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Abstract. This article presents a comparative historical, architectural, and semiotic analysis of the
traditional Kazakh yurt and the Roman Pantheon. The dome is approached not only as a constructive
solution, but also as a spatial form in which geometry, habitation, symbolic meaning, and perception
are brought into relation. The aim of the study is to determine how a shared formal principle, namely

a circular enclosure with a central opening, gives rise to different models of centrality in distinct
cultural and architectural contexts. The methodological framework combines historical and architectural
analysis, architectural semiotics, phenomenological interpretation of spatial experience, and a
constructive comparison based on existing literature. Such an approach allows examining domed
architecture not simply as form or structure, but as a multilayered system of spatial organization.

The findings show that, despite their external formal similarity, the yurt and the Pantheon represent
two different models of centered space. In the yurt, the dome is integrated into a mobile, climate-
responsive dwelling environment structured by kinship relations. Its space is organized around

the shanyrak, which functions as both a constructive and a symbolic center. In the Pantheon, the

dome acquires a monumental character through geometry, the mass of Roman concrete, and the
oculus, which organizes light, visual hierarchy, and sacred verticality. The comparison allows domed
architecture to be understood not as a neutral typology, but as a multilayered architectural cosmogram
in which constructive logic, embodied experience, and cultural meaning remain inseparable.
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Introduction

his research employs a multilayered

methodological framework designed to
examine the Kazakh yurt and the Roman
Pantheon as two historically distant yet
formally comparable models of centered
space. In accordance with the article’s
central argument, the study is positioned
primarily as a historical-architectural
and semiotic inquiry, supplemented by
literature-based constructive analysis
rather than by original engineering
simulation. Such a framework enables the
analysis of not only the physico-spatial
characteristics of domed architecture but
also its cultural, symbolic, and perceptual
dimensions within a single comparative
framework (Kalelioglu & Canakpinar, pp.
1933—1954; Flohr, pp. 65—85).

At the first level, the study conducts a
historical-architectural analysis of textual
and visual materials, including plans,
reconstructions, diagrams, and structural
descriptions of both the traditional yurt and
the Roman Pantheon. The purpose of this
level is not to produce new measurements,
but to reconstruct the formal and
typological logic of each object through
existing scholarship. In the Roman case,
the analysis draws on studies of geometric
design and construction history that
explain the Pantheon through polygonal
ordering, proportional coherence, and the
technological conditions of Roman concrete
dome building (Aung & Bork, pp. 25—48;
Flohr, pp. 66—85). In the Kazakh case,
the discussion relies on archaeological
and cultural-historical studies that trace
the continuity of centered dwelling forms
and the persistence of circular spatial
organization in the architecture of the
steppe (Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67).

The second level consists of a semiotic
analysis of symbolic structures, with
particular attention to the categories of
center, opening, vertical mediation, and
cosmological orientation. At this level, the
shanyrak and the oculus are treated not

simply as constructive apertures, but as
culturally encoded centers that organize
meaning, hierarchy, and relations between
the interior and the exterior, the domestic
and the cosmic, the ancestral and the
divine. This interpretive layer is grounded in
architectural semiotics and in studies that
reconstruct the semantic universe of space
through oppositions such as vertical and
horizontal, surrounding and surrounded,
and center and periphery (Kalelioglu &
Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954; Adiyeva

& Beskempirova, pp. 503—515). It is
precisely here that the comparison moves
beyond morphology and begins to reveal
how similar geometric configurations may
be invested with radically different cultural
meanings.

The third level involves a constructive
comparison based on published literature.
Instead of claiming original CFD or
FEM modeling, the article analyzes
already available research on geometry,
material behavior, illumination, and the
environmental logic of centered structures.
In the Roman case, this concerns the
material and technological conditions
that enabled large-span concrete domes,
as well as the relationship between dome
form and the organization of light through
the oculus (Flohr, pp. 656—85; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61—66). In the Kazakh case,
the focus falls on the lightweight structural
logic of the yurt, including the interrelation
of the lattice wall, roof poles, central
ring, and climate-responsive enclosure,
as reconstructed through historical and
archaeological scholarship (Ganiyeva, pp.
48—67). The aim of this level is therefore
not numerical verification, but a restrained
analytical reconstruction of how structural
form conditions habitation, environmental
adaptation, and spatial use.

The fourth methodological level is
phenomenological and concerns the
embodied perception of domed space.
Here, the dome is approached not merely
as a covering element but as a perceptual
regime that modulates light, enclosure,



orientation, bodily scale, and the sensory
experience of interiority. This perspective
makes it possible to connect formal and
symbolic organization with lived spatial
effect. In this respect, the Pantheon is
examined as a monumental environment of
vertical attention and light choreography.
In contrast, the yurt is interpreted as an
intimate centered space structured by
domestic proximity, thermal containment,
and the shared axis of the hearth and
shanyrak (Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp. 171—
187; Kamble & Gupta, pp. 61—66).

The article’s central comparative
paradox determines the selection of these
methodological approaches. Although the
yurt and the Pantheon share a circular
enclosure and a central opening, they
do not represent a single universal type
of meaning. Rather, they function as
different regimes of spatial centrality —
one domestic, mobile, and genealogical,
the other monumental, imperial, and
cosmological. Their juxtaposition
demonstrates that the dome should not be
understood as a neutral engineering shell,
but as an architectural cosmogram in which
geometry, constructive logic, symbolic
function, and embodied experience are
inseparably intertwined. For this reason,
the article deliberately adopts the more
methodologically honest format of a
historical-architectural and semiotic study
with elements of constructive analysis
grounded in the literature, while avoiding
the fictive empirical contour of unsupported
simulation claims.

