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IMoacexnum 8.4
IIpo6s1eMBbI 3THOJIOTHN B KOHTEKCTE MOJAEPHU3AIUN HCTOPUYECKOT0 CO3HAHUS

UDC 39
PERCEPTIONS OF LIBERTY FROM VIEW OF PASTORALIST PEOPLES

Dosmurzinov Rustem Kuandykuly
rustem.dosmurzinov@mail.ru
3rd PhD doctoral student of Faculty of History L. N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University
Astana, Kazakhstan
Academic Advisor — Candidate of Historical Sciences, S. Z. Razdykov

The article reveals the perception of freedom as a unique category in the views of pastoralist
peoples. The main source of this paper was the events of political and cultural history of various
pastoralist societies. The author attempted to justify the manifestation of freedom and the struggle for
freedom among the pastoralist peoples through the prism of political events. The materials of the
largest Mongolian (Buryats, Khalkha-Mongols, Oirat-Kalmyks) and Turkic (Kazakhs) peoples were
taken as the studied peoples. As a result of the study, the author concluded that, due to various
circumstances, presumably the freedom found its most vivid expression in the culture of the Kazakh
people. The notion of individual freedom in Kazakh society corresponded to the modern one, hence
‘steppe democracy’ contributed greatly to the development of the original “cells’ of modernised civil
society institutions.

Meanwhile, there is still a bias in scholarly works in Europe and America towards the
historical role of pastoralists (‘kochevniki’) in the world history. The pastoralist societies are still
portrayed as savage, uncultured and warlike societies whose main occupation was robbery and
warfare. However, in the social structure of pastoralist peoples there were no dependent peasants,
serfs, villagers, and villeins; social relations were based on the hierarchical principles to a certain
extent different from those of European societies. Pastoralist societies, which were based on a
particular system of subsistence, had their own perceptions of freedom, which are relevant and
important for exploring the national mentality of civil society in the contemporary period.

The theoretical and methodological foundations of the study include the macro-approach
applied in the modern historical researches and the principle of systematicity. The macro-historical
approach revealed the regularities in the historical events that took place in the Eurasian steppes long
centuries ago. The principle of systematicity has shown pastoralist peoples and communities as
certain systems in which specific worldviews and foundations prevailed. The descriptive and
historical-comparative methods made it possible to identify common and specific features in various
pastoralist societies. The information was taken from the largest Turkic and Mongol peoples who had
led a pastoralist way of life in the past or continue to lead a pastoralist way of life till the present.

The category of freedom among the Buryat, the Khalkha-Mongol and the Kalmyk (Oirat-
Mongol) peoples

The ancestors of the Buryat people were ancient tribes of Barguts (baiyrku), who by the 6th
century occupied vast territories near Lake Baikal, as well as expanses from Selenga River to the
tributaries of Amur River. The ethnic groups of Ehirits and Bulagats had the greatest value in this
union of tribes. The main occupations of the Barguts, and later of the Buryats, were deer hunting,
horse breeding and blacksmithing.

The Barghuts were often part of Turkic states and connected with the Turkic world. However,
a much greater influence on the Bargut union of tribes was exerted by their nearest neighbours, the
Khalkha-Mongols. It is known that in the 13th century the ‘forest peoples’ to the north of Khalkha
were conquered by the Juchi, and the Buryat tribes were among them. Later the history of the Buryat
people was closely connected with Mongolian peoples, among whom the relations with western
Mongols, the Oirat, occupied a special place. In modern time Buryat tribes have been involved in the
feuds of Khalkha-Mongols, as well as in the confrontation of the Russian and Qing empires. When
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the influence of the Russian Empire strengthened in the Far East Buryats began to serve in the Tsarist
army and were enlisted in the Cossack army.

The modern Buryat people practise Mahayana Buddhism and traditional beliefs, among which
shamanism occupies a special place. Traditional Buryat society was patriarchal, characterised by the
high status of men, as in other Mongolian peoples. The Buryat communities were most often part of
large state formations of Turks and Mongols, but often their authority on the territory of Buryatia was
nominal. Real power was in the hands of the heads of tribal groups and aimags, which were pre-state
institutions. This, in turn, explains the relative freedom of the Buryat community members, who for
a long time migrated to different parts of Mongolia and Transbaikalia.

