards, ensure the integrity and internal dynamics of the historical-
cultural continuity among the Saka, Huns, and Turks. Research data confirm the multi-layered and
hierarchical nature of the social organization of these cultures at various stages of their historical
development. Nomadic society and statehood represent a complex, structured system wherein social roles,
statuses, and functions correlate with the cultural, legal, and economic foundations of steppe states. Any
culture is viewed as a system of interconnected elements with both functional significance and semantic
weight, forming stable structures reproduced in symbolism, mythology, rituals, and language.

Religious behavior among nomads served as a mechanism for ordering reality, where the sacred and
profane were closely intertwined. This principle presupposes the presence of archetypal images within the
deep structure of individual and collective consciousness. These archetypes manifest in symbolic forms of
thought, mythopoetic language, ritual practices, and cultural memory, shaping enduring mental models of
behavior and worldview, reflected in the symbolism of nomadic statehood. This perspective emphasizes the
correlation between internal motivations, goals, beliefs, and the external activities of social actors. Following
the concepts of M. Eliade and other scholars, religious experience is regarded as a distinct form of existential
presence that forms the structural basis for behavior, symbolic communication, and ritual actions [Eliade,
1999: 406-411]. Comparative mythology reveals that the mythological systems of Indo-European and
Eurasian peoples contain numerous archaic narratives (mythologems) with stable structural features and
analogous symbolism. These elements of mythological thought reflect universal archetypes transmitted and
transformed over centuries, retaining significance for reconstructing mental worldviews. Thus, the
methodological framework for studying sacred symbolism requires an interdisciplinary approach, combining
philosophical, sociological, religious, psychological, cultural, and archaeological analytical tools to enable a
comprehensive study of past social and mental structures and the reconstruction of a holistic picture of
traditional societal worldviews.

The technology of nomadic banner production utilized materials such as leather, fabric, and metal,
along with metal ornaments. These standards, decorations, and finials enhanced durability and visual impact,
underscoring the owner’s status. Constructive solutions were driven not only by functionality but also by the
owner’s status, as evidenced by archaeological finds and reconstructions. The Turks employed mixed
materials, metal ornaments, and embroidery, indicating advanced artistic traditions.

Symbols and attributes of power hold paramount importance in the political history of any people or
state, expressing the will of rulers, executive authority, and the aspirations of the populace. These symbols
have deep historical roots extending back centuries. The forms of symbols and attributes undergo significant
changes in accordance with the ideological and political directives of ruling clans, tribes, state formations,
sociopolitical groups, and other factors, including traditions, customs, and myths, which both influence and
become integrated into these symbols. Religious symbols also play a significant role in regulating
relationships within sociocultural formations across historical diachrony.

Numerous materials attest to the high degree of militarization in the Pazyryk society, evidenced by a
significant proportion of weapons or their imitations in male burials, various injuries, and a notable number
of cenotaphs, which increased during significant global historical events. Virtually the entire male population
could be mobilized for military action when necessary. However, a clear trend emerged toward the formation
of a distinct group of professional warriors constituting the leader’s “retinue” or “serving” force
[Dashkovsky, 2002: 214].

The archaeological cultures of Eastern Kazakhstan in the second half to late first millennium BCE —
Pazyryk, Kulazhurgin, and possibly others — developed based on the early Scythian cultural complex
established in the early first millennium BCE. Notable monuments include the Kurty, Maiemer, Zevakino,
Izmailovka, Kuruk, and Kogaly burial grounds, alongside numerous chance finds, petroglyphs, and other
artifacts. Many items from these necropolises have long been used in historical-cultural reconstructions and
are part of the global cultural heritage.
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The military standards of the Huns, Saka, and Turks share characteristic features, including their
functional role in identification, cohesion, and sacred protection of the army; visual symbolism through
animal imagery, bright colors, and mythological motifs; and constructive features such as materials,
decorative techniques, and metal elements, reflecting technological levels and status. These shared traits
indicate similar functions and symbolism in the military standards of Eurasian nomadic peoples, as
corroborated by leading specialists in archaeology and historical anthropology.

Military standards played a significant role in the political life of states as personal or state symbols.
The most notable and reliable material in Kazakhstan, serving as the finial of a royal standard, originates
from Berels Kurgan No. 11 [fig. 12].

Figure 12. Finial of the royal standard, Berel

This is further supported by the discovery of a wooden sculpture of a tiger-griffin among items
scattered by looters in a burial chamber. This sculptural depiction of a mythical polymorphic creature — a
tiger-griffin — symbolized the supreme ruler of the people inhabiting this territory in the 4th century BCE and
was revered as a sacred relic. The combination of griffin and tiger imagery is not coincidental, as the griffin,
a totemic and revered animal associated with soaring above, dominated the art and worldview of the Altai
peoples during this period.

