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Abstract

This article comprehensively examines the influence of Soviet historiography on the study of Kazakh history.
Historical research conducted during the Soviet period is analysed within four main stages: the mid-1930s to 1950s,
the 1950s to 1960s, the 1960s to 1980s, and the post-1980s Perestroika period. The study explores the unique
characteristics of each stage, the ideological constraints, and the censorship imposed on scholarly works. It has been
established that Soviet historiographical policies resulted in distortions in studies related to Kazakh history. The
article places special emphasis on the impact of Soviet rule on historical research. During the Soviet era, historical
science was based on communist ideology, which imposed limitations on the objective study of historical data. The
colonisation policies of the Russian Empire in the Kazakh Steppe, as well as Kazakh national liberation movements,
were misrepresented in Soviet historiography. Ideological restrictions that undermined the national identity of the
Kazakh people were institutionalised, leading to a biased official historical narrative.

The primary objective of this study is to analyze the impact of Soviet historiography on the study of Kazakh
history and to identify the censorship and ideological constraints imposed on historical works. The study explores
how research on Kazakh history was conducted in different periods and what changes took place in historiography.
Additionally, the role of J.Stalin and L.Brezhnev’s political policies in shaping historical discourse is examined.

The study demonstrates that Soviet historiography was dominated by socialist ideology, which hindered the
objective study of Kazakh history. Soviet authorities justified processes of cultural assimilation and Russification,
pushing national history into the background. Contemporary research emphasises the need to reevaluate these issues,
critically analyze the influence of Soviet historiography, and implement new methodological approaches and
comprehensive research methods.
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Introduction

One of the defining characteristics of contemporary Kazakhstani historical science is the
separation of historiography from general historical studies, transforming it into an independent
academic field. The history and historiography of Kazakhstan were long considered an integral
part of Soviet and Russian history, resulting in domestic historians being compelled, in many
cases, to echo and uphold the conclusions drawn by researchers from the "center.”

Today, with the country's acquisition of independence, it is crucial to revisit and
historiographically analyze under-researched or entirely unexplored issues that were distorted
under the influence of the prevailing ideology.

The Kazakh people, who were part of the Soviet Union for 70 years, faced the loss of their
own history and also language, religion, and culture. The primary goal of Russia's cultural policy
in Kazakhstan was to ensure that the Turkic peoples conformed to Russian administration. This
could only be achieved through Russification. Key figures in implementing this policy were
missionaries such as N.lIminsky, A.E. Alektorov, and N.P. Ostroumov. The Russian government
supported the policy of assimilation, applying it across all spheres of cultural life through the use
of repressive measures.

During this period, greater attention was given to the influence of Russia, revolutionary
events, and socialist development. Kazakh khans, biys, batyrs, and khanates were portrayed as
remnants of the feudal era. As part of the policies of internationalism and russification, national
history and culture were pushed to the background, giving way to the history of the USSR. The
nation’s self-awareness, including many elements of traditional history and culture, was deemed
insignificant or incompatible with official Soviet ideology. All of this was aimed at erasing the
significance of the Kazakh Khanate as an independent state.
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The main concepts of the historical past of the kazakh people in soviet historiography

Since the establishment of the Soviet Union, the Communist Party placed particular
emphasis on rewriting history to align with its ideological objectives. On December 8, 1930, the
head of the Institute of History at the Communist Academy, Pokrovsky, stated: "The struggle in
the field of history is the struggle for the main course of the party... There is an inseparable
connection between these two fronts of struggle. History is a very powerful weapon in political
struggle. Compared to other sciences, it is considered an extremely important political science.
There is a connection between past political history and today’s political history. It is impossible
to separate history from politics,” he noted [1].

The history of Kazakhstan during the Soviet era was significantly influenced by Marxist
historiography, where the struggle against the “exploiting classes™ became an important theme.
This approach led to many traditional figures of Kazakh history being portrayed as antagonists of
progress, and the roles and achievements of Kazakh rulers were undervalued. Among them were
figures such as Qoblandy Batyr, Ablai Khan, and Kenesary Khan, who were overshadowed.
Even some of them were negatively evaluated for their opposition to Russian colonization.
Scholars who wrote works about them faced persecution. One such scholar was Yermukhan
Bekmakhanov, who was sentenced to 25 years of imprisonment for his work "Kazakhstan in the
20s-40s of the 19th century."

The primary objective of this research is to identify the main conclusions drawn about
Kazakhstan's past during the Soviet period.

The study employed historical and historiographical methods. An analysis and
historiographical examination of the works of Soviet and foreign researchers from the 20th
century were conducted.

