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Abstract

This article examines the practice of disenfranchisement as an important instrument of Soviet
social and political policy during the 1920s-1930s. The study focuses on the category of citizens
excluded from the electoral process and labeled as “lishentsy” (“disenfranchised persons”), as well
as on the evolution of state policy toward this group. Particular attention is paid to the
implementation of this policy in the city of Alma-Ata, which served as the administrative center of
the Kazakh ASSR during the period under study.

The research analyzes the legal foundations of the institution of disenfranchisement, the social
composition of those deprived of electoral rights, and the mechanisms used to identify and restrict their
civil and political rights. The analysis is based on a range of normative legal acts, beginning with the
1918 Constitution of the RSFSR, as well as decrees and instructions issued by the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee, and subsequent regulatory acts governing electoral rights in the USSR. Special
attention is given to legislative changes and the practical implementation of these norms at the local
level.

The article also examines the specific features of implementing this policy in Alma-Ata,
including the methods used to exclude particular social groups from voter lists, the role of local
authorities in determining the status of disenfranchised individuals, and the impact of these measures
on the socio-economic conditions of those deprived of their rights. The study also considers the
broader consequences of this policy for the formation of the social structure of society, the
intensification of social stratification, and changes in the legal status of various population groups.
In addition, the reaction of the local population to these policies is discussed.
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CAMJIAY «K¥YKBIFBIHAH AWBIPY» CASACATBIHBIH, AJIMATBI KAJTACBIHJIAFBI
CUITATBI MEH EPEKIIEJIIKTEPI (1920-1930 KBIJIJIAP)

Anoamna



Maxkamna 1920-1930 xbUimapbl KEHECTIK OMIIKTIH QIEyMETTIK-CasiCH CasiCATHIHBIH MAaHBI3/IbI
JJIEeMEHTTEpiHIH Oipi OOJFaH cailylay KYKBIFBIHAH aWbIpy TOXKIpUOECIH 3epTTeyre apHayFaH.
3epTTeyiH HEri3ri HbhICAaHbl — caijay YACpICIHEH WISTTETUITGH a3amarrap caHaThl PETiHJIe
KaJIbINTACKAH «KYKBIFBIHAH aWbIpbUTFaHIapy («IHILIEHIIBD) HHCTUTYTBHIHBIH KAJIBINTACYbl MEH
3BOMIOIMACH JkoHe OHBIH Kazak AKCP-iHiH con ke3eH Ierl oKIMIIIIK OPTaJIbIFbI OOJFaH AJIMaThl
KaJIaChIHJIA JKY3ere achIpbuTy epekienikrepi. KeHecTik Ommik Oy casicaTThl TaNThIK Karugaiapra
HETI3/IeN, KOFAMHBIH «KaHAYIIbD» HEMECe «JJIEYMETTIK >KaT» el TaHbUIFaH TOMTapblH CasCh
OMIpJICH MIETTETY KypasIbl PETIH/IE KOJIIaH/IbI.

3eprrey OaphIChIHIA «KYKBIFBIHAH albIpbUIFaHIAp» WHCTUTYTHIHBIH KYKBIKTBIK HETi3aepi,
ONapJIbIH, JIEYMETTIK KYpaMbl, COHIai-aK a3aMaTTap/blH CasiCH JKOHE a3aMaTThIK KYKBIKTapBIH
IIEKTEY MEH aHBIKTay TETIKTepl KemeH Al Typae Kapacteipbuiansl. Tanmay 1918 xbursl PKOCP
KoncrutynusceiHan 6acran, bykinmpeceinik Opranslk ATkapy KomwuTeTiHIH Kayibuiapbl MEH
HYCKayJbIKTapbiHa, conmai-ak KCPO-narb! caiiay KyKbIKTapblH PETTETeH KEeHiHIT HOPMAaTHBTIK
aKTIJIEpJeri e3repicTepre CyleHe OThIphIN Kypriziieni. CoHbIMEH Katap, KYKBIKTHIK HOpMaTapablH
JKEPTUTIKTI ICHT€i/Ie 1CKe achIphUTy TOXIpHOECciHEe epeKIlie Ha3ap aydapbUiabl.

Makanaga Anmarthbl KalacklHIa OYJT casicaTThIH JKY3€re achIpbLTy MEXaHU3MJEPl TajllaHaIbl:
caiytaympuiap Ti3iMaepiH KYpacThIpy OapbIChIHIa 6Tl O1p 9JI€YMETTIK TONTap bl aHBIKTAY JKOHE
oJIapZbl Ti3IMHEH IIBIFApy OIICTEpl, JKEPTUTIKTI OWIIK OpraHAapbIHBIH POJi, COHmal-aKk MyHJIan
HIapanapblH «KYKBIFBIHAH albIPBUIFAH» a3aMaTTapiAblH OJICYyMETTIK-DKOHOMUKAIBIK JKaFIaibiHa
TUTI3TeH BIKIAJBI KapacThipbutaibl. COHBIMEH Oipre, KOFaMIIarbl dJICyMETTIK JKIKTEIYIiH KYIICHoi,
azaMarTap/IblH KYKBIKTBIK MOPTEOECIHIH e3repyi jKOHEe >KepPrulikTi TYPFBIHAAPIBIH OYJ1 cascaTka
KATBICTBI PEAKIIUSCHI MOCENENepi 16 KaMThUIAIbI.