Herodotus, dubbed the “father of history,” provided semi-legendary accounts of tribes interacting with
the northern Black Sea Scythians and more distant groups. Many of his accounts were derived from
travelers’ reports, such as Aristeas, son of Caistrobius from Proconnesus, who relayed tales of griffin tribes
living in cold lands among high mountains, where snowflakes resembled bird feathers. These tribes mined
gold, while their neighbors, the Arimaspians (Greek for “one-eyed”), frequently raided to steal it. Sources
also mention the Issedones, Argippaeans, and other tribes neighboring the griffins (Herodotus, Book IV).
Scholars have variously located these tribes on the Urals, Altai, or further east, with most favoring the Altai
hypothesis. This study supports the view that these ancient accounts, albeit distorted, reflect real events in the
Altai and adjacent territories during the mid to late first millennium BCE among tribes with similar
economic-cultural profiles and worldviews. This is reinforced by typological parallels in Chinese written
sources. The text Mu Tianzi Zhuan (“Biography of Mu Tianzi”), discovered in 280 BCE, describes the
legendary journey of Zhou Muwang northwest from his state. Crossing the Kunlun Mountains (initially the
Altai, later reassigned to another region), he followed the Hei Shui (Black River) to the vicinity of the
mysterious “Yao Chi” (Paradise Lake), where he encountered clouds of feathers and countless bird flocks
[Sun Peiliang, 1985: 8; Wang Zhilai, 1986: 54]. If Herodotus’ skepticism about informants’ comparisons of
snowflakes to bird feathers in the lands of the northern Scythian neighbors — Arimaspians, “gold-guarding
griffins,” and other Altai tribes — stems from rumors of prolonged winters and heavy snowfalls, the accounts
of actual bird feathers near water bodies may have been misinterpreted by ancient authors due to stereotypes
about northern “barbarians.”

Another Chinese source from the 4th-3rd centuries BCE, Shanhaijing, describes a northern “one-
eyed” country, “Yimu Guo” (Yimu: one eye; Guo: state), aligning typologically with Aristeas’ account of the
Arimaspians. Greek myths about the bald Argippaeans resonate with the Chinese text Zhuangzi, covering
events from the 4th-2nd centuries BCE in the “bald” state of “Qiongfa Guo” (Qiong: poor, bald; Fa: hair;
Guo: state) northwest of China. These Greco-Chinese mythological parallels may share a common origin.
Some Chinese scholars identify Mu Tianzi Zhuan’s geographical terms — Kunlun, Yao Chi, and Hei Shui —
with the Altai Mountains, Lake Zaysan, and the Black Irtysh River, respectively (Sun Peiliang, 1985: §; Ma
Yong, Wang Binghua, 1990: 13), though Lake Markakol or the Ili River and Lake Balkhash are less likely
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alternatives. These accounts potentially expand the southern boundaries of the tribes creating this cultural
phenomenon.

As new historical-archaeological sources are analyzed, it becomes increasingly evident that Eurasian
peoples, including Turkic ethnic groups, possessed a distinct system of property and state symbols, with
banners forming a critical component. Despite the fragmentary survival of this system, comprehensive
analysis of written and iconographic sources enables substantiated conclusions about the key stages of state
standard evolution among medieval ancestors.

Standards fulfilled multiple significant functions, primarily as religious symbols protecting armed
forces in battle, embodying divine essence, and endowing rulers and armies with sacred power. Losing a
standard in battle equated to defeat, signaling retreat or the death of a commander. Various banners and small
flags held both sacred and tactical significance, aiding army management during battles by allowing
commanders to assess unit positions and respond to changing conditions. Toppling an enemy’s banner
signified the cessation of organized resistance, while banners marked the commander’s headquarters and
served as rallying points post-battle [fig. 13].

Figure 13. Depiction of a Turkic warrior on frescoes

The earliest banner types characteristic of Eurasian steppe nomadic cultures trace back to the
Sarmatian era, possibly borrowed from Central Asian traditions under ancient Chinese military influence.
Societal development relies on stable symbols and attributes reflecting social structure and values,
embodying spiritual culture, worldviews, customs, and traditions shaped by economic, political, cultural, and
religious factors.

Civilizational progress involves global changes impacting material and ideological foundations,
accompanied by transformations in symbols, norms, values, cultural codes, and social behavior. In the
context of continuity, studying the symbolism and standards of the ancient Turkic period as expressions of
political power, ethnic identity, and ideological foundations is critical. Scholars often highlight the wolf — a
sacred animal reflecting the divine origin of the Ashina clan, symbolizing strength, courage, and protection —
as a key Turkic symbol. Tamgas, clan signs, served identification, proprietary, and sacred functions, applied
to weapons, banners, household items, and livestock. Turkic military standards, ancient symbols of power,
typically consisted of a pole adorned with a spear or metal finial, attached with horse tails, ribbons, or fabric
panels. The number of tails indicated a leader’s rank, accompanying the ruler as an essential emblem of
authority. These symbols were integral to military hierarchy and sacred Turkic beliefs, linked to the
patronage of heavenly forces — Tengri — and ancestral spirits.

