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Abstract. The article is devoted to a comprehensive study of the evolution of housing
forms in the territory of Kazakhstan from the perspective of archaeological data covering
the period from the Eneolithic to the late Middle Ages. The main attention is paid to
the peculiarities of house-building traditions in different natural-geographical zones -
steppe, foothill, mountainous and high-mountainous - with the analysis of constructive,
technological, and functional characteristics of dwellings. The article traces the
formation and development of various types of dwelling and household buildings: from
ground and semi-ground structures of frame-pillar construction of the Bronze Age to
log and stone buildings of the Final Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. Special attention
is paid to regional archaeological complexes - settlements of Asy-I, Turgen-II, Tasbas,
Kalakay, Talapty, as well as sites of Central Kazakhstan: Begazy, Atasu, Buguly-I, and
others, where rich stratigraphic and architectural materials are revealed. On their basis,
the construction technologies, internal layout, organisation of economic space, heating
and storage systems, as well as traditions of choosing a place for settlement are analysed.
[t is established that already in the Late Bronze Age, the principles of dwelling zoning,
stable roof forms, typology of hearths and sufas were formed, which was reflected in
the later ethnographic architecture of Kazakhs. The issue of continuity of architectural
forms and principles between ancient buildings and traditional dwellings of Kazakhs of
the New Age, including types of winter dwellings (qystau), is also considered. The choice
of location for settlements, the orientation of entrances, the methods of insulation and
lighting of dwellings, and the types of building materials (wood, clay, stone, straw, reed)
are closely linked to the climate, terrain, and economic specialisation of the population
(agriculture, livestock householding, crafts). Archaeological and ethnographic parallels
reveal the stability of building traditions determined by climate, resource environment
and economic specialisation of the population. The materials of the article are relevant
for the reconstruction of the everyday life of the ancient population of Kazakhstan, the
analysis of economic models, and the social structure of society. The work contributes
to the study of cultural continuity and local specifics of the architectural heritage of the
Eurasian steppes.
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Tpaaunuu foMocTpoeHus Ha Tepputopuu Kasaxcrana:
apxeoJIOrH4YeCKHii B3IV, HA 3BOJIIOIUIO0 XKUJTHILL

A.TanueBa
HHcmumym apxeoaozuu um. A.X. MapayaaHa, 2. AcmaHa, Kazaxcmau

AnHoTanuA. CTaTbs NMOCBALleHa KOMIJIEKCHOMY MCCJEJ0BAaHUIO 3BOJIIOLUU KUIKIHBIX GOPM Ha
TeppuTopuu KasaxcTaHa c O3ULMN apXeoJI0TMYeCKUX JAaHHbIX, OXBaThIBAIOLIMX IEPUO/, OT IHEOJIUTA
Jo nosgHero CpesHeBeKkoBbs. OCHOBHOe BHUMaHUe yJeJisieTcsl 0COOEHHOCTAM JOMOCTPOUTENbHbBIX
TpaJULUUKA B pas3/IMYHbIX NPUPOAHO-reorpaduyecKkux 30HAaX - CTENHOH, IMpeATrOpPHON, TOpPHOU
M BBICOKOTOPDHOM - C aHaJIM30M KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX, TEXHOJOIMYECKUX W QYHKLHOHAIbHBIX
XapaKTePUCTUK KUJUILL. B cTaTbe mpocjeXWBaeTcsl CTAaHOBJEHUWE U Pa3BUTHE pPas/JIUYHbIX THIIOB
KUJIBIX U XO3AWCTBEHHBIX NOCTPOEK: OT Ha3eMHbIX U MOJIy3eMJAHBIX COOpPYKEHUH KapKaCHO-
CT0JIGOBOM KOHCTPYKI UM 3MOXU OGPOH3BI 10 CPYOHBIX U KAMEHHBIX MOCTPOoeK GUHAIbHON OGPOH3bI U
paHHero >kesie3Horo Beka. 0cob6oe BHUMaHUe yJieJIeHO PErHOHaIbHbIM apXe0JIOrH4eCKUM KOMILJIeKCaM
- noceneHusiM Acol-l, Typrenb-Il, Tacbac, Kasakaii, TananTel, a Takxe naMsiTHUKaM LleHTpasibHOTO
Kazaxcrana: Beraswl, Atacy, Byryabli-l u apyrum, rie BbIsIBJeHbl GoraThble cTpaTUrpaduyeckue U
apXUTeKTypHbIe MaTepHaJ/bl. Ha MX 0CHOBe aHa/IM3UPYIOTCS TEXHOJIOTUU CTPOUTEJIbCTBA, BHYTPEHHAA
IJIAHUPOBKA, OpraHu3alUs X031MCTBEHHOTO NPOCTPAHCTBA, CUCTEMbl OTOIJIEHUS WU XpaHeHus, a
Tak)Xe TPaJMLUHU BbIOOpAa MecTa /sl 3acejieHUs. YCTAaHOBJIEHO, YTO YK€ B 3MOXy MO3JHEel GPOH3BI
bopMHUpYIOTCS NPHUHLUIBI 30HUPOBAHUS >KUJMILA, yCcTOW4YMBbBlE (GOPMbI KpOBJH, THUIOJIOTUA
o4yaros 4 cy¢d, 4To oTpa3uJioch B GoJiee MO3AHENH 3THOrpapuyecKod apxUTeKType KasaxoB. Takike
paccMaTpuBaeTCsl BOIPOC NPeeMCTBEHHOCTH apXUTEeKTYPHbIX GOPM U NPUHLMUIIOB MeXAY JPEeBHUMU
IOCTPOMKAaMU M TPALULMOHHBIMU XUJIMLIAMU Ka3axoB HoBoro BpeMeHHM, BKJIOYash THUIIbl 3MUMOBOK
(kpIcTay), XO3WCTBEHHBIX MOCTPOEK U IJIAHUPOBOYHBIX pelleHUMH. BbiGop MecTa moj mocesieHus,
OpHeHTAaLUs BXOJI0B, CIIOCOO yTelJIeHUs] U OCBellleHHs >KUJIMLI, THUIMbl CTPOUTEJbHbIX MaTepUasoB
(mepeBo, IJIMHA, KAMEHb, COJIOMA, TPOCTHUK) TECHO CBSI3aHbI C KJIUMATOM, pesibePpoM U X0351HCTBEHHOH
cneyyanusalveld HacesleHUs (3eMJefiesive, CKOTOBOZACTBO, peMeca). ApxeoJloruyecKkrve M 3THOTpa-
duyeckre napasijiesy N03BOJISIOT BbISIBUTb YCTOWYUBOCTb CTPOUTE/bHBIX TPAAULUHI, 06YCI0BIEHHBIX
KJIMMaTOM, PeCypCHOM CpeJloM U XO3AWCTBEHHOM ClleljMajusalyell HacejeHUA. MaTepuasbl CTaTbU
aKTyaJIbHbI [I/1s1 PEKOHCTPYKL MU NOBCeJHEBHOU KU3HU JApeBHero HaceseHus KasaxcraHa, aHa/u3a
XO3SIUCTBEHHBIX MOJEJed U COLUaIbHOM CTPYKTYphbl o6lecTBa. Pa6oTa BHOCUT BKJaJ B H3y4YeHUE
KyJIETYPHOU IPeeMCTBEHHOCTH U JIOKaJIbHOH CllellPUKY apXUTEKTYPHOI0 HAaC/Ie1sl eBPa3UICKUX CTelex.
Kiio4yeBble cioBa: Kuiulle; apxeosorusi; KazaxcraH; 6poH30BbIN BeK; CTPOUTEJIbHbIE TPaJAULUU;
apXUTEKTYpa; CTAallUOHAPHBIE NOCTPOWKHU; KbICTAY
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[ nutupoBaHus: ['aHueBa A. Tpaauuuu foMOCTpoeHUs1 Ha TeppuTopur KasaxcraHa: apxeoJsioru-
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HcTtoyHuK pyHaHCHMpoBaHUA: CTaThs IOAIOTOBJIeHA B paMKax GyH/ilaMeHTa/IbHbIX HAYYHbIX KCC/Ie/]0-
BaHuM KomuTeTa Haykh MHHMCTepCTBa HAayKH M Bbicllero obpasoBaHus Pecny6sinku Kasaxcran
BR20280993 «KaszaxcTaH B IpeBHOCTU U CpeJHEBEKOBbE: CHCTeMaTU3al Ul U aHAJIM3 apXe0JIOTUYECKUX
VCTOYHHKOBY.