Tyiiin ce3aep: KykpirpiHan aifpipputrangap, Caitiay KyKpIKTapsl, KeHecTik cascar, AiMarsl,
Kazak AKCP-i, 1918 xbumret PKOCP KoncTHTyIHsACH, ONeyMeTTiK KYpbhUTbIM, Casicl KyFbIH-
CYpriH, A3aMaTThIK KYKbIKTap, KeHecTik MoaepHu3amusl.

Aarbic: Kymvic KP BfM — UPH AP AP26195559 «1920 ocvinoapoviy bacwi-1930
JHcvIIO0apObly Oipinwii ocapmulcbinoasbl Kaszakcman Ko2amvinsiy aneymemmik KYpolibiMbl MeH
KYHOenikmi oMipiHoe2cl «KYKbIKMAPLIHAH AUblPbLIZAHOApY. dlleyMemmiK-KYKbIKmblK Mapmebdeci
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XAPAKTEP U OCOBEHHOCTH INOJIUTUKU JIMITEHUA U3BUPATEJIBHBIX
ITPAB
B AJIMA-ATE B 1920-1930-e¢ 'O bI

Annomayus

CraTbst TOCBSIIEHA MCCIEIOBAHHUIO MTPAKTUKU JIMIICHUS U30UpaTENbHBIX MpPaB Kak OJHOTO U3
Ba)KHBIX MTHCTPYMEHTOB COLMAJILHON Y MTOJIMTHUECKON NOJUTUKH cOBETCKOM Biactu B 1920-1930-¢
rogsl. OCHOBHOE BHUMaHHE YAESETCS KaTeropuH TpakJaH, UCKIIOYEHHBIX U3 W30MpaTebHOIO
MpolLecca ¥ NOMYUMBILIUX CTATYC «JIUIICHIIEBY, @ TAKXKE IBOJIOLUN FOCYAApCTBEHHOM MOJIUTHKYU B
OTHOIICHUH ATOU TPpyMIbl HaceaeHus. OcoObIi aKIEHT C/eNIaH Ha pean3alii JaHHOU MOJUTUKH B
roposie AnMa-ATe, KOTOPBIA B pacCMAaTPUBAEMBI NIEPUOJ SBISUICS aAMUHUCTPATUBHBIM LIEHTPOM
Kazaxckoit ACCP.

B wuccnenoBanum paccMaTpuBalOTCS PABOBBIE OCHOBBI WHCTUTYTA «JIMILEHLEB», HUX
COLMANIbHBIM COCTaB, a TaKXKE€ MEXaHU3Mbl BBISBICHUS U OrPAaHUYEHHUS TPAXIAHCKUX U
MOJIMTUYECKUX MpaB. AHAIM3 MPOBOAUTCS HA OCHOBE HOPMATHUBHO-IIPABOBBIX AKTOB, HaYMHAas C
Koncturynuu PCOCP 1918 roaa, mocranoBienuii u uHCTpykumid Beepoccuiickoro LlentpansHoro



UcnonuurensHoro  Komurera, a Takke TMOCIEAYIOUMX HOPMATHUBHBIX  JIOKYMEHTOB,
perynupoBaBimx uzbupatensabie mpaBa B CCCP. Ocoboe BHUMaHUE yIENsIeTcs U3MEHCHHUSM B
3aKOHOJIATEIbCTBE U MPAKTUKE €0 MPUMEHEHHS Ha MECTHOM YPOBHE.

B crathe Takke aHATM3UPYIOTCS OCOOCHHOCTH pealu3alliyl TaHHOW MOJUTHKH B AnMa-ATe:
METO/bI MCKJIIOUEHUS ONpeAeTEHHBIX COIMAIbHBIX KAaTeropHil U3 CIMCKOB M30upaTeneil, poib
MECTHBIX OPTaHOB BJIACTH B MPOIECCE OMPEACTICHUS CTaTyca «JIMIIEHIIEBY», a TAK)KE BIIMSIHUE ITHX
MEp Ha COLMAIbHO-3KOHOMHUYECKOE TMOJIOKEHHE Tpak[aaH, JUIIEHHBIX mpaB. PaccmartpuBaroTcs
MOCJEICTBYSI JAHHOUW OTUTHKHY 111 JOPMUPOBAHUS COIIMATBHON CTPYKTYPBI OOIIECTBA, YCHUIICHUS
couuanbHoi nuddepeHnnan 1 U3MEHEHUs NIPaBOBOTO CTAaTyca OTAEIbHBIX TPYII HACEJICHHUS.
Kpowme Toro, 3aTparuBaercs BOMpoc peakiiii MECTHOTO HACETICHHS Ha MMPOBOJAUMYIO MOJIUTHKY.

KmoueBbie caoBa: Jlumenup:, M30uparensubie mpaBa, CoBeTckas MoiMTHKa, AnMa-ATa,
Kazaxckas ACCP, Koncturynuss PCOCP 1918 roma, CoumansHast cTpykrypa, [lomutuueckue
penipeccun, I'paxaanckue npasa, CoBeTckas MOACPHU3ALIMSL.

