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This article presents a comprehensive analysis of belt accessories worn
by Turkic warriors of the Eurasian steppes between the 5th and 15th
centuries. Based on a synthesis of archaeological materials discovered
across several cultural and historical regions, including the Altai,
Kazakhstan, the Volga-Ural region, the Caspian region, and the North
Caucasus, the study examines the principal typological, structural, and
ornamental characteristics of warrior belt sets. It seeks to systematize
the main morphological types of buckles, plaques, pendants, and other
belt components, identifying five chronologically related horizons in
the development of these assemblages. Particular attention is devoted
to issues of ethnocultural attribution and to cross-cultural influences
among Turkic, Chinese, Sogdian, and Iranian-Caucasian craft traditions.
Furthermore, the social semantics of belts are analyzed, enabling the
reconstruction of social stratification and symbolic functions within
Turkic warrior society. The study reveals the social-status semantics
of belts as markers of authority, affiliation with the military elite, and
clan identity. The work aims to establish a unified scientific basis for
subsequent metallographic, typological-statistical, and source studies.
The research aims to compile and scientifically analyze materials relating
to the belt sets of Turkic warriors of the 5th-15th centuries in order to
identify the principal typological groups, chronological horizons, and
social-status functions, as well as to examine cross-cultural influences
reflected in specific belt elements. Several methododological approaches
were employed. Technological analysis was used to determine metal
thickness, casting characteristics, tool marks, and the application
of various metalworking techniques, including cloisonné enamel,
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embossing, inlay and granulation, characteristic of particular regional craft centers, as well
as indicators of external influence such as casting, stamping, embossing, cloisonné enamel,
and inlay. The comparative-historical method enabled the comparison of Turkic toreutics
with Chinese analogues, Sogdian belt sets, and Iranian and Caucasian specimens, thereby
clarifying the origin and chronology of relief metalworking techniques and revealing cultural
contacts and degrees of intercultural influence. Semiotic analysis of ornamentation examined
the symbolism of animal styles, heraldic motifs, and mythological imagery in belt elements,
allowing reconstruction of the ideological and status attributes of the owner. The empirical
basis of the study includes ethnographic data, archaeological reports, and fundamental works
by leading researchers. The analysis demonstrates that the belt performed multiple functions:
it served as an element of a warrior’s clothing and armour and, in certain cultures, also
functioned as a talisman.

T. MoJsinabaii?
YJI.H. I'ymuned amvindaest E¥YY, Acmana, Kazakcman Pecny6ukacst
ORCID: 0000-0001-7148-8945
(E-mail: talgatmoldabay @mail.ru)

*A. A6uien®
JI.H. I'ymwiee amviHdazvl E¥Y, Acmana, Kazaxcma Pecny6 tukacst
ORCID: 0009-0005-2268-3820
(E-mail: abilev1990@bk.ru)
*Baiiyiansic yiIiH aBTop: abilev1990@bk.ru

OpTarachIpJIbIK TYPKi XXaybIHTepJiepi 6es10ey )KUbIHTBIFbIH
3epTreyAiH Kerbip Macesesepi