KasakcraH aymarbIHAAFbI YU caly A9CTYpJiepi:
TYPFbIH >KalJIapAbIH 3BOJIIOIMSCbIHA apXe0JIOTHSI/IBIK KO3Kapac

A.TanueBa
9.X. Maprysaax amwiHdarbl Apxeosnozusi uHcmumymeol, AcmaHa, Kazakcmax

AnpaTna. Makasnaza KasakcTaH ayMaFblHaFbl TYPFbIH YH GOpMaiapbIHbIH JaMYbIH aPXE0JIOTUSJIBIK,
JlepeKTep HeTi3iH/ie )kaH-)KaKThl 3ePTTEY KapacThIpblIabl. 3epTTEY 3HEOJIUT AJyipiHeH 6acTan KeHiHTi
opTarachIpJiapFa AediHri keseHAi KaMTUAbL. Herisri Hazap apTypsi Taburu-reorpadusibikaiiMakTapia
- Jlajia, Tay eTeri, TAyJbl KoHe OWiK TayJbl eHipJep/ie YH caly JI9CTypJiepiHiH epekIiesiKTepiHe,
KYPbLIBIMABIK, TEXHOJOTUSJIBIK oHe (QYHKIMOHA/NJbIK CHUNaTTaMasapblHa ay/apblLiFaH. Makasnazia
KoJia J19yipiHAeri »Kep YCTi »KoHe »KapThllal »kepTeJie TYpiHJeri KaHKaJbl-6epeHesli KypblablCTapAaH
Gacrar, KeliHri KoJia »xoHe epTe TeMip JayipJiepiHaeri 6epeHeli )kaHe Tac Yiiep/iiH, KaJbITaCybl MeH
JaMybl TaJIJaHa/ibl. AUpBIKILIA Ha3ap KeJleci aiMaKTbIK apXeoJIOTHUSJIbIK KellleHAepre ay/lapbliFaH: Acbl-l,
Typren-I1I, Tac6ac, Kanakaii, TamanTbl, coHgai-aK, OpTanbik Kasakcrangarbl berasbl, ATacy, Byrbuibl-I
»KoHe 6acKa Jia eckepTkilTep. bys eckepTkilTep/ie cTpaTurpadusi/bIK )KoHE CIYJNEeTTIK MaTepyUaiaap
MOJIbIHAH TabbliFaH. OapabiH HeridiHJe KYpbUIbIC TEXHOJIOTHUSIAPHI, iIIKi KocnapJiay, MapyamblIbIK
KEeHICTIKTi YUBIMAACTBIPY, XKbLIBITY MeH CaKTay >KyHeJsepi, COHZal-aK KOHbICTaHY OpPHBIHBIH, TaHAALY
JacTypJiepi TangaHa bl KeltiHri Kosia 19yipiHiH 63iH/1e TYpFbIH YiIep/li aliMaKTapFa 66eJ1y KaFu/JaTTaphbl,
maThip $opMaIapbIHbIH TYPAKThLIBIFbI, OLIAK MEH ChIMa THUIOJOTHSCHl KAJbINTACKAHbl aHBIKTAJIFaH.
By 6esrisiep KeliHri Ka3ak 3THOrpadUsIbIK apXUTEKTYypacblHaH Jla 6aliKana/bl. COHbIMEH KaTap, KeHe
KYPbLJIbICTAp MEH »KaHa 3aMaH Ka3aKTapbIHbIH, JICTYPJIi TYPFbIH YilJiepi apacblHAaFbl apXUTEKTYPAJIbIK,
dbopMasiap MeH KaFuAaTTap/blH cabaKTacTbIFbl MaceJseci KapacTblpbliaZibl. ByFaH KpIcTay TUMTEPI,
HIapyalblIblK, KYPbLIbICTApbl MEH »KOCHapJsay LiewiMaepi »kaTaZbl. KOHbICTaHATBIH KepAi TaHJay,
Kipebepic 6aFbIThI, XKbLJy CAKTay MEH »KapbIKTaHAbIPY TaCiI/lepi, KYpblJIbIC MaTepHUaIAapbIHbIH TYpJiepi
(aram, cas, Tac, cabaH, KAMbIC) KJIMMATKa, ’Kep 6e/lepiHe )oHe XaIbIKThIH, LapyalllbLIbIK epeKiIeTiKTepiHe
(eriHmisiK, MaJI IAPYaLIbIIBIFI, KOJIOHEDP) ThIFbI3 6aNIaHbICThI. APXe0JIOTHSJIBIK YKOHE 3THOrpadUAIIbIK,
napaJsijiesibJlep KJAUMAaT, TaOUFU pecypcTap >KoHe llapyallbLIblK OeHiMeny apKblibl KaJjbIITacKaH
KYPbLIbIC A9CTYpPJIEPiHIH, TYPaKTbLIbIFbIH KepceTeni. Makasia MaTepuanjapbl KasakcTaHaarbl KeHe
XaJIbIKTap/IblH, KYH/EJIIKTi eMipiH, llapyallblIbIK, Y/ATiJIepiH KoHe KOFaMHbIH dJIeyMeTTIK KypblJIbIMbIH
KaJIIbIHA KeJITIpy yliH MaHbI3/bl. 3epTTey Eypasus ganasapblHAarbl Coy/JleT MYpPacblHbIH MdJEHU
cabaKTaCTBIFbl MEH YKePTI/TIKTI epeKIleiKTepiH 3epTTeyre 63 YJIeCiH KOCa/lbl.