Baaropapuocts. Paboma evinonnena 6 pamxax npoekma MHBO PK, UPH AP26195559
«/luwenysl 8 coyuanvHol cmpykmype u nosceoOHesHou dcusHu oowecmea Kazaxcmana 6 navane
1920-x - nepsoti nonosure 1930-x 20008: coyuanbHo-nPasosoli cmamyc u npodIemMsvl A0ANMAayuiLy.

Introduction. The 1993 Law on the Rehabilitation of Victims of Mass Political Repression
marked a significant step toward acknowledging the injustices of the Stalinist regime. However,
despite its importance, the law did not fully address all categories of victims, particularly those affected
by the mass repressions of 1937-1938 in Kazakhstan, where the macmTaObl persecution were
exceptionally severe. Representatives of the Kazakh intelligentsia-writers, poets, and scholars-were
systematically targeted, resulting in executions, forced labor, and the deliberate erasure of their
intellectual and cultural legacy.

The political campaigns of 1928-1932, followed by the catastrophic famine of 1931-1933,
constitute one of the most profound tragedies in the history of Kazakhstan. Contemporary
scholarship increasingly emphasizes that these events were not solely the result of environmental or
economic factors, but rather the consequence of deliberate state policies, including forced
collectivization, dekulakization, and coercive sedentarization. These measures led to the destruction
of the traditional socio-economic structure of Kazakh society, particularly through the mass
confiscation of livestock, ultimately causing widespread demographic and cultural loss.

Within this broader context, disenfranchisement emerged as a key instrument of Soviet
governance and social engineering. Codified in the 1918 Constitution of the RSFSR, the deprivation
of political rights targeted individuals classified as “class enemies,” effectively excluding significant
segments of the population from political participation. While electoral restrictions were not unique
to the Soviet Union, the Soviet model was distinguished by its explicit ideological and class-based
criteria, which enabled the systematic marginalization of broad social groups.

Despite the growing body of research on political repression and collectivization, the issue of
disenfranchisement as a socio-legal and everyday practice in Kazakhstan remains insufficiently
explored. In particular, there is a lack of comprehensive analysis of how disenfranchisement
functioned not only as a legal mechanism, but also as a lived social reality that shaped patterns of
adaptation, survival strategies, and social exclusion at the local level.

This study seeks to address this gap by examining the socio-legal status of disenfranchised
individuals and the challenges of their adaptation within the social structure and everyday life of
Kazakhstani society in the early 1920s to the mid-1930s. Special attention is given to urban contexts,
particularly Alma-Ata, as an administrative and cultural center where mechanisms of political
control and exclusion were actively implemented.

The novelty of this research lies in its integrated approach, combining legal analysis with social
history and the study of everyday practices. By situating disenfranchisement within the broader
framework of Soviet political repression, this study contributes to a deeper understanding of how



mechanisms of exclusion shaped long-term transformations in social structure, collective memory,
and civic identity.

Understanding these historical processes is essential not only for restoring historical justice but
also for critically reassessing the legacy of totalitarian governance. In the context of contemporary
Kazakhstan, such reflection plays an important role in strengthening civic consciousness, national
identity, and a more nuanced engagement with the past.

Methods and materials. This study employs an interdisciplinary methodological approach that
integrates historical, legal, and socio-cultural analysis to examine the phenomenon of
disenfranchisement in Kazakhstan during the 1920s—1930s, with a particular focus on Alma-Ata.

The historical-diachronic method allows for tracing the evolution of electoral legislation,
political practices, and the broader socio-political context of disenfranchisement. This approach
makes it possible to analyze how deprivation of electoral rights developed as part of Soviet state-
building and class policy.

A key role is played by documentary and archival analysis, including primary sources such as
legislative acts, electoral protocols, party and Soviet reports, and judicial materials. These sources
enable the reconstruction of the mechanisms of disenfranchisement, identification of targeted social
groups, and examination of how these policies were implemented in practice.

The study also applies socio-historical analysis, focusing on the impact of disenfranchisement
on different social and ethnic groups, as well as their participation-or exclusion-from political
processes. This is complemented by a comparative approach, which situates the case of Alma-Ata
within the broader Soviet context, revealing both common patterns and regional specificities.

To deepen the analysis, phenomenological and anthropological approaches are employed. These
methods allow for the exploration of lived experiences, perceptions, and adaptive strategies of
individuals subjected to disenfranchisement, drawing on memoirs, letters, and testimonies. This
makes it possible to move beyond formal legal frameworks and examine disenfranchisement as a
social and cultural phenomenon.

First,A. N. Nusupbekov's book "The formation and development of the Soviet working class in
Kazakhstan (1917-1940)" [1]. PThis paper, based on the analysis of changes in the structure of the
working class during the NEP period, is indeed an important contribution to the study of the history
of the working class in Kazakhstan. While the main focus is on the working class, it would also be
useful to address issues related to other social groups, such as the peasantry and intelligentsia,
especially in the context of repressive and discriminatory measures, including disenfranchisement.
Secondly, the three-volume work "History of the working Class of Soviet Kazakhstan: The Working
Class of Kazakhstan in the period of consolidation and development of socialism (1938-1960)" is
also a valuable contribution to Kazakh historiography [2, p. 462]. This work covers an important
period when Kazakhstan began to actively develop the industrial base of the Soviet economy, and
also demonstrates the mechanisms of political control through the working class, which is connected
with the broader processes of strengthening the totalitarian regime.

