Abait amwinoasger Kaz¥ITV-niy XABAPLIBICBI, « Tapux sicane casicu-aneymemmik evlibmoapy cepusicsl, Ne2(89),2026

3. Abdilashim D. Qazaq sultany Khangozhanyn lle generalyna zhazgan otinish khatynan bir
nusga [One version of the request letter written by Kazakh sultan Khankhoja to the Military Governor
of Yili]. Shynzhan qogamdyq gylymy. 2010, Ne3. p. 26-31. [in Kazakh].

4. Abdilashim D. Qytay birinshi tarihi muraghatynda saqgtalghan gazagsha qujattar [Research
on Kazakh Documents in the First Historical Archives of China]. Beijing: Ulttar baspasy. 2016. p.
278. [in Kazakh].

5. Abdilashim D. Enoix ¢penomen: Kazax xanowizvinviy [{un namwansigeina sconoasan dipezetl
OUNTOMAMUSATILIK KYHCAmmapsvl mypanvl mapuxu-oepekmarnynvlk sepmmey [A State phenomenon:
Research on the Diplomatic documents of the Kazakh Khanate addressed to the Qing Dynasty from
the perspective of historical literary study]. Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia
and Africa, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies. 2025. p. 452. [in Kazakh].

6. Abdilashim D. 18-19 seiki bungo Kazahugo monjyo no reikishi bunkengakuteki kenkyu [A
Historical Study of Kazakh Documents in the 18M-19" Centuries]. Doctoral dissertation. Kyoto:
Kyoto University, 2010. p. 170. [in Japanese].

7. Fuheng deng fengchi zhuan. Qinding xiyu tongwen zhi [Imperially Commissioned Unified-
language Gazetteer of the Western Regions]. Vol. 1. Siku quanshu zhenben sanji/Wang Yunwu
zhuchi/sanji/118-120, Beijing: Shangwu yinshu guan. [in Chinese].

8. Takahiro Onuma. Jungaru no shihai taisei ni kansuru kisoteki kento [A Preliminary Study on
the Governance System of the Dzungar State]. Junpei Kubota, Cheng Zhi, and Mitsuyuki Inoue (eds.).
Iri kawa ryiiiki rekishi chiri ronshii: Yurashia shin’obu kara no nagame. Kyoto: Shokado, 2009,
p. 33-63. [in Japanese].

9. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian. Qingdai
Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the Qing
Dynasty]. Vol. 113. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 449. [in Manchu].

10. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian.
Qingdai Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the
Qing Dynasty]. Vol. 95. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 455. [in Manchu].

11. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian.
Qingdai Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the
Qing Dynasty]. Vol. 117. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 447. [in Manchu].

12. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian.
Qingdai Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the
Qing Dynasty]. Vol. 118. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 449. [in Manchu].

13. Chokan Valikhanov. [lloxan Yonuxanos (ken momowiK wibleapmaniap xHcunazwl), 2-mom
(2-6acwvivim) [Collected Works of Chokan Valikhanov, Vol. 2 (2nd ed.)]. Almaty: Tolagay Group,
2010. p. 464. [in Kazakh].

14. Belek Soltonev (ed. A. Ch. Kakeev). Qyrgyz taryhy (Qyzyl qyrgyz taryhy 1-2) [History of the
Kyrgyz (History of the Kara-Kyrgyz, Vols. 1-2)]. Bishkek: ARHI Innovation Center, 2003. p. 448.
[in Kyrgyz].

15. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian.
Qingdai Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the
Qing Dynasty]. Vol. 120. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 450. [in Manchu].

16. Zhongguo bianjing shidi yanjiu zhongxin yu Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan hebian.
Qingdai Xinjiang manwen dang’an huibian [A Collection of the Xinjiang Manchu Documents of the
Qing Dynasty]. Vol. 119. Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2012. p. 448. [in Manchu].

18




BECTHHK KaszHITY um. A6as, cepus « Acmopuueckue u coyuanvro-noaumuieckue Haykuy, No2(89), 2026 2.

FTAXP/ MPHTH/ IRSTI 03.20
90XK/YIK/ UDC: 93/94 https://doi.org/10.51889/2959-6017.2026.89.2.002

Zh.K. Akhmetova @, A.Zh. Asanbaeva®?, K.D. Saipova(®

1 Candidate of Historical Sciences, Acting Associate Professor,

Kazakh National Women’s Teacher Training University, Kazakhstan, Almaty.
e-mail: akhmetova.zhanat73@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6671-1954
2 Master of Pedagogical Sciences, Lecturer, Korkyt Ata Kyzylorda University, Kazakhstan Kyzylorda.
e-mail: akerke.asanbaeva@mail.ru
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-7189-5554
®Doctor of Historical Sciences, Professor,

National University of Uzbekistan named after Mirzo Ulugbek, Uzbekistan, Tashkent.
e-mail: kamola_nuz@rambler.ru
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8827-6583

THE CONCEPT OF “TURKISTAN” IN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL
DISCOURSE OF THE KAZAKH INTELLIGENTSIA OF THE EARLY 20th CENTURY

Abstract

The article analyzes selected aspects of the concept of “Turkestan” as an ideological and cultural
phenomenon in the discourse of the Kazakh intelligentsia of the early twentieth century. It examines
the intellectual, political, and sociocultural prerequisites for the emergence of the idea of Turkic unity
and regional solidarity under the conditions of late imperial and early Soviet transformations. The
relevance of the study is determined by the need for a comprehensive understanding of the ideological
foundations of the national liberation movement, the role of the intelligentsia in shaping national
identity, and the significance of the concept of Turkestan in the process of political mobilization of
Turkic peoples. The exploration of this issue contributes to a deeper comprehension of the historical
mechanisms of self-determination and cultural consolidation in Central Asia.