Annortanusa. Makana V-XV rr. Eypa3usa fgana KeHicTiriHferi TYpKi ’XaybIHrepJiepiHiH
Oeamik (GypHUTypachlH KellleHZi Tajigayra apHasiraH. Asraii, Kazaxcran, Egin-JKapmbik,
Kacnuii manpl, ConrycTtik KaBka3 cHAKTH TapuUXU-MdJeHHM apeasjap OOMBIHIIA KOJI-
JaHBICTarbl (alIbIK AepeKTep) apXeoJIOTUAJIBIK MaTepuaafapAbl Kajlnbliay HeriziHze Typki
XaybIHTepJiepiHiH OeJMiK >XUBIHTHIKTAPBIHBIH HETi3ri TUIOJIOTUAIBK, KOHCTPYKTUBTIK
XOHe OI0 cumaTrTaMajapbl KapacThIpeUIafbpl. Maxkajaga TorajiapAblH, aibuibacTapfblH,
Oenpik OesmekTepiHiH Herisri MOpQOJIOTUABIK TYpJiepiH Xyliejeyre apeKeT >KacaJidbl.
Benpik XUBIHTBIKTaphl JaMyBbIHBIH 0ec XpOHOJIOTUSUIBIK e3apa OalijlaHBICTEL KOKXUeKTepi ae
aHbIKTaNabl. JKyMmbic GapeicBIHAA TYPKi, KpITal, corapl, Vipan-KaBka3 KojieHep HOacTypJiepi
MeH TYpKi XayblHrepjiepi apacblHAa dJIeyMeTTiK cTpaTudukanusa MeH CHUMBOJIABIK
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dyHkUATapApl KaliTa Kypyra MyMKiHAiK OepreH Oesi0eysiepAiH 2JieyMeTTiK ceMaHTUKaChl
apachlHAaFrbl 3THOMDJIEHU aTpuOyIys, Kpocc-MoJEeHHU BIKNAasl MaceslejiepiHe epekile Hasap
ayapbUigbl. 3epTTey XKYMBICH OesibeyepiiH aJ1eyMeTTiK-MapTeOe ik ceMaHTHUKACh OUJTIKTiH
MapkepJiepi peTiHAe, COHbBIMEH KaTap 9CKepU 3JIUTa MeH PYJIBIK COMKeCTiKTi aHBIKTaugbl.
AtanFaH XYMbIC MeTaJljl, TUIOJIOTHSJIBIK-CTaTUCTUKAJIBIK XXoHE JAepeKTaHYJIBIK 3epTTeyJiep
YiH GippIHFall FRUIBIMU KOP KypyFa OarbiTTasiFaH. JKyYMBICTBIH Heri3ri Makcatsl — V-XV fr.
TYPKi )kaybIHrepJiepi 6esIIiK )KUBIHTBIKTaphl OOMBIHIIIA MaTepyuaafapAbl FEUIBIMU TaIfay XoHe
KemeHAiK OipikTipy, COHBIMEH KaTap Heri3ri TUMOJIOTHAJIBIK TONTapAbl, XPOHOJIOTHJIBIK
KOKXKHUEKTep/li, dJieyMeTTiK-Adpexesik GyHKUUAIapabl alKplHAAy XoHe Oesibey >KUBIHTBIFBI
3JIeMeHTTePiHiH Kpocc-MoJleH! bIKNAJIBIH 3epjieliey. 3epTTey XXYMBICH OapbhiChIHAA KeJsleci
dAicTep KOJAAHBUIABL MEXHOJIOCUAIbIK MAIO0dy MeTajl KAaJIbIHIBIFBIH, KYI0 TeXHUKaCBIH,
KypanfgapAbelH i34epiH, e3re aliMakKTBIK KOJIOHep OpTaJbIKTaphl 9ficTepiHiH (MbIcaJibl,
sMaJibfiay, cory, Oe3eHJipy, 3epjey XoHe T.0.) KOJINAHBUIYbBIH aHBIKTayFa KeMeKTecemi
’k9He KYIo, IITaMIITay, COFy, sMajbhay, Oe3eHHOipyderi «MMIOPTTHIK» JCepi 3epheseiifi;
Mapuxu-cablcmelpMaisl 20ic TypKijepAiH MeTajul OYHBIMAApbiH KbITall OajilaMasiapbIMeH,
COFIBIIBIK, Oesibey KUBIHThIKTapbIMeH, NPAaH/bIK JKoHe KaBKa3blK YJIriJiepMeH CajbICThIpyFa
KeMeKTecin, MadJeHu OaliylaHbICTap MEH e3re MJJEHUeTTiH BIKNajJ eTy AeHreili HeriziHge
OyMBIMAapAbIH LIBIFY TeriH, MeTaIaH XacajaFaH KepKeMIiK OyHbIMAapAblH XPOHOJIOTUACKIH
HaKThLUJIayFa CeMTiriH TUridefi; 0I0-0pHEKTIH ceMUuomuxkablk 20ici aH CTUJIiH, repasibIuKaJIbIK,
capelHAap/bl, 6ebey XUBIHTBIKTAphl 3JIEMEeHTTEPiHiH YATTHK MUQOJIOTUANIK OeiiHesepiH,
OHBIH HECiHIH JapeXeJsliK XKoHe UAeOJIOTHUAJBIK CUIAThIH 3epTTeyre CeNTiriH TUTi3i XoHe
e3re Jie dJlicTep KOJJAHBUIABL. 3epTTey >XYMBICH OaphbICBIHAA SMIUPUKAJIBIK MaTepua
peTiHAe 3THOrpadUsAIBIK MIJIiMeTTep, apXeOoJIOTUsJIBIK ecenTep, Oesrijii 3epTreymijlepai
ipresii FBUJIBIMM JXYMBICTAphl NaliiaaHbUIAbL. FRUTBIMU-3epTTeY KYMBICHIHBIH, KOPBITBIH/BICHI
OolibiHIIA, OeNAiKTiH 9pPTYpJii KBI3METTi KAaMTBIFAHBL, COHBIH illiHJe >XaybIHIepHiH KUiM-
Kelleri MeH Kapy-)XapafFblHbIH aTpuUOyThl, aj Kelbip MoJeHUeTTepAe TyMap peTiHAe
KapacThIPBLUIFaHbI Oesrijii 60161

KinT ce3mep: TypKi xxaybIHTepJepi, 6ejibey rapHUTypachl, ToFa, anbuidac, 6esibey KUbIH-
THIKTaphl, TUMOJIOTUA, XPOHOJIOTHA, 010-6pHEK ceMHoTUKachl, Eypasusa fanacel, TypikTaHy.
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HexoTopsie BOIPOCHI U3yYEeHUs CPENHEBEKOBOH MOACHOM rapHUTYPBI
TIOPKCKUX BOMHOB