Third,scientific work of Zh. B. Abylkhozhin " Traditional structure of Kazakhstan. Socio-
economic aspects of functioning and transformation (-1920-1930)" is also of interest, as it covers the
process of transformation of the traditional structure of Kazakh society under the Soviet regime,
especially in the context of land reforms, forced collectivization and liquidation of the Kazakh
aristocracy [3, p.238].

However, despite the value of these works, the issue of disenfranchisement and its socio-political
consequences for the Kazakh population, including the peasantry, intelligentsia and other social
groups, has long remained on the periphery of historical analysis. Your research, which addresses
this particular topic, fills an important research gap by linking legal and political aspects to the
specific social reality of the Kazakh people during the years of collectivization and repression.

Fourth, S. T. Rysbekov's scientific work "The Soviet experience of social modernization of
traditional society: lessons and historical significance (1920-1936)" is an important study that
significantly complements existing scientific works on the socio-economic development of
Kazakhstan during the early Soviet Union [4]. Rysbekov analyzes in detail the modernization



process that was carried out by the Soviet government in relation to traditional Kazakh society,
including the rural population, culture, traditions and social institutions. In his work, an important
aspect is the introduction of new sources, which allows us to better understand exactly how the
transition from traditional society to the Soviet socialist state was carried out. The study helps to
highlight the complex processes associated with forced collectivization, agrarian reform, the
elimination of the kulaks and the formation of a new social structure, as well as how these changes
were perceived by various segments of the population. Applying a broader approach, the author
takes into account both external and internal factors that influenced socialist modernization. One of
the important aspects of the dissertation is the analysis of social changes in the context of political
and legal reforms, including disenfranchisement, which played a key role in controlling various
social groups. Despite the fact that the work focuses on socio-economic modernization, it also
reveals the role of political repression and restrictions on rights as a means of implementing state
policies. S. T. Rysbekov's scientific work is of interest to both historians and social researchers
seeking to understand the consequences of Soviet modernization for the peoples of Kazakhstan and,
more broadly-, for the entire Soviet Union. HNash aa A study that focuses on the legal aspects and
specific consequences of disenfranchisement can perfectly complement this picture, deepening our
understanding of social transformation and its impact on civil liberties in the context of that time.

We note that there aremany scientific works that are central to the study of collectivization and
punitive measures against the peasantry in Kazakhstan during the period of Soviet totalitarianism.
These works are of great importance for understanding the tragedy that the Kazakh people went
through in the 1920s and 1930s. Abylkhozhin Zh. B., M. Tatimov, Kozybayev M. K.,
Aldazhumanov Kh. C."Collectivization in Kazakhstan: the tragedy of the peasantry" [5, p. 36.] and
their next joint work Zh. B. Abylkhozhina and M. K. Kozybayev and Kh. S. Aldazhumanov
"Totalitarian socialism: reality and consequences" [6, p. 28.]. Theseare fundamental studies that
focus on the tragic consequences of collectivization for the peasantry. These works reveal not only
the violent and brutal policy of the Soviet state, but also its social and economic consequences for
the peasants, who were forced to go through the processes of dekulakization, forced transfer to
collective farms and mass deportation.

At the same time, these studies largely focus on macro-level processes-industrialization,
collectivization, and class transformation-while the issue of disenfranchisement as a specific socio-
legal practice and everyday experience remains insufficiently studied, particularly in the context of
Kazakhstan. In Russian historiography, disenfranchisement has been examined as part of broader
discriminatory policies, yet its regional implementation and social consequences require further
investigation.

Thus, this research addresses an important gap by linking legal mechanisms of
disenfranchisement with their concrete social manifestations and consequences for various groups
of the population.

The empirical basis of the study consists of extensive archival materials from the Central State
Archive of the Republic of Kazakhstan, regional archives, and the Presidential Archive. These
include: -complaints of citizens regarding deprivation of rights and property confiscation;

- minutes of commissions on dekulakization and electoral exclusion;

- lists of disenfranchised individuals and deportees;

- judicial materials, including cases from the Alma-Ata People’s Court (1928-1935);

- documents of state institutions such as the People’s Commissariats of Agriculture, Labor, and
Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection.

These sources are particularly valuable as they provide insight not only into official policies but
also into their perception by the population, revealing the gap between legislation and lived
experience.

The novelty of this study lies in its focus on disenfranchisement as a multidimensional
phenomenon, combining legal, political, and socio-cultural perspectives. Unlike previous research,
which primarily addresses macro-level transformations, this study examines how
disenfranchisement functioned in practice at the local level and how it affected everyday life, social
adaptation, and identity formation.



By integrating legal analysis with social history and micro-level evidence, this research
contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of Soviet political control mechanisms and their
long-term impact on Kazakhstani society. It also provides important insights into the historical roots
of contemporary issues related to civil rights, political participation, and collective memory.