The theoretical and methodological foundation of historical science during the Soviet
period, which was expected to adhere to ideas known as Marxist-Leninist, was historical
materialism. According to this approach, human historical activity was viewed in close
connection with the study of social and economic structures, which, it was argued, allowed for
the identification of general patterns and the main directions of historical development. This
methodological approach was considered the only correct way to uncover the truth. All other
methodological approaches were declared bourgeois, reactionary, and one-sided, and their use
was prohibited [2].

Materials and methods of research

Researcher Zh. Zhappasov notes that the key feature of characterisation in this field lies
not in examining historical facts from the perspective of their quantitative or qualitative
properties, but in describing the dynamics that change over time. As a result, this description
becomes an account of historical events, referred to as a "narrative.”" For this reason, the "event-
based narrative” is considered the traditional form of the classical research model in this field.
There are several requirements here. First, it is necessary to rely only on accurate evidence.
Second, the connections between facts are not subjected to separate analysis, which lends
objectivity. Third, the historian must remain as neutral as possible and write in a language that is
understandable to a broad audience.

According to the scholar, the theory of socio-economic formations was adopted and used
during the Soviet period as the "only" approach. It explains history from a materialist
perspective. Most contemporary researchers who support this theory believe that Karl Marx's
methodology requires updating and further development.

At present, new proposals and methodological ideas are being introduced through the
application of synergetics. This method offers a fresh perspective on issues of historical
development, such as possibility and reality, tradition and innovation, past and present,
alternatives and choice, all within the framework of the self-organisation of society as a unified
system [3].

At different periods of the Soviet era, Kazakh historiography was evaluated in various
ways. A scholar divided and characterized the stages of historiography. For example, he states:
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"The widespread harsh criticism of 'bourgeois' historiography and the firm establishment of
Marxist-Leninist methodological principles in Soviet historical science in the early 1920s-1930s
was the main result of historiographical inquiry focusing on these issues.” The following facts
illustrate this: in 1928, after the training of specialists aligned with Soviet ideology, pressure was
exerted on the older generation of historians. Some of them faced criticism at the Main
Conference of Marxist Historians of the Soviet Union, held from December 28, 1928, to January
4, 1929. One of the topics discussed at the conference was "The Struggle Against Bourgeois and
Petty-Bourgeois Historians,” marking the beginning of the ideological battle in Soviet historical
science. Reports were presented at the conference, including M.N.Pokrovsky’s "Leninism and
the History of Russia” and V. Rakhmetov’s "The Emergence of the Menshevik Concept of the
Historical Process in Russia,”" which advocated for a new perspective on history and criticized
previous approaches. In April 1929, in a speech at the general meeting of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the USSR, Stalin noted that the rise of the bourgeois intelligentsia
posed a serious threat to socialism. Thus began the effort to neutralize the older generation of
Moscow historians. As a result, many of them were imprisoned, exiled to Siberia, or sentenced to
death in 1929-1930 [4].

The first textbook on the history of Kazakhstan and the Kazakh people was written by
military doctor S. Asfendiyarov. From the onset of the October Revolution, S. Asfendiyarov
supported the Bolsheviks and actively participated in the upper ranks of the Soviet
administration established in Turkestan. In the latter half of the 1920s, he was appointed director
of the Moscow Institute of Oriental Studies and lectured at Moscow University. In 1927, he was
awarded the title of professor. In 1935, he published the first textbook on the history of
Kazakhstan, titled *Essays on the History of Kazakhstan*. The 115-page book covered the
history of Kazakhstan from ancient times up to the October Revolution of 1917. Although the
textbook was written in line with Marxist-Leninist views and the theory of class struggle,
Moscow did not approve it and did not support Asfendiyarov's efforts to introduce it into the
school curriculum. The first Kazakh historian of the Soviet period, S. Asfendiyarov, was arrested
in 1937 as an "enemy of the people” and sentenced to death in 1938. His book was banned from
use [5].

In 1948, meetings dedicated to Y. Bekmakhanov’s book were held at historical institutes in
Moscow and Almaty. Critics argued that the Kenesary movement, as claimed by the author, was
not a feudal or national movement driven by personal interests. Historians such as T.
Shoiynbayev, M. Zhiznevsky, Kh. Aidarova, and S. Tolybekov stated that the work was
politically harmful. However, some Russian scholars supported Bekmakhanov's viewpoint and
affirmed that the book was a scholarly work rather than a political one. As a result, the Higher
Attestation Commission of the USSR upheld the decision to award Bekmakhanov a doctoral
degree [6].

During the Soviet period, numerous works in Kazakh historiography were written by
researchers such as G.F. Dakhshleyger, D.l. Dulatova, and K. Nurpeis [7]. O. Mukhatova
highlighted several reasons for the lag in domestic historiography. The first reason was that
written sources related to Kazakh history had not been sufficiently studied or introduced into
academic circulation. The second reason was the strict control of domestic research by
communist ideology, which prevented independent opinions on Kazakh history from being
expressed in written works. Furthermore, the scientific works of the Soviet totalitarian system
were dominated by similar, one-sided, and formulaic conclusions, without bold new concepts.
For this reason, there was neither interest nor ambition to analyze or assess such works, which
hindered the development of historiographical research.

