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The article discusses the characteristics and consequences of the policy of forced sedentarization carried out
in Central Kazakhstan in the 1930s. The process of sedentarization was accompanied by political and
economic campaigns, such as confiscation of wealth, collectivisation and processing of agricultural products,
which led to fundamental changes in the economic life of the Kazakh population. The Soviet authorities
regarded the resettlement of the Kazakh nomadic people as an integral part of economic transformation and
ideological formation. However, this process was largely carried out by administrative order, without taking
into account the natural and geographical conditions and the way of life of the local population. The authors
examine the views and conclusions identified in scientific research on the scale and methods of
implementation of the process of transition to colonisation, its socio-economic consequences. In addition, the
article uses archival documents, to describe the implementation of sedentarization in the central region of
Kazakhstan on the basis of data. The authors focus on the shortcomings in the implementation of the
resettlement, such as the incorrect selection of resettlement sites, lack of water sources, insufficient arable
land and hay meadows, lack of infrastructure and building materials, lack of educational work among the
population, etc. The study also looks at the relationship between this policy and Soviet industrialisation. It
shows that the task was to create oasis-style agricultural bases to provide food for the developing centres of
non-ferrous metallurgy in the region. In addition, the article examines and explains the consequences of
Soviet modernisation in the Kazakh steppe, such as forced sedentarization, on the basis of archival
documents.
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Introduction

Until the early 1930s, Kazakhstan was mainly a nomadic region, and the main form of agriculture was
livestock farming. The nomadic way of life was reflected in the Kazakhs’ relationship with nature and their
adaptation to the harsh climatic conditions. It was also an integral part of their social and economic structure.
However, with the arrival of the Soviet government, the transition to collectivisation and sedentarization
began major changes in the economy of the nomadic people. Central Kazakhstan, like many other regions of
the Soviet Union, became a place where these innovative but destructive changes were implemented. It was
linked to the progressive industrialisation of the country. It is important to analyse the process of
implementation of the sedentarization policy as a precondition for the famine of the 1930s. Therefore, the
aim of the study is to analyse the problems and mechanisms of the resettlement of the nomadic population in
the central region of Kazakhstan in the 1930s and the actions of the party-state organs in its implementation.

Materials and methods

The article uses general scientific methods, such as analysis, synthesis, analogy, systematisation,
comparison, and description. A retrospective method is applied to chronologically examine and reconstruct
the processes of the transition to sedentarization. The historical-analytical method is used to analyse the
causes, conditions, consequences and sequence of events of the resettlement process based on documents
preserved in the archives. The comparative-historical method is utilized to determine the peculiarities, in-
cluding the problems and changes, of the transition to sedentarization in the Central Kazakhstan region. One
of the most important methods used in this article is the specific historical (ideographic) method, in which a
particular plot, a particular problem is studied in detail and in depth, and its specificity is determined. The
historical and typological method contributes to the systematisation of mechanisms in the implementation of
the process of transition to settlement. These methods make it possible to describe the analysed process
comprehensively and objectively. To assess the state of research on the subject, the work of domestic and
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foreign researchers is taken into account. This, in turn, makes it possible to understand the mechanisms of
the process of forced sedentarization, the fact that it was one of the reasons for the starvation of the
population.

The documentary basis of the article is the documents kept in the funds of the Central State Archive of
the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Karaganda Regional State Archive. Among them, in File No. 6 of Inventory
No. 15 of the Fund “City Council of Deputies and Workers of Karaganda” of the Karaganda Region State
Archive for 1931-1932. The minutes of decisions and meetings of the Central Executive Committee of the
Kazakh ASSR, the report on the economic survey of the districts of the Karaganda region in File No. 606 of
Inventory No. 4 of the “Karaganda Regional Water Management” Fund No. 640, the documents kept in the
materials of the Sedentarization Committee and the bodies of the United State Political Administration
(OGPU) have made it possible to determine the course of the sedentarization process and the mechanisms for
its implementation. These documents contain statements, explanatory notes, telegrams from the regional and
district executive committees on sedentarization issues. The documents collected in these archives provide
information about the local authorities’ approach to forced sedentarization.