TyiiH ce3aep: TYypFfbIH Yi; apxeosiorus; Kasakcrad; KoJia Aayipi; KypblabIC AdCTYpJepi; Cay/eT;
TYPaKThbl KYPbLIbICTAP; KbICTAY
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Introduction

Archaeology plays a key role in the study of stationary structures and sites of ancient architecture,
as it provides scientific methods for analysing and reconstructing historical objects. Archaeological
methods make it possible to determine the chronology of sites, to study cultural layers, and to reveal
the peculiarities of everyday life and economic activities of ancient inhabitants.

Since ancient times, people have built dwellings to protect themselves from natural factors
and to create space for their livelihood. These structures not only protected from unfavourable
conditions, but also reflected the social and cultural norms of the society in which they
originated. Dwellings were an important element of the social order, and we can trace changes
in construction technology, levels of societal development, and interaction with the natural
environment.

The purpose of archaeological research is to comprehensively reconstruct various aspects of
ancient peoples. In the past, archaeology was predominantly focused on mound excavations and
the study of funerary complexes, which formed a limited view on the life of ancient societies.
However, modern research based on the study of settlements and stationary structures allows
for a more in-depth and detailed reconstruction of the daily life of ancient peoples, their
economic systems and social structures.

The evolution of ancient dwellings offers a unique perspective on how our ancestors adapted
to changing environmental conditions, developed innovative solutions for survival and expressed
their cultural and social ideals through the architecture of their houses. Studying changes in
construction technologies, material use and layouts of houses provide deeper insight into the
development of human societies, their interaction with nature and internal social structures.

Research methods

Arange of research methods is employed within the scope of this study, each playing a critical
role in the analysis of cultural complexes and settlements. The basic methods include:

1. Archaeological excavation. This foundational method involves the systematic excavation,
documentation and cataloging of material remains from ancient cultures. It allows for the
precise reconstruction of cultural development stages and the daily life of ancient peoples.

2. Comparative-historical analysis is a key approach in archaeology; this method involves
comparing archaeological data and artifacts from various regions and historical periods to
identify common patterns, trends and cultural interconnections.

3. Typological analysis. This method classifies artifacts based on their types, shapes and
functions. It enables researchers to establish artifact chronologies, trace the evolution of
technologies and crafts and draw conclusions about the social organization and economic
activities of ancient communities.

4. Architectural analysis. During settlement studies, special attention is paid to architectural
featuressuch aslayout, building types and functional purpose. Examining construction materials,
building techniques and engineering solutions helps to reconstruct the social structure and
technological level of the society.

5. Photogrammetry and 3D modeling. Modern technologies like photogrammetry and 3D
modeling are used to accurately document archaeological sites and artifacts. These tools allow
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for virtual reconstruction of settlements and structures, making it possible for researchers and
the wider public to visualize them in their original form.

6. Ethnoarchaeology. A research method in which data from modern ethnic groups is used
to interpret ancient cultural practices. Ethnographic evidence helps to clarify the function
and purpose of artifacts and aids in reconstructing the social and economic life of ancient
communities.

7. Geographic information systems (GIS) and remote sensing. These modern technologies
enable the study of landscape changes, the identification of ancient settlement locations and
territorial analysis from above.

These methods facilitate the exploration of complex cultural processes that occurred in
ancient Kazakhstan and contribute to the reconstruction of a multifaceted picture of the region's
historical development.

Prerequisites for the study

In historical science, the typology of dwellings serves as an important tool for classifying
and studying the diverse forms of residential structures that developed across various regions
and cultures. Scholars have proposed numerous classification systems for dwellings, based on
differences in construction, materials, function and period of use.

N.N. Kharuzin’s typology is based on the distinction between portable and permanent
dwellings, a particularly relevant approach for nomadic societies, where mobility was a
crucial factor for survival (Kharuzin 2011). His approach highlights the relationship between a
population's way of life and its choice of dwelling type.

A.A. Popov proposed a more detailed classification, dividing dwellings into above-ground,
semi-dugouts, pile dwellings and underground dwellings (Popov 1961). This approach focuses
on construction techniques and adaptation to natural conditions, which is particularly important
for the study of archaeological sites associated with different climatic zones.

Researcher O. Zhanibekov also identified two key categories of dwellings: mobile and
stationary (Zhanibekov 1995). His classification focuses on the economic and cultural lifestyle
of the people, where a nomadic lifestyle required the construction of easily dismantled and
portable dwellings, while a sedentary population built permanent structures.

Z.P. Sokolova proposed a typology based on the structural features of dwellings, including frame,
log, frame-log and frameless constructions (Sokolova 1998). This approach allows for a deeper
exploration of the evolution of construction technologies and materials used by different people.

S.Zh. Zholdasbayev, based on his study of Kazakh settlements from the 15" to 18% cc., developed
his own typology that includes qystau (winter dwellings), gystaq (winter settlement complexes),
fortifications-mounds (temporary fortifications) and kent (settlements) (Zholdasbayev 2017:
148). This classification reflects the diversity of settlement forms and their functional purposes,
providing insights into the economic and social organization of the population.

A.Z. Beisenov, in his research on the dwellings of the Saka people in the eastern part of the
Kazakh hills (7%-5% cc. BC), identified three types of structures: sub-rectangular ground-level
buildings, circular yurt-like houses and multi-component dwellings (Beisenov 2017). This
approach highlights architectural innovations and their relationship to the social and cultural
changes during the Saka period.
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Dwellings may also be classified according to their duration of use: shelters for short-term
stays (a few days), temporary dwellings (up to two months) and permanent houses. This
typology helps to better understand the seasonal and social dynamics of ancient communities.

Results

The first stage in the formation of a sedentary culture

The discovery of the earliest ancient dwellings in the steppe regions of Kazakhstan is
associated with the Eneolithic period and the identification of the Botay archaeological culture.
This culture was discovered by the well-known Kazakhstani archaeologist V.F. Zaibert.

Dated to approximately 3700-3100 BC, the Botay culture spread across the Ural-Irtysh
basin, covering vast territories including the Irgiz and Torgay rivers in the south, the Priirtysh
region in the northeast and the tributaries of the Ural River in the west (Zaibert 1993: 149).
Archaeological excavations have revealed more than ten Eneolithic settlements, including such
well-known sites as Bestamak, Solenoye Ozero-1, Livanovka, Krasny Yar and others (Mertz
2019: 82). These settlements were primarily located in the upper reaches of the Tobol, Ubagan,
and Torgay rivers, as well as along the elevated banks of steppe lakes, providing access to water
and fertile lands for subsistence activities.