Methods

This study employs a multilayered
methodological framework designed

to examine the Kazakh yurt and the
Roman Pantheon as two historically
distant yet formally comparable models of
centered space. In line with the article’s
main research logic, the methodology

is positioned not as an experimental or
simulation-based procedure, but as a

historical-architectural and semiotic
investigation supplemented by literature-
based constructive analysis. Such an
approach makes it possible to analyze
domed architecture simultaneously

as form, structure, symbol, and lived
spatial environment, while preserving
methodological proportionality between
the claims of the article and the actual
evidentiary base (Kalelioglu & Canakpinar,
pp. 1933—1954; Flohr, pp. 656—85).

At the first level, the study applies
historical-architectural analysis to textual
and visual sources, including plans,
reconstructions, structural diagrams, and
descriptive studies of both the traditional
yurt and the Roman Pantheon. The purpose
of this level is to reconstruct the formal and
typological logic of each object through
existing scholarship rather than to generate
new measurements. In the Roman case,
the analysis draws on studies of Pantheon
geometry and Roman construction history,
which explain the building through
polygonal ordering, proportional coherence,
and the technological conditions of
concrete dome construction (Aung &
Bork, pp. 25—48; Flohr, pp. 65—85). In
the Kazakh case, the discussion relies
on archaeological and cultural-historical
research that traces the continuity
of centered dwelling forms and the
persistence of circular spatial organization
in the architecture of the steppe (Ganiyeva,
pp. 48—67).

The second level consists of a semiotic
analysis of symbolic structures, with
particular attention to the categories of
center, opening, vertical mediation, and
cosmological orientation. At this level,
the shanyrak and the oculus are treated
not merely as constructive apertures,
but as culturally encoded centers that
organize meaning, hierarchy, and relations
between the interior and the exterior, the
domestic and the cosmic, the ancestral
and the divine. This interpretive layer is
grounded in architectural semiotics and in
studies showing how built form generates
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a semantic universe through oppositions
such as vertical and horizontal, surrounding
and surrounded, and center and periphery
(Kalelioglu & Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954;
Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515).
Such a level is essential to the article
because it demonstrates that morphological
similarity does not imply symbolic
equivalence.

The third methodological level involves a
comparative constructive analysis based on
published literature. Rather than claiming
original CFD or FEM modeling, the article
analyzes existing research on geometry,
material behavior, illumination, and the
environmental logic of centered structures.
In the Roman case, this includes the
material and technological conditions
that enabled large-span concrete domes,
as well as the relationship between dome
form and the organization of light through
the oculus (Flohr, pp. 656—85; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61—66). In the Kazakh case,
the focus falls on the lightweight structural
logic of the yurt, including the interrelation
of the lattice wall, roof poles, central
ring, and climate-responsive enclosure,
as reconstructed through historical and
archaeological scholarship (Ganiyeva,
pp. 48—67). The purpose of this level is
therefore not numerical verification, but a
restrained reconstruction of how structural
form conditions habitation, environmental
adaptation, and spatial use.

The fourth level is phenomenological
and concerns the embodied perception
of domed space. Here, the dome is
approached not simply as a covering
element, but as a perceptual regime
that modulates light, enclosure, bodily
orientation, and sensory experience
(Nurkusheva & Ashimova, pp. 294—299).
This perspective makes it possible to
connect formal and symbolic organization
with lived spatial effect. Within this
framework, the Pantheon is interpreted
as a monumental environment of vertical
attention, light choreography, and
cosmological orientation. In contrast, the

yurt is understood as an intimate-centered
space structured by domestic proximity,
thermal containment, and the shared axis
of hearth and shanyrak (Asadzadeh Bonabi,
pp. 171—187; Kamble & Gupta, pp.
61—066; Proietti et al., pp. 339—342).

The article’s central comparative
paradox guides the selection of these
methodological approaches. Although the
yurt and the Pantheon share a circular
enclosure and a central opening, they
do not represent a single universal type
of meaning. Rather, they function as
different regimes of spatial centrality —
one domestic, mobile, and genealogical,
the other monumental, imperial, and
cosmological. Their juxtaposition
demonstrates that the dome should not be
understood as a neutral engineering shell,
but as an architectural cosmogram in which
geometry, constructive logic, symbolic
function, and embodied experience are
inseparably intertwined. For this reason,
the study deliberately adopts a more
methodologically consistent format of
a historical-architectural and semiotic
inquiry, with elements of constructive
analysis based on the literature, while
avoiding unsupported empirical claims
such as questionnaires, interviews, or
original simulation modeling.

Discussion

Existing scholarship on domed architecture
may be divided into several partially
disconnected strands, each of which
clarifies an important aspect of the problem
but rarely enters into sustained dialogue
with the others. One line of research
addresses geometry and constructive

logic. In the Roman case, studies of the
Pantheon reconstruct its proportional order
through polygonal operations and situate
its dome within the technological history

of Roman concrete construction (Aung

& Bork, pp. 25—48; Flohr, pp. 65—85).

In the steppe context, archaeological and
historical studies trace the continuity of



centered dwelling forms in Kazakhstan and
emphasize the persistence of circular plans,
central hearths, and climate-responsive
building traditions (Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67).
These works explain how such structures
stand and endure, yet they do not, by
themselves, account for how centered form
acquires symbolic or perceptual force.