In the preparation of the article, collections of archival documents that were brought into scientific
circulation in various years were also used. In particular, “Forced Collectivisation and Famine in Kazakhstan
1931-1933”, the multi-volume work “Asharshylyk. Golod. 1928-1934”, “Documents in the collections of
archival documents and memories of the famine of 1931-1933 in Central Kazakhstan”, “Materials of the
State Commission for the Full Rehabilitation of Victims of Political Repressions” and other documents allow
us to compare information on sedentarization in Kazakhstan, namely in the Central Kazakhstan region.

Results

Unfortunately, we have not come across any studies devoted to the implementation of the
sedentarization process in Central Kazakhstan from a regional perspective. This study seeks to fill this gap.

The process of resettlement of the Kazakh people was one of the main features of Soviet modernisation
during the 1920s-1930s. The beginning of the 1930s, out of the 700,000 Kazakh farms, 540,000 were
nomadic and semi-nomadic (assuming that one family consists of 4-5 members, that is about 2.1-2.7 million
people). Of these, 200,000 led a semi-nomadic lifestyle, and about 360,000 lived a “pure” nomadic lifestyle.
160,000 farms were settled, about 60,000 of them during the period 1920-1929, i.e., within ten years.

If in ten years only 60,000 farms were settled, then, the planned sedentarization of about 430,000
nomads and semi-nomads in the northern and southern regions of Kazakhstan in just three years (from 1930
to 1933) seemed an extremely difficult task for the authorities. The resettlement of the nomads in the districts
of Central Kazakhstan could take even longer [1; 119].

Professor Zh. Abylkhozhin, in his study, points to this feature as one of the causes of famine in 1931
1933. The plans for accelerated industrial development led to problems with grain throughout the Union. At
the same time, the increase in grain exports and the need to supply the population of the growing cities with
bread clearly reflected the relevance of the problem. The demand for grain grew from day to day. The state
wanted to solve this problem by increasing grain production, by expanding the area under cultivation.
A. Yakovlev paid special attention to this and made a statement at the XVI Congress of the CPSU (b): ... It
can be assumed that Kazakhstan has 50-55 million hectares of arable land, of which 36 million hectares are
in the Northern District... Here, wheat occupies only 5 % of the cultivated area. If we sow 30 % of the 36
million hectares suitable for this area with wheat, then at the end of the five-year plan we will get an
additional 8-10 million hectares of wheat only from Kazakhstan itself...” [2; 224, 225]. The People’s
Commissar was not puzzled by the fact that this land was pastureland for traditional animal husbandry.
According to Zh. Abylkhozhin, this indicates that the Kazakh nomads contradicted the goal of increasing the
state’s grain production [3; 225]. The most important way out of this situation was the need for rapid, en-
forced sedentarization. That is why the Republican People’s Commissar for Agriculture K. Toktabayev de-
clared at the VII Congress of Soviets of Kazakhstan (April 1929): “The first task to which special attention
must be paid in increasing the arable land is the question of sedentarization of the Kazakh people”. In ac-
cordance with this, the Congress adopted the following resolution: “2. The development of grain cultivation
in the region primarily concerns the sedentarization of the semi-nomadic and nomadic population in all parts
of the republic” [3; 226]. After that, the policy of forced sedentarization of nomadic farms and their collec-
tivization began to be actively implemented. In the nomadic regions, including the central region of Kazakh-
stan, the policy of increasing the area under cultivation was intensified. The local conditions were completely
ignored in the farm management’s sowing plans. This can be seen in the documents of that time. For exam-

142 BecTHuK KaparaHguHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa



The Problem of Sedentarization of the Kazakhs ...