The evolution of symbolic space is inseparable from societal historical movement, reflecting
adaptation to new challenges. In the context of globalization, digitization, and cultural diffusion, symbols
gain heightened significance as tools for identity, consolidation, and historical memory, serving as both
cultural heritage and instruments for shaping the future. Studying ancient Turkic symbolism enables modern
society to maintain connections to its roots and reflect on enduring categories of power, honor, and
community through historical cultural codes.

The symbolic space of Turkic standards, viewed in the context of prior societies, reveals the origins,
continuity, and symbolic weight of these emblems within nomadic worldviews. In a modern perspective,
state symbols and standards serve as mental codes of nomadic peoples and their statehood. Analyzing their
role in social and cultural organization highlights the emphasis on the “tug” standard and totemic symbols,
reflecting their connection to the broader evolution of symbolic systems amid historical and civilizational
transformations. The tug was not merely a visual marker of power but a sacred symbol carrying Tengri’s
blessing. Its presence in battles or assemblies (Kurultai) signified the legitimacy of decisions and divine
consent, accompanying rulers, marking military camps, and serving as a protective talisman. Sources
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indicate that the tug was used not only by Turks but also by other Central Asian nomads, though the Turks
imbued it with a structured, hierarchical, and sacred significance. The tug became an archetype of Eastern
authority, symbolizing state continuity, vertical power, and military standards — “bayraks” [fig. 14].

Figure 14. One of the standards of the ancient Turks

The symbolic space plays a pivotal role in societal historical development, reflecting social
organization, worldviews, collective identity, power legitimation, and cultural memory. This is particularly
evident in Eurasian nomadic cultures, especially the ancient Turks, whose symbolic system integrated
spiritual, military, and sacred meanings from preceding states. Each clan and tribe had its tamga — a clan sign
serving distinction, ownership, and sacred connection to ancestral spirits. Tamgas were primarily
applied to state standards, weapons, yurts, horse gear, seals, tombstones, and livestock, reinforcing clan
affiliation and social status. Turkic symbolism, rooted in mythology and worldview, shaped their cultural and
ideological identity.

Throughout their historical development, symbols and standards have undergone transformations in
both form and meaning. Civilizational processes — such as the disintegration of empires, religious reforms, or
cultural exchanges — have consistently been accompanied by changes in the sign-symbolic system. Among
the Turks, these transformations are particularly evident during the collapse of their empire and the
emergence of successor khanates, as well as during the period of Islamization and the transition to a
sedentary lifestyle. Despite these changes, traditional symbols, such as the fug (banner), various types of
bayraks (flags), and clan tamgas, retained their significance, adapting to new forms: clan signs evolved into
heraldic emblems, wolf imagery became military insignia, and standards were incorporated into religious or
dynastic protocols [fig. 15].

Figure 15. Turkic flags depicted in miniatures

In the modern context, the symbolism of the ancient Turks continues to serve as an element of national
identity. In Turkic-speaking countries (e.g., Kazakhstan, Turkey, Kyrgyzstan), motifs rooted in Tengrism are
reinterpreted as tools for cultural self-representation and historical legitimation. Thus, Turkic symbols and
standards remain an integral part of their socio-political, cultural, and spiritual systems. Within the sign-
symbolic space of ancient Turkic society, these elements reflected not only power relations and tribal
structures but also sacred meanings that ensured communal unity and stability. The evolution of these
symbols amid historical transformations demonstrates their flexibility, resilience, and ability to adapt to new
ideological and cultural conditions while maintaining ties to the deep archetypes of steppe civilization.

A comprehensive analysis of the social organization, statehood, military structure, and symbolic
systems of the Saka, Xiongnu, and Turks reveals a profound historical, cultural, and political continuity
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among these nomadic cultures. Their social institutions, military practices, and sign-symbolic spaces were
shaped by the nomadic lifestyle, environmental conditions, and the necessity for constant mobility, resulting
in shared structural and functional characteristics.

The military-democratic structure of Saka society, which included popular assemblies and the
participation of armed community members in decision-making, reflects early forms of direct democracy.
Notably, even women held political and military rights, distinguishing Saka society from the typical Eastern
civilizations characterized by rigid bureaucracy and social stratification. The power structure comprised a
sacralized ruler, a military aristocracy, a priesthood, and a free population of farmers and pastoralists, as
corroborated by both written and archaeological sources.