A second strand concerns the semiotics
of the architectural center. Research on
Kara Shanyrak demonstrates that, in
Kazakh cultural discourse, the roof ring is
not merely a structural element but also
a sign of ancestral continuity, sanctity,
inheritance, and domestic centrality
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515).
More general studies in architectural
semiotics show that built form may be
interpreted through oppositions such
as vertical and horizontal, surrounding
and surrounded, thereby disclosing a
building’s semantic universe rather than
only its technical composition (Kalelioglu
& Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954). However,
this body of scholarship usually remains
detached from constructive description
and from the environmental logic of domed
structures.

A third strand focuses on perception
and embodied spatial experience.
Phenomenological approaches argue that
architecture is encountered not as neutral
geometry but as embodied meaning
structured by orientation, enclosure,
and immediate perception (Asadzadeh
Bonabi, pp. 171—187; Proietti et al., pp.
339—342). In relation to the Pantheon
specifically, light-centered readings show
how the oculus transforms the interior
into a choreographed field of illumination
and sacred attention, making the dome
perceptually active rather than merely
tectonic (Kamble & Gupta, pp. 61 —66).
Yet such studies tend to remain either
within contemporary phenomenological
vocabulary or within isolated descriptions
of visual effect, without being fully
reintegrated into the historical and material
logic of dome construction.

Taken together, these strands reveal
a clear methodological fragmentation.
Studies of construction and geometry
explain how domes are formed and
stabilized; semiotic studies explain
how centers signify; phenomenological
accounts explain how enclosed volumes
are sensed and inhabited. What remains
underdeveloped is an integrated
comparison capable of relating structural
logic, symbolic centrality, and embodied
experience within a single analytical
frame. This gap is especially significant
in relation to the Kazakh yurt and the
Roman Pantheon, since both rely on
circular enclosure and a central opening,
yet mobilize these features within
radically different architectural, social, and
cosmological regimes.

The present study addresses this gap
through a triangulated comparison of three
mutually related dimensions: historical-
architectural form, semiotic centrality,
and literature-based constructive analysis,
supplemented by a phenomenological
reading of spatial experience. Within this
framework, the shanyrak and the oculus
are treated not as superficially analogous
details, but as distinct regimes of centered
mediation. The yurt emerges not simply
as a shelter adapted to climate, but as a
domestic cosmogram in which kinship,
hearth, and vertical orientation converge
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67). The Pantheon, by
contrast, appears not simply as a technical
dome, but as a monumental synthesis
of geometry, concrete technology, and
light-centered cosmology (Aung & Bork,
pp. 25—48; Flohr, pp. 66—85; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61—66). The dome is therefore
approached here not as a static shell, but
as a multi-level architectural environment
in which form, meaning, and perception are
inseparably intertwined (Figure 1).

In contrast, the Pantheon may be
understood as a monumentally centralized
and visually sacral structure in which
the function of the center is displaced
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Figure 1. Multilayered architecture of the dome: intersections of engineering, perception, and symbolic
centering

upward into a cosmological axis. Rather
than organizing domestic life around

a habitable core, the building directs
attention toward the oculus, where light,
height, and enclosure are combined into

a regime of vertical orientation. In this
sense, the center is not bodily occupied
but perceptually contemplated from below.
The Pantheon therefore stabilizes centrality
as an object of visual and symbolic
concentration rather than as an immediate
social or thermal focus (Aung & Bork, pp.
25—48; Kamble & Gupta, pp. 61—66;
Flohr, pp. 65—85).

From this perspective, the comparison
between the yurt and the Pantheon goes
beyond mere morphological resemblance
and reveals two distinct paradigms of
architectural centrality. In the Kazakh yurt,
the center is organized through corporeal
and domestic functions: heat retention,
proximity, kinship distribution, and the
vertical mediation of the shanyrak above
the shared interior. In the Pantheon, by
contrast, centered form is monumentalized
and abstracted into a cosmological order
articulated through geometry, concrete
mass, and the choreographed operation
of light. The distinction is visible not
only at the level of perception but also in
constructive logic: the yurt is assembled
through interdependent lightweight

elements that generate centered space
from inhabitation outward, whereas the
Pantheon consolidates centered space
through fixed material mass, geometric
control, and imperial building technology
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67; Aung & Bork, pp.
25—48; Flohr, pp. 65—85).

Such a comparison allows architecture
to be understood not merely as a physical
enclosure, but as a multi-layered coding
system in which structural, symbolic, and
perceptual dimensions remain inseparable.
One of the central aims of this study is
therefore to demonstrate that domed
forms should not be reduced to either
technical efficiency or abstract symbolism
in isolation. What is at stake is the relation
between geometry, inhabitation, and
meaning: the way in which a centered form
may organize bodily conduct, perceptual
hierarchy, and cultural identity at the
same time (Kalelioglu & Canakpinar, pp.
1933—1954; Canetti, Yaffe & Langenthal,
pp. 32—39).