ple, T. Ryskulov cites the fact that “for 5 nomadic and semi—nomadic districts of the Karaganda region
(Zhanaarka, Kyzyltu, Korgalzhyn, Sarysu, Enbekshilder), according to the plan, the area under cultivation
was increased by 42 %, including for the Sarysu district, where 500-600 farms were left out of 7,000, an area
of 2880 hectares was planned for 1931 instead of 300 hectares”. Despite the decline in the working age
population and draught cattle, the shortage of seed resources and seed debt, the plan was increased. “It is
possible that the districts will again allow the implementation of the sowing plan, which in turn will lead to
migration and starvation of the population”. In the report by F.I. Goloshchekin “On collectivization in the
Kazakh village” in the Regional Property it says: “In 3 years (from 1929 to 1931) the arable area on the
Kazakh land increased by 100 % — from 1265.7 thousand hectares to 2561 thousand hectares”. T. Ryskulov
refutes this data. He writes: “It is clear that big mistakes were made in the calculation of arable land... The
Kazakhs have only recently started farming. Kazakh land is mainly located in an arid zone, the quality of the
soil is low, there are not enough tractors, and no agrotechnical measures have been implemented. How could
the arable land of the Kazakhs double in this situation?” [4; 323].

We believe that the process of sedentarization in Central Kazakhstan was carried out not only to solve
the grain problem, but also to supply the populations of industrial cities, such as Karaganda and Balkhash,
with agricultural products. This is evidenced by the report of an economic study in the Shet district of the
Karaganda Regional Water Management Department, which is preserved in the fonds of the Karaganda
Regional State Archive. The report states that the establishment of large industrial centres in Central
Kazakhstan, which are developing on the basis of non-ferrous metallurgy, in desert and semi-desert areas
poses the task of developing agriculture in a new way. It is noted that the need to supply the industrial
centres with the necessary food products, such as milk, vegetables, melons, meat and animal fat, requires the
urgent creation of large economic bases near the city. It is pointed out that such bases are necessary not only
for the supply of food, but also for the sedentarization of the nomadic population, the preparation of fodder
for livestock and the development of the region [5; 1-4]. The document contains the results of the economic
survey of the Shet and Konyrat districts. This means that it is possible that the sedentarization of areas near
industrial towns was carried out to provide the population of the towns with the essential resources, which
was a prerequisite for the forced industrialisation at that time.

Central Kazakhstan, which is mainly a steppe and semi-desert region, was particularly vulnerable to
such reforms, as the local population traditionally practised nomadic livestock herding adapted to the natural
conditions. As a result, there were a number of shortcomings in the process of sedentarization in this region.
The archival documents show that the policy of resettlement in Karkaralinsk, a large district in Central
Kazakhstan, was carried out with administrative, environmental, and economic coercion. The fact that the
transition to sedentarization was implemented based on exaggerations and mistakes on the part of the local
authorities is clearly evident from the confidential data of the OGPU authorities. For example, the
information from the OGPU plenipotentiary dated 10 August, 1930 shows that a number of negative facts
occurred during the sedentarization work in the Karkaraly district. The district organisations did not carry out
any preparatory work for sedentarization, the problems with the sedentarization sites were not addressed, so
the lands selected as sedentarization sites were not surveyed. Last year, melioration works were carried out
in Shubartau district covering an area of 1,500 hectares. However, the irrigation facilities were still not being
utilised and had not been taken into account when working out the problem with the settlement sites. In a
number of places intended for settlement, construction work was halted due to a shortage of building
materials, labour and food and the land reclamation work was also suspended. District Land Administration
(OKRZU) did not consider the material basis in the local areas. In Balkhash and Berkara districts, the
planned construction of 11 barns, 2 granaries, 2 machine sheds, 2 forges, and 1 land preparation centre had
not been built. Due to the lack of preparatory and educational work, the population was not ready to switch
to sedentarization. There were no arrangements for sowing and hay harvesting. There were cases in some
areas (Berkara) where inconvenient places were chosen as settlement sites. In all these cases, the authorities
realised that the rich are hindering the transition of the population to sedentarization without considering the
mistakes they made. For example, in village no. 8 of Balkhash district, 108 collective farmers refuse to settle
due to the influence of rich relatives, citing the lack of arable and hay land as the reason [6; 166]. The
document is an important source that reflects the true implementation of the policy of transition of the
nomadic population to sedentarization in the Karkaraly district. From the content of the document, it is clear
that there is a lack of both institutional and social readiness to carry out the transformation of traditional
farming. At the same time, we see in the document the official implementation of policies by the local
authorities, without considering the specific circumstances, the organisational and social crisis.
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Only ten days later, on 20 August, 1930, the CPSU (b) of the United State Political Administration
(OGPU) again informed the Kazakh regional committee about the failure of the sedentarization work in the
Karkaraly district. It pointed to the indifferent, irresponsible attitude of the district structures, which made
gross mistakes, as the main reason for the failure of the resettlement process. Until August 1, the commission
for the inspection of the settlement areas was not organized, only an agronomist carried out the inspection of
the settlement areas and selected unsuitable areas. The requests of the residents of villages No. 11 and No. 14
of Berkara district for housing in the Sarnabulak ravine were ignored. The document also states that work to
build the infrastructure necessary for the sedentarization had failed. The construction of only 78 of the 168
planned houses in the Berkara district had begun. There were also no building materials for the construction
of houses, it was alleged that there were not enough carts and harnesses for the delivery of materials [7; 181].
This is evidence of gross errors in the implementation of the sedentarization policy in Karkaraly district.