AnHoTtanua. CraThA NOCBALlEHA KOMIUIEKCHOMY aHaJIu3y IOsJCHON TapHUTYPHl TIOP-
KCKUX BOMHOB, OBITOBaBILIell Ha IPOCTpaHCTBe eBpasuiickux creneir B V-XV BB. Ha
OCHOBe 0000IIeHUsA HEKOTOPHIX OTKPHITBIX apXeoJIOTMYeCKHUX MaTepHasioB IO JIOKaJIbHBIM
KyJIbTYpHO-HCcTOpHUYeckuM apeasiam (Asraii, KasaxcraH, Bosro-Ypan, IIpukacnuii, Ce-
BepHbIl1 KaBka3) paccMaTpuBalTCsA OCHOBHBIE THUIIOJIOTHYECKHEe, KOHCTPYKTHUBHBIE U
OpHaMeHTaJIbHble XapaKTePUCTUKU MOsICHBIX HAO0POB TIOPKCKUX BOMHOB. B cTathe npeanpu-
HATA I[ONBITKA CHUCTEMATH3alUM OCHOBHBIX MOP(OJIOTUYECKUX TUIOB TMpsKeK, OJIAX,
MOABECOK 1 PeMEHHBIX AeTasied, BblJieJIEHbl MATh XPOHOJIOTUYECKH CBSA3aHHBIX TOPU30HTOB
pa3BUTHUA MOACHBIX HAO0poB. Ocoboe BHUMaHUE yAeJIeHO BOIIpOcaM 3THOKYJIbTYPHOU aTpu-
OyuuM, KpOCC-KYJIbTYPHBIX BJIMAHUN MeXOy TIOPKCKUMU, KUTAWCKUMU, COTAUUCKUMU,
MPaHO-KaBKAa3CKMMH peMeCJIeHHBIMU TPAguLUsAMM U COLMAJIbBHON CeMaHTHKHU I05COB,
MO3BOJIMBIINX PEKOHCTPYHMPOBATh COLMAJIBHYI0 CTpaTuUKAIMI0 U CHMBOJIMYECKHUE
dyHKUMM B cpelle TIOPKCKHMX BOMHOB. McciieqoBaHue BBIABJIAET COIMAJIBHO-CTATyCHYIO
CeMaHTHKY TOsICOB KaK MapKepoB BJIaCTH, a TakKXXe IMPUHAJIEXHOCTh K BOEHHOU 3JIMTE U
poIoBOil MAeHTHYHOCTU. PaboTa HampaBjeHa Ha co3fjaHuUe eQUHOUN Hay4HOH Oa3bl JJisd
MoCJeyIoIUX MeTajuiorpaguueckux, THUIOJIOTO-CTaTUCTUYECKUX U HCTOYHHUKOBEYECKUX
uccaenoBaHuii. Llesblo mcciieoBaHUA ABJIAETCA KOMIUIEKCHOE OObeJUHEHUE W Hay4HBIN
aHaJIN3 MaTepuaJioB 0 MOSICHOW FrapHUTYPE TIOPKCKUX BOMHOB V-XV BB. B IJIaHE BBIABJIEHUA
OCHOBHBIX THUIIOJIOTUYECKUX T'PYIII, XPOHOJIOTUYECKHUX TOPU30HTOB, COLMAJIBHO-CTATYCHBIX
yHKLUI, a TakXe aHaJIN3 KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHBIX BJIUSHUIN TeX WJIM UHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB MOSICHOTO
Habopa. B mporecce n3yueHus ObUIM MPUMEHEHH CJIEAYIOIINE METOAB: TEXHOJIOTHYeCKUi
aHaJIN3 TMO3BOJIAET BBIABJIATH TOJILIUHY MeTaslla, XapaKTep JINThA, CJiebl MHCTPYMEHTOB,
IprYMeHeHNe Pa3JIMYHbIX TEXHUK (HanmpuMep, neperopogvaTas 3MaJib, YeKaHKa, THKPYCTaLuA,
3epHb U Ap.), XapaKTEPHBIX AJIA TeX WA WHBIX PeruOHaJIbHBIX peMeCcJIeHHBIX LIEHTPOB U
«MMIIOPTHBIE» BJIUSAHUA — JINThE, ITAMIIOBKA, YeKaHKa, IeperopojyaTas sMaJjib, THKPYCTaLV;
CPaBHUTEJIbHO-UCTOPUYECKUN MeTO[ IIOMOTaeT COINOCTABJIEHUI0 TIOPKCKUX IpeaMeTOB
TOPEBTUKM C KUTAWCKUMU aHAJIOTaMU, COTAMNCKMMHU PeMEéHHBIMU HabopaMu, UPAaHCKUMU U
KaBKa3CKMMM 06pasliaMy, 4TO MO3BOJIAET YTOYHUTD MPOUCXOXEeHNEe U XPOHOJIOTHIO PYYHOM
pesibedHO 00pabOTKU XyOOXXKECTBEHHBIX M3HEJIUM M3 MeTalyla, BBIABJIAA KyJIbTypHBIE
KOHTaKThl U CTeNeHb BJIMAHUA [PYroll KyJbTYyphl; CEMHUOTHYECKUN aHaJM3 OpHaMeHTa
MO3BOJINJI U3y4aTh CUMBOJIUKY 3BEPUHOI0 CTHJISA, repajibJuueCKUX MOTHUBOB, HAllIOHAJIBHBIX
MudosIoruyeckux 06pa3oB 3JIEMEHTOB MOSCHON FapHUTYPHI, paCKphIBasi UAEOJIOTUYECKYI0 U
CTaTYCHYIO COCTABJIAIILIYIO ee Bjajiesiblia U APYrde MeTo[bl. OMINPUYECKNM MaTepuasioM
JUIl WCCJieJOBaHUA MOCTYXWIM 3THOrpaduveckre AaHHBIE, apXeoJIOTUYeCKHhe OTYeThl,
dyHaameHTasIbHBIE Hay4yHble pabOTHI BUIHBIX HCCjefoBaTesieil. B pesysbTare ulyueHUA
JIAaHHOT'O BOIIpOCa MOXXHO KOHCTaTUPOBaTh, YTO (PYHKIMOHAJI MOsica pa3jiuyueH, MOCKOJIbKY
HCIIOJIb30BaJICA KaK aTpuOyT OXeXAbl M BOOPYXeHUs BOWHA, a B HEKOTOPBIX KYJbTypax
BBHITMOJTHAIT QYHKIMIO obepera.