Within this framework ((Figure 2),
the yurt is approached not as a merely
technical shelter, but as a domestic
cosmogram whose spatial logic binds
together kinship, thermal containment, and
symbolic continuity. The shanyrak, while
materially involved in regulating smoke and



organizing the roof structure, also functions
as a sign of ancestral continuity and the
ritual center of the dwelling. The Pantheon,
conversely, transforms the central opening
into a device of monumental perception:
the oculus structures light, scale, and
vertical attention, turning the interior

into a field of visual sacrality rather than
domestic enclosure. The comparison thus
shows that a similar formal principle —
circular enclosure with a central opening

— may encode radically different spatial
regimes: one intimate, genealogical, and
inhabited; the other monumental, imperial,
and cosmologically staged (Adiyeva &
Beskempirova, pp. 503—515; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61 —66; Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp.
171—-187).

[f required, a brief concluding remark
may note that the yurt continues to survive
in contemporary cultural imagination as
a sign of local identity and architectural
memory. However, such a line should
remain strictly secondary to the article’s
main analytical corpus, which is centered
on the historical-architectural and semiotic
comparison of the yurt and the Pantheon
rather than on tourism or branding
discourse.

In the Kazakh context, the dome
continues to serve as a spatial and symbolic
center. Yet, this centrality is organized

through domestic life, kinship continuity,
and embodied inhabitation rather than
through monumental visual authority.
Studies of Kara Shanyrak show that the roof
ring functions not merely as a structural
element but also as a sign of ancestral
transmission, familial legitimacy, and

the continuity of the household across
generations (Adiyeva & Beskempirova,
pp. 503—515). In this respect, the central
opening is inseparable from the dwelling’s
social and ritual logic.

By contrast, the Pantheon may be
interpreted as a monumentally centralized
and visually sacral structure in which
the centeris displaced upward into a
cosmological axis. Rather than organizing
everyday life around a habitable core,
the building directs attention toward the
oculus, where light, height, and enclosure
are combined into a regime of vertical
orientation. The center is therefore
not bodily occupied but perceptually
contemplated from below. In this sense, the
Pantheon stabilizes centrality as an object
of visual and symbolic concentration rather
than as an immediate thermal or domestic
focus (Aung & Bork, pp. 25—48; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61—66; Flohr, pp. 65—85).

From this perspective, the comparison
between the yurt and the Pantheon
goes beyond morphology and reveals
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Figure 2. Comparative architectures of the center: from clan embodiment to imperial verticality
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two different paradigms of architectural
centrality. In the yurt, centered form is
organized through corporeal and domestic
functions: heat retention, proximity, kinship
distribution, and the vertical mediation of
the shanyrak above the shared interior.

In the Pantheon, by contrast, centered
form is monumentalized and abstracted
into a cosmological order articulated
through geometry, concrete mass, and
the choreographed operation of light.

This distinction is visible not only at the
level of perception but also in constructive
logic: the yurt is assembled through
interdependent lightweight elements that
generate centered space from inhabitation
outward, whereas the Pantheon
consolidates centered space through fixed
material mass, geometric control, and
imperial building technology (Adiyeva &
Beskempirova, pp. 503—515; Ganiyeva,
pp. 48—67; Aung & Bork, pp. 25—48;
Flohr, pp. 66—85).

Domed forms also possess a specific
capacity to shape sensorial environments.
Phenomenological studies emphasize
that enclosed architecture is experienced
not as neutral geometry but as embodied
space structured through light, enclosure,
bodily orientation, and perceptual hierarchy
(Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp. 171—187;
Canetti Yaffe & Langenthal, pp. 32—39).
In the Pantheon, this takes the form of
vertical awe and light-centered visual
concentration. In the yurt, by contrast,
centered space is constituted through
warmth, smoke circulation, acoustic
intimacy, and shared bodily presence
around the hearth. The dome is therefore
not merely a structural unit, but a cognitive
environment in which geometry modulates
behavior and attention without explicit
instruction.

Such a comparison allows us to move
beyond the conventional understanding
of architecture as a simple enclosure
and to approach it instead as a multi-
layered coding system in which structural,
symbolic, and perceptual dimensions

remain inseparable. One of the central aims
of this study is precisely to demonstrate
that domed forms should not be reduced
either to technical efficiency or to abstract
symbolism taken in isolation. What is at
stake is the relation between geometry,
inhabitation, and meaning: the way in
which a centered form may organize bodily
conduct, perceptual hierarchy, and cultural
identity at the same time (Kalelioglu &
Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954; Canetti Yaffe
& Langenthal, pp. 32—39).

Considering the yurt and the Pantheon
as representational models of the center
has thus enabled the systematization of
several otherwise fragmented approaches
— historical-architectural, semiotic,
constructive, and phenomenological —
within a single comparative framework.
The analysis suggests that, despite major
differences in scale, era, and function, both
structures enact a shared architectural
logic of centralization, though in sharply
different modalities. In the yurt, centered
form is embedded in lived intimacy and in
the everyday regulation of heat, kinship,
and interior orientation. In the Pantheon,
the same formal principle is transformed
into sacred spectacle, where geometry
amplifies distance, hierarchy, and imperial
order. Dome structures should therefore
be understood not merely as technical
solutions, but as architectural cosmograms:
forms that materialize systems of thought,
regulate perception, and mediate collective
identity.