During this period, due to the lack of textbooks in the Kazakh language dedicated to this
field, domestic historians were unable to gain a deep understanding of historiography, and the
subject was presented in a narrow and one-sided manner. This led to significant shortcomings

X Hocmyxamedos amvinoagsl Ameipay ynueepcumeminiy Xabaputbicol MNe2 (77) 2025 55
Becmuux Amvipayckoeo ynugepcumema umenu X, JJocmyxamedosa
Bulletin of Kh.Dosmukhamedov Atyrau University



The main concepts of the historical past of the kazakh people in soviet historiography

and difficulties in writing historical and historiographical studies, which ultimately affected the
quality and standard of scholarly works.

If we delve further into the importance of the principle of historicism, its role in studying
the causes and prerequisites for the "persistence” of false and erroneous ideas, and sometimes
conclusions, in historical science becomes critically important. For instance, the autochthonous
theory that the Kazakhs are one of the most ancient peoples, with the Saka, Usuns, Kangly, and
Huns as their ancestors, has recently gained more convincing evidence. Moreover, new data
confirms that the resistances led by Syrym, Kenesary, Zhankozha, and others against Russia's
violent colonial policies were of a national liberation nature. Scientific conclusions regarding the
popular and liberating character of these uprisings are increasingly reflected in historiography
[8].

Scholarly opinions that the October Revolution and the establishment of Soviet power in
Kazakhstan were externally imposed processes are also reflected in the new historical paradigm.
These views are based on works published in the 1920s and 1930s by authors such as G. Safarov,
M. Shokay, A. Baitursynov, T. Ryskulov, and F.I1. Goloshchekin [9].

Until the late 1950s, historical conclusions were often distorted and subjected to
censorship. Although certain censorship was imposed during the Soviet period regarding
information about the past of the peoples within the USSR, in some cases, more open data can
also be found. For example, L.G. Morgan divided the development of human society into stages
of savagery, barbarism, and civilization. However, the scholar Gabdolgaziz Musagaliyev, taking
into account the specific development of different peoples, modified this classification. Instead
of barbarism, he introduced the concept of pastoralism, designating it as a distinct stage. He also
noted that pastoral peoples were not entirely isolated from civilized nations but adopted some of
their achievements. In order to avoid falling behind and being subjected to enslavement, they
needed to transition to agriculture. Thus, he emphasized the need for the Kazakh aul to adapt to a
progressive economic system and transition toward a capitalist path [10].

In his work "Historiography of Kazakhstan" (18th century — early 20th century), M.Q.
Kozybayev notes that Soviet historiographers portrayed the colonization of Kazakhstan as an
"annexation" to Russia. Some authors, who approached the issue superficially without examining
the economic and political aspects, assessed this annexation as a random event. Meanwhile,
another group openly promoted imperial ideas, denied the centuries-old cultural heritage of the
Kazakh people, and depicted them solely as barbarians.

In his work, the scholar also notes that the national liberation uprising of 1916-1917
received a fairly comprehensive evaluation. However, researchers did not reach this conclusion
immediately. This was facilitated by discussions in 1926-1927 and 1953-1954, memoirs of the
uprising’s participants, conferences held in the Central Asian states, as well as the Joint
Scientific Session on this topic in Tashkent in 1954.

After years of discussions, research on the events of 1916 was published in the five-
volume "History of the Kazakh SSR," which was dedicated to the history of the Central Asian
republics, and a unified concept was adopted. In the third volume, section 3, alongside M.
Kozybayev, the opinions of scholars such as A.Bisenbaeva, K. Nurpeisov, M. Koigeldiev, and
others on this issue were published:

1. The event of 1916 was referred to both as a "uprising” and a "liberation movement."”
The authors believe that the national liberation movement took the form of an uprising. They
base their view on V. Dal's definition, who describes an uprising as a "rebellion, disturbance."
The 1916 event was both, and on a large scale [11].

2. The authors of the five-volume “History of the Kazakh SSR” reduced the national
liberation movement to only the Marxist-Leninist stage of the liberation movement and
ideologized the 1916 event.

The thinker of the national movement, J. Nehru, stated: "Even if there is no outright war
between two opposing sides, hidden conflicts and clashes are inevitable between opposing
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interests. In a state where power belongs to the citizens of another country, internal conflict is
inevitable, as they attempt to influence and distort the thoughts and actions of the local
population. The military way of life never fully disappears™ [12].