The development of weaponry and tactics among the Saka, Xiongnu, and Turks follows a unified
trajectory in the evolution of Central Asian nomadic military practices. Archaeological finds highlight not
only the functional but also the symbolic roles of weapons and equipment, linked to social stratification,
rituals, and mythology. Horses, central to nomadic life and military superiority, along with artifacts such as
stone scepters topped with horse heads, served as markers of sacred and status-related significance
within the culture.

Standards, or fug, held particular importance in both military and spiritual contexts. Their construction,
color symbolism, and zoomorphic motifs signified the high status of their bearer, expressed divinely
sanctioned authority, and served as visual codes uniting warriors and the community. Elements such as the
number of horse tails, metal ornaments, and depictions of mythological animals carried profound sacred
meanings, affirming the ruler’s connection to the deity Tengri and ancestral spirits.

The symbols and standards of the Turks and other Eurasian nomadic peoples formed a distinctive sign
system, intertwining power, warfare, and sacred space within a unified worldview and ritual context. These
signs were integral to the social structure, fulfilling functions of identity, legitimation, and mobilization.

Contemporary research, grounded in interdisciplinary approaches — archaeological, historical-cultural,
semiotic, and philosophical — enables the reconstruction of the complex, multi-layered system of symbols
and power in nomadic societies. The symbolism of standards, tamgas, and animal motifs serves as a key
element of the mental code of these societies, through which they expressed their identity, sacred worldview,
and concepts of power. Standards, as “material codes of sacred authority,” were not merely battle banners
but reflections of the holistic philosophy of steppe civilization. Their study provides deeper insight into the
internal mechanisms of political organization, religious beliefs, and cultural continuity among the Saka,
Xiongnu, and Turks. These signs serve as vivid markers of the civilizational unity of Eurasian nomadic
societies, demonstrating the resilience of their structures, symbols, and ideological orientations, carried
through centuries and reflected in the cultural memory of modern peoples.

The analyzed material convincingly demonstrates that the socio-political organization, military
systems, and rich symbolism, including standards and sign-symbolic spaces, are key to understanding the
historical and cultural heritage of Central Asian nomadic societies. The military-democratic structure of Saka
society fostered a unique political model, with significant roles for ordinary community members, including
women warriors, in decision-making and military activities. This reflects a high degree of civic engagement
and social participation, distinguishing it from the hierarchical structures of sedentary Eastern civilizations.

Over recent decades, research has focused on the military organization and weaponry of nomadic
peoples, including the Scythians, Xiongnu, Turks, Uyghurs, and Kyrgyz. Archaeological and historical-
ethnographic data have enabled the reconstruction of nomadic societal structures, identifying key features of
military practices, social stratification, and the sacred aspects of power, expressed through battle standards
and symbols. The fug holds a prominent place as a symbol of authority, legitimacy, and connection to divine
forces. Its significance transcends utilitarian military functions, becoming a sacred object imbued with
religious and political roles. Analysis of standards, ornaments, totemic imagery, and symbolism (griffins,
wolves, eagles, bulls, and mythological creatures) reveals their universal role as elements of ethnic identity,
cultural continuity, and expressions of state hierarchy.

Philosophical and structural-semiotic approaches to studying the standards and signs of Turkic and
other nomadic societies uncover their profound symbolic weight. These elements are not merely markers of
power or rank but reflections of a mythopoetic worldview, spiritual value systems, and cosmological
concepts of order, sanctity, and justice. The wolf, as the sacred animal of the Ashina clan, and the use of
tamgas as legal and identificational signs, are particularly significant.

Conclusions. In conclusion, a comprehensive examination of social organization, weaponry, sacred
signs, and the philosophy of symbols confirms that Central Asian nomadic peoples possessed a highly
organized system of power, a multi-layered social hierarchy, a profound spiritual tradition, and a deliberate
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symbolic culture. These elements ensured the stability and continuity of nomadic statehoods while enabling
adaptation to civilizational challenges without compromising identity. The evolution of the sign-symbolic
space of the Saka, Xiongnu, and Turks not only reflects their historical development but also serves as a vital
source for understanding broader processes of cultural transformation in Eurasia. In the context of modern
globalization and cultural diffusion, engaging with these symbols and forms of collective memory remains a
relevant means of preserving identity, spiritual heritage, and historical self-awareness.