A comparative reading of the yurt and
the Pantheon reveals that their apparent
formal similarity conceals two markedly
different strategies of architectural
centrality. Both structures employ a domed
enclosure organized around yet this shared
geometric principle is actualized through
distinct constructive logics, symbolic
codes, and perceptual regimes (Table 1). In
the yurt, the central opening is integrated
into a lightweight inhabitable system that
links ventilation, heat regulation, domestic
orientation, and kinship symbolism. In the



Table 1. Comparative analysis of dome functionality: the yurt and the Pantheon

Level Yurt

Pantheon

Geometric Circular, modular, body-centred

Hemispherical, axial, monumental

Constructive

Lightweight frame, felt, adaptive opening

Monolithic concrete shell, fixed oculus

Ventilation, heat retention, climatic
responsiveness

Environmental

Thermal mass, enclosed stability, light
control

Symbolic Kinship, hearth, ancestral continuity Imperial order, sacral axis, cosmic
hierarchy
Cognitive Embodied proximity, shared orientation Vertical contemplation, awe, symbolic

distance

Pantheon, by contrast, the oculus operates
within a monumental and materially
stabilized shell, where the center is
displaced upward and articulated through
light, verticality, and visual concentration
rather than through everyday habitation
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67; Aung & Bork, pp.
25—48; Flohr, pp. 65—85).

At the geometric level, both cases
rely on circular enclosure and an axial
opening; however, the internal logic of
this geometry differs substantially. The
yurt is modular, expandable, and centered
around the inhabiting body, with spatial
relations organized through the interplay of
kerege, uyk, and shanyrak. The Pantheon,
by contrast, presents a fixed and highly
controlled geometry whose proportions
have been reconstructed through a 150-foot
circle and polygonal operations governing
niches, coffers, and the relationship
between the dome and the rotunda (Aung
& Bork, pp. 25—48). Thus, what appears to
be a common typological feature is in fact
the basis for two distinct formal regimes:
one adaptive and domestic, the other
monumental and absolute.

At the constructive level, the difference
is equally pronounced. The yurt is
assembled from lightweight interdependent
elements whose structural logic is
inseparable from portability, climatic
responsiveness, and repairability. The
Pantheon, conversely, depends on mass,
permanence, and the technological
capacities of Roman concrete construction.

Research on Roman building technology
has shown that the Pantheon must be
understood within a wider field of imperial
experimentation with concrete domes,
material logistics, and the controlled use of
aggregates and structural weight reduction
(Flohr, pp. 656—85; Vaserman et al., pp.
10847—10847). The contrast, therefore,
lies not only in scale or material but in the
very idea of how centered space is made:
assembled from inhabitation outward in the
yurt, stabilized through material mass and
geometric command in the Pantheon.

At the symbolic level, both structures
function as cosmograms, yet they encode
different ontologies of the center. In the
yurt, the shanyrak signifies ancestral
continuity, domestic legitimacy, and
the ritual coherence of the household;
it is a center that belongs to shared life
and kinship transmission (Adiyeva &
Beskempirova, pp. 503—515). In the
Pantheon, the oculus and dome articulate
a center of sacral distance, where the
building frames cosmic order through light
and height rather than through embodied
domestic presence (Kamble & Gupta,
pp. 61—66; Flohr, pp. 656—85). The
comparison thus demonstrates that the
central opening is never merely technical:
it is also a symbolic device that organizes
how a culture imagines the relation
between interior and exterior, earth and
sky, body and transcendence (Nurkusheva
& Ashimova, pp. 294—299).

At the cognitive and perceptual level,
the divergence becomes especially
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clear. Phenomenological approaches to
architecture suggest that domed space is
experienced through bodily orientation,
enclosure, light, and sensory hierarchy
rather than through abstract geometry
alone (Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp. 171—187,
Canetti Yaffe & Langenthal, pp. 32—39).
In the yurt, spatial awareness is distributed
through warmth, smoke movement,
acoustic softness, and the horizontal
proximity of bodies gathered around the
hearth. In the Pantheon, the spatial regime
is dominated by upward attention, visual
awe, and the dramatic inscription of the
sunbeam through the oculus. The former
produces intimate embodied centrality;

the latter generates contemplative and
monumental centrality.

Taken together, these observations
suggest that the yurt and the Pantheon
should not be treated simply as two
examples of domed construction, but as two
distinct paradigms of centered architecture.
The yurt structures space from within,
through inhabitation, kinship, and climatic
adaptation. The Pantheon organizes space
from above, through geometric control,
material permanence, and sacral visuality.
Their comparison therefore supports a
broader claim: domed forms are not neutral
envelopes, but multi-layered architectural
systems in which geometry, constructive
logic, symbolic order, and embodied
perception remain inseparable.

Results

A comparative analysis of the domed

forms of the Kazakh yurt and the Roman
Pantheon reveals both structural parallels
and fundamental differences, allowing these
architectures to be understood not merely
as engineered enclosures but as distinct
spatial regimes of centrality. In both cases,
centered space is articulated through a
domed envelope and a central opening at
the apex — the shanyrak in the yurt and the
oculus in the Pantheon. Yet the function

of this opening differs substantially. In

the yurt, the shanyrak participates in
ventilation, daylight admission, and the
symbolic mediation between the domestic
interior and the cosmic order; in the
Pantheon, the oculus operates within a
monumental and materially stabilized
shell, where light, height, and enclosure
are combined into a regime of vertical
orientation and sacral concentration
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67; Kamble & Gupta,
pp- 61—66).