The Buryats and the Khalkha-Mongols share a common history and a close culture. The
famous Genghis Khan is a common national hero for both Khalkhas and Buryats. So, according to
the history at the beginning of the thirteenth century the Mongol warrior Temujin united the scattered
Mongolian and some Turkic tribes into one state called as ‘Ikh Mongol ulus’ (‘Great State’).

The creation of the empire was accompanied by significant changes in the social organisation
of Mongol society. The unification of warring tribes and extensive conquest campaigns could only
be accomplished if a unified system of government based on a strong military force was established.
A centralised power apparatus was created that exercised military command and control over the
Mongols and the conquered regions, combining traditional nomadic traits and elements borrowed
from the state organisation of neighbouring agricultural peoples. Each tribe and its subdivision
formed a unit of the Mongol army according to the size of its warriors. The army was divided into
tens of thousands (‘tumen’), and they, in their turn, into thousands (‘minggan’), hundreds (‘zhagun’),
tens (‘arban’). This combination of military and tribal organisation did not lead to the destruction of
the latter.

After the collapse of the Mongol Empire, the single military-administrative system of
governance also collapsed, leading to greater independence of the individual tribal groups. Their
leaders, who relied only on the military strength of the tribal guard and the support of their relatives,
no longer had the same opportunities to coerce their tribesmen and had to reckon to some extent with
their interests.

The embodiment of the Mongolian understanding of freedom is the traditional wrestling. It is
known that the first competition among Mongols is national wrestling (‘bokh baryldakh’). The
wrestlers compete in different weight categories, and a special category of judges decides who
wrestles with whom. The opponents, accompanied by their seconds, take the field from different
sides. Their gait, squatting, waving their arms and slapping their thighs imitate the flight of the
mythical bird Garuda. It is a form of introduction to the spectators, who cheerfully greet the
appearance of the wrestler. Before the revolution the ritual of the first appearance of wrestlers was
also accompanied by their bowing to bogdo-gegen, after which they returned to their seats. At large
nadumas, up to ten pairs enter the field at a time; at small (‘somon’), only two or three.

The seconds remove the wrestlers’ hats and hold them for the duration of the bout. The
wrestlers get closer, pat themselves on the thighs, lean towards each other, squat with one hand on
the knee, keep the other hand free and ready for the fight and freeze for a while in this waiting pose.
If the waiting is delayed, the seconds shall encourage their charges. The task of each fighter is to grab
the opponent’s shoulders and throw him to the ground with force until he touches it with any part of
his body. The most spectacular victory is when one of the contestants rolls the other on his back and
presses him to the ground with his knee. The wrestler who touches the ground drops out of the bout.
The spectators cheer the winner, he imitates the flight of Garuda again, receives a bowl of koumiss,
bows to the spectators, his second puts his hat on and he returns to the tent waiting for the judges to
name his next opponent.

The Oirat (Western Mongols) had an ancient history and consisted of four tribes, such as
Choros, Hoshouts, Derbets and Hoyts. The first Oirat raids into Central Asia began in the mid-15th
century, after the Oirat taishi Oz-Temir raided the borders of the pastoralist Uzbek state (the Khanate
of Abulkhair). The defeat of Abulkhair Khan was one of the significant reasons for the disintegration
of the Sheibanid state. In 1635 the Oirat created the state of Dzungar Khanate. From that period began
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a long series of large and small military confrontations of Oirat (Dzungar) with the Kazakh Khanate,
caused by raids of Oirat on Kazakh uluses. In 1723 Dzungar armies led by Tsevan-Rabdan intruded
into Kazakh steppes and caused serious damage to Kazakh uluses. As a result of the hostilities, which
were perpetually successful, some of the Kazakh sultans became dependent on the Dzungars.

The Jungar Khanate, unlike all other steppe states, had a rigidly centralised political system.
The constant wars with the Qing Empire, which was many times larger in population, necessitated
the creation of a complex and ramified state apparatus. The state was ruled by the ‘taisha’ (dukes) of
the Choros clan, while the noyons, representatives of the Oirat nobility, played an important role in
political life.