References

Akishev, 1984 — Akishev A.K. Iskusstvo i mifologiya sakov [Art and Mythology of the Saka]. Alma-Ata: Nauka, 1984. 176 p.
[in Russian]

Bernshtam, 1951 — Bernshtam A.N. Ocherk istorii gunnov [Essay on the History of the Huns]. Leningrad: Leningrad State
University, 1951. 256 p. [in Russian]

Bichurin, 1950 — Bichurin N.Ya. (lakinf). Sobranie svedenii o narodakh, obitavshikh v Srednei Azii v drevnie vremena
[Collection of Information on the Peoples of Central Asia in Ancient Times]. Vol. I. Moscow—Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo AN SSSR,
1950. 382 p. [in Russian]

Botalov, 2019 — Botalov S.G. Epokha Velikogo pereseleniya narodov i rannee Srednevekove Yuzhnogo Urala (II-VIII veka)
[The Great Migration and the Early Middle Ages of the Southern Urals (2nd—8th Centuries)]. In: Istoriya Yuzhnogo Urala,
vol. 4. Chelyabinsk: South Ural State University, 2019. 384 p. [in Russian]

Dashkovskiy, 2002 — Dashkovskiy P.K. Sotsial’naya struktura i sistema mirovozzrenii naseleniya Gornogo Altaya skifskogo
vremeni [Social Structure and Worldview System of the Scythian-era Population of Mountain Altai]. PhD thesis, 07.00.06.
Kemerovo, 2002. 303 p. [in Russian]

Dzharilgasinova, 1972 — Dzharilgasinova R.Sh. Drevnie koguretsy (K etnicheskoi istorii koreitsev) [The Ancient Koguryo
People: On the Ethnic History of Koreans]. Moscow, 1972. 204 p. [in Russian]

Eliade, 1999 — Eliade M. Izbrannye sochineniia. Ocherki sravnitelnogo religiovedeniia [Selected Works. Essays in
Comparative Religion]. Moscow: Ladomir, 1999. 488 p. [in Russian]

Gavrilova, 1965 — Gavrilova A.A. Mogil’nik Kudyrge kak istochnik po istorii altaiskikh plemen [The Kudyrge Burial Ground
as a Source on the History of Altai Tribes]. Moscow—Leningrad, 1965. 144 p. [in Russian]

Gorbunov, 2007 — Gorbunov V.V. Voennoe iskusstvo altaiskikh tyurok v rannem srednevekov’e [Military Art of the Altai
Turks in the Early Middle Ages]. In: Vooruzhenie i voennoe delo kochevnikov Sibiri i Tsentral noi Azii. Novosibirsk, 2007.
Pp. 86-88. [in Russian]

Grach, 1980 — Grach A.D. Drevnie kochevniki v tsentre Azii [Ancient Nomads in Central Asia]. M.: Nauka, 1980.
76 p. [in Russian]

Grishin, 1981 — Grishin Yu.S. Pamyatniki neolita, bronzovogo i rannego zheleznogo vekov lesostepnogo Zabaikal’ya
[Monuments of the Neolithic, Bronze and Early Iron Ages of the Trans-Baikal Forest-Steppe]. M.: Nauka, 1981. 204 p. [in Russian]

Inostrantsev, 1926 — Inostrantsev K.A. Khunnu i Gunny. Razbor teorii o proiskhozhdenii naroda Khunnu kitaiskikh letopisei,
o proiskhozhdenii evropeiskikh Gunnov i o vzaimnykh otnosheniyakh etikh dvukh narodov [Xiongnu and Huns: Analysis of
Theories about the Origin of the Xiongnu and European Huns]. Leningrad, 1926. 152+4 p. (2nd edition). [in Russian]

Ivanov, 2007 — Ivanov S.S. Kop’ya sakov Tsentral’noi Azii [Spears of the Saka of Central Asia]. In: Vooruzhenie i voennoe
delo kochevnikov Sibiri i Tsentral 'noi Azii. Novosibirsk: Novosibirsk State University, 2007. Pp. 58-65. [in Russian]

Kafesoglu, 1989 — Kafesoglu I. Tirk Milli Kiiltiirii [Turkish National Culture]. Istanbul: Bogazici Yaymnlari, 1989.
212 p. [in Turkish]

Khudyakov, 1986 — Khudyakov Yu.S. Vooruzhenie plemen Gornogo Altaya pervoi poloviny I tys. n.e. [Weapons of the
Tribes of Mountain Altai in the First Half of the 1st Millennium AD]. In: Materialy po arkheologii Gornogo Altaya [Materials on the
Archaeology of Mountain Altai]. Gorno-Altaisk, 1986. Pp. 81-99. [in Russian]

Khudyakov, 2000 — Khudyakov Yu.S., Yu Su-Hua. Kompleks vooruzheniya syan’bi [The Weapon Complex of the Xianbei].
In: Drevnosti Altaya. Izvestiya laboratorii arkheologii, no. 5. Gorno-Altaisk, 2000. Pp. 37—48. [in Russian/Chinese]