At the constructive level, the divergence
is equally pronounced. The yurt is
assembled from lightweight interdependent
elements whose logic is inseparable from
portability, climatic responsiveness,
and repairability, whereas the Pantheon
depends on mass, permanence, and
the technological capacities of Roman
concrete construction (Flohr, pp. 65—85;
Vaserman et al., p. 10847). Thus, the
yurt generates centered space through
inhabitation outward, while the Pantheon
stabilizes centered space through fixed
material mass and geometric control.
Visual analysis further confirms these
different logics of centrality. In the yurt, the
center remains embedded within the lived
body of the dwelling, structured around
hearth, kinship, and shared orientation;
in the Pantheon, the center is displaced
upward and contemplated from below as
a monumental axis of light and symbolic
order (Aung & Bork, pp. 25—48; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61 —66).

At the symbolic and cognitive levels,
the contrast becomes even clearer. The
yurt is mobile, kinship-centered, and
adaptive; its domed form organizes warmth,
proximity, and ancestral continuity through
the ritual and social significance of the
shanyrak (Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp.
503—515). The Pantheon, by contrast,
is monumental, centralized, and visually
sacral, transforming the same formal
principle into an architecture of cosmic
hierarchy and imperial permanence
(Flohr, pp. 65—85; Aung & Bork, pp.



25—48). Phenomenological approaches to
architecture suggest that such domed forms
should be read not as neutral containers,
but as embodied spatial environments
in which geometry shapes orientation,
perception, and behavioral attention
(Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp. 171—187; Canetti
Yaffe & Langenthal, pp. 32—39). For this
reason, the dome is approached here not
simply as a technical solution, but as a
multi-layered architectural system in which
geometric, constructive, symbolic, and
cognitive dimensions remain inseparable.
The comparison, therefore, suggests
that the architectural difference between
the yurt and the Pantheon cannot be
reduced to material or scale alone. Rather,
these two structures represent different
paradigms of centered architecture: in
the yurt, space is organized from within,
around the hearth, kinship, and climatic
adaptation; in the Pantheon, it is organized
from above, around geometry, light, and
sacral distance. The dome should thus be
understood not as a neutral shell, but as an
architectural cosmogram that materializes
systems of thought, regulates perception,
and mediates collective identity (Kalelioglu
& Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954; Canetti
Yaffe & Langenthal, pp. 32—39).

Basic Provisions

This study is grounded in the premise that
architectural form should be understood
not merely as a constructive solution, but
as a historically and culturally encoded
spatial system through which meanings

of center, hierarchy, and orientation are
materially articulated. Focusing on the
dome, the research interprets it as a form of
spatial centrality operating simultaneously
across geometric, constructive, perceptual,
and symbolic registers. The comparative
analysis of two distinct architectural
typologies — the Kazakh yurt and the
Roman Pantheon — is therefore based

not only on their formal resemblance

as centered domed structures with a

central opening, but also on the divergent
historical and cultural logics of centrality
that they embody. In the yurt, centered
space is organized through mobility,
climatic adaptation, kinship distribution,
and the symbolic role of the shanyrak;
in the Pantheon, it is monumentalized
through geometry, concrete mass, light
choreography, and sacral verticality
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67; Aung & Bork, pp.
25—48; Flohr, pp. 65—85).
Methodologically, the study adopts
an interdisciplinary yet proportionate
framework that combines historical-
architectural analysis, architectural
semiotics, phenomenological approaches
to spatial perception, and literature-based
comparative analysis. This framework
enables examining domed architecture as
a multi-layered system in which geometry,
inhabitation, material logic, and cultural
meaning remain co-constitutive. The
central argument advanced here is that
the dome should not be construed as a
universally neutral architectural type.
Rather, its operative, perceptual, and
symbolic functions vary across sociocultural
and technological contexts. The
juxtaposition of the yurt and the Pantheon
demonstrates how one formal archetype —
circular enclosure with a central opening
— may sustain radically different regimes of
spatial centrality: one domestic, embodied,
and genealogical; the other monumental,
visual, and cosmological (Kalelioglu &
Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954; Kamble &
Gupta, pp. 61 —66; Asadzadeh Bonabi, pp.
171—-187).

Conclusion

The present study has shown that domed
architecture cannot be reduced to a
purely constructive or formal problem.

In the cases of the Kazakh yurt and the
Roman Pantheon, the dome appears as
a multi-layered architectural system in
which geometry, material logic, symbolic
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centrality, and embodied perception are
inseparably intertwined. What initially
seems to be a shared typological principle
— circular enclosure combined with a
central opening — is revealed, through
comparison, as the basis for two markedly
different regimes of architectural centrality
(Aung & Bork, pp. 25—48; Flohr, pp.
65—85).

The analysis has demonstrated that
the yurt organizes centered space through
mobility, climatic adaptation, kinship
distribution, and the symbolic role of
the shanyrak. Its center is not abstract
or distant, but socially inhabited and
materially integrated into everyday life. The
Pantheon, by contrast, monumentalizes
the center through fixed geometry,
concrete mass, and the visual operation
of the oculus, transforming centrality into
a cosmological and sacral axis articulated
through light, scale, and vertical attention
(Adiyeva & Beskempirova, pp. 503—515;
Ganiyeva, pp. 48—67; Kamble & Gupta,
pp. 61—66). In this sense, the yurt may
be understood as a domestic cosmogram
of kinship and embodied continuity. In
contrast, the Pantheon operates as a
monumental cosmogram of imperial order
and transcendent hierarchy.

The comparison further suggests that
differences between these two structures
emerge not only at the level of symbolism
but also in their constructive and perceptual
logic. The yurt produces a centered
space from inhabitation outward through
lightweight interdependent elements
and a climate-responsive enclosure.