The Botay culture is notable for its unique dwelling structures. Over 80 residential and utility
buildings have been identified, 15 of which had direct access to natural water sources. During
the settlement's existence, about 250-300 dwellings were constructed. Botay dwellings were
distinguished by a variety of shapes, including circular, oval, polygonal and sub-rectangular
plans. According to V.E. Zaibert, the predominance of round-shaped houses can be explained by
the wind patterns of the steppe and the need to retain heat during harsh winters (Zaibert.1993:
34, 141).

Various materials were used in the construction of Botay dwellings, including wood, reed, clay,
animal hides and turf. A significant technological innovation was the use of adobe construction
techniques, which were not characteristic of earlier cultures in the forest-steppe zone (Zaibert
1993:17). This reflects the syncretic nature of Botay architecture, which combined local building
traditions with innovative practices.

The area of semi-dugouts in the Botay settlement ranged from 30 to 120 m?, which met the
residents' needs for fairly compact but functional dwellings. The height of the dwellings reached
2.5 m, which allowed for effective heat retention during cold winters. The construction of the
houses was based on a sturdy support system: after digging a pit, wooden posts 3-4 m high
and 15-20 cm in diameter were installed around its perimeter and in the centre. These posts
served as the basis for a polygonal hip roof consisting of 12-16 rows of wood (Zaibert 1993:
141). Often, household buildings and dwellings were connected by passageways. The difference
between industrial buildings and dwellings was their location away from the dwellings. They
were smaller in area and often did not have hearths.

A key feature of the construction technique was the use of turf for roofing. The turf covering
was laid on a wooden lattice framework and sometimes coated with clay, which improved
insulation and protected the structure from wind and precipitation. This method not only
ensured the building's resilience to the harsh steppe climate but also kept an interior warmth
during the cold season.
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The interior layout of the dwellings included a central hearth, small utility pits along the
walls and niches for storage (Zaibert 1993: 120). Sleeping areas were located opposite the
entrance. Archaeological evidence indicates that the dwellings served not only as living spaces
but also played important economic and ritual roles. These findings demonstrate a high level
of organization in the daily life of the ancient inhabitants of Botay, making this region a key for
studying the early stages of sedentary life and the development of architectural traditions in the
steppe zone.

During the Eneolithic period, a sedentary, diversified cultural and economic system developed
in the Ural-Kazakhstan steppes, with horse breeding (early horse breeders) playing a key role.
Hunting on horseback, fishing and various domestic crafts served as important additions to
their way of life (Zaibert 2009: 294).

In 1983, a Botay dwelling was reconstructed as part of an experimental project. The
reconstructed structure fully met expectations: during the summer, the interior remained cool
and dry, while in the autumn and winter seasons, there were no drastic temperature fluctuations.
With proper maintenance including regular snow removal and drainage of meltwater the
dwelling remained habitable for as long as its roof structure could withstand the elements,
approximately 15-20 years (Zaibert 2009: 71). The reconstruction of the Botay dwellings
represents the first scientific experiment aimed at studying the unique historical experience
of early builders, shedding light on architectural skills and construction traditions during the
Eneolithic period.

Second stage

The Bronze Age in Kazakhstan spans roughly from the 25% to the 8" cc. BC and is marked by the
significant development of productive economies, the increasing complexity of social structures
and the formation of permanent settlements. Archaeologically, this period is represented
primarily by the Andronovo cultural complex, which includes several local variants such as the
Sintashta, Alakul, Fedorovo and Begazy-Dandybay cultures. Over the course of the 20th century,
more than one hundred Bronze Age settlements were identified across Kazakhstan.

According to researchers, Central Kazakhstan was the most densely populated region during
the Bronze Age (Orazbayev 1970: 198). Archaeological evidence shows that the largest and most
architecturally significant dwellings were located in the river valleys of the Atasu and Nura, as
well as in mountain gorges (Margulan et al., 1966: 197). During excavations conducted in the
1950s-1960s, at least 30 settlements were recorded in this region. Scholars noted a high level
of construction expertise, large settlement areas (ranging from 30 to 80 residential and utility
structures in sites such as Buguly-I, Shortandy-Bulak and Atasu) and the scale of architectural
complexes such as Aksu-Ayuly-II, Buguly-IIl, Begazy, Sangru-I and Belyasar (Margulan et al.
1966: 198).

The dwellings had a variety of shapes - square, rectangular, and ellipsoidal, with walls made
of either earth or stone (Margulan et al. 1966: 204). These houses were constructed as semi-
dugout structures with frame-post construction or as fully above-ground buildings. Inside
many of these structures, archaeologists discovered workshops for metal smelting and pottery
production (Margulan 1998: 233). Both simple single-chamber dwellings and more complex
multi-chambered structures have been found, such as six-chamber dwellings at the Buyen
settlement and large dwellings at Buguly-I, with an area of up to 1,500 m2.
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Later research revealed the existence of two distinct construction horizons: earlier rectangular
dwellings and later circular ones. Above-ground structures began to appear during the Begazy-
Dandybay culture, when walls were constructed using stone and wood (Ulutau, Karkaraly-2
and Suuk-Bulak). In forest-steppe areas, timber was used to reinforce walls and build support
structures, while in steppe regions, stone and sod constructions prevailed. A key architectural
feature of dwellings from this period was the use of complex roofing systems supported
by wooden posts. At the Buguly settlement (7 hectares in area), the remains of around 100
structures have been preserved, approximately half of which were residential (Margulan 1998:
250).

With the transition to the Late Bronze Age, proto-urban settlements began to emerge in
Central and Eastern Kazakhstan, such as Myrzhyk, Buguly I, and Kent (Beisenov et al. 2014: 82;
Mertz 2017: 498). In large settlements like Kent (30 hectares) and Semiyarskoye (67 hectares),
archaeologists identified up to 300 structures, indicating a significant population density
(Varfolomeyev et al. 2017: 12; Mertz 2017: 499). A major technological development during
this time was the use of frame posts and the construction of stone walls that divided dwellings
into multiple compartments.

In the Atasu archaeological micro-region (Central Kazakhstan), three major Bronze Age
settlements were investigated: Atasu 1, Atasu 2, and Myrzhyk. The Atasu 1 settlementrepresents
a spatially organized site where 23 residential structures were discovered, arranged in a
circular layout and ranging in size from 80 to 250 m2 (Margulan et al. 1966: 207). At the center
of the site, archaeologists uncovered a large residential building. Nearby, three round utility
structures were found, indicating a functional zoning of space and the presence of collective
economic activity. Remains of copper smelting facilities were also identified.

The Myrzhyk settlement covers an area of approximately 40,000 m2. The spatial layout of
the site is organized along a broad street that divides the settlement into two symmetrical parts.
A total of 37 buildings were identified, distributed on both sides of this central axis.

The Atasu 2 settlement, covering an area of approximately 11,600 m2, consisted of 49
buildings grouped into two longitudinal rows oriented along the riverbank. The linear structure
of the settlement with repeating housing modules may indicate an even distribution of living
space among family groups.