Khudyakov, 2015 — Khudyakov Yu.S. Osobennosti formirovaniya i funktsionirovaniya voennoi organizatsii u nomadov
Tsentral’noi Azii v khunno-syan’biiskoe vremya [Formation and Functioning of Military Organization among the Nomads of Central
Asia during the Xiongnu—Xianbei Period]. Istoriya i sovremennost’. 2015. Ne 2(22). Pp. 104—113. [in Russian]

Kocheev, 1999 — Kocheev V.A. Boevoe oruzhie pazyryktsev [Weapons of the Pazyryk People]. Drevnosti Altaya: Izvestiya
laboratorii arkheologii, 4. Gorno-Altaisk, 1999. Pp. 74-82. [in Russian]

Kyzlasov, 1989 — Kyzlasov L.R. Drevnyaya i srednevekovaya istoriya Yuzhnoi Sibiri (v kratkom izlozhenii). Posobie dlya
uchitelei istorii [Ancient and Medieval History of Southern Siberia (Concise Outline). A Manual for History Teachers]. Abakan,
1989. 58 p. [in Russian]

Mogilnikov, 1997 — Mogilnikov V.A. Kurgan 85 Kara-Koby-I i nekotorye itogi izucheniya drevnetyurkskikh pamyatnikov
Altaya v svyazi s issledovaniyami v Kara-Kobe [Kurgan 85 of Kara-Koby-I and Some Results of the Study of Ancient Turkic
Monuments of Altai]. Istochniki po istorii Respubliki Altai. Gorno-Altaisk, 1997. P. 206. [in Russian]

Pershits, 1976 — Pershits A.1. Nekotorye osobennosti klassoobrazovaniya i ranneklassovykh otnoshenii u kochevnikov-
skotovodov [Some Features of Class Formation and Early Class Relations among Nomadic Pastoralists]. Stanovienie klassov i
gosudarstva: Sbornik statei, ed. A.1. Pershits. Moscow: Nauka, 1976. Pp. 280-313. [in Russian]

Zhumadil, 2014 — Zhumadil A.K. Voennoe delo kochevnikov Evrazii: istoriograficheskii analiz [Warfare of the Nomads of
Eurasia: Historiographic Analysis]. Almaty: Kazakh University, 2014. 272 p. [in Russian]

637



ISSN 1814-6961 E-ISSN 2788-9718 v, Oman mapuxr, 2025. Ne28 (3)
+ Q C-O o 4+
COJIEP)KAHUE

OTAH TAPUXEI Ne 28 (3). 2025

Ainur Dauletovna Zhuandykova, Kuanysh Aldabergenovich Iskakov
THE HISTORY OF KAZAKH MIGRATION TO IRAN: CAUSES, STAGES AND
CONSEQUENCES ...ttt ettt sttt et et et eb e st e et s et esbeebte st e et e aeenbeenae s 553

Burkitbay Gelmanuly Ayagan
ON THE HISTORY OF THE TRANSLATION OF "THE SECRET HISTORY OF THE
MONGOLS" BY S.A. KOZIN. ..ottt sttt et e st sttt et et e eate b as 563

Makhabbat M. Kozybayeva
SOCIAL AND LEGAL ASPECTS OF DISENFRANCHISEMENT IN KAZAKHSTAN
IN THE 1920S—1930S...... ettt ettt ettt ettt eb et es et es et en e st e e eneeneenes 573

Nazym Amanzholova, Aliya Oskembay, Kenzhegul Tergembay
YOUTUBE AS A PLATFORM FOR THE REPRESENTATION OF OTYNSHY ALZHANOV:
INTERPRETATIONS AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT IN DIGITAL MEDIA...................... 591

Ziyabek E. Kabuldinov, Olzhas B. Kuanbay, Ualikhan S. Ibraev
JAPANESE HISTORIOGRAPHY FROM ANCIENT TIMES TO 1912: EVOLUTION
OF HISTORICAL THOUGHT AND SOURCES.......coctiititiiteie ittt 601

Oraz Sapashevich Sapashev, Samat Kairollaevich Samashev
THE TRADITION OF CONTINUITY IN STATE STANDARDS AND WEAPONRY AMONG
THE SAKA, XIONGNU, AND TURKS. ..., 617

Toraigyrov Erzhan Muratovich, Bakirova Zhansaya Bazaralyevna
DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATION AND ENLIGHTENMENT IN THE PRIRTYSH REGION
FROM THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19TH CENTURY TO THE 1920S..............cccooeienn. 638

Zauresh Galimzhanovna Saktaganova, Tolkynay Kuandykzy Sakabay
FOOD AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE MEASURES FOR DESTITUTE CHILDREN DURING
THE FAMINE OF THE 1930S (ON THE EXAMPLE OF CENTRAL KAZAKHSTAN)......... 650