The Pantheon stabilizes centered space
through permanence, structural mass,
and geometric control. At the perceptual
level, the former fosters intimacy,
thermal proximity, and distributed bodily
orientation, while the latter generates
contemplative distance, visual awe, and
vertically organized attention (Asadzadeh

Bonabi, pp. 171—187; Canetti Yaffe

& Langenthal, pp. 32—39). Thus, the
architectural center is shown not to be
simply a geometric point, but a culturally
mediated mode of organizing body,
meaning, and environment.

The main contribution of this study
lies in bringing together several lines of
inquiry that are often treated separately
— historical-architectural description,
semiotic interpretation, and literature-
based constructive analysis — within
a single comparative framework. Such
an approach enables moving beyond
the opposition between engineering
explanation and symbolic reading. The
dome should therefore be understood not
as a neutral shell, but as an architectural
cosmogram: a form through which cultures
materialize different relations between
interior and exterior, earth and sky,
body and transcendence, domestic order
and monumental power (Kalelioglu &
Canakpinar, pp. 1933—1954; Adiyeva &
Beskempirova, pp. 503—515).

At the same time, the scope of the
present study remains deliberately limited.
[t does not claim original engineering
modeling, acoustic measurement, or
ethnographic fieldwork. Its argument
is based instead on a comparative
reconstruction of the available literature
and on the analytical premise that form,
perception, and meaning should be read
together rather than in isolation. Further
research may deepen this framework
through more specialized studies of Kazakh
yurt construction, interior zoning, and
environmental performance, as well as
through more detailed investigations of
light, acoustics, and ritual experience in
the Pantheon. What this study establishes,
however, is a clearer methodological
basis for treating domed architecture as
a historically variable yet persistently
powerful medium of spatial centrality.
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KYMBE3 9/IEMHIH MOLENI PETIHAE: KMI3 YW MEH MAHTEOHHbIH TAPUXU-CYNETTIK
XXOHE CEMUOTUKAIDIK CANbICTbIPMAJIbI TAJIAAYDI

AHHOTauma. Makanana AaCTypi Kasak, Kui3 yii MeH pumaik MaHTEOHHbIH CanbICTbIpMasibl TAPUXU-
COYNETTIK XXaHE CEMUOTUKANbIK, 3€pTTEYi KapacTbipblnazbl. 3€PTTEY HbiCaHbl PETiHAE KyMbe3 Tek
KOHCTPYKTMBTIK LUELIiIM FaHa eMec, COHbIMEH Bipre reoMeTpusl, KOHbICTAaHY IOrMKachl, CUMBOJIAbIK MaFblHa
XaHe Kabbingay e3apa 6annaHbICKaH KeHICTIKTiK GopMa peTiHAe TyCiHaipineai. 3epTreyniH, makcamel
opTak, dopManbIK MPUHLMMATIH, SFHX OpTanblK CaHplnaybl 6ap wenbepni KopLiayAblH, 9pTypi M3AEHU
YKSHE CayNEeTTiK OpTafa OpTanblKTaHyAbIH ©3reLle YArinepiH Kanai KanbinTacTblpaTbiHbIH aHbIKTay
60nbin Tabbinaapl. D0iCHAMAbIK Hezi3 TapUXU-CaYNeTTiK Tanaayapl, CAYNeT CEeMUOTUKAChIH, KEHICTIKTi
(heHOMEHONOTUSANbIK TYPFbIAAH TYCIHAIPYAi XaHe aaebueTke CyMEHreH KOHCTPYKTUBTIK CasblCTbIpyAb
6ipikTipeni. OcblHAan Tacin kymbesai cayneTTi Tek GopMa HeMece KypbllbiM PETiHAE eMeC, KEHICTIKTi
YWbIMAACTbIPATbIH KONKAbaTTbl Xyiie peTiHae KapacTblpyFa MyMKiHAIK 6epeni. 3epmmey Homuxenepi
KMi3 yi1 MeH MaHTeOHHbIH, CbIPTKbl GOpMabik YKCACTbIFbIHA KapaMacTaH, ONapAblH, OpTanbliKTaHFaH
KEHICTIKTIH eKi Typai MoaeniH 6inaipeTiHiH kepceTteni. Kui3 yiae kyM6e3 XbliKbIMasbl, KIMMATKA
6erimMaen il KaHe TybICTbIK, KaTbIHACTapFa Heri3fenreH TypFblH OPTaHbIH, Kypamaac beniri peTiHae
KepiHesi. OHbIH, KeHiCTiri WaHplpak, TOHiperiHAe api KOHCTPYKTUBTIK, dpi CUMBOAbIK OPTablK PETiHAE
yribiMaacanbl. [laHTeoHaa KyMbe3 reoMeTpus, pUMAIK BETOH Maccachl XKaHe XapbIK, BU3YanabIK,
nepapxus MeH cakpanibl BepTUKanbAi YbIMAACTbIPATbIH OKY/THOC apKbliibl MOHYMEHTaNAbI CUMAT anagpl.

Tyiiin ce30dep: Kymbes; Kmi3 yin; [aHTeOH; CayNeTTiK OpTanbIKTbI/bIK; LWAHbIPAK,; OKYIC; CayneT
CeMUOTHKAChI; ieHe Kabblnaaybl; TapUXU-CIYNETTIK TaNAay; KEHICTIKTIK CUMBOIMKA.