KitioueBble cjioBa: TIOPDKCKHE BOUHBI, MOsCHAs FAapHUTYPA, NPSXKKU, O6JIAXM, MOACHBIE Ha-
OOpBbI, TUIOJIOTHA, XPOHOJIOTUS, CEMUOTHUKA OpHaAMeHTa, EBpa3uiickas cTemnb, TIOPKOJIOTHS.
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Introduction

The study of belt accessories worn by Turkic warriors in the 5th—-15th centuries constitutes
an important area of research within Eurasian archaeology and historical anthropology.
The belt functioned not only as an element of a nomad’s military and everyday equipment,
but also a significant marker of social identity, status, ritual beliefs, and affiliation with a
particular cultural tradition. In this regard, the belt set represents one of the most informative
and representative archaeological complexes, closely connected with the military-political
history, social structure, and artistic development of Turkic societies (Figure 1).

Fig. 1. Ancient Turkic belt. Reconstruction based on materials from the Uzuntal burial
ground (Mountain Altai). Excavations by D. G. Savinov (Solovev, 2003).
1-cyp. Exenri Typki 6esnbeyi. ¥3piHTan (Taysiel Antail) KOpEIMBL MaTepruaigaphl Heri3iHfe
KasineiHa keatipy. . I'. CaBuHOBTHIH Ka36asapsl (CosoBbeB, 2003).
Puc. 1. JIpeBHeTIOPKCKUH Mosic. PEKOHCTPYKIMA 10 MaTeprajaM MOTUJIbHUKA Y3yHTaJl
(Topnsiil Anraii). Packonku . I'. CaBuHoBa (CosioBbeB, 2003).

Unlike weapons, which are primarily utilitarian, belt sets possess complex symbolic mea-
nings and are characterized by rich decorative designs reflecting the prestige of the owner
and membership in a particular social group.

Despite the large amount of published archaeological material relating to the cultures
of the early Turks, Uyghurs, Kimaks, Kipchaks, and the Golden Horde, no comprehensive
study has yet synthesized data from different regions or proposed a unified typology of belt
sets. Instead, a considerable number of studies focus instead on individual sites or specific
cultural-historical regions, including the Altai, Eastern Kazakhstan, Zhetysu, the Volga-Ural
region, and the North Caucasus (Figure 2).
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Fig. 2. Turkic belts of the 6th—8th centuries: 1-2 — statues with belts without decorative
plaques and knee-length daggers (1 — Kazakhstan; 2 — Xinjiang); 3 — assembled and arrow
belts, drawing by D.V. Pozdnyakov (Kubarev, 2005).
2-cyp. VI-VIII raceipnapaarel TypKi 6esibeyiepi: 1-2 6enpikTe alibliibacTapsl XKOK XoHe HUiHAI
KaHxapJiapsl 6ap myciHgep (1-Kazakcran; 2-I1IbiHxaH); 3 — )KUBIHTBIK XoHe aTy OesfiKTepi,
. B. ITo3nusakoBThIH cypeTi (Kybapes, 2005).

Puc. 2. Tiopkckue nosica VI-VIII BB.: 1-2 - ctaTyu ¢ nosicaMu 60e3 HAOOPHBIX OJIAIIEK U C
KoJleH4YaThIMU KuHxasgamu (1 — Kazaxcran; 2 — CUHBLBAH); 3 — HAOOPHOMN U CTPEJIKOBHIN
nosica, pucyHok /I.B. [Tozgusakosa (Ky6apes, 2005).

However, interregional comparisons have not yet been conducted to a sufficient extent,
and data concerning mutual influences, cross-border exchange, and typological evolution
remain fragmentary. The need for systematization is also due to the fact that uro modern
archaeological methods - including semiotic analysis, cultural-chronological modelling,
metallurgical analysis, and digital visualization — allow a reassessment of the historical
development of belt sets. These approaches make it possible to refine chronology, identify
regional technological centers, reconstruct cultural contacts, and examine the functional and
social aspects of belt use. Taken together, this enables a reconsideration of the role of belt
sets in the development of Turkic culture as part of a complex historical process. According
to researchers in Turkic archaeology (Golden, 1992), belt fittings constituted an integral
element of the visual code of the elite and their retinues; their ornamentation and design
reflected social values, military ideals, and cross-cultural influences.

Most of the studied belt sets derive from burial mounds. Consequently, belt assemblages
formed part of the funerary rituals, allowing reconstruction of the social status of the deceased
as well as the functional and symbolic significance of the objects (Margulan, 1966). The
predominance of belts in male burials indicates the importance of this element as a clear
marker of male maturity and military status (Figure 3).
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Fig. 3. Antiquities of Southern Siberia and their analogues (Ambroz, 1971).
3-cyp. OHrycrtik CibipaiH exenri Aayip OyibIMaaps! XoHe ojapAblH 6anamasnapsl (AMOpo3, 1971).
Puc. 3. peBHoctu 0xHo! Cubupu u ux a"anoruu (AM6pos, 1971).
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Despite the significant number of publications devoted to local materials, a comprehensive
reconstruction of the evolution of Turkic belt sets across the Eurasian steppe has not yet been
sufficiently systematized. This article aims to address this gap by establishing a coherent
typology, analyzing cultural influences, and identifying chronological horizons.