Several settlements dating back to the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages have been identified
in the Taldy River valley (Central Kazakhstan): Akkezhen, Azhar, Azhar 2, Saurambay, Bada,
Baibala 2 and Shokpartas. The settlements are located in naturally protected areas - on hills,
slopes and at the foot of mountain ranges. The largest is Akkezhen, which has up to 80 buildings,
including large ground structures with remains of stone walls. Smaller settlements, such as
Azhar, Azhar 2 and Shokpartas, include up to 10 residential structures (Varfolomeev 2019).

The materials from the Chaglinka 1 settlement (Northern Kazakhstan) show various types of
dwellings, including irregular rectangular buildings with flat roofs, yurt-like wooden structures
with hipped roofs and figure-eight-shaped dugouts consisting of two chambers connected by a
narrow passageway (Orazbaev 1970: 140).

The typology of dwellings in the Shagalaly 2 settlement (11 dwellings studied) demonstrates
the stability of certain building traditions, among which the frame-post technique stands out.
Early houses had a semi-underground structure: part of the dwelling was dug into the ground,
while the other part was built of wood and additionally insulated with branches and other
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natural materials. Such permanent houses were used for a long time and were repeatedly
repaired. The stratigraphy of the settlement indicates that most of the buildings of the second
construction horizon were erected on the site of earlier dwellings. In some cases, the walls of
the new houses coincide with the boundaries of the old ones, although the buildings themselves
are significantly larger. The fundamental difference between these structures and the previous
ones is that they are already above ground and include production and economic outbuildings
(Sakenov 2024: 157). The materials from Shagalaly 2 have made it possible to trace the complex
process of economic, cultural and historical development of the Bronze Age people in northern
Saryarka.

Analysis of archaeological data indicates a high degree of stability in settlement patterns in
the Saryarka region, from the Bronze Age through to the late Middle Ages and modern times.
Many Kazakh winter camps were located in the same areas where permanent settlements
existed during the Palaeometallic period (Margulan et al. 1966: 198). Such spatial continuity
indicates the important role of natural factors (water sources, protected terrain and pasture
resources) in the choice of locations for long-term residence. It is noteworthy that the planning
features of Bronze Age settlements in many cases demonstrate structural similarities with later
forms of nomadic camp organisation (Margulan et al. 1966: 200), which allows us to speak of
cultural and functional continuity in the traditions of housing construction over thousands of
years.

Bronze Age settlements in the mountainous region of Zhetysu demonstrate stable forms of
sedentary lifestyles adapted to the conditions of the high mountain and foothill environment.
They were located mainly at the exits of gorges and on the terraces of the northern slopes of the
mountains, near water sources, which indicates a thoughtful choice of habitat in terms of access
to natural resources. Construction was carried out using available materials - wood, clay and
stone. The main type of dwelling was a semi-dugout frame-post structure, usually rectangular
or square in shape, with an area of 60 to 120 m?, dug 1-1.5 minto the ground. Smaller household
buildings were located nearby. The structure of the settlements included up to 10-12 manors
built around water sources. The interior space of the houses was functionally zoned with
hearths, utility niches and outbuildings. In some cases, pens for livestock were built next to the
dwellings (Goryachev 2023: 54). The materials discovered indicate an established and stable
tradition of construction, reflecting the social organisation and economic specialisation of the
Bronze Age population in the mountainous regions of Zhetysu.

Archaeological materials from the settlements of Turgen-2, Asy-2, Tasbas and Kalakay
demonstrate the stability of economic and cultural traditions and developed architectural
practices in the Late Bronze Age (Goryachev 2011). Houses were mainly built using semi-
dugout techniques: they were cut into slopes or dug into the ground, which provided thermal
insulation. The structural basis consisted of a frame-post construction installed in dug foundation
trenches. The walls were reinforced with wattle and daub and coated with clay, while the roof
- flat or gabled- was covered with logs and filled with turf or earth. At the Turgen 2 settlement,
dwellings had a hipped roof laid on vertical support posts up to 3 m high and coated with clay.
The entrance was located in the south-west and had the form of a corridor (1.2 x 2 m). The floors
were usually made of clay, in some cases covered with stone tiles. The interior of the dwellings
was functionally organised: the layout of the rooms included a central hearth, sometimes made
of stone, stationary shelves, places for storing food, as well as utility pits and ash pits. The space
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was divided into areas for cooking, resting and storage. The presence of portable clay hearths
indicates the complex structure of everyday life. A comprehensive analysis of architectural
solutions, construction technologies and the interior of dwellings allows us to conclude that
these settlements functioned as permanent or seasonal residences.

The traditions of house building are vividly represented in the materials of the Butakty-1
settlement (south-eastern outskirts of Almaty). The houses-manors were square-shaped semi-
dugouts with a frame-post structure (11 x 11 m; 15 x 15 m). The walls were constructed from
hewn logs coated with a clay mortar mixed with brick-coloured vegetable dye. The hipped roof
rested on a square frame in the centre of the house, supported by four pillars, with an opening
above the hearth for smoke pull. The floor was covered with a mixture of liquid clay and organic
additives, sloping slightly towards the centre. An oval-shaped hearth with a horseshoe-shaped
clay rim (1.2 x 2.2 m) was located exactly in the centre of the dwelling (Maryashev, Goryachev
2019).

The residential and domestic architecture of the Bronze Age in Eastern Kazakhstan (in
particular, in the settlements near the village of Kanay and the village of Trushnikovo) was
characterised by large semi-dugout structures with walls buried deep into the ground. The roof
structures were flat, which, as A.G. Maksimova points out, is one of the characteristic features of
traditional Kazakh house construction in this region (Maksimova 1959: 92). Adjacent to the main
living space were household buildings, the construction of which reproduced the principles of
the main structure, including a solid roof and similar wall construction. Already in the Bronze
Age, log-type buildings appeared in the territory under consideration, which indicates the
development of construction technologies and the complication of architectural forms.

The settlements of Toksanbay, Aitman and Manaysor 1-3, located in the north-eastern
Caspian region, show a consistent tradition of house construction adapted to the specific
features of the terrain and natural conditions of the region. Houses were built on outcrops -
isolated sections of the chinka slope using local materials, mainly shell limestone slabs. The
basis of the structure was a pit, partially formed by natural depressions, which were finished
by hand. Massive slabs were installed vertically around the perimeter of the pit, on top of which
horizontal stone masonry was laid. Inside, there were hearths, utility pits and utility boxes made
of slabs covered with clay mortar mixed with reeds, which were characteristic of the Toksanbay
settlement. The roof was constructed on wooden pillars, mainly made of saxaul, with a reed
floor, possibly covered with a mixture of clay and ash. A distinctive feature of the buildings was
their stepped arrangement on the slope and the use of the natural landscape in their layout
(Loshakova 2023: 75). The architectural techniques and construction methods date back to
the Neolithic and Eneolithic traditions of the region, demonstrating the continuity of forms and
methods of building dwellings up to the ethnographic present.