Aaiiekce3 ywiH: I1933at, HypkyweBa, xxaHe Ai6oTa AlumnmMoBa. «<Kymbes anemHiH, Modeni peTiHAe: Kui3
Y/ MEH MaHTEOHHbIH, TAPUXU-CIYNETTIK XIHE CEMMOTUKANbIK, CablCTbipManbl Tanaaybl». Central Asian
Journal of Art Studies, 7. 11,N2 1,2026, c. 181-197,DOI: 10.47940/cajas.v11i1.928

Anreic: AsTopnap «Central Asian Journal of Art Sdudies» >xypHanbIHbIH, pefakTopnapbiHa MaKanaHsbl
6acnara falblHAAYFa KEMEKTECKEHi YLUiH )XdHe aHOHUMAi peLLeH3EeHTTEpre 3epTTeyre Hasap ayaapbirn,
KbI3bIFYLUbINbIK TaHbITKAHbI YLUiH anfbiCbiH Bingipesi.

Asmopnap KonwmazbaHsIH COHFbI HYCKACbIH OKbIN, MAKY10a0bl #aHe Myddenep Kallbl/IbIFbl HOK,
eKkeHOi2iH ManiMOeLioi.
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KYMnoJ1 KAK MOAEJIb MUPA: UCTOPUKO-APXUTEKTYPHOE U CEMUOTUYECKOE
CPABHEHMUE IOPTbl U MAHTEOHA

AHHOTaums. B ctatbe NpeacTaBneHo CpaBHUTENbHOE MCTOPUKO-aPXUTEKTYPHOE U CEMMOTUYECKOE
nccnenoBaHue TpagMUMOHHOM Ka3axCkom pTbl M puMckoro MaHTeoHa. Kynon paccMaTpuBaeTcs He
TONIbKO KaK KOHCTPYKTUBHOE peLleHUe, HO U KaK NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHAs GOPMA, B KOTOPOM B3aMMOCBS3aHbl
reoMeTpus, 10rMKa 06UTaHMUS, CUMBOIMYECKOE 3HAYEHME U BOCTpUsTUeE. Llesb nccnenoBanus
33KJIOYAETCS B TOM, YTOObI ONpeaenuTb, KakKnMM 06pasomM obwmii GopManbHbIi NPUHLMM, 3 UMEHHO —
KPYroBoe orpaxieHue C LLeHTpanbHbIM 0TBEPCTUEM, GOPMUPYET pa3nnyHble MOLENU LLEHTPaNbHOCTU

B Pa3HbIX KYJbTYPHbIX M apXUTEKTYPHbIX KOHTEKCTax. Memodosioeuyeckas 0cHos8a 06besuHIEeT
MUCTOPUKO-apXMTEKTYPHbIN aHaNW3, apXUTEKTYPHYI CEMUOTUKY, DEHOMEHONOTMYECKYH0 MHTEPMPETALMIO
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO OMbITA U KOHCTPYKTUBHOE CPaBHEHWE, OCHOBAHHOE HA CYLLECTBYHLLEN
nuTepartype. Takol Noaxon, no3BONASET pacCMaTPUBATb KYMONbHYH apXUTEKTYPY HE MPOCTO KakK hopMy
WK KOHCTPYKLMIO, @ KaK MHOTOC/IOMHYH CMCTEMY NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM OpraHu3aLuu. Pesyismamesl
MCCNeLoBaHMS MOKa3blBaOT, YTO, HECMOTPS HAa BHeLIHee popMasibHOe CXOACTBO, topTa U NaHTeoH
NpeacTaBAsoT CO60M ABe pa3fiMyHbie MOAENW LEHTPMPOBAHHOIO NPOCTPAHCTBA. B topTe kynon
BKJ/IOYEH B MOOW/IBHYHO M KIMMATUYECKM aAaNTUBHYH XKUY CPefy, OPraHU30BaHHY Ha OCHOBE
POACTBEHHbIX CBA3€. [IPOCTPAHCTBO CTPOUTCS BOKPYT LUaHbIpaKa, KOTOPbI BbICTYNaeT 0LHOBPEMEHHO
KOHCTPYKTMBHBIM M CUMBOJIMYECKMM LLEeHTpOM. B [aHTeoHe Kynon npuobpetaeT MOHYMEHTaNbHbIN
XapakTep 6narogaps reoMeTpum, Macce pUMCKOro 6eTOHA M OKYJ/IHCY, OPraHU3YIOLLEMY CBET, BU3YasIbHYHO
Mepapxuio 1 CakpasibHyt0 BEPTUKab.

Kntouessie cnoea: kynon; topta; MNaHTEOH; apXMTEKTYpPHAs LEEHTPASIbHOCTb; WaHbIPAK;

OKY/IHOC; apXUTEKTYPHas CEMUOTUKA; TENIECHOE BOCMPUSTUE; UCTOPUKO-aPXMUTEKTYPHbII aHANNU3;
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHAS CUMBOJIUKA.

Ans yumupoeanus: Hypkywesa, J1933aT, u Aitbota AwmrmoBa. «Kynon kak Moaenb MMpa: UCTOPUKO-
APXMTEKTYPHOE M CEMUOTUYECKOE CpaBHeHwue topTbl U lNaHTeoHa. Central Asian Journal of Art Studies, T. 9,
Ne 1,2025,c.181-197,DO0I: 10.47940/cajas.v11i1.928

bnazodapHocmu: ABTOpbI BbipakatoT 6iarogapHocTb peaakumnn «Central Asian Journal of Art
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