It was precisely this "military way of life,” which over time evolved from a "hidden war"
into an open conflict, that existed between the metropolis and the Asian colony since 1731. In
essence, the 1916 event represents a new stage of the Kazakh people's national liberation
movement, which had not ceased for a single day since their incorporation into the empire. It is
no coincidence that T. Ryskulov stated that the 1916 event "demonstrates the open war of the
metropolis against the rebellious masses."

3. In the five-volume “History of the Kazakh SSR”, the 1916 event was presented as an
integral part of the broader Russian process. It can also be viewed as a continuation of the
centuries-long national liberation struggle of the peoples of the Asian East.

4. The authors of the work conclude that the movement had an anti-feudal character, as it
was also directed against the local feudal authorities.

Despite the tragedy of this event, 1916 should be regarded as a great victory for the
peoples who realized their potential as a force capable of armed resistance against the empire.
This awareness of national interests expanded the boundaries of Kazakhstan. It also led to an
understanding of the unity among the colonized peoples of the East.

5. In the five-volume “History of the Kazakh SSR”, it is asserted that “the movement came
as a surprise to both the tsarist administration and the local feudal authorities”. This statement
seems illogical. For a long time in Soviet historiography, the social base of the national liberation
movement was artificially narrowed through a class-based approach, leading to the conclusion
that the uprising's leadership and its leaders came from the lower social strata.

Results and its discussion

In historiography, the conflicting opinions of the national intelligentsia regarding the 1916
movement are evaluated. As early as the late 1970s, academician S. Zimanov emphasized the
need for a deeper understanding of the complex role of the national intelligentsia and its leaders
in the national liberation movement, as well as in the awakening of the Kazakh people's national
consciousness.

The contradictions within the national intelligentsia were connected to their position in
society. According to the academician, first, being predominantly from the wealthy strata of
Kazakh society, they served the colonial system and held certain privileges. Second, unlike the
Russian intelligentsia, the Kazakh intelligentsia lacked a business elite: there were no bank
directors, managers, legal advisors to joint-stock companies, industrialists, or financiers among
them. Their worldview was shaped under the strong influence of Enlightenment ideas. Despite
their position within the colonial system, they became the ideologists of the anti-colonial
struggle [13].

It was only in the early 1960s that the realization of the need to revise the outdated dogmas
of historical materialism, the weakening of ideological control, and the expanded access to
foreign literature and archival documents led to the necessity of rethinking historiographical
issues in Soviet historical science. However, the reassessment of historiographical problems in
the 1960s occurred in a context of, on the one hand, purifying and defending the Marxist theory
of socio-economic formations within the framework of Leninist theory, and on the other hand,
amid demands to resist new interpretations of Marxism.

In the 1970s, no significant new perspectives on the theory of Marxist-Leninist historical
understanding were introduced. Its core principles—obijectivity, partisanship, and historicism —
were considered unchangeable, and discussions on specific issues related to the methodology of
historical science were limited by a uniform set of views. As a result, many researchers who
showed an interest in methodological questions of historical knowledge shifted their focus to
source studies, which were not as heavily influenced by party-ideological control.
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In the 1970s and 1980s, hundreds of articles and dozens of monographs on the
methodological problems of history were published in the USSR. Some adhered to
fundamentalist Marxist views, while others included elements of methodological innovations.

In practice, Marxist methodology attempted to integrate innovations such as the idea of the
multiplicity of historical processes, the issues of “the individual in history” and “history in the
individual”, questions of cultural studies in historical understanding, the use of quantitative
methods, and historical modelling in research.

As a result, by the late 1980s, the dogma of the Marxist monistic view of history had
fractured, and the ideas of methodological pluralism and the possibility of pluralistic
interpretation of history gained recognition.

Some researchers also noted that the conclusions of studies on agrarian topics during the
Soviet period were not always accurate. In D.Ya. Friesen's article, it is mentioned that Kazakh
historiography of that time should not be viewed solely in a negative light. When examining
works on this subject, authors often conclude about the period under review but fail to explain
how subsequent events were connected to the period being studied. For example, much is said
about the negative impact of the tsarist government's resettlement policy on the development of
the nomadic economy, emphasizing that the expropriation of lands hindered the nomadic people
from successfully developing their economy, and this serves as the main conclusion. It is not
mentioned that, as a result of the agrarian reforms of the tsarist government, the economic
development of Kazakhstan accelerated, and that the resettlement policy brought mainly
experienced farmers, agronomists, and other specialists to Kazakh lands. The main problems in
historical research are the fragmentation, lack of consistency, and one-sidedness, especially
when studying the history of agrarian relations in Western Kazakhstan at the end of the 19th and
early 20th centuries.