Discussion. The inclusion of Article 65 in the 1918 Constitution of the RSFSR institutionalized
disenfranchisement as a fundamental element of the Soviet political system. By legally defining
categories of citizens deprived of electoral rights, the Soviet state established a mechanism for
excluding so-called “class enemies” and socially “unreliable” groups from political participation.
These categories included individuals engaged in wage labor for profit, private traders, former
representatives of the tsarist administration, clergy, and others associated with the pre-revolutionary
order. Thus, disenfranchisement functioned not only as a legal norm but as an instrument of
ideological control and social restructuring.

Archival materials demonstrate that disenfranchisement in Kazakhstan had a wave-like
character, closely linked to broader political campaigns. The first wave (1924-1929) coincided with
the intensification of collectivization and dekulakization. During this period, large segments of the
peasantry were deprived of political rights alongside the confiscation of property and forced
displacement. Disenfranchisement became an integral tool in eliminating economically independent
groups and consolidating Soviet authority in rural areas.

A temporary decline in repression in 1930-1931 did not signify a shift in policy but rather a
tactical adjustment. The second wave (1933-1934), associated with preparations for elections,
marked a renewed expansion of disenfranchisement practices. This phase reflected the strengthening
of totalitarian control and the continued use of electoral exclusion as a means of regulating political
participation and suppressing dissent.

The adoption of the 1936 USSR Constitution formally abolished disenfranchisement by
proclaiming universal suffrage. However, this legal shift did not eliminate repressive practices;
instead, mechanisms of political control were transformed and continued through other institutional
channels. This contradiction between formal rights and political reality highlights the dual nature of
Soviet governance.

The case of Alma-Ata provides an important urban perspective on these processes. Following
its transformation from Verny into Alma-Ata and its integration into the administrative structure of
the Kazakh SSR, the city became a key political and administrative center. Despite relatively slow
population growth in the early 1920s, by the mid-1920s the city experienced gradual expansion
driven by migration and socio-economic changes associated with Soviet modernization.

Administrative reorganization, particularly the division of the city into 23 districts, played a
crucial role in implementing electoral policies. This structure enabled more effective control over
voter registration, election procedures, and the identification of disenfranchised individuals. Local
electoral commissions, operating within this framework, not only organized elections but also
enforced political criteria for participation, excluding categories deemed undesirable by the state.

Thus, disenfranchisement in Alma-Ata was embedded in both legal norms and administrative
practices, serving as a mechanism of political control at the local level. Its implementation reveals
the interaction between central policies and local governance, demonstrating how broader processes
of collectivization, repression, and social engineering were realized in everyday urban life.

Overall, the analysis shows that disenfranchisement was a dynamic and adaptive nuacTpyMeHT
of Soviet Bnactu, which evolved in response to political priorities and crises. It played a key role in
reshaping the social structure, limiting civic participation, and reinforcing the foundations of the
totalitarian system.

In particular, in this order:

Correspondence of the Alma-Ata City Council with suburban collective farms
(1.02.1934-19.10.1934).

1-table:
Item of the city's PRESENCE. to the
No - Name districts. For example. TOTAL report. sobr.




1.1 th district -- - 378 129
2.2 th district 513 315 828 80
3.3 [2nd district 600 402 1002 77
4.4 |2nd district 149 155 304 72
5.5 |2nd district 182 158 335 80
6.6 2nd district -- - 384 92
7.7 th district 197 151 312 95
8.8 Fth district -- — 200 68
9.9 |th district -- — 230 91
10.10 tth district 109 P1 124 86
11.11 |2nd district 245 270 517 86
12.12 |-2nd district 589 486 761 126
13.13 [2nd district 438 218 500 130
14.14 [-2nd district 301 260 570 150
15.15 [-2nd district 339 374 405 200
16.16 |-2nd district 259 193 452 200
17.17 2nd district -- — 158 82
18.18 th district 135 153 414 123
19.19 [2nd district 502 271 698 126
20.20 |-2nd district -- - 1400 328
21.21 [th district 523 370 590 120
22.22 |2nd district -- — 415 280
23.23 th district 87 89 170-5168 -
5168 3886 11147 2821
[7,p.8].

Archival materials on voter registration and election reporting in Alma-Ata provide valuable
insight into the mechanisms of Soviet electoral practices in the 1920s. Statistical tables reflecting the
number of voters by districts, their gender composition, and participation in reporting meetings
demonstrate that electoral campaigns were not merely administrative procedures, but instruments of
political control. These data reveal significant variation in participation rates across districts,
indicating differences in political mobilization and social organization. At the same time, the absence
of gender data in certain districts suggests either inconsistencies in record-keeping or the
crienu(prIecKuil XapakTep OTICIbHBIX TEPPUTOPUI B paMKax N30UPATEILHOTO MpoIiecca.

The preparation of such records was closely linked to the broader ideological to the tasks of the
Soviet state. Election campaigns were accompanied by intensive propaganda aimed at mobilizing
the population and legitimizing the Bmactu. Consequently, many official documents, including
electoral reports, combined administrative data with agitation functions, reflecting not only reality
but also the desired image of political participation.