At the beginning of the 17th century, the taishi Kho Erlag at the head left the territory of Irtysh
river and reached the Caspian steppes, displacing the Nogai auls. This is how the foundations were
laid for the Kalmyk Khanate, which played a major role in the twists and turns of events in the
Eurasian steppe. A little earlier, in 1640, a congress of the nobility (‘chulgan’) was organised among
the western Mongols, which adopted a number of legal acts — the ‘Tsaajin bichig’ (or Mongolian-
Oirat laws of 1640). The main purpose of these laws was to prevent the unauthorized movement of
the nobility and common people, as well as to regulate the internal relations between the Mongolian
nobility and strengthen the power of the taisha and noyons [1, p. 13]. These stipulated severe penalties
for late fulfilment of prescribed duties, for disobeying the orders of ‘taishas’ and officials, for stealing
from them cattle and etc.

The concept of freedom among the Kazakh people

In the mid-15th century, with the formation of a single state, the main stages of ethnogenesis
of the Kazakh people were completed. The word ‘kazakh’ is of ancient origin and was common
among Turkic pastoralist societies. In addition, the Cossacks were called ‘free people’ who lived in
the steppes of the Dnieper region, the North Caucasus, the Don, and the Volga-Ural Interfluve and
were hired for border protection and military campaigns.

In the first half of the 16th century, under the rule of Kasym Khan, Kazakh khanate reached
its highest peak. In the new period of history an important place was occupied by relations with
Dzungaria which aspired to establish hegemony in the Kazakh steppe. A number of victories won by
Abulkhair Khan, and later by Abylai Khan, enabled the Kazakh state to strengthen its position.
However, the threat of new Dzungar campaigns as well as internal political problems forced the
Kazakh ulus to accept the Russian Empire's subjection. For a long time, colonisation of the Kazakh
steppes was limited to the collection of taxes from the local population and the seizure of land in
favour of the Cossacks. After the creation of the military fortresses along the major rivers Irtysh,
Tobyl, Ural (Yaik) and Volga, the military-cossack stage of colonization was replaced by a peasant
stage which was developed most in the second half of the XIX century — the first decade of the XX
century. Constant tax levies and land expropriation forced the Kazakh clans and tribes to various
forms of struggle. The largest uprisings were led by Isatai Taimanov and Mahambet Utemisov (1836-
1838), Kenesary Khan (1837-1847) and Amangeldy Imanov (1916).

Freedom was also considered as an important category among the Kazakh ‘sharua’. Therefore,
the rebellion of Kenesary Khan, a paternal descendant of Abylai Khan and a maternal descendant of
Oirat Khuntaiji Galdan Tseren, was supported by all three zhuzes. The rebellion of Kene Khan
became a symbol of the struggle for independence of the Kazakh people more years later.

Pastoralist community of the Kazakh people, according to N. Masanov, is, first of all, a
functionally integrated organisation of labouring individuals, based on the principles of labour co-
operation. The historian N. E. Masanov distinguished two types of communities: a minimal
(dispersed) community, which developed during winter, early spring and late autumn periods, and a
concentrated or extended community that existed during the warm period of the year [2, p. 385].

The size of a nomadic settlement, as M. S. Mukanov noted, depended on the pasture area and
availability of water to feed and water a sufficient amount of livestock that was owned by one or more
families. In this connection he writes: ‘...In the first case it could be a household of a rich cattle-owner
(‘bai’), and in the second — a group of households of medium prosperity and small power, united in a
nomadic community...” [3, p. 121].
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The turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is not called the heyday of colonialism for
nothing. Almost the entire political map of the world during this period was composed of the
territories of the metropolitan countries and their colonies. This period was the time of ordeals for
Kazakh people just as it was for many other pastoralist nations.

In the second half of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, colonial policy carried out
by the Tsarist administration intensified in the Kazakh steppe. In the course of administrative reforms
of 1867-1868, the territory of Kazakhstan was recognized as state property. The Peasant Reform, or
‘great’ reform as it was called, carried out in 1861 in the Russian Empire did not solve the problems
that had accumulated in the agrarian sector. This reform did not solve the land problem, as the land
continued to be the property of the landlords, and the ‘emancipated’ peasants were landless. The
tsarist government, seeking a solution to this problem, found a way out of the situation by pursuing
an active policy of resettling peasants from central Russia to the supposedly vacant lands of the East.