In domestic studies on the history of agrarian relations in Kazakhstan at the end of the 19th
and beginning of the 20th centuries, another feature is observed. Scholars often place emphasis
on spiritual factors in their conclusions. More specifically, works on agrarian topics examine
economic aspects such as animal husbandry, agriculture, trade, and economic relations, among
others. However, conclusions are frequently based on spiritual factors, such as Russification,
Christianization, the decline of the nomadic population, and so on. As a result, the conclusions
lack logical consistency, as there is often a sudden shift from economic aspects to spiritual and
moral issues. In the research, agrarian issues are discussed, but the conclusions focus on spiritual
aspects, psychology, and mentality. This discrepancy between the problems and the conclusions
does not, of course, contribute to an objective study of the issue; rather, it adds further confusion.
This closed cycle persists, with no noticeable shift toward objectivity. The well-known Kazakh
scholar N. Masanov once noted that the ethnic factor is always given top priority, with other
factors considered only afterward. Domestic researchers tend to emphasize discussions about
mentality, psychology, and the origins of their people, while economic factors are often sidelined
[14].

The historiography of Kazakhstan during Stalin's rule was under pressure and censorship,
which prevented scholars from providing an objective assessment of many events. However, it
would be a mistake to claim that all Kazakh historiography of that time was subject to censorship
and viewed solely from a negative perspective. This is confirmed by the research of Sh.A.llyasov
and K.T. Bodeev, who studied the issues of Soviet historiography during the Stalinist period and
divided Soviet historiography into four stages:

The first stage (1930s — mid-1950s). Historical works from this period were constrained
by political censorship and had a strong ideological focus. In studies praising Stalin and his
achievements, repressions were portrayed as a fight against "conspiracies,” and there was a
complete absence of critical analysis of the events taking place.

In the works of P.G. Galuzo, special attention is given to Y.B.Bekmakhanov's study "The
accession of Kazakhstan to Russia" (1957). P.Galuzo, comparing Y.Bekmakhanov's views with

X Hocmyxamedos amuvinoagsl Ameipay ynueepcumeminiy Xabapuibicol MNe2 (77) 2025 58
Becmuux Amvipaycrkoeo ynugepcumema umenu X, [Jocmyxamedosa
Bulletin of Kh.Dosmukhamedov Atyrau University



Tapux scone apxeonoeus ~ Hemopus u apxeonocus ~ History and archeology Tasilova N.A,

Baidavletova M.D

those of M.P. Kim, highlights the differences in their core opinions on the impact of colonial rule

on Kazakhstan. Kim argued that the colonial governance of the Russian Empire "objectively

contributed” to the development of Kazakhstan, while Bekmakhanov disagreed, emphasizing
that progressive changes occurred "despite local colonial oppression™ [15].

Galuzo highly praised Bekmakhanov's works as studies that effectively presented the facts
about the colonial situation in Kazakhstan. Bekmakhanov's dissertation became a significant step
forward in the study of Kazakh history, following the works of M.P. Kim.

The second stage (mid-1950s — mid-1960s). After Stalin's death, changes began to take
place, and responsibility for past actions was directly placed on Stalin. Research became more
open, although a systematic study of Stalinist repressions was not conducted. During this period,
works by scholars such as M. Kozybayev, A. Bisenbaev, K. Nurpeisov, and M. Koigeldiev were
written, providing a clear assessment of the national liberation uprising of 1916.

In addition, during the Stalinist period, materials on the Great Patriotic War were perceived
as a collective victory of the Party. However, in the 1960s, works began to emerge that
highlighted the heroism of Kazakhs and Kazakh women during the Great Patriotic War. One of
the first comprehensive studies was G.A. Abishev's doctoral dissertation "Kazakhstan in the
Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union (1941-1945)." It was first published as a monograph in
1958. However, in the review, it was noted: "There is a lack of critical approach in evaluating
events and a softened presentation of the hardships of the war years." Nevertheless, this work
made a significant contribution to the history of the Kazakhs. In another publication by the
author, titled "Kazakhstan in the Defence of the Socialist Motherland,” data was presented on the
heroic actions of Kazakhstanians during the war, as well as the feats of women both at the front
and on the home front [16].

The third stage (mid-1960s — mid-1980s). A critical view of Stalin was limited due to the
characteristics of Brezhnev's policies. The issues of repression were not openly addressed, and
historical scholarship remained within the bounds of official ideology.

The fourth stage (since the mid-1980s). During the period of perestroika under Gorbachev,
active criticism of the Stalinist model of development began. Repressions became an
independent subject of study, although their evaluation was often emotional and unprofessional.
This stage includes the works of scholars such as M. Kozybayev, Zh. Abylkhozhin, and M.
Tatimov. Thanks to their scientific efforts, the events of the 1930s became widely known. M.
Kozybayev was one of the first researchers to make a significant contribution to addressing the
"white spots” in the history of Kazakhstan. His works and studies introduced new approaches
and conceptual rethinking. Zh. Abylkhozhin, M. Kozybayev, and M. Tatimov examined the
tragedy that befell the Kazakh people in the 1930s, bringing public attention to this issue. S.
Mazhitov made important contributions to the study of contemporary aspects of Kazakhstan's
history.