The lack or complete absence of building materials at the settlement sites was noted in large numbers in
the information provided by the OGPU authorities. For example, in the information of 1 October, 1930 on
the exaggerations in the implementation of various campaigns in the Kazakh SSR, it is stated that
construction was not carried out in the Balkhash and Berkara districts of the Karaganda region due to the
lack of building materials and labour. It was claimed that the transport of stones for the foundations of the
houses was slow and that there was almost no wood material [8; 225].

At the beginning of 1932, the same situation was observed in the process of sedentarization. In a short
note from the special department of the OGPU, infrastructural and organisational errors are highlighted using
concrete examples. For example, the population in the Tonkerei district (villages No. 12 and 5), in the Atyrau
district, was settled on land without water reservoirs and wells. In the settlement of Sary-Tumar in the district
of Beynetkor, 107 farms were evacuated to a place where there was no water at all. It should be emphasised
that the funds and building materials provided by the state were not used for their intended purpose. For
example, no houses were built in the collective farms Zhana Enbek and Sartuga of village No. 6 in the
Telman district, due to the lack of wood materials. The document states that the process of sedentarization, in
addition to material and organizational errors, actually became an administrative and coercive measure. From
this we can see that the work on sedentarization in the region was in crisis [9; 67—74].

According to R. Kindler, the campaign was used by resourceful, active functionaries for personal en-
richment and financed from funds allocated for the “implementation of sedentarization”. In the Karkaraly
district, for example, it was planned to resettle 9,000 people in 1932, but the actual number declined by one
third. However, the people in charge of the district had no problems with this fact and said: “We don’t care
that there are fewer people, the important thing is that we get more money and the necessary equipment to
work on the ground”. None of the 50 places, where people could be accommodated, were checked for suita-
bility for housing, and when they were pointed out to them that most of them had no water, they said, “We
don’t care about that problem, it’s better if you tell us the total number of places where the population can
live and the total amount of estimated costs you have set”. Some used the land management campaign to take
revenge on their arch-rivals, by deliberately locating them in the most unfavourable places [10; 187].

In general, resettlement in Karkaraly district is not the result of consistent government policy, but rather
reflects an attempt to implement political plans in the face of institutional incompetence, resource scarcity
and administrative constraints. Systematic management errors and disregard for local conditions led to the
population largely withdrawing from the resettlement project and settling down. These factors not only
brought the resettlement campaign to a standstill, but also laid the foundations for the mass famine of 1932-
1933 and the socio-economic crisis in a number of areas.