The legal framework of these processes was established by the 1918 Constitution of the RSFSR
and subsequent electoral instructions, which regulated both the procedure of elections and the
categories of citizens excluded from participation. Disenfranchisement was thus embedded in the
institutional structure of the Soviet state and functioned as a mechanism of social selection, ensuring
the dominance of politically loyal groups while excluding those labeled as “alien elements” [8]

A key feature of electoral practice was the classification of the population along social,
professional, and ideological lines. Voters were categorized as workers, peasants, employees, and
other groups, reflecting the class-based approach of Soviet policy. At the same time, additional
criteria-such as party membership, military status, and level of education-were systematically
recorded. This detailed classification allowed the authorities not only to monitor the composition of
the electorate but also to shape it by privileging certain groups and marginalizing others.

Particularly significant was the inclusion of party affiliation (members of the CPSU (b) and
Komsomol) as a separate category, which highlights the central role of ideological loyalty in the



political system. Similarly, the yueTr ypoBHs rpamoTHOCTH demonstrates the link between electoral
practices and broader state policies aimed at social modernization and the elimination of illiteracy.

At the local level, electoral processes in Alma-Ata were tightly controlled by city authorities and
party structures. The division of the city into districts facilitated detailed monitoring of the population
and the systematic exclusion of disenfranchised individuals from electoral lists. Local commissions
played a crucial role not only in organizing elections but also in implementing repressive measures,
including the verification of social status and the removal of “unreliable” elements.

This system reveals a fundamental contradiction of Soviet electoral policy. On the one hand, it
proclaimed the participation of workers and peasants as the foundation of political power; on the
other hand, it systematically excluded broad segments of the population whose socio-economic
activities did not fit the ideological model. Professions related to trade, handicrafts, or small-scale
entrepreneurship were often classified as “exploitative,” despite their importance for everyday
survival. As a result, individuals engaged in such activities were deprived not only of political rights
but also frequently subjected to economic sanctions, confiscation of property, and social
stigmatization.

The classification principles embedded in electoral instructions thus functioned as tools of both
integration and exclusion. While formally aiming to organize and mobilize society, they
simultaneously imposed rigid ideological frameworks that marginalized significant groups of the
population. Disenfranchisement became a key element of this system, operating at the intersection
of legal regulation, administrative practice, and political repression.

Archival evidence further suggests that the application of disenfranchisement was often
inconsistent and dependent on local interpretations. The duration and severity of restrictions could
vary depending on social origin, occupation, and perceived political reliability, indicating a
significant degree of arbitrariness in enforcement. In practice, deprivation of electoral rights was
frequently accompanied by broader repressive measures, reinforcing its role as a tool of coercion
[9].

Thus, the electoral system in Alma-Ata in the 1920s-1930s functioned not simply as a
mechanism for forming representative bodies, but as an instrument of social engineering and political
control. It allowed the Soviet state to restructure society in accordance with ideological principles,
regulate participation in public life, and suppress alternative social and economic practices. This
analysis highlights the complex interplay between formal legal norms and their practical
implementation, revealing the deeply contradictory nature of Soviet policy.

For example: Inthe materials on the case of meetings of the grain procurement assistance
commissions and the list of sowers of the 12th district of Alma-Ata for 1930, the ode on grain
procurement is preserved witha squeakand subject to eviction as Kulak farms from the village of
Nikolaevsky Kalinsky district.

Surname » | = | Listof Was subjected =
. a o} XS]
First name 8 | & | property and - to =
é‘ and g % other sources o) dekulakization | -Z
§ patronymic > g | .g | ofincome Z and other _c§‘
9 = .Z‘ o B=] . [7)
o S o | E 2 = repr1§als for «g % . .
= g 2P 9 s refusing to 2z Politfizanomiya
P gl <| & 2] = S o
o <Z<s = g ‘g’ perform state = o
5] . . o
g 5| © g duties, which =
s S | B
4 g | o < was expressed g
2 § in <
L =
dekulakization. | —




o Tregubov House in 3 He was fined deprived | politically
o | Semyon 45 rooms dining | 311 for not ofa unreliable
% Vasilyevich 3 room, and 2 RUB. | handing maternity | , sitting in a
8 wife: _§ . | barns, over surplus hospital | residential
=% | Alexandra a | 28 © | outbuildings bread and in 1928, | building for
> = = . . .
g | Pavlovna--- | & Caravanserai confiscated, and is beating up a
S | --- was currently | member of the
~ . . )
= | son: Nikolay 7 village council

Semyon.

, Samigullin House of He was not Deprived | In 1927-28 and
% Hafiz 60 trees. 2 com. dekulakized, in 1928. 1929. Traded
=~ | Khusnutdin. Outbuildings, | 38 was arrested in and insured
§ wife: Gazizi - 2 horses, rubles. | 1920 several times
E --- 38 |6 cow, small . For for non-wear of
Z | children: .~ | trade speculation the level of
% | Gulsima--- 28 ot kozlamstvo collection,
g | -//-Farida- there are signs
= |- of sheltering
> | -//-Ibrahim 7 livestock.
2 |- 4
%S | -//-Ishmael

-- 1

[10, p.204].