The settlements of the Late and Final Bronze Age in Kazakhstan are characterised by a variety
of dwelling structures (Maryashev, Gumirova 2011: 277). A comparative analysis showed a
tendency towards a decrease in the size of houses (from 140-210 m? to 70-100 m?) and an
increase in building density, which may indicate a reduction in the size of family groups and the
transition of part of the population from sedentary to nomadic cattle breeding (Tkacheva 1999:
41).

Dugouts and semi-dugouts varied in depth: from 1.3 to 1.6 m for dugouts (Asy-1, Semirechye,
Kent) (Maryashev, Gumirova 2011: 265; Varfolomeev et al. 2017: 32; Margulan 1998: 307) and
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from 20 to 90 cm for semi-dugouts (Akkezhen, Atasu, Sorkuduk). Their area ranged from 25 m?
to 100 m? and more (Evdokimov et al. 2002: 35; Beisenov et al. 2014: 81; Sorokin 1962: 53).

Hearths were used for heating, with their number varying from 2 to 9 per dwelling (Beisenov
et al. 2014: 81; Maksimova 1959: 93; Karabaspakova 2011: 113; Sorokin 1962: 53). The outer
walls could be made of stone or woven materials with clay plaster, as well as wood (Margulan
1998: 200). Log buildings were found in the house construction of Eastern Kazakhstan and the
Upper Irtysh region (Chernikov 1960: 26; Tkacheva 2008: 88).

The roofs of dwellings were flat (Maksimova 1959: 92), gabled, hipped (Maryashev, Goryachev
2019; Sakenov 2011: 336; 2019: URL), or yurt-shaped (Karabaspakova 2011: 113; Kadybaev et
al. 1992: 58) and were supported by wooden pillars. The floors were levelled with stone slabs
or tamped down with clay plaster (Margulan 1998: 307; Tkacheva 2008: 86).

Bronze Age dwellings in Kazakhstan demonstrate a complex evolution from simple shelters
to permanent residential complexes. The architecture reflects both the level of economic
development and the social stratification of the population. Regional features of dwellings
indicate the existence of local building traditions that were formed in the context of the natural
landscape.

The third stage of sedentary culture

The basic principles and technologies of construction established in the Bronze Age were
preserved and developed in subsequent periods, which is clearly visible in traditional Kazakh
dwellings up to the present day.

Research on early Iron Age settlements in Northern and Central Kazakhstan, the Irtysh River
region, Zhetysu and the Eastern Aral Sea region remains largely unexplored.

The Saka settlements located in the valleys of the Ili and Charyn rivers, as well as in the
foothills of the Zailiyskiy Alatau, including sites such as Tsyganka 8, Tuzusay, the Talgar group
and Kainazar, demonstrate stable centres of settlement where agriculture and crafts developed.
Despite the modern influence of urbanisation, the preserved archaeological sites provide an
insight into the life and economic processes of those times. The topography of the settlements
and the nature of economic activity, including the cultivation of wheat, barley, millet and
irrigation methods, have been determined (Baipakov 2004: 33).

During the Early Iron Age, the Usuns in Zhetysu began to build fortified settlements and
cities surrounded by walls (Akishev 2013: 15-16). A characteristic feature of these cities was
the presence of large areas devoid of buildings, which was associated with the tradition of
combining nomadic and sedentary lifestyles, as well as economic activities.

In recent studies, scientists have collected data on the layout and structure of ancient
Saka settlements in the Shu-Ili Mountains and the Zailiyskiy Alatau. These studies focus on
the topography of sites and architectural traditions in Zhetysu. The settlements had a clear
ecological and economic connection. Large settlements with a developed irrigation system
(Kyzylbulak, Butakty and Almaarasan), consisting of several dozen manors, were located in
the foothills and valley zone. In the gorges and highlands (Turgen-2, Eshkiolmes) there were
permanent winter quarters with southern exposure, protected from the winds and provided
with seasonal water sources. In the steppe and semi-desert areas of the Shu-Ili Mountains, there
are small household complexes of cattle breeders - 1-2 dwellings with household buildings and
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pens. The settlements were located near natural resources: springs, clay deposits and metal
deposits, which ensured their self-sufficiency. The dwellings were of various shapes, adapted
to the conditions of the mountainous, foothill and plain areas. Semi-dugouts were the most
common type of dwelling. They were rectangular, square or round in shape, dug 0.5-1 m into
the ground and built using a frame-post technology with stone, wood and clay. Protoyurts are
above-ground rounded structures, probably used as seasonal dwellings, characteristic of high
mountain areas. The roof was gabled or hipped, supported by pillars. The construction used
beams, reeds, animal skins or wood, depending on natural conditions. The interior space of the
houses was divided into rooms or sections, with a hearth often located in the centre. Sometimes
the hearths were placed outside the dwelling (tandyr). The floors of the dwellings were tamped
with clay and the walls were sometimes reinforced with stone masonry or coated with clay
(Maryashev, Goryachev 2019: 95).

Since 2019, archaeological research has been conducted on a complex of Early Iron Age
settlements in the Akbauyr tract (Eastern Kazakhstan). The complex is considered a specialised
metallurgical production centre with a developed economic system (Samashev, Zhuniskhanov et
al. 2024: 68). Most of the buildings are irregular rectangles or ovals with rounded corners. Their
foundations are made of two rows of stone blocks laid flat and the walls are built of large slabs
placed parallel to each other, with the gaps filled with medium-sized stones. To support the roof,
support posts were sometimes dug into the ground and sometimes installed on an ancient horizon.
The passages are mainly oriented to the northeast and the floors were covered with light grey
loose sandy loam or levelled with ash for insulation (Samashev, Zhuniskhanov et al. 2024: 69).

At the Akbauyr Il settlement, round stone structures with adjoining extensions were
discovered. These above-ground dwellings, built from massive granite blocks, had thick walls,
which probably helped to retain heat. In some cases, the floors of such dwellings were made
of natural outcrops of coarse-grained grey granite, which were covered with clay to improve
thermal insulation. The inhabitants of the settlements often rebuilt their houses and added new
utility rooms. The architectural features of the Akbauyr buildings demonstrate the continuity of
Late Bronze Age building traditions (Samashev, Zhiniskhanov et al. 2024: 71).