Discussion

The scientific community has drawn several conclusions about the process of sedentarization of the
Kazakhs. Researchers have assessed both the extent and methods of the implementation of the
sedentarization campaign and its socio-economic consequences in different ways. In Soviet historiography,
the processes associated with the agrarian changes in the Kazakh steppe were viewed from the positive side
in accordance with ideology and evaluated as a legal phenomenon [11-13]. Even in the official documents of
the Soviet authorities of that time (reports, letters of instruction, resolutions, orders, etc.), the transition of the
Kazakhs to sedentarization was seen as a great achievement of Soviet power in Kazakhstan in the policy of
the nation, which opened up opportunities for raising the cultural level of the Kazakhs and had a great
economic effect. Traditional agriculture was also regarded as a progressive and objectively necessary stage
of modernisation [14; 1-5, 22]. In the post-Soviet period, however, these positions began to be revised.
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Since the 1990s, local researchers have begun to look at the processes of agricultural modernisation in
the 1920s and 30s from a new perspective. T. Omarbekov, for example, noted that “the Union government
did not attach much importance to the process of sedentarization in Kazakhstan. For the Soviet
administration, there was nothing more important in those years than the collectivisation of the peasants.
However, sedentarization remained under the guise of this collectivisation and was seen as a secondary
campaign, as an obligation. It accelerated the exodus of the Kazakh people from their ancestral settlements,
brought them into the slump, and led to famines and made them refugees” [15; 235, 246]. Zh. Abylkhozhin
notes that the policy of agricultural resettlement, which was accompanied by collectivisation, was carried out
by force and was not based on a natural, material and technological basis [16; 151]. According to
Abylkhozhin zZh.B., the main factor in the transition of the Kazakhs to sedentarization — the ratio between
the number of animals and the area of pastures — is not taken into account. From this it is concluded that the
huge concentration of livestock on small pastures led to the end of foraging, and the acceleration of the
resettlement policy was associated with the problem of grain [3].

In the works of national researchers published in the 2000s, the process of sedentarization was
explained by the fact that “forced sedentarization, carried out without taking into account the economic,
social and national characteristics of Kazakhstan, led the Kazakh people into the flee “Kyzyl-taban”,
abandoned their ancestral settlements, suffered famines” [17; 34] and “without a comprehensive study, the
policy aimed at destroying the traditional economy and customs of the indigenous population, together with
failure, led to the nomadic population, in order to survive, being forced to flee and leave their homeland to
save their lives” [18; 60] — the given assessment demonstrates the serious consequences of the
sedentarization process.

Foreign studies have developed various approaches to the problem of sedentarization of the Kazakhs.
For example, the British historian R. Conguest points out in his work The Harvest of Sorrow, published at
the end of the 1980s, that the campaign to convert the Kazakh population to a sedentary lifestyle was an
integral part of the collectivisation policy. In his opinion, the decision to adopt a sedentary lifestyle is
considered a “necessary condition” for the successful implementation of collectivisation in Kazakhstan
within the framework of the political and ideological tasks of the Organizational Bureau of the Central
Committee, noting that the process of transition to sedentarization was carried out using the method of
coercion as a necessary measure. At the same time, R. Conguest notes that the large-scale plans for
sedentarization did not correspond to the actual resource, organisational and climatic conditions in the
districts, and provides data on the lack of housing, infrastructure, water resources and agricultural equipment
[19; 288-291].

Matthew Payne emphasises the violent nature of the campaign, and believes that resettlement contribut-
ed directly to the Famine of 1931-1933, as it was accompanied by the sharing of livestock and the destruc-
tion of the nomadic structure [20; 87].

Scholars R. Davies and S. Wheatcroft, who have studied the history of the economy in the Soviet Un-
ion, in their book The Years of Hunger: Soviet Agriculture, 1931-1933, point to the resettlement of the Ka-
zakh population as one of the five interrelated factors that caused the famine in the Kazakh steppe. They note
that sedentarization was accompanied by a collectivist campaign [21; 329-332].

Isabelle Ogion, author of an extensive work on sedentarization, considers that the first phase of the tran-
sition to a sedentary way of life, accompanied by collectivisation in 1929-1930, was full of confrontations
and very hard [22; 159].

Meanwhile, Robert Kindler noted that “the sedentarization campaign was largely used to disguise inter-
ests that had nothing to do with the welfare of the nomads. Referring to this campaign, they managed to sim-
plify the plan for the preparation of grain, meat, or in the event of failure to fulfil the plan they referred to it
as an excuse. The campaign was conducted only on paper or was limited to the pursuit of people on desolate
land in dilapidated old houses and stinking dugouts” [10; 196].