During the Soviet period, the history of the Kazakh people was rewritten from a socialist
perspective. In F.I. Goloshchekin’s work "Ten years passed and upcoming tasks," the socio-
economic situation in Kazakhstan was described. He highlighted the absence of industry and a
proletariat, as well as the dominance of clans and semi-feudalism in rural areas. This was one of
the ideological views of the Soviet period.

Goloshchekin’s perspective reflected a negative assessment of the social structure of
Kazakh society and a critical view of the influence of bourgeois national parties. This conclusion
was shaped by Soviet ideology. Based on this, it can be concluded that there is a need for a new
methodology for contemporary researchers. Specifically, it is necessary to reassess aspects of
history that were not studied due to the influence of Soviet ideology and to propose new research
directions that combine economic and spiritual factors, using comprehensive research methods.

Conclusion

Summarising the results and discussion, it can be noted that despite the one-sided portrayal
of historical periods of the Kazakh people in Soviet historiography, modern researchers are
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addressing these gaps. Soviet ideology left a significant imprint on historical science and the
study of the Kazakh people’s past. This influence manifested in the following aspects:

1. Dominance of Socialist Ideology: In Soviet historiography, all events and figures were
viewed through the lens of socialist ideology. When studying the history of the Kazakh people,
the nomadic way of life and traditional economy were portrayed as incompatible with the
"Soviet path of socialist development.” The nomadic society was depicted as backward and
outdated, while socialist construction was considered the highest stage of progress.

2. Justification of Colonial Policy: Soviet historians often portrayed the colonial policy of
tsarist Russia in a positive light, presenting it as a progressive force that contributed to the
economic and cultural development of the Kazakhs. The conquest of Kazakh lands by Russia
was interpreted as a "historical necessity" and viewed as a beneficial influence of tsarist rule.

3. Distortion of National Movements and Figures: National liberation movements and the
activities of national leaders were evaluated negatively within the framework of Soviet ideology.
For example, although the Alash movement and its leaders fought for the interests of the Kazakh
people, they were portrayed as "bourgeois nationalists" or "counterrevolutionaries.”

4. Justification of Russification and Cultural Assimilation: In Soviet historiography, the
policy of Russification — where the Kazakh language and culture were displaced by the
dominance of the Russian language and culture —was portrayed as a progressive step. It was
believed that this policy contributed to the formation of a unified socialist culture of the "Soviet
people,” which was presented as a positive development.

5. The Myth of the Friendship of Peoples: In Soviet ideology, the idea of the friendship of
peoples held a special place. This myth aimed to smooth over the complex moments in the
relationship between the Kazakh people and Russia, while ignoring historical contradictions. The
conflicts and hardships experienced by the Kazakh people under tsarist rule were downplayed,
and the unity of the Soviet peoples was idealized.

6. Idealisation of Agrarian Reforms: in Soviet historiography, the agrarian reforms of
tsarist Russia, including land redistribution and the transition to a sedentary economy, were
consistently portrayed as progressive. The negative consequences, such as the expropriation of
land from the Kazakhs and the destruction of their traditional economic system, were ignored or
given insufficient attention.

7. Exaggerating the importance of revolutionary events: the history of the Kazakh people is
associated with the October revolution of 1917 and describing its results as "saviour". The period
before the revolution was presented as a period of backwardness and class contradictions of the
Kazakh society. It was shown that after the revolution, Kazakhs entered the path of socialist
development.

Thus, the Soviet ideology was based on distorting the history of the Kazakh people,
portraying it through socialist ideals and ignoring national peculiarities and problems.
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KEHECTIK KE3EH TAPUXHAMACBIHIAT'BI KASAKTBIH OTKEH TAPUXbI
TYPAJIBI HET'I3I'l TYKBIPBIM/IAP