As a result of research on the urban-type trade and craft settlement of Karakabak (Aralo-
Caspian region), the remains of three household buildings were discovered, separated by
courtyards or street spaces covered with loose loess containing ceramics and animal bones. The
buildings had a multi-room structure with foundations made of adobe blocks (40 x 40 cm, 55
x 40 cm) and stone masonry on clay mortar. The construction technique, which involved laying
blocks on a rock base or cultural deposits, indicates the influence of imported technologies and
adaptation to local conditions. Most of the rooms were residential, equipped with sofas, benches
withtiled facadesand hearths of various shapes. The floors were coated with clay plaster. Remains
of sacrificial altars made of unfired clay and bases for wooden structures supporting the floors
have been identified. Important features included regular redevelopment, the destruction of
sections of walls and the use of materials for secondary construction (Astafiev, Bogdanov 2019:
19). Karakabak's city status is indicated not only by the layout of the houses, the presence of
streets and the abundance of remains of human activity, but also by the existence of a powerful
defensive structure consisting of a wall and moat. Researchers believe that the settlement was
founded in the 3rd c. and underwent three periods of construction, covering a time span of no
more than 300 years (Astafiev, Bogdanov 2019: 24).
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To date,archaeologistsin Kazakhstan have accumulated asignificantamountof material on the
study of stationary structures throughout the country. In the eastern part of Central Kazakhstan
alone, more than 50 Early Iron Age settlements are known (Beisenov, Duisenbay et al. 2019:
7), 12 of which have been excavated. The features of the topography and planigraphy, methods
of building construction and classification of ceramics have been identified. The authors of the
excavations emphasise the ethnocultural proximity of the region to the synchronous cultures
of the eastern steppe area of Eurasia (Beisenov, Duisenbay et al. 2019: 22). Three types of Saka
dwellings were identified: rectangular houses with stone or stone-wood partitions and thick
walls (1-1.5 m wide), built using a double-row masonry method (Tagybaybulak, Keregetas-2),
rounded or yurt-like dwellings and multi-component structures with several rooms.

Rounded dwellings usually had stone foundations and wooden frame structures. An example
of this type is the settlement of Tuyetas, where a dwelling with a central circular room 3-3.5
m in diameter and several attached rooms was discovered (Beisenov et al. 2014: 6). Yurt-like
houses with hipped roofs are also found at other Saka sites, including Sarybuirat. In Saka-era
dwellings, roofs could be either flat or conical (Beisenov 2017: 76).

In the Akmola region, the early Saka settlements of Kenotkel 10, Taskora, and Taskora 1 have
been studied. Three main planning schemes stand out: linear (Taskora-1), nested (Taskora)
(Khabdulina 2017: 46) and complex structure, as in the Sarybuirat settlement, where all
buildings are united by a common layout covering up to 10,000 hectares (Beisenov, Shulga
2017: 18). The sites under study provide a valuable material that reflects the development of
sedentarisation, culture and the way of life of the tribes.

Medieval architecture in Kazakhstan continued to develop the traditions established in
previous eras, including elements of both nomadic and sedentary lifestyles. One of the key types
of dwellings of this period was above-ground structures and semi-dugouts, which gradually
became more complex with the addition of defensive and public buildings.

An important feature of the architecture of medieval cities was the presence of fortifications,
which emphasised the importance of defence in conditions of constant conflict and external
threats. Fortified settlements in Kazakhstan, as in other parts of Central Asia, often had fortress
walls, citadels and shakhristans - elements that served both for defence and for housing
administrative and religious centres (Voronina 1969: 185).

Archaeological research in southern Kazakhstan shows that there were some advanced
urban settlements. In settlements like Otyrar, Sauran and Turkestan, the architectural ensemble
included both residential areas and public buildings, like mosques, baths and caravanserais.
Construction was mainly carried out using pakhsa, brick and stone, which ensured the durability
of these structures.

The architecture of nomadic peoples remained important even after many societies
transitioned to a semi-sedentary lifestyle. The tradition of building yurt-like dwellings continued
into the Middle Ages. This was due to the need for mobility, especially during winter and summer
migrations. An example of such dwellings is the settlement of the Turks and Karluks in the
foothills of the Zailiyskiy Alatau. Here, the remains of buildings have been found that combined
elements of traditional nomadic architecture with permanent structures characteristic of a
sedentary lifestyle.

Fortified settlements - tortkuls, small enclosed towns with strong walls, occupied a significant
place. Such settlements existed along trade routes, providing control over strategically important
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routes and protection for caravans. The settlements of Karamergen, Agashyak, Talgar and others
were important hubs in the trade and communications system on the Great Silk Road (Baipakov,
Erzakovich 1970: 38).

Medieval dwellings in southern Kazakhstan, starting from the 6th-7th cc., included two main
types: single-room rectangular houses and two-room buildings with a linear layout. One-room
houses, which accounted for 85% of all excavated dwellings, had an area of 12 to 45 m?. Two-
room houses, which accounted for about 15%, were organised according to the principle of
enfilade connection of rooms (Baipakov 1986: 83-85).

The urban buildings of the Otyrar and Turkestan oases (6th-10th cc..) were densely built
up, divided by streets oriented along an east-west line. Houses were built of adobe bricks and
turf and sometimes of stone, especially in wealthier homes. Construction took into account
the climatic conditions of the region, which were reflected in the layout and materials used
for construction. Important elements of the houses were the sufa and tandyrs. Some houses
had hearths and fireplaces. Hearths were divided into two types: rectangular ones dug into the
sufa and round ones with “hearth” platforms. There were also two types of built-in fireplaces:
horseshoe-shaped and rectangular. The houses had partition walls and storage rooms made
of adobe bricks. The edges of the sufa were also made of adobe bricks. Fired bricks were used
extremely rarely. A number of houses in Karatobe had sanitary facilities with tashnau (Smagulov
2010a: 165).

Houses in Zhetysu of the 7th-8th cc., such as those at the Krasnaya Rechka and Lugovoye sites,
demonstrate the use of a linear “comb” layout. The basis of such buildings was the connection
of long, narrow rooms through a central corridor. Raw bricks were used to build the walls and
the arches were covered with dome structures, with a transition to the dome through arched-
stepped trompes (Baipakov 1986: 87).

By the middle of the 9th-10th cc., the traditional one- and two-room houses with sufas and
hearths remained in this region. Houses with a centric layout, where the central space served as
a connection between living and utility rooms, began to be actively used in the southern regions
of Kazakhstan. Domed roofs and the central location of the hearth can also be traced in the
architecture of the dwellings of Turkic tribes.

In the second half of the 13th c. and the first half of the 14th c., new types of dwellings
appeared in Otrar. The first type included two- or three-room houses with a courtyard, located
along a single axis. The second type consists of houses with four rooms arranged in a cross-
shaped or four-part layout. These dwellings have a sub-square plan, with storerooms located
to the left and right of the iwan, courtyard or living room with a tandyr. The number of rooms
in such houses can increase to five or six. The third type consists of houses with two or more
sections. Each section includes two or three rooms, one of which necessarily serves as a living
space. Changes followed in the interior: the narrow sufa along the walls is replaced by a wider
one, the area in front of the tandyr is usually paved with bricks and in the centre of the room, at
the edge of the sufa, there are often remains of a wooden beam, brick pavement or stone slab,
indicating the presence of a wooden column that supported the roof (Akishev et al. 1982).