The aim of the article is to identify and analyze the key ideological and cultural dimensions of
the concept of “Turkestan” in the intellectual discourse of the Kazakh intelligentsia. The main
objectives are to reveal the ideological sources of the concept, to determine the role of national leaders
in its formation, and to analyze the factors that influenced its transformation during the Soviet period.

Materials and Methods. The study is based on the analysis of archival documents, journalistic
and programmatic materials, as well as scholarly works by domestic researchers. The research
employs the methods of historicism, comparative historical analysis, and discourse analysis.

Results. The findings demonstrate that the concept of Turkestan integrated ideas of Turkic and
Muslim unity, anti-colonial resistance, and aspirations for political autonomy. The activities of
representatives of the Kazakh intelligentsia facilitated its institutionalization; however, the polyethnic
composition of the region and the pressure exerted by the Bolshevik authorities limited the
possibilities for its practical implementation. The concept of Turkestan played a significant role in
shaping the national consciousness and political culture of the Kazakh intelligentsia, preserving its
historical and ideological value within the broader context of the development of the Turkic world.

Keywords: Turkestan, Kazakh intelligentsia, Turkic unity, national elite, Jadidism, national
liberation movement, colonial policy, identity, political discourse.
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XX FACBIP BACBIHIAT'BI KA3AK 3UAJIBIJIAPBIHBIH
NAEOJIOTUAJIBIK 7KOHE MOJIEHU ITUCKYPCBIHIATBI «TYPKICTAH»
KOHLEITICI

Anoamna

Maxkana XX racelp OachlHOarbl Ka3aK WHTEIUITMTCHIUSACBIHBIH AUCKypchiHAa «TypkicTan»
KOHIICTITICIHIH HJCOJOTHSUIBIK KOHE MOJIeHM (DEHOMEH pEeTIHIEern KeWOip KhIpIaphlH Tajjaayra
apHanFaH. KelfiHri MMIepHsIIBbIK JKoHE epTe KeHECTIK TpaHchopMalysiap *KaraibiHaa Typik Oipiiri
MeH aliMaKTBhIK BIHTBIMAKTACTHIK UACSCHIHBIH KAJIBINTACYbIHA BIKIAI €TKEH 3USATKEPIIIK, CasCH JKOHE
QJICYMETTIK-MOJICHH  QIFBIMIAPTTAD  KAPACTBIPBUIAABI.  3€pPTTEYHIH  ©3CKTUIIr  YJIT-a3aTThIK
KO3FAIIBICTBIH MJICSUTBIK HET13/IepiH, YITTHIK OIpereilylikTi KalbIITACTHIPYAaFbl MHTEILTUTCHIIUSHBIH
POIiH jKoHE TYPKI XaJIBIKTApbIHBIH casicu Oipiry yaepicinzeri TypkicTaH KOHLENTICIHIH MaHBI3BIH
KEIICH/II TYPFbIaH MalbIMIay KaKETTUIINIMEH aWKbIHAAIAbl. ATanFaH MoceJelepal 3epaeney
Opranbik A3us KEHICTITIHACT] TAPUXHU ©31H-031 AlKBIHAAY MEH MOJICHH TONTACY TETIKTEPiH TePEHIPEK
TYCIHYTre MYMKIHJIIK Oepei.

MakanaHblH MakcaThl — Ka3aK WHTEJUIMTCHITUSCHIHBIH 3UATKEPIiK AUCKypchiHIa «TypkicTan»
KOHIICTITICIHIH HETi3ri WACOJOTUSIIBIK KOHE MOJICHHU acIeKTUIEepiH alKbIHIAy jKoHe Tasinay. Herisri
MIHJETTepre KOHIIENTIH WICSUTBIK KailHap KO3JepiH aIly, OHBIH KaJbIITaCYbIHAAFbl YIITTHIK
WMHTEJUIETCHIIMSACHIHBIH POJIIH aHBIKTAy KOHE KEHECTIK Ke3eHZer! TpaHc(opMamusChiHa ocep €TKEH
(axTopnapp! Tangay ’KaTabl.