According to the Iltalian researcher N. Pianciola, the sedentarization campaign was carried out very
slowly, more slowly than the collectivisation and preparatory campaigns. According to him, during his work
in the Party and State Archives in Moscow, and Almaty, as well as in the regional and district archives of
Kazakhstan, he did not find a single document that could prove the forced sedentarization of the nomadic
Kazakhs. Even access to the OGPU archives does not change the situation. “Obviously, the transition of
nomads to sedentarization was a low-priority campaign for the Stalinist system, and in the chaos of the first
five-year plan, the Kazakhstan administration did not take this issue seriously” — that was his conclusion
[20; 86-88].
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Thus, historiographically, two different views on the process of transition to sedentarization have
emerged among researchers. According to the first view, the resettlement was carried out by force
(Zh. Abylkhozhin, R. Conquest, I. Ohayon), representatives of the second view (T. Omarbekov, R. Kindler,
N. Pianciola) estimate that it was a secondary campaign and was implemented on paper. In our opinion, the
resettlement policy was an integral part of a bundle of measures that accompanied collectivisation and had an
agitational character. At the same time, the authorities, who did not understand the basics of nomadic
agriculture and the natural and climatic conditions, made a number of mistakes in the process of
resettlement. The result of all this was the collapse of livestock farming and the starvation of the population.

Conclusion

Considering the implementation of the resettlement policy in the late 1920s-1930s, we came to the
following conclusions:

- the process of transition to sedantarization has been considered in research in the context of the famine
of the 1930s;

- researchers have different assessments of the extent and methods of implementation of the
resettlement campaign;

- in Soviet studies, agrarian changes were viewed from a positive perspective and evaluated as a legal
phenomenon;

- since 1990, national researchers have begun to look at the processes of agricultural modernisation in
the 1930s from a new perspective;

- historiographically, researchers have developed two different views on the process of transition to a
sedentary way of life: the first, when the transition to sedentarization was forced (Zh. Abylkhozhin,
R. Conquest, I. Ohayon), the second is that the representatives of this approach (T. Omarbekov, R. Kindler,
N. Pianciola) evaluated it as implemented on paper;

- the nomadic Kazakhs resisted the state’s order to increase grain production; the main way out of this
situation was the need for rapid, forced sedentarization;

- at the VII Congress of the Soviets of Kazakhstan (April 1929), the issue of resettling the Kazakh
people in the settlement area was declared the first task to be given special attention;

- after the Congress, a policy was introduced to increase the arable land in the remote regions, including
the Central Kazakhstan region;

- as the territory of Central Kazakhstan consists mainly of steppe and semi-desert, the local climatic,
geographical, and economic characteristics are not taken into account when settling in the region;

- in some areas of Central Kazakhstan, the process of resettlement was carried out to supply industrial
cities, such as Karaganda and Balkhash, with agricultural products;

- since the territory of Central Kazakhstan consists mainly of steppe and semi-desert, there are
disadvantages to resettlement in this region;

- the policy of sedentarization in the region was carried out with administrative, economic and
managerial force;

- there are deficiencies in planning, organisation, irrigation, construction, harvesting, and awareness
raising in the region, including Karkaraly district;

- there were no institutional, social, or infrastructural preparations for the transformation of the
traditional economy.
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3.I'. Cakraranosa, T.K. Caka0aii

1930 sxxpuinapaarsl Opraasik Kazakcran
KAa3aKTAapbIH OTHIPBIKIIBUIBIKKA KOLIipy MaceJeci