The predominant form of economy in the traditional Kazakh society was the extensive type,
when nomads used pasture lands seasonally and cattle were grazing all year round. However, due to
the reduction of pastures, the range of nomadic activity decreased sharply. A. Bukeykhanov, the
leader of the Alash movement, was convinced that agriculture was the basis of the well-being of the
people. Noting the transformation of the traditional nomadic economy, A. Bukeykhanov in his works
advocated its preservation, as he considered it one of the fundamental bases on which the ethnic
identity of the Kazakhs was formed.

In ‘The Kyrgyzes’ A. Bukeykhanov drew attention to the changes in the social structure of
Kazakh society. The destruction of the traditional structure undoubtedly influenced the economic
activities. Kazakh ‘aul’ (village) in the end of XIX century still remained to a great extent the basis
and social structure of the traditional society. It shows that at this time there was a weakening of the
clan structure, which was the basis of the traditional Kazakh economy, and the emergence of the aul
of a new type.

In the above-mentioned work A. Bukeykhanov described the social structure of Kazakh
society as follows: ‘... Thus, the scheme of social and economic structure of Kyrgyz (Kazakh — Auth.)
population is expressed as follows: its main cell, as elsewhere, is Kyrgyz (Kazakh — Auth.) family —
yard, ‘changarak’; united by common land, ‘changaraks’ form Kyrgyz (Kazakh — Auth.) village
‘kstau’ or ‘economic aul’ as they are called in statistical literature; individual ‘kstau’, united by
common land use, form more complex land community — ‘communal-aul group’. Both ‘economic
aul’ and ‘communal-aul group’ emerged under the patronage of kin and are supported by kin
connection, and therefore both these forms of socio-economic life of the Kyrgyz coincide with kin
for the time being, although the basis of their viability lies in the needs of land use’, concludes A.
Bukeykhanov [4, p. 12].

In the second half of the nineteenth century, as historian G. E. Markov noted, there was an
intensive break-up of small tribal clan divisions. In his opinion, the organisation of even such small
cells of nomadic society as aul was based not so much on kinship as on economic considerations. In
this connection he wrote: ‘...at the end of the 19th-beginning of the 20th century the basic social and
economic unit of the Kazakh society was the family, which owned livestock and used pastures.
Families were both large in size comprising relatives of 2-3 generations and small families consisting
of the head of the family, wife and children. Although polygamous families were common, they were
not predominant because only people from wealthy families could pay ‘kalym’ (bride price) for
several wives and support them. Depending on the local traditions, based on economic expediency,
time of year, etc., families were united into larger or smaller groups: pastoralist (‘kochevoi’) or
sedentary auls...” [5, p. 170].

In general, it can be said that the sense of freedom in pastoralist societies was based on the
personal independence, which corresponds to the modern understanding of freedom. The pastoralist
was free in movement and had mostly military service, but this did not mean that the pastoralists did
not have strong foundations of statehood. As has already been noted, the hierarchy of social relations
in nomadic societies was based on tribal relations of seniority. The first pastoralist peoples in the
modern times who attempted to weaken the influence of clan leaders were the Kazakh and Kalmyk
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peoples. Comparatively, the European peasant had much narrower rights and his freedom could
manifest itself only in the urban conditions, so urbanisation and later modernisation in the European
states began earlier.
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«Crpanoit 360 cBATBHIX» Ha3bIBaja IMOJYOCTPOB HapoiHas MojBa. JleHCTBUTENBHO, 371€Ch
MHOT'O MECT, CBSI3aHHBIX C KAKUM-TMOO0 UCTOPHUYECKUM UITU MU(DUUIECKUM CBATHIM-TTPOTIOBETHHKOM:
[Honan-ata, Komkap-arta, [llaknak-ata, Ecen-ata, Kapaman-ara, Man-ara, Cynran-sne, Temup-
0aba, Kentsi-60a6a, Macar-ata, baba-TykTu-mamrsi-a3u3, beker-ata. [IpakTiHdecku KaXKIplii yroaoK
MasnreicTay 1 Y cTIOpTa UMEET CBOE cBsATOE MecTo. [Ipuyem nonasmstomiee O0IbIINHCTBO TAKUX MECT
CITy4alHBIN IMyTHUK MOXET M HE 3aMETHTh: HEBBICOKHN XOJIM, OJAMHOKas HaArpoOHasl cTeja Wd
HarpoOMOXJEHUE KaMHEW CIMBAIOTCA C NEH3aKeM W MPAKTUYECKH HE MPUBIIEKAIOT BHUMAHMS
yenoBeka. Tak Kak MUChbMEHHBIX MCTOYHHUKOB CPEIHEBEKOBbS 00 ITHUX KpasX COXPAHHIOCH HE
MHOT0, UCTOPHS OOJBIIMHCTBA TAMSATHUKOB OBEsTHA MU(aMU U JIETEHIaMHU.