This list illustrates the practice of administrative decisions when disenfranchisement was linked
to property status and political trustworthiness. For example, Tregubov Semyon Vasilyevich has
been deprived of his rights since 1928, was fined, and his property was partially confiscated.
Samigullin Hafiz Khusnutdin has also been deprived of his rights since 1928, was previously arrested
for profiteering, and was accused of harboring cattle. Such documents are important for analyzing
the mechanism of repression and social stratification in early Soviet Kazakhstan. And
anotherinteresting point, which reflects the close interaction of various authorities in the USSR to
implement the policy of restricting electoral rights. This indicates a high level of centralized control
and strict accounting of persons falling under the categories excluded from the electoral process.

In this case, it can be seen that the exclusion mechanism was supported by legislative norms, for
example, through Article 69 of the second part of paragraph " e " of the Constitution of the RSFSR.
This article referred to persons who were declared incapacitated due to mental illness. Such a policy
illustrates the attempts of the state not only to regulate the electoral process, but also to form a "socially
suitable" composition of voters, which also fit into the general context of building a socialist society
[11, p.62].

A special emphasis on requests from the City Council (in this case, to a psychiatric hospital)
highlights how bureaucratically detailed the process of excluding citizens from the electoral register
was. This confirms that such measures were implemented not only for the purposes of social control,
but also to demonstrate discipline and order in the work of state structures. For example, this analysis
underscores the complex interplay between formal legal norms and their practical implementation,
revealing the inherently contradictory nature of Soviet policy.

Special part. Lists of persons deprived of their electoral rights

No |Surname first name and | gender [nationality | what was he | what is he doing ADRES Notes
in patronymic doing before now
order the February
revolution
1 Zhdanov Alexey M. Russian Psalmist Deacon. B.st. 2 124 St.
Romanovich
2 Belanov Moisey -- - Priest Priest Soldatskaya
Ivanovich




3 | Khlebnikov Alexander - - - -
Flegont.
4 Markovsky Alexey - - - Protonest At the Alekseevskaya
Petrovich church
5 | Markovsky Alexander | -- - Psalmist Psalmist towe
Alex.
6 Shavrov Alexey -- - Priest Priest Commander-
Alekseevich Kashgarsk. 1694
7 Tikhonravov Gavriil - - Sacred. The first one. Sartovskaya 74
Petrovich service. service.
8 Urazov Yakub - Mus. Ponomar. kaz. Tashk. Aleya D.
Urazovich tser. Urdabayeva
9 Khasanov Akhmed - Taranch. Mullah tar. the | Y3biH-Arau. yn.j.mnpu
Khasanovich sword. M. 58
10 Tamues [Mamup - - ITon. Tap. Mecha | Sartovsk.st per quart. | KAK
lanmeBud 20 SLU
11 Abakov Gomar - - Mon. tar. sword |naber. st. sob. d. glinob. WITE
Abakovich on the berg. 73 LIRE
Alma-Alm. and LIGI
bargain st. zh. OZN
P : 0GO
12 Khamidhajiev Gali - Kashgar. Phnom and Tokmak street on KUL
Khamidhaj. Kashgar sword. kvar. d TA
on Tokmak street
.13 Rahmatkhodjaev - Sart Pon. to In the courtyard of
Golaskar Rahm. Chalakazaksk. Chalakakzak sword.
mosques in B.
stanitsa.
14 Mirfaizov Niriaz - - in Sart. mosques | . Starokldb. sob. d. 27
Mirfaiz. in the old
cemetery. st
15 Abdul-karimov - Taranch. Pon. Taranch. Klevern. uch. za
Abdulkhali A-K. sword. in klevern. | tatarsk. slob. 2 own
uch. for the Tatars street. house 156
is weak.
16 Talibov Barat - - Shoemaker | Azanchi Taranch.| Taranch. st. cathedral
Talibovich mosques on house.21
Stanichnaya street
17 Jalilev Gabdulkadir -- - Mul. v Kar. Mullah of the | Grasshopper row. rows
Jalil. vol. Kashgarlyk on kvar. 66
mosque in
Kuznechny.
18 Kasymov Kambar - - Azanchi Azanchi (nom.) Grasshopper row.
Kasymovich (Ponomarsky)| Kashk. mosques
in kuznechn.
19 |Rakhmatullin Shaidulla| -- - Grain grower | Azanchi (panom.) | . Sergipolsk st. sob. d.
Nigm. Tatars. mosques 31
on Lep. st
20 Gafarov Shakir - | Mullah of Mul. in Mosque in Tatar. slob. on kvar. 13
Akhmedtanov. the Tatar Tatar sl.
Slabodki
21 Mukhamediev -- - Pch. iAz. in | Azanchi (panom.)| Tatarskaya slab. sobr.
Gakhimdzhan tat sl Tatars. mosques 53
Akhmedzh. in Tatarsk.
slabod.
22 | Gabdullin Habibulla - Dungan | The Mullah | Mullah Upper . At the mosque
Gabdul. Dung Mullah.




mosques on
Dungansk. ul

23 Yakubov Maksum -- - Azanchi | Azanchi (porom.) | Kashgarskaya St. sob.
Yakubovich (ponomarsky) | in Verkhne-dung. d.51.24
mech. on dung. r
24 Santyashuyev -- - Azanchi and | Azanchi (nom.) in Kirghizskaya St.
Sanukhun Santyash bread. nizhne-dung. cathedral 1
mech. on dung.
25 Rozhdestvensky - Russian Priest House of farms. |Starokladbishchenskaya
26 | Belarusians Konstantin - - - - Krasnoarmeyskaya 67
Pavel
[12, p. 23-37].