Maxkamana 1930 sxsurmapmarsr Opranslk KasakcTanma skys3ere achIpbUIFaH KYIITEN OTHIPHIKIIBUIAHIBIPY
casCaTBIHBIH epeKIIeTiKTepi MEH calniapbl KapacThIpbUIFaH. OTHIPHIKIIBUIBIKKA KOIIipy yAepici Gaimapibt
TOpKUIEY, YKBIMIACTHIPY, AaybUIIAPYaIlbUIBIFEl OHIMAEPIH JaWblHIAy CHSKTBI CasCH-IIapyallbUIBIK
HayKaHJIapMeH Oipre >Kypil, Ka3ak XaJKbIHBIH MIapyallbUIBIK OMipiHAe TyOereii e3repicTepre anbl KeIreH
GonareiH. KenecTik Onik KemImesni Ka3ak XaJlKblH OTHIPBIKIIBUIBIKKA KOIIIPYy/i SKOHOMHKANIBIK KaiiTa Kypy
MEH HJICOJIOTHSIIBIK KaJIBIITACTBIPYIbIH Kypamaac Oeiri peTinae KapacTeIpAbl. Anaiina, Oy yaepic kebiHe
TaOUFU-TeorpadusUTbIK JKaFmaiinap MeH JKePriuliKTi XalbIKTBIH TYPMBIC-CANThl €CKepiIMel, SKIMIITIK
OYHMpBIK apKbUIBI XKYPri3inai. ABTOpiap OTBIPHIKUIBIIBIKKA KOIIipy YAEpICiHIH )Ky3ere achpyIbIH ayKbIMbI
MEH OJIICTepiH, OHBIH QJI€yMETTIK-KOHOMHKANBIK Calliapbl OOHMBIHIIA FRUIBIMHU 3€pTTEyepe KalbIITacKaH
KO3KapacTap MEH TYXKBIpBIMIAphiH 3epaenereH. COHBIMEH KaTap apXHUBTIK KyKaTTapra CyHeHe OTBIpHII,
MaKanaaa OTBIPHIKIIBUIAHABIPYABIH OpTanslk KasakcTan eHipiHIEe iCKe acBIPBUTYBIH JIEPEKTEp apKbLIBI
cunarTaiapl.  OTBIPHIKIIBUTAHBIPYIBIH KY3€T€ acBIPBUTYBIHIAFbl KOHBICTAHIBIPY OpPBIHAAPBIHBIH IYPBHIC
TaHJAIMaybl, Cy KO3[CpiHIH TaNIUbUIBIFBI, eriCTIK IeH Ma0bIHABIK JKepiepaiH IKeTKUTKCi3iri,
MHOGPAKYPbUIBIM MEH KYPBUIBIC MaTepHalapbIHbIH OOJMaybl, XaJblK apachblHIa ajblH ana TYCIHIIpY
JKYMBICTapbIHBIH JKYpri3iiMeyi T.0. KiOepiireH KeMmIiuidmikrep Typaibl aiTbuiFaH. Ocbl 3epTTeyne Oy
CasCaTTBhIH KEHECTIK MHAYCTPHAIM3aUMsIMEH OaiiIaHbIChl 1a KapacThIpbUIFaH. AfiMaKTa JaMblIl Keje )KaTKaH
TYCTI METaTyprusi OpTAJbIKTAPhIH a3bIK-TYJTIKIIEH KaMTaMachl3 €Ty VIIIH Oa3HCTIK YITiferi aybll
MIapyalbUIBIK Oa3anapblH Kypy MiHIeTi OoiraHbIH Kepcereai. Makamana apXWBTBHIK KyXKaTTap HeETi3iHIe
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Z.G. Saktaganova, T.K. Sakabay

KYIITEH OTHIPBIKUIBLIBIKKA KOLIIpYy CHSAKTHI KEHECTIK JKAHFBIPTYIbIH Ka3aK JaJIaChIHIAFbl Cajllapsbl
3epJIeJeHin, TYCIHIIpiIreH.

Kinm ce30ep: OTBIPBIKIIBIIBIKKA Kellipy cascarel, OpTanblk KasakcTaH, amiapiubUIbIK, MOAEPHHU3ALMANAY,
ayBUT IIapyabUTBIFEL, OTBIPBIKIIBUIBIKKA KOIIIPY YAEpici, KOIIeli KoFaM.