Marepuanaap MeH dfictep. 3epTTey apXuB KyKaTrTapra, IMyOJIMIIHCTUKAIIBIK XKoHEe Oargapiama-
JBIK MaTepHalJiapFa, COHIAW-aK OTaH[ABIK FaJbIMIAPABIH FBUIBIMH EHOEKTEpiHEe HETI3/IeNTeH.
JKyMBICTa TapUXWUIIBIK, CATBICTHIPMANTBI-TAPUXU JKOHE TUCKYPC-TAIAY SAiCTepl KOJTAHBUI/IBL.

3eprTey HoTMXenepi periHae TypKiCTaH KOHLENTICI TYPKi-MYChUIMaH XaJIbIKTapbIHBIH OipJIiri,
OTapIIBUIIBIKKA KapChl KYpEC JKOHE CasiCi aBTOHOMHSFAa YMTBUIBIC WACSIIAPBIH TOFBICTHIPFaHBI
aHBIKTANBL. Ka3aKk MHTEITUIeHIUACH OKUTACPIHIH KbI3METI OHBIH HHCTUTYIIHOHAIAHYBIHA BIKIAI
€TTi, aNaiijia aifMaKThIH MMOJIMATHUKAJIBIK CUTIATHI MEH OOJBIIIEBUKTIK OMITIKTIH KbICHIMBI OYIT UICSHBIH
MIPAKTUKAIBIK TYPFBIAA KYy3€re acy MyYMKIHITH mekTeAl. TypKicTaH KOHIENTIiCl Ka3aK WHTEITUIeH-
[USICBIHBIH YVITTHIK CAHAChI MEH CasiCi MOJICHUETIH KaJbINTACThIPYya MAaHBI3IABI POJ aTKapbll, TYPKi
ONIEMiHIH JaMy KOHTEKCTIHIEC TAPUXH KOHE UICSIIBIK KYHIBUIBIFBIH CAKTaIl KAJI/IbL.

Kiar ce3mep: TypkicTaHn, Ka3aKk WHTCIUIMTCHUIMACHI, TYPKUTIK OIpJiK, VITTBIK JJIHTA,
AKOMUAMIUIIK, YITTHIK-a3aTTIK KO3FAJIBIC, OTAPJIBIK casicat, OipereiIiK, cascu TUCKYPC.
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KOHLEIT «TYPKECTAH» B UIEOJIOTUHYECKOM U KYJIbTYPHOM JIUCKYPCE
KA3BAXCKOU UHTEJUVIMI'EHIHUN HAYAJIA XX BEKA

Annomayus

Crarbs NOCBsIIIIEHA aHAIN3Y HEKOTOPBIX aCMEKTOB KOHIeNTa « TypKecTaH» KaK HI€0JIOTMYECKOro
U KyIbTypHOTOo ()eHOMEHa B JHUCKypce€ Ka3axCKoi WHTEIUIMTCHIMU Hadama XX Beka.
PaccmarpuBaroTcsi MHTEIUVIEKTyaJIbHBIC, IIOJIMTUYECKHE W COLMOKYIBTYPHBIE  MPEANOCHUIKH
dbopMHpOBaHUST HIEH TIOPKCKOTO EIWHCTBA M PETHOHAIBHOW CONHIAPHOCTH B YCIOBHUSX
MO3IHEUMITEPCKUX U PAHHECOBETCKUX TpaHchopMaruii. AKTyaTbHOCTh MCCIIEOBAaHUS OOYCIIOBICHA
HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO KOMITJICKCHOTO OCMBICIICHUS UIEUHBIX OCHOBaHUU HaIlMOHAIBLHO-
OCBOOONUTENILHOTO  JIBIDKCHHS, POJM HWHTEJUIMTCHIUH B  (OPMHUPOBAHUHM  HAIMOHAITBHOM
UJCHTUYHOCTH W 3HAYUMOCTH KOHIenTa TypKecTaHa B MPOIECCe MOIUTHUYECKOW MOOUIIH3AINH
TIOPKCKUX HapoaoB. V3ydueHwe nmaHHOW MpOOIEMATUKK TIO3BOJNSIET YIIYOWTh TOHHUMAaHUE
HMCTOPUYECKUX MEXAHU3MOB CaMOOIIPEICNICHUS U KYJIbTYpHOU KoHconuaaiuu B LlentpanbHoit A3uu.

Llenpro crarby SBASETCS BBISIBICHUE W aHAIU3 KIIOYEBBIX HACOJIOTMYECKUX U KYIBTYPHBIX
acnekToB KoHuenTta <«TypkecTaH» B HMHTEUIEKTYaJbHOM JIMCKYpCE Ka3axCKOW WHTEJUIMTCHLIUH.
OCHOBHBIMH 33J]a4aMU SIBJISIFOTCSI PACKPBITUE MICUHBIX MCTOYHUKOB KOHLIEIIIMH, OMPEEICHUE POJIH
HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX JUACPOB B €€ (GOPMHPOBAHMU H aHATU3 (HAKTOPOB, MOBIUSBIIMX Ha €&
TpaHc(hOpMaIMIo B COBETCKHI MEPUOS.

Marepuansl u Metofbl. MccnenoBanne 0CHOBaHO Ha aHAIM3€ apXUBHBIX JOKYMEHTOB, ITyOIHIIN