As a result of studies of 150 houses in Otyrar, it was established that 75% of them were
linear structures with a series of passageways consisting of two to five rooms (Akishev et al.
1982:127). A single type of both one-room and multi-room dwellings was identified. One-room
houses consisted of a heated room with an iwan and a front hall with a total area of about 30
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m?, a significant part of which was occupied by a sufa. Multi-room houses had either a linear
layout with rooms arranged in a line or a compact layout with rooms located on adjacent sides
(Akishev et al. 1982: 124).

The Otyrar type of dwelling, characteristic of medieval cities (e.g., Zhalgyz-Tam and Kultobe),
was based on a layout reminiscent of the interior of a nomadic yurt. It evolved with the
introduction of sedentary lifestyles and Islam, continuing to be used until the 20th century.
This type of dwelling spread to other regions, including the Volga region and the Urals, where it
influenced construction in the cities of the Golden Horde (Smagulov 2010: 88).

The houses of the 13™ c. of the settlement of Sarayshik (Western Kazakhstan) featured
traditional elements such as sufas, tandyrs and tashnaus, as well as fireplaces characteristic
of the cities of the Syrdarya region (Tasmagambetov 2001). The houses in Otyrar were built of
adobe bricks mixed with straw, using burnt bricks for floors and to reinforce stoves. In some
areas, such as the Kultobe settlement, houses were built of flagstone (Akishev et al. 1982: 132).

Kazakh sedentary and semi-sedentary dwellings, such as qustau (winterings), resemble late
medieval Otyrar houses in their characteristics (Akishev et al. 1982: 134). Researchers note
similarities in layout, interior, construction methods and materials. The linear layout of the
Kazakhs' permanent dwellings echoes that of ancient dwellings on carts (Smagulov 2010a: 228).

Qystau were two- or three-room dugouts or semi-dugouts of a round or ellipsoidal shape,
located on plains and along river banks. In the mountains, winter quarters were most often
above-ground structures. These dwellings were located around large settlements such as
Sauran, Ayakkamyr, Basmakyr and others and were sometimes surrounded by ramparts or
moats (Zholdasbayev 2017: 149). Later winter quarters no longer had fortification elements.

Winterings (qystau) in the Kazakh steppe differed in regional specifics, determined by
climatic conditions, terrain and the availability of natural resources, including flora and fauna.
The structure of a winter settlement usually included living quarters, household buildings for
storing property and keeping livestock (barns), as well as open auxiliary structures. When
choosing a place for wintering, preference was given to areas near water bodies - rivers and
lakes. Building materials were selected taking into account natural conditions and could
include wood, reeds, stone and clay. The architectural appearance of household buildings varied
depending on the number and composition of livestock and the quality of construction and
materials used depended on the economic status of the clan.

In the territory of Northern Saryarka, stationary residential and household complexes
such as Sarkyrama, Kozykosh and Bozok 2, located in the suburban area of Astana, have been
studied. In Sarkyrama, a well-preserved site of the late Middle Ages was discovered - quzeu
(Dukombayev 2020: 158). The Kozykosh settlement includes over 80 residential and household
buildings dating back to two stages of the territory's development - from the mid-19% to the
mid-20™ cc. (Tleugabulov 2022: 28). Five buildings have been documented at the Bozok 2
winter camp, three of which are residential houses and two are household buildings (Ganiyeva,
Sakenov 2023: 151).

Discussion

The evolution of residential architecture in Kazakhstan demonstrates the gradual develop-
ment of sedentarism from the Eneolithic period to the Middle Ages. Archaeological data allow
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us to trace important changes related to technological innovations, adaptation to climatic
conditions, as well as the cultural and economic way of life of the population.

One of the most important cultural stages was the Eneolithic period, represented by the
Botay culture (3700-3100 BC), when new construction technologies were used in dwellings,
such as adobe techniques, turf roofs and support systems for tent structures. The semi-dugouts
of the Botay people reflect effective architectural solutions that provided thermal insulation and
protection from natural factors. These early settlements already showed signs of a sedentary
lifestyle.

The Bronze Age (2nd millennium BC) is characterised by a transition to more complex
architectural forms and an increase in the size of settlements. Proto-urban complexes such
as Kent and the Semiyarskoye settlement appear in Central and Eastern Kazakhstan. These
settlements demonstrate population growth and a more complex social organisation. An
important technological achievement was the use of frame pillars and the construction of stone
walls, which made it possible to divide rooms into residential and utility areas. The construction
of large multi-room houses and industrial premises became evidence of increased production
capacity and specialisation of the economy.

The architecture of the Early Iron Age, when Saka and Usun settlements spread across
Kazakhstan, occupies a special place in research. These cultures combined elements of nomadic
and sedentary lifestyles, which were reflected in their architecture. Saka dwellings varied in form,
from simple ground structures to multi-room dwellings with circular and oval layouts typical of
yurt-like structures. The Usuns built fortified settlements with fortress walls, demonstrating an
increase in sedentariness and defensive capabilities.

The medieval period in Kazakhstan reflects complex urbanisation processes. Urban
settlements such as Otyrar, Sauran and Turkestan became important centres of trade, crafts
and culture.

The architecture of these cities included fortified walls, shahristans and citadels,
demonstrating a high level of urban planning and defence. These cities showed close ties to the
Great Silk Road and were important hubs in international trade.

Kazakh winter dwellings (qystau) continued the traditions of sedentary house building,
especiallyamong semi-sedentary communities. The construction of winter dwellings from adobe
bricks, turf, and stone ensured a sustainable existence in the steppe climate. They reflected local
differences depending on the natural conditions of the region, but retained common features,
such as the connection of the residential building with household buildings and the use of local
building materials.

The study of settlement complexes remains one of the most promising areas of archaeological
science. The architecture of dwellings is an important source of information reflecting the level
of social and technological development of ancient societies.

Conclusion

The study demonstrates that the evolution of residential architecture in Kazakhstan is the
result of complex, centuries-long processes of human adaptation to the natural environment,
social conditions and cultural transformations. Archaeological materials covering the period
from the Eneolithic to the late Middle Ages allow us to trace a consistent line of development
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of architectural forms - from the semi-dugouts of the Botay culture to Kazakh winter dwellings
and fortified settlements.

The architectural features identified during the research (layout, zoning, building materials
and roof typology) show a high degree of adaptation to regional conditions: climate, terrain, and
resource base. Construction principles such as frame-and-post foundations, the use of natural
materials and the organisation of interior space, have existed for thousands of years, which
testify to cultural continuity.

Based on an analysis of archaeological sites in Kazakhstan, it can be argued that the
principles of house construction established in the Bronze Age were not only preserved but also
developed, transforming into the architectural forms of the Early Iron Age, the Middle Ages and
ethnographic modernity. This confirms the importance of archaeological data as a key source
for studying social, economic and cultural processes.

Thus, the study of house-building traditions makes a significant contribution to the
reconstruction of the everyday life, economic structure and cultural identity of the peoples who
inhabited the territory of ancient Kazakhstan. It demonstrates that architecture is not only a
reflection of material culture but also an important indicator of historical dynamics and the
sustainability of traditions.
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