3.I'. Cakraranona, T.K. Caka0ai

IIpodaema ocenanus kazaxoB LlenTpaabnoro Kaszaxcrana B 1930-e roant

B craTtbe paccmaTpuBaroTCs 0COOCHHOCTH TPOBEACHUS M MOCIEICTBUS TMOJUTHKA HACWIBCTBCHHOTO OCE/Ia-
Hust B LlenrpansHom Kazaxcrane B 1930-¢ romsl. [lepeBon KOUeBOTO HACENCHUS Ha OCEMIBIN 00pa3 JKU3HH
OCYIIECTBIICA MapaJUIeTbHO ¢ KIIOYEBBIMH MOJIUTUKO-X03HCTBEHHBIMUA KaMIIAHUSIMUA COBETCKOM BIACTH —
KoH(puCKamueil uMymiecTBa 60aeB, KOJUIEKTHBU3ALUEH U 3aTOTOBKOH CENbCKOXO03SHCTBEHHON MPOAYKIHU. DTH
Mephl IPUBEIH K KOPEHHBIM NPeoOpa3oBaHUSAM B XO3SHMCTBEHHON >KM3HU Ka3axckoro Hapopa. CoBeTckas
BJIACTh paccMaTpHBaja Mepexo]l KOUeBOro Ka3aXCKOro Hapola K OcelIoMy o0pa3y JKH3HH KaK HEeOTheMIle-
MYIO COCTaBIISIIOLIYI0 SKOHOMUYECKON MNEpPECTPOMKH MU HACOJOTHYECKOro mepeycTpoicTBa. OJHAKO ATOT
MPOIIECC 3a4aCTYI0 OCYIIECTBISIICS aIMUHACTPATUBHBIMU METOIaMH, 03 yueTa MPHUPOTHO-TeorpapuuecKux
YCJIOBUH U TPaJUIIMOHHOIO YKJIaJa KU3HU MECTHOTO HaceleHUs. ABTOPBI pacCMaTpUBAIOT CJIOKUBILUECS B
HAYYHBIX HCCJICIOBAHUAX B3TJISAIBI U BBIBOJBI, KACAIOIIUECs MAcIITab0oB U METOJOB MEPEBOJa Ha OCEIUIbIN
00pa3 KH3HHU, a TAKKE €ro COUUATBHO-YKOHOMHYECKUX MocieAcTBuil. Kpome Toro, onmpasch Ha apXUBHEIE
JIOKYMEHTBI, CTaThs C UCIIOIB30BaHUEM (DAKTHUECKHUX JTAHHBIX OMHCHIBACT PEaT3alUI0 OIUTHKH OCEIOCTH
B LlenTpamsHoM Kazaxcrane. ABTOpHI 00OpamaroT BHUIMaHHE Ha JIOMYLIICHHBIC [IPU OCYIIECTBICHHH OCEIIO-
CTH OIIMOKH, TaKue KaK HENPABHIBHBIA BBIOOP MECT AJIS MOCENICHHS, HEXBAaTKa BOJHBIX PECYpCOB, HEIOCTA-
TOK TIAaXOTHBIX U CEHOKOCHBIX 3€Mellb, OTCYTCTBHE HH(DPACTPYKTYPBI H CTPOUTEIBHBIX MaTEPUAIIOB, & TAKKE
HEJIOCTATOK MPEBAPUTENHLHON Pa3bsICHUTEILHON pabOThI Cpely HACEICHHS U APYyrHe HepodeThl. Kpome To-
ro, B UCCIEIOBAaHUM PacCMaTPUBAETCSl B3aUMOCBS3b JAHHOHN IOJIMTUKU C COBETCKOM HMHIyCTpHAIM3alHUeil.
OTMedaeTcst, UTo OJHOM 13 €€ 3a1a4 ObUIO CO3/IaHuE CENIbCKOXO3HCTBEHHBIX 0a3 0a3uCHOIrO THIIA Ui 00ec-
MEYEHUs NPOJIOBOJILCTBUEM Pa3BUBABLIMXCSl B PETHOHE LIEHTPOB LIBETHOW MeTautypruu. Kpome toro, B cra-
The, ONHUPASICh HA APXUBHBIC TOKYMEHTHI, H3y9alOTCs M MOSCHAIOTCS MOCIEICTBHS HACHIBCTBEHHOTO MIEPEBO-
Jla KOUYEBOT'0 HACENICHUS Ha OCEUIBI 00pa3 KH3HH, KOTOPBIH SBIISUICS OZHUM W3 TJIABHBIX HAINPaBICHUH CO-
BETCKOM MO/IEpHHU3AIMH Ka3aXCKOM CTemH.

Kurouegvie cnosa: monutuka ocenanus, llentpaneubiit Kazaxcran, ronoa, MoaepHHU3aIMs, CEJIbCKOE
XO03SIMCTBO, KOUEBOE OOIIECTBO, CEJCHTAPH3AIINS.
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