This example perfectly illustrates how the practices of the Soviet government not only ensured
control over the composition of voters, but also linked this to the concept of social "duty" and labor
contribution. The City Council's requests to the tax and finance departments emphasize that the
exclusion from the electoral rights of people living on unearned incomes was not just a declaration,
but a clearly structured process.

This policy reflected the ideology of the Soviet state, where priority was given to workers, and
"non-labor elements" were considered undesirable from the point of view of participating in the
formation of Soviet power. This was in accordance with the provisions of the Constitution of the
RSFSR (for example, Article 69 of part I of paragraph "b"), which explicitly referred to persons
living on income from private trade, exploitation or other types of "unearned" income [13].

For example, the City Council urgently asks for information about the trade of the citizen
Brodsky losif losifovich, since according to the data available to them, the citizen once engaged in
trade, and now his wife is trading [14, p. 37].

Thisis a good example that shows how deeply the state bodies of the USSR interfered in the
private lives of citizens, pursuing the goal of monitoring compliance with ideological norms and
social policies. Specifically, in this case, we aretalking about identifying "non-labor elements" and
preventing their participation in political life through the electoral process.

Following an interesting fact, a request was sent to the City Council from the SAGA Light Cavalry
Work Department. In the request "to the light cavalry group of the SAGU Faculty of Work, we ask
you to provide information about a student of the Faculty of Work who lived with his brother in the
city of Alma-Ata on Kaskelenskaya Street, 75 before admission. Student Niyazov Abdurakhim
Mustafievich is listed in our social status-a worker, but there are no documents on physical experience,
and there is information that he is the son of a mullah, please indicate the social status of his father in
the past and present, as well as the property status of his brother, and indicate the place of residence
(Alma-Ata county, Tolit-Kara village)" [15, p. 21]. Thesurvey was not limited to information about
the student, but also included information about his family, in particular about his father (mullah) and
brother. This demonstrates how the Soviet government considered not only the personal merits of
citizens, but also the influence of their family background. Mullahs, as representatives of the religious
class, as well as the property status of the brother could be associated with suspicions about social
origin, which was an important criterion for assessing political credibility.

Some materials demonstrate the process of rehabilitation and restoration of rights after a citizen
was deprived of them by social status (in this case, as a fist). The example of Yelisey Artemovich
Teslenko shows how the Soviet system could not only restrict the rights of certain categories of
citizens, but also provide for the possibility of their restoration if certain conditions were met. For
example, the application of citizen Telenor Yelisey Artemovich for restoration of electoral rights,
deprived as a kulak [16, p. 67]. Since 1930, citizen E. A. Teslenko worked continuously in the
distance of way 17-as a stable boy, treated work conscientiously. Given that citizen Teslenko E. A.,
for 5 years worked in good faith, did not have a single delay and absenteeism, the commission
decided to restore his rights.




The key aspects of the repressive policy of the Soviet regime that we have discussed are indeed
that disenfranchisement was one of the means of combating "undesirable elements" in a socialist
society. It was a kind of social and political isolation used to maintain discipline, loyalty, and
ideological purity.

Conclusions. Disenfranchisement often involved people with a certain social background, such
as" kulaks", peasants with capitalist tendencies, or members of the old classes whose existence did
not correspond to the ideals of socialist economics and social justice. This not only deprived them
of a political voice, but also effectively marginalized them, making them an object of repression.

Disenfranchisement was part of a broader repressive policy aimed at eliminating political and
social enemies, "class" opponents, and people with potentially "wrong" behavior. The desire to
create an ideal socialist society included a strict separation of "enemies of the people" and other
counter-revolutionary elements.

The Soviets, within the framework of their ideology, were determined to eliminate those who
could threaten the socialist society under construction. Professional affiliation, background, financial
status, or even personal connections could lead to disenfranchisement, as the authorities placed great
importance on social affiliation and loyalty.

The restoration of voting rights based on labor achievements, as in the case of Teslenko, showed
that the main condition for restoration -is compliance with social discipline. Thus, the system
supported the mechanism of repression and at the same time provided citizens with a chance to be
"rethought" through work and loyalty.

Problems related to insufficient training of staff, lack of coordination between different
authorities, and the complexity of registration have indeed played a major role in shaping a repressive
and discriminatory system in which many people may have been unfairly deprived of their rights.

OOne of the key reasons for disenfranchisement was the origin of citizens and their income,
which did not correspond to the principles of the new socialist society. The ideology of Soviet power
was based on class struggle, and any "unearned" income (for example, from trade or private practice)
was perceived as a threat to socialist construction. This contributed to the exclusion of certain
segments of society from the political process.

In addition, disenfranchisement entailed a number of restrictions on residence, employment in
the public sector, higher education, and participation in social systems.

In this regard, in the late 1920s, the number of disenfranchised persons increased rapidly, and in
the early 1930s, an important issue for local governments was determining the number of applicants
for the restoration of these rights.
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