[Tonzemuast cesiTunuiHas noctpoiika Cynran-3me pacrnosioxeHa B MaHrucrayckoi odnactu
U SBIISIETCS OJTHUM U3 Hanboliee MHTEPECHBIX O0BEKTOB KyJNbTypHOTo Hacneaus Kaszaxcrana. Ona
M3BECTHA TaK)KE KaK IMOJ3EMHAsi MEUETh U SBISETCS OJHUM M3 CAMBIX IMOCEMIAEMBIX IMaMSITHHUKOB
MCIIAMCKOW apXUTEKTYphl B CTpaHEe. DTOT UCTOPHUYECKHA OOBEKT MMeeT OOJbIIOe 3HAYCHHE IS
KYJBTYpPBbl B HICTOPHH Ka3aX0B, TOCKOJIBKY OH SIBJISIETCS HE TOJIBKO MECTOM PEJIMTHO3HOTO KYJIbTa, HO
1 3THOTpaUIECKUM HCTOYHUKOM MUPOBO33peHus 3Toro Hapoaa. Kommiieke CynTan-s1e NpuHAT Ha
rOCYIapCTBEHHBIA YYET W HaXOJUTCS MOJ OXPaHOM. APXEOJIOTUUECKHE MCCIEN0BAaHUS MOA3EMHOM
MedeTH O6butn mpoBeaeHbl B 2003 roay moJ pyKoBOJCTBOM apxeosiora Anzpes Actadbesa, a yxe B
cnenyromeM, 2004 romy 3meck mpoBenu HaydHO-pecTaBpainmoHHbie padoter KITI CHPIIM
«MaHnrucraypectaBparus.

B nmanHOW cTatbe MBI PacCMOTPUM HCTOPHIO co3daHus cBarwiuiia CynraH-ame, ee
OCOOCHHOCTH W 3HAu€HWE JUIs Ka3aXCKOM KyJIbTYphl, a TaKKe pOJIb JTOr0 MaMATHUKA B
(hopMHUPOBAHUM MUPOBO33PEHUS Ka3aX0B U COXPAaHEHUU HAIIMOHATHLHOW MIEHTUYHOCTH.

Ilo Bcelt Teppuropur MaHrucray paccessHbl MHOXECTBO IAMSATHHUKOB CBATBIX, KOTOPBIE
noyuTaroTcs Kazaxamu. C JIpeBHHX BpeMeH MaHrucray SBISJICS YHHMKAJIbHBIM PErHOHOM, Ha
KOTOPOU CTPOUJIUCH KYJIHTOBBIE IOCTPOMKHU €IIe CO BpeMEH paHHero »xene3Horo Beka (KynbToBbie
komruiekchl baiite, JlpikpinTac u T.4.). C Hauajmom pacnpocTpanenus Mcimama Ha TeppuUTOpUU
Kazaxcrana B uCTOpUU Hadajics paciBeT CYy(QHUIICKOTO IBHKEHHUS, KOTOPBIA CBS3aH C HMEHEM
BEJIMKOIO MPOIOBEAHNKA U OCHOBaTeNs oplieHa ScaBusa Xomka AxmeTom fccayu.
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