The aim of this study is to compile and systematically analyze materials on relating to
the belt sets of Turkic warriors of the 5th-15th centuries in order to identify their principal
typological groups, chronological horizons, and social-status functions, as well as to examine
the cross-cultural influences reflected in specific belt elements.

Materials and research methods

The methodological framework is based on the interdisciplinary integration of archa-
eological, historical-comparative, cultural, and semiotic methods.

1. Formal typological analysis made it possible to examine the characteristics of buckles,
plaques, pendants, and fasteners; to identify stable types; and to trace their evolution through
the analysis of structural details such as buckle frames, fastening methods, plaques, and
pendants, as well as through the application of typologies for chronological attribution
(Kovalevskaya, 1979; Dobzhansky, 1990, 1991; Sakhyanov and Teterin, 2014).

2. Technological analysis enabled identification of metal thickness, casting characteristics,
tool marks, and the use of various techniques (e.g., cloisonné enamel, embossing, inlay,
granulation) characteristic of particular regional craft centers, as well as indicators of external
influence, including casting, stamping, embossing, cloisonné enamel, and inlay (Samashev,
2023).

3. The comparative-historical method allowed comparison of Turkic toreutics with Chinese
analogues, Sogdian belt sets, and Iranian and Caucasian specimens, thereby clarifying the
origin and chronology of relief metalworking techniques and revealing cultural contacts and
degrees of intercultural influence.

4. Semiotic analysis of ornamentation enabled to study the symbolism of animal styles,
heraldic motifs, and mythological imagery in belt sets, revealing the ideological and status-
related attributes of their owners (Khudyakov, 1997).

5. Contextual analysis of burial complexes facilitated the study of the placement of belts
within graves, the composition of associated grave goods, and the social characteristics of
the deceased, thereby facilitating the interpretation of the functions of the assemblages
(Ermolayeva, 2010).

It should be noted that a key element of the study was the morphological analysis of the
principal components of the belt set, including buckles of various types, central and side plates,
distributed plaques, belt dividers, pendants, terminal fittings, and fasteners. The analysis of
shapes, proportions, decorative motifs, and manufacturing techniques made it possible to
systematize the artifacts and compare them within a broad chronological framework.

The study employed a typological method based on the identification of stable groups
according to structural, technological, and artistic characteristics. On this basis, five major
historical and chronological horizons in the development of belt sets were distinguished,
correlating with stages in the political history of the Turkic peoples (see Table 1. Chronological
horizons of the typology of medieval Turkic belt sets):
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Table 1. Chronological horizons of the typology of medieval Turkic belt sets
1-kecme. OpTaFachIpJIbIK TYPKi GeJIIiK *KUBHTHIKTAPhl TUIIOJIOTHACHHBIH XPOHOJIOTHACHI
Tabruya 1. XpoHOJIOTUYECKYE TOPHU30HTHI TUTIOJIOTUH CPeAHEBEKOBBIX TFOPKCKUX ITOSICHBIX KOMILIIEKCOB.

Chronological horizon Dating Characteristic features
Early Turkic 5-7 cc. Bronze cast plaque, animal style
Turkic 7-8 cc. The emergence of silver and gilded sets, heraldic

compositions, and the development of complex buckles

Uyghur 8-10 cc. The spread of enamel, Chinese decorative motifs, and
fine engraving

Kipchak 10-13 cc. | Increase in the number of pendants, characteristic heart-
shaped and rhombic buckles, regional differences in craft
centers

Golden Horde 13-15 cc. Mass production of silver sets, standardization of forms,

distribution throughout the steppe

Historical-comparative analysis played an important role in this research, allowing
comparison of materials from Turkic archaeology with analogues from the Chinese, Sogdian,
Iranian, and Caucasian regions. These territories were key nodes in the trade and cultural
connections linking the Great Steppe with both East and West, a fact reflected in the
ornamentation, technology, stylistic features, and functional diversity of belt sets.

Cultural-chronological modelling was employed to reconstruct the diffusion of technologies
and artistic motifs and to refine the dating of the most complex types of belt-set decoration.

Semiotic analysis was proved particularly significant as ornamental elements carry
pronounced symbolic meaning. Images of predators, birds, heraldic figures, and abstract
motifs expressed Turkic concepts of authority, sacredness, protection, tribal identity, and
social hierarchy.

The study was based on a wide range of sources, including archaeological materials from
burial complexes of the early and late Middle Ages, depictions of belts on medieval stone
sculptures, ethnographic materials, and reconstructions based on excavation evidence.

Research background

In general, the study of belt sets among Turkic tribes has a long historiographical
tradition dating back to the mid-20th century, but research activity has intensified during
the past two decades. Among major scholars, the works of Margulan and his co-authors
(1966) laid the foundations for the study of ancient craft traditions in Central Kazakhstan
and provided insight into the manufacture of small functional metal objects, jewellery, and
weapons. A. Bisembayev (2003) discussed belt buckles discovered in the Karasu and Shalkar
burial grounds. F. Arslanova (2013), in her research on Kimak burial monuments, devoted
considerable attention to belt analysis and functional interpretation. More recent excavation
data from Eastern Kazakhstan (Samashev, 2023) have further refined the structural and
decorative typology of belt sets from the early Saka and early Turkic periods.
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Particularly valuable are the materials from excavations in Zhetysu published in the serial
collections of the Institute of Archaeology of the Republic of Kazakhstan (Archaeological
Research in Kazakhstan / IA RK Reports, issues 1-6, 2000-2015), which include regional finds
of belt sets. Collective research conducted by Kazakh archaeologists in Eastern Kazakhstan
and the Altai — published in excavation reports and collections, articles on sites such as Berel
and Akzhaul - has also made significant contribution to the study of Turkic warrior belt sets.