Aboykatom A60ykaoupos

VCTAHOBJIEHUE COBETCKOW BJIACTU B TYPKECTAHE M  IIPOIECC
O®OPMHUPOBAHUA TOCYIJAPCTBEHHOCTU HA TEPPUTOPUU COBPEMEHHOI'O
VY3BEKMCTAHA (19171024 TT.) ettt 660

Auteyn Monoanuxwpizet Cmanoea
I'EHEPAJI B. CUKOPCKHWH/IIH SMWIPAHTTBHIK YKIMETI: CASICM KEJBETI MEH
XAJIBIKAPAJIBIK IC-OPEKETL. ..ot 669

982



ISSN 1814-6961 E-ISSN 2788-9718

+ 2 COck

Oman mapuxet. 2025. No28 (3)

£

Anvouna Abenosna Maxcymoea, Ainyp Kanamosna Kaupynnuna
OBILIECTBEHHO-ITIOJIUTUYECKASA JNEATEJIBHOCTb CTAPLIEIO CVYIJITAHA
BASAHAYJIbCKOI'O BHEHIHET'O OKPYT' A KA3AHI'AITA BU CATBIBAJIJIBIVIJIBL......... 681

Cynman Xan Axkyaynet Kycin, Cyaywmaw Paxumorcanosna Capmanosa, Xanun bopucoeuu
Macnos

OJINXAH BOKENXAHHBIH NMITEPATOPIJIBIK PECEM I'EOTPAOUSAIIBIK
KOFAMBIHBIH BATBIC-CIBIP BOJIIMI K¥PAMBIH/JIA KA3AK JAJIACBIH 3EPTTEVYIE
KOCKAH YJIECT. ..ottt e e e e 690

Axmemoea Paywan /[tocenbexoena, Konoan Epxe
1930-IbI XK. AINAPHIBUJIBIK KE3EHIHAETT BAJIAJIAP TAFIABIPBI (BATHIC
KA3AKCTAH OHIPI MBICAJIBIHIIA) . ... ittt 705

bonam Cazuoonnayne Kymazynos, Jleckanu bazapzanuynwvt bepoizoxncun, Anoap Capcenynwi

Capcenos
1931 JKBUIFBI MAVYCBIMJIAFBI BOCAFA IIAMKACHI: ¥PHIC TAKTHKACHI,
OCKEP KYTILL . .ttt e e e e et 719

TI'ynvmupa Ycenoaeena Opvinoaesa
OTHOI'PAD®USA KA3ZAXCTAHA MEXAY MPUTAXEHUEM «YXOIAIIETIO TIOJIS» U
«KOJIXO3HOM» ITIOBECTKOM (2-51 mooBrHa 40-X — 50-¢ TT. XX B.)..evvneeeeeeieaeieeennnnne. 732

Juoap beiicenzanuesna Kacvimosa, bonam Kyoainbepzenynv, Anmac Kaupzenvounoseuu

Kenorcezanun
I[MMCBMO 43 U3 KEHTAY B ILIK KIT KASAXCTAHA: OIIbIT AHAJIN3A....................... 749

Jlunapa Kaiicapoena Cyneiimenosa, Annvicoec Maxcam Annvicoecynvl
BHEUIIHAA [TOJIMTUKA XAHA TOKTAMBIIIA B 1380-1395 TOAAX . ...ocviiviiiiiins 767

Ennix Kaovikenkoizor Abeyosa, Anap Epkenxpizot Kapimosa, I'ynpupa Enydaiikpi3sl OTenosa
O.X. MAPFYJIAHHBIH, KA3AKCTAH/JIAFbl TYMAHUTAPJIBIK FbUJIBIMIAAP/IbIH
JNAMYBIHBIH KOPIHICI PETIH/IET'T PELIEH3UAJIBIK KBIBMETI (1940-1960 xx.)......... 777

Epoen Epunazaposeuu Hopaes, I'yrvmupa Kenowivaesna Hypywesa, /Kanzenvovt Apcenoeuu

Illaykenog
METOJOJIOTUS KYJbTYPHOM HMCTOPUM B KOHTEKCTE KA3AXCTAHCKOI'O
KHHEMATOIPADA . ... 790

Kaxcovinvik Mypamoeuu Cabumoes
IIBIHFBIC XAH OCKEPIMEH HIbIFBIC AEIITI KbIMIHTAKTBI 1210-1230-KbIJIIAPBI
TKAVITATT ATIVBL. ..o e 801

983



ISSN 1814-6961 E-ISSN 2788-9718

- O %

Oman mapuxet. 2025. No28 (3)

s

Kenocevaes I'abum Kanezoseuu, Mypzaxooircaes Kyanviuw Maoueeuu
CBETCKHME W MYCVYJIbBMAHCKHUE VYUYEBHBIE 3ABEJIEHHMS B KA3AXCTAHE HA
PYBEXE XIX—XX BEKOB: UICTOPUOIPAGUYECKHNI ACTTEKT........oovviiiiieiiieen, 812