AHaaTna

By Makanaza KeHECTIK TapMXHaMaHbIH Ka3aK TapUXbIHA TUTI3TEH BIKMAJbl JKaH-)KaKThl KapacThIPbUIAJIBI.
Kenec ke3eHiHIETI Tapuxu 3epTTEyNIep TOPT Herisri ke3eHre OemiHim Tammanansl: 1930-1950 xeuimapasiy opTachl,
1950-1960 xprnmap, 1960-1980 xsuimap xone 1980 pIimapaaH KeHiHTi KaiTa Kypy Ke3eHi. 3epTreyae op Ke3eHHiH
©3IH/IIK epeKIIeNTiKTepi, UICOMOTHSIIBIK YCTAaHBIMAAPEl MEH FBUIBIMHA CHOEKTepre KOMBUIFaH IeH3ypa TasdaHaibl.
Kenec Owmumiri >KyprisreH TapHXHAMaNbIK CasCaTTBIH HOTIDKECIHIE Ka3aK TapUXBIHA KaTBICTHI 3epTTeyliepae
OypManayImbUTBIKTAp OpPBIH aiFaHbl aHbIKTamansl. COHBIMEH KaTap MakayliaZa KEHECTIK OWIIKTIH Tapuxu
3epTTeyNiepre jkacaraH BIKNAJNBIHA epekmie MoH Oepimemi. KeHec moyipiHme TapuX FBUIBIMBI KOMMYHHCTIK
UJICOJIOTUSIFA HETi3/IeNIiN, TApUXH JAEPEKTepAiH OOBEKTHMBTI 3epTTellyiHe LieKkTey KoWbuiasl. [laTmansik Peceitnig
oTapJay cascaThl MEH Ka3aK YJIT-a3aTThIK KO3FaJIbICTAPBIHBIH CUIIAThl KEHECTIK Ke3eHAe OypMasaHbIll KOpCETLUIreH.
Kazak XanKplHBIH YITTBIK Oipereislirine HyYKcaH KeNTIPETiH HICOJOTHSIIBIK MIEKTeYJIep eHIi3UIiN, pecMu
TapUXHaMaHbIH Oip>KaKThl YCTaHBIMbI KaJIbIIITACTBI.

3epTTeyAiH HEeTi3ri MakcaThl — KEHECTIK TapMXHAMaHbIH Ka3aK TapUXbIH 3epPTTEyre BIKMAaIbIH Tajjay KoOHE
TapuXu €HOEKTeperi HeH3ypa MeH HMICOJIOTHSIIBIK IIEKTeyJepAi KepceTy OOJbI TaObliaapl. Op Tapuxu Ke3eHJe
Ka3aK TapHXbIHA KaTBICTBI 3€PTTEYNEp Kaslail XKyprisinmi, KaHaai e3repicTep OpbIH bl AET€H CYpaKTapra skayan
6epineni. ConbiMen katap, W.Cramun wen JLBpexHeB Ke3eHIHIEri cascaTTbIH TapUXH UCKYpPCTHI
KaJIbINTaCTBIPYIaFbl  poJli  KapacThIpbliazpl. Kasak yiaT-a3aTTBIK KO3FaJbICTApBIHBIH OypmManaHysl, Peceit
HMITEPUSCHIHBIH OTapJIbIK CasiCaThIHBIH aKTalybl CHSKTBI MACEJIeNIepre epeKIle Ha3ap ayAapbuiasl.

3epTTey HOTHXKECIHJIe KEHECTIK TApUXHAMAHBIH COLMAIMCTIK MICOJIOTHS YCTEMIK €TKeHIH, Ka3aK TapUXbIH
O0OBEKTHBTI TYpJIE 3epTTeyre Kemepriiep OonraHbIH Kepyre Oomaabl. KeHecTik OMIIK MOJECHH ACCHUMIIIAIHI MCH
OPBICTaHBIPY YIEPiCTEPiH HETI3Ae, YITTHIK TAPUXTHI €KiHII Ke3eKKe BIFBICTBIPABI. Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbI 3epTTeyiepe
OyJ1 Mocesenepre JkaHallla Ke3Kapac KaKeT eKeHJIIT1, KeHECTIK TapUXHAMaHbIH bIKMAJIBIH KaiiTa KapacThIPHII, JKaHa
METOJIOJIOTHSITIAP MEH KEeIIeH I 3epTTey SAICTepiH eHri3y KaKEeTTIIIr aTam oTiei.

Herisri ce3aep: keHecTik TapuxHaMa, Ka3aK TapHUXbl, HACOIOTHS, TAPUXH KO3Kapac, MOICHHN aCCUMMJIISIIHS.

OCHOBHBIE KOHIHEIIIUA HCTOPHYECKOI'O ITPOLIJIOTO KA3AXCKOI'O
HAPOJA B COBETCKOHU UCTOPUOI'PADUH

AHHOTaNNA

B nmaHHOW cTaThe BCECTOPOHHE pPAcCMAaTPUBACTCS BIMSHHE COBETCKOW HCTOpHOTpaduy Ha H3yUCHHE
Ka3axCKoW wucTopuu. Mcropuueckne HCCIEOBaHUS COBETCKOTO MMEPHOJA AaHANM3HPYIOTCS B PaMKax dYeThIpeX
OCHOBHBIX 3TanoB: cepeanna 1930-1950-x romos, 1950-1960-e roasi, 1960-1980-e roasl 1 epruoa MEPECTPOUKH
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The main concepts of the historical past of the kazakh people in soviet historiography