An equally significant contribution to the study of Turkic belt sets was made by Russian
scholars. V.B. Kovalevskaya (1979) produced the first systematic typology of Eurasian belt
sets of the 4th-9th centuries based on both qualitative characteristics (material, function,
manufacturing technique, size, ornamentation) and quantitative indicators (frequency and
combinations of features within individual objects and chronological and geographical
complexes). A.K. Ambroz carried out long-term systematization work aimed at establishing
the chronology of Turkic burial complexes, including the analysis of belt assemblages. V.N.
Dobzhansky (1990, 1991) developed a fundamental study of the formal and typological
features of belt sets of early and late nomads, defining their cultural characteristics in terms
of chronology, developmental dynamics, social ranking, functional-semantic attribution, and
the symbolic-communicative role of belt sets among Turkic warriors.

Yu.S. Khudyakov (1997) authored a monograph on the weapons and equipment of
nomads that included analytical conclusions on the typology and functions of Turkic military
equipment. V.D. Kubarev (2005) investigated the culture of the early Turks on the basis of
burial complexes in the Altai Mountains comtaining depictions of composite belts from the
Turkic period. A.V. Komar (2005) examined the rank semantics of belt sets among Eastern
European nomads of the 7th—early 8th centuries. Numerous other studies have further
expanded the source base and interpretative approaches to this topic.

Analysis

The belt, as an element of clothing and armour, has long attracted scholarly attention, as
it constituted an integral part of the attire and military equipment of the Turkic peoples. Belt
fittings clearly reflect historical and cultural processes, functioning as both cultural markers and
chronological indicators that preserve information about specific historical periods. Craftsmen
attached great importance to every detail of the belt, as it served to identify its owner.

An item such as a belt is multifaceted and can be studied from at least three perspectives.
First, a belt can be studied as part of a complete set, which is particulary important for
belts depicted in artistic representations, since this approach establishes a connection with
archeological materials. Second, a belt can be studied as an essential part of armor and
military equipment. From this perspective, studying belts forms a part of the broader analysis
of weaponry and plays an important role in addressing issues, such as the belt system
when comparative studies of nomadic and Iranian arms. Third, belts can be interpreted as
symbols and markers of social hierarchy (Arzhanetsova, 1987). In the militarized societies
of the nomadic Scythians, combat belts held particular significance, with surviving examples
preserved in the form of gold, silver, bronze, iron, and horn fittings. Evidence from reindeer
stones suggests that, as early as the initial formation of early Scythian culture in the 8th
century BC, belts in the Sayan—Altai region were essential attributes of warriors, whether
horsemen or charioteers (Shulga, 2008).
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Most studies on this topic are local in nature, focusing on specific sites or regional groups.
The scientific literature employs various terms to describe the division of objects into groups,
such as classification, typology, and systematics (Dobzhansky, 1990). The absence of uniform
criteria for modeling chronology and typology complicates the comparison of materials from
different regions. Therefore, it is important to develop a comprehensive model that integrates
data from the entire area where Turkic cultures are distributed within the framework of
the present study. To this end, we have developed a research plan that covers the following
aspects:

1. Study and typological analysis of belt set construction and elements.

2. Determining the chronological horizons of the spread of belt sets as historical sources
of Turkic material culture.

3. Identifying regional centers for producing small metalwork items with distinctive
features.

4. Identifying aspects of the social significance of belt sets worn by Turkic warriors.

5. Identification of the ornamental semantics of belt sets.

6. Identification of cross-cultural connections and the import of artistic traditions.

From the 5th to the 13th century, Turkic states controlled vast territories and became
significant players in the Middle Ages, actively interacting with nearby and distant cultures.
Their craft traditions were shaped by various cultural centers, such as China, Sogdiana, Iran,
and the Caucasus. These centers developed during the medieval heyday of the transcontinental
trade route, the Great Silk Road. Our study reflects this circumstance in the variety of buckle
shapes, ornamentation, and structural and decorative features of belt pendants in Turkic
society. These pendants became part of diplomatic gifts, trade exchanges, and interethnic
interactions, significantly expanding their historical significance.

Main structural elements: buckles, badges, pendants:

Buckles:

The evolution of buckles reflects changes in ideological and craft traditions. From the 5th
to 7th centuries — simple bronze frame buckles; From the 7th to 8th centuries — heart-shaped
and shield-shaped buckles; From the 8th to 10th centuries — enamel and Chinese decorative
motifs (Golden, 1992). From the 10th to 13th centuries — shapes were standardized in the
Kimak-Kypchak era; From the 13th to 15th centuries — silver buckles were mass produced in
the Golden Horde (The Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia, 2008).