Kyoaiioepeenoea Antarcaman Hopacumxwizvl, A60yaruna Axcynkap TypcoltnKbi3l
KA3AKCTAH KAJIAJTAPBIHAAYFBI 1920-1930 XXbUIAAPJAFBI DTHOAEMOI' PADUAIIBIK
YIIEPICTERP. ... e e 827

Hypcan 9nimbaii, bonam Kyoainoepeenynvt Cmazynoe
PECEM/IIH, KA3AK OJIKECIH ATPAPJIBIK OTAPJIAVBIHBIH HETI3I'T CYBBEKTIJIEPI.
KPECTBSH/JAPJIbIH, XKETEKIII CYBBEKTITE AUTHAJIYbBI (XVII - 1917)........cconn...... 844

Omeyoban Koxcaxynwol, Adycao I'agpypynwvt Ackap
XIX F. I-KAPTBICBI MEH XX F. BAC KE3IHZAEI'T ChIPJAPUA OBJIBICBIHIAFBI CAYIA
MEH OHEPKOCIHITIH JJAMYDBL.....oi e 881

Caman Cacnaiikvizol, Cnamait Anmuinoexosuu Capmaees, Canmanam Aovipoena Hycynoaesa
KOJUIEKTUBU3AIIA nu PEINNPECCHU: TPAHCOOPMALIUA KA3AXCKOI'O
OBHIECTBA B XX BEKE. ... .ot 895

Cennoexan Hypmaxanynwl 9nioex, Epycan /[rcapkunoaeeuu Ilazunoes, Acan Ycinos

«YJIKEH TEPPOP» XbUIJAPbI OHTYCTIKTE KbBISMET ATKAPFAH AJIAII
KAWPATKEPJIEPIHIH KYFBIHJAJIYBl APXHWB MATEPHUAJIJIAPBI MEH MEP3IM/II
BACBIJIBIM BETTEPIHIIE. ... .ottt 907

Tumyp Okimxanynwt Onenoues, Hypocicim Mombinoexkynor Ao0yKaovipos, Maouna
Anamonveena Epmaxanosa

I'EPMAHUAJIAFBI KA3IPI'T JEMOI'PADUSAIIBIK TEHJAEHLIUSJIAP MEH
TTPOBJIEMAUJIAP (1991-2024 3KMK. ). ¢+t ettt et et ettt ettt e e e 920

Toxmabaiit Axmem Yanxauynot
NCTOPUYECKUE ACIIEKTbI HWPPUTALIMOHHOI'O 3EMJIEAEJIMA B XETBICY U
FOKHOM KABAXCTAHE. ... e 936

Hlonnan Awmupanuesna Topeaymosa, I'ynvorcan /laynemoexoena Cyeupoaesa, Kenzuz bByap
JMUHAMUKA ©®OPMHUPOBAHUA U PA3BUTUA T[IOJIMDTHUYECKOI'O COCTABA
HOXKHOI'O KABAXCTAHA B KOHIE XIX B. - 1924 T..niiiiiiiiii e 946

Inemupa Cepikoaiikbizot  Adoykamanoea, Axmapan Focmankwvizer Hopaeea, Ilepoexan
bexmazanoemynvt Mycoipmankyn

«PAJUUIOB  AJIbBOMBIHJIAFBI» KA3AK MOJIEHUETIHIH, KOPIHICI: MY3EMJIIK
ATPUBYHUSA MOCEJIEJIEPL. ...t e 965

984



ISSN 1814-6961 E-ISSN 2788-9718 9~ Oman mapuxusr. 2025, Ne28 (3)

+ 2 C-0O o <+

PenaknmusiHbIH MeKeH-KalbI:
050100, Kazakcran PecryOonmukacel, Anmarsr K., [1leBuenko kemeci, 28
MILII. YonuxaHoB aTbiHAaFel Tapux »KoHE 3THOJIOTUS HHCTUTYThI
«OtaH TapuXxbD» KyPHATBIHBIH PEAAKITHSICHI

CaiiTka cinreme: https://otan.history.iie.kz
Ten.: +7 (727) 272-46-54.
E-mail: otanhistory@gmail.com.

Kypuan Kazakcran PecrryOnmkacsIHBIH AKITapar %oHe KOFaMIBIK KelliciM MUHHUCTPIIITIH/Ie
1998 x. 9 maype1zaa tipkemnin, N 158-x kyauniriHe ne GOJIbI.

Maxananapzp! KaiiTa OacTBIPBIT KapHsIaFaH/a, MUKpOIIIEMIe )KoHe 0acKa Jla KellipMesepre Tyciprene
MIHJETTI TYpZe )KypHallFa CiiTeMe xKacay Kaxer.
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