mocie 1980-x romoB. B wmccinemoBaHWM paccMaTPHBAIOTCS OCOOCHHOCTH KaXKIOTO IEPHOJa, HICOJOTHICCKUE
YCTaHOBKH W IIEH3ypa, HAIOKEHHAss HA Hay4YHBIE TPYAbl. YCTAHOBIEHO, YTO B PE3yibTaTe MUCTOpUOTpadUIECKOit
TOJIMTUKA COBETCKOM BIIACTH HWCCIIEIOBAHUS, Kacalolluecs Ka3axCKOW HWCTOPHH, TOIBEPrajiCh HCKaKCHUSIM.
Oco0oe BHUMaHUE B CTaThe yIENAETCS BIUSHIIO COBETCKON BIACTH HAa HCTOPHUYECKHE HCCIIeOBaHUA. B coBeTcKyto
3MOXY HayKa O MPOIIIOM OCHOBBIBAJIACH HA KOMMYHHUCTHYCCKOW HICOJIOTHH, YTO HAKJIAJBIBATIO OTPAHUYCHUS HA
OOBCKTHBHOEC HW3YyYCHHEC HCTOPHYCCKHX JAHHBIX. [lonuThka KojoHu3anmu Ka3axckoil cTemd cO CTOPOHBI
Poccuiickoif umnepun, a Takke Ka3axCKUe HAIMOHAIEHO-OCBOOOINTEILHBIC IBUKCHUS B COBETCKUMN MEPHO ObLITU
NpPEJICTaBJICHB B HWCKQXCHHOM BHIC. VIICONOTHYCCKUE OTPaHUUCHUS, HAHOCAIINE YHIepO HAIMOHAIBLHOM
UJICHTUYHOCTH Ka3aXCKOTr0 HAapoja, ObUIM y3aKOHEHBI, YTO MPHUBEIIO0 K (HOPMUPOBAHHIO OIHOOOKOW O(MHUIMATBHOMN
HCTOPHOTPA(HH.

OcHOBHas 1eNb JaHHOTO HCCIENOBAHHWA — TIPOAHATU3UPOBATh BIMSHHE COBETCKOH HCTOpHOTrpaduu Ha
M3yYeHHE Ka3aXCKOH HCTOPWH, a TaKKe BBIABHTH IIEH3YpHBIC OTPAaHUYCHHS M HICOJOTHYECKHE YCTaHOBKH,
HAJIOKEHHBIE Ha UCTOpHYECKHE TPpyAbl. PaccmarpuBaercs, Kak MPOBOAMINCH UCCIEIOBAHHS Ka3aXCKOW UCTOPUHU B
pasHBle TIePHOABI, KaKhe W3MEHCHHS NPOUCXOAWIN B ucTtopuorpaduu. Kpome Toro, amamm3mpyercs poib
rmomutrdecknx KypcoB W.Crammnaa u JI.BpexneBa B (popMHpOBaHUH HCTOpHYECKOTO AucKypca. Ocoboe BHIMaHHE
YACJSIETCS. BOMPOCaM HUCKaXKECHHSI HCTOPHUU Ka3aXCKOTO HAI[MOHAILHO-OCBOOOAUTEIILHOTO JABHKCHUS M OTPaBIaHUS
KOJIOHUAJIbHOU NOJUTUKU Poccuiickoil UMIIEpUN.

HccnenoBanue moKa3bIBaeT, YTO COBETCKAsE UCTOPHOTPadust HAXOAUIACH MO BAMSHUEM COLUATUCTHICCKON
HJICOJIOTHH, YTO MPEMATCTBOBAIO OOBEKTUBHOMY M3YUYCHHUIO Ka3axckoil umctopuu. COBETCKas BJACTh OMPaBIbIBAIA
MPOIIECChl KyJIbTYPHON aCCHMWISIIIMUA M PyCH(DHUKAINU, OTOABUTAs HAIMOHAJIBHYIO MCTOPHIO HA BTOpOW IuiaH. B
COBPEMCHHBIX HCCIICAOBAHIIX IOAYCPKUBACTCS HEOOXOMUMOCTh MEPECMOTPa 3THUX BOIMPOCOB, KPUTHUECKOTO
aHalM3a BIUSHUS COBETCKOM MCTOpHOTrpaduy M BHEAPEHHS HOBBIX METOHOJOTHYCCKUAX MOIXOI0B M KOMIUIEKCHBIX
HCCIICIOBATEIILCKUX METO/IOB.

KaroueBble ciaoBa: coBeTckas HcTopuorpadus, Kazaxckas UCTOPUS, WACONOTHS, WCTOPUIECKas
MEPCICKTHBA, KyJIbTYPHAST aCCHMUJISLIUS.
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