Central and distributed plaques:

Plaques played a role in establishing social status: the elite used silver, gilding, and complex
designs. Rich sets included dozens of distributed plaques, as confirmed by excavations in
Zhetysu and Eastern Kazakhstan (Samashev, 2023). Initially, the central plaque served as a
status symbol, hence the extensive decorative attention given to it, including animal styles,
scenes of animals fighting, and heraldic motifs. In the late Turkic period, plaques became
more one-dimensional and standardized. The number of distributed plaques reflected not
only functionality, but also the owner's social status. In elite assemblages, dozens of small
plaques cover entire belts.

Plaques depicting animals were also worn on belt straps to enhance the item's apotropaic
function (Kilunovskaya, Semenov et al., 2021).

Pendants and additional elements:

The widespread use of hanging straps on composite belts dates back to ancient Turkic
culture. During this period, they were threaded through slots in overlay plates and decorated
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with metal plaques, tips, or buckles to which belt accessories were attached (Jewelry of the
Peoples of Siberia).

The most common items were scabbards, flints, wallets, and decorative pendants. Their
number peaked during the Kimako-Kypchak era, which is associated with a change in military
status ideology. The technique used to make pendants indicates the existence of local craft
centers (Khudyakov, 1997).

Chronological Horizons and Regional Production Centers:

Based on an analysis of published materials, the following periods can be identified:

1. Early Turkic Period (5th-7th centuries): cast bronze items and animal-style simple
buckles. Main centers: Southern and Eastern Kazakhstan (Otrar, Shilikta Valley, and Zhetysu,
respectively); Altai; and Mongolia.

2. Second Khaganate Period (7th-8th centuries): Appearance of silver and gilded sets and
heraldic compositions; development of complex buckles.

3. Uyghur Period (8th-10th centuries): Spread of enamel, Chinese decorative motifs, and
fine engraving.

4. Kypchak Period (10th-13th centuries): Standardization of forms, increase in the number
of pendants, and characteristic heart-shaped and rhombic buckles. Regional differences
between craft centers.

5. The Golden Horde (13th-15th centuries): Mass production of silver sets and
standardization of forms, spread throughout the Great Steppe.

Interestingly, master casters who produced torques were located at connecting points,
such as road intersections or along trade routes. This pattern of workshop location can also
be assumed to have been characteristic of Southern Siberia and Central Asia (Kubarev, 2005).

Ornamental semantics:

Animal style. Animal imagery depicting predators, ungulates fighting reflects ancient Saka
traditions (Margulan, 1966), as well as ideas about power, strength, and magical protection.
This tradition dates back to the early Scythian period and was preserved by the early Turks.
Images of predators, ungulates, and griffins on belt sets symbolized their owners' strength,
protection, and power. Images of birds were also popular. However, qualities such as strength,
endurance, speed, ruthlessness, and vigilance, etc. were embodied in various objects.
Accordingly, the Scythian-Siberian animal style is dominated by representations of panthers,
lions, lynxes, wolves, and griffins, which are frequently depicted in scenes of combat with one
another or herbivorous animals. (Dobzhansky, 1990).

Heraldic motifs. Turkic belts of the 7th-8th centuries feature family crests, tamgas, and
symbols of authority. The genesis and widespread distribution of these belts dates back to
the second half of the 6th century. The earliest examples appeared in the North Caucasus
and Crimea and subsequently spread rapidly across the steppe zone of Eurasia (Dobzhansky,
1990). These symbols formed the integral part of the culture, carrying deep symbolic meaning
and indcating affiliation with a particular clan.

Eastern influences. Uyghur craftsmen widely used enamel and images of dragons, phoenixes,
and cloud motifs due to cultural contact with China (Golden, 1992).

Sogdian-Iranian-Caucasian elements. The craft centers of Zhetysu were characterized by
floral ornamentation, grapevines, and "pearl" outlines.
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Social status function:

The nobility used elite silver and gilded sets. Druzhina warriors used more affordable,
ornamented sets. Simple stamped elements were used by ordinary soldiers (Khudyakov,
1997). Youth belts reflected initiation rituals (Samashev, 2024). Belts served as important
indicators of a warrior's position within the military and administrative hierarchy and were
awarded for military merit. The belt can be considered a kind of social "passport," indicating
the status of its owner, which often more significant than the clothing itself. Additionally,
due to their distinctive design elements, belt types can serve as an independent category for
chronological dating (Kubarev, 2005).

While ethnographic data on the social status function of belts is interesting, this kind
of information is not very informative and does not reveal the subject's full essence. Such
information is basically recorded in the folklore and myths of different peoples and in written
sources.

The Shahnameh recounts that belts served not only a military function but also as special
clothing for rulers. For instance, during the reign of Menuchehr, the Shahnameh states:

"... And much more did the caravan carry:

Armour for battles and daring amusements,

Spears, bows, arrows, and maces,

As well as a crown and a seal of carnelian,

A turquoise throne and a lord's belt (Firdausi, 1957).

The golden belt is often mentioned in the epic as royal attire or a gift for warriors and
subjects. When presented as a gift, the belt was accompanied by other symbols of authority.
Additionally, when the author uses the expression "warrior girded," he implies readiness for
battle.

According to the renowned ethnographer O. Zhanibekov, Kazakh men's outer garments
were not fastened; therefore, a belt played essential role in traditional clothing. The oldest
type of Kazakh belt is the kise-belbeu. Unlike other types of belts, such as the beldik, the
kise-belbeu had decorative leather pendants, known as okchantai, firmly attached to the
straps. These pendants resembled antique powder flasks and scabbards, known as kyn. The
belt was also decorated with metal plaques (Zhanibekov, 1996). Based on this analysis, it
can be concluded that the belt was an integral part of Kazakh men's clothing and that its
ornamentation possessed aesthetic and symbolic significance.

According to the ethnographer D. Khatran, "In addition to its direct practical purpose, the
belt performs a number of other functions." For example, in folk beliefs, it is perceived as a
carrier of magical power in the surrounding space, capable of protecting against the curses
of evil spirits. It is a tool that connects and disconnects, separating one from another world.
According to ancient beliefs, there are three worlds (spaces): Those in the upper world gird
their heads, those in the lower world gird their feet, and those between these two worlds gird
their waists. Thus, according to the traditional worldview, the belt is a distinctive sign for
humans.

According to Kazakh custom, since ancient times, a father would present a belt to his son
upon reaching the age of 10-13. This tradition symbolyzed the boy’s transition into adulthood.
Among Turkic-Mongolian peoples, the belt was regarded as particulary sacred and significant
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object. Therefore, it was carefully crafted, richly decorated and treated with special respect.
For a man, the belt functioned as important marker of identity and social status, symbolizing
support and strength.

In traditional belief it was considered inauspicious for a man to appear without a belt. In
everyday life, outer garments are expected to be worn together with a belt and appearing
without one was regarded as improper (Heritage of the Great Steppe, 2018).

Results

Based on the material studied a comprehensive typology of buckles, plaques, and
pendants was established, and five chronological horizons of Turkic belt set development
were identified: Early Turkic, Turkic, Uyghur, Kipchak, and Golden Horde. During the study,
regional craft centers were identified: Zhetysu, Altai (eastern Kazakhstan), and Altai, as well
as cross-cultural influences from China, Sogdiana, and the Caucasus. The analysis further
confirmed social status semantics of the decorative elements of Turkic warriors' belt sets.

An examination of epic works, written sources, and ethnographic data, demonstrates that
belts have possessed multiple symbolic and practical functions that were strictly observed by
their owners. For centuries, belts were believed to possess protective and magical properties.
Meanwhile, the military aristocracy has attached great importance to their martial function,
which corresponded to the owner's social status.

As an element of Turkic warrior attire, the belt was of great importance and fulfilled
several functions. First, it had a utilitarian function: the main purpose was to secure clothing
and suspend various weapons. This function was closely related to the practical requiremnts
of everyday life. Depictions on balbals and stone stelae show belts with suspended weapons,
indicating the significant role of belts in the attire and status of Turkic warriors. Thus, the
belt can be considered one of the key elements of warriors' attire and also was regarded as a
significant gift among the aristocracy.

Second, the belt performed an apotropaic function through its metal decorations. In the
worldview of Turkic peoples, the belt represented a protective circle and talisman, connecting
the three worlds. The belt was understood as a complex symbol reflecting the connection
between humans, nature, the cosmos, society, and identity. The waist was believed to be the
source of strength and vital energy, so belts were adorned with talismanic symbols such as
the heads of wolves, predators, griffins, family crests, and solar symbols.

Third, belts fulfilled a social function, indicating the owner's status. For men, the belt
served as a marker of identity through which family affiliation, social rank, and wealth could
be recognized. The placement of plaques on the belt indicated the owner's social status. Belts
belonging to the elite were adorned with gold and precious stones.

Thus, the belt was an important element of a Turkic warrior's clothing, serving several
functions.
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Fig. 4. Lightly armed Turkic warrior (Mountain Altai). Reconstruction (Solovev, 2003).
4-cyp. XKenin KapyJsanraH TypkKi xaybiHrepi (Taysel Anrait). Kaiita xxanreipTy (CosioBbes, 2003).
Puc. 4. JlerkoBoOpy>XeHHBII TIopkckuil BouH (I'opHBIN AnTail). PekoHcTpykuus (CoJioBbes, 2003).
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Fig. 5. Heavily armed Turkic warrior (Mountain Altai). Reconstruction (Solovev, 2003).
5-cyp. Aybip KapyJaHraH TYpKi xaybiHrepi (Tayssr Anraii). Katita xaHreipTy (CosnoBbes, 2003).
Puc. 5. TsoxenoBoopyXeHHBIHN Tiopkckuil BouH (I'opHbiii AnTail). Pekorctpykuusa (CosoBbes, 2003).

Conclusion

The belt sets of Turkic warriors is an essential part of their material culture. It reflects the
functional requirements of everyday life, but also worldview of society, as well as its ideology,
social structure, and cultural interactions with neighboring civilizations. The reconstructed
typology and chronology of belt sets provide a basis for further metallographic, semiotic, and
comparative studies.

The cultural context in which belts were used is distinctive, and belts are primarily
functioned as accessories, decorative elements and components of military equipments.
Archaeologists often find belts in burial structures, which requires studying materials from
burial complexes dating back to ancient times. As historical sources, belts are evidence of a
specific period that requires more detailed study.

In analyzing their semantics, the study proceeds from the thesis that belts were evidence of
their owner's social and military rank, symbolizing authority and wealth. Since ancient times,
belts have also been believed to have magical properties and have been used as amulets.
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However, during the period of the formation of military democracy, the symbolic role of
belts underwent transformations. From that time on, belts' functions can be divided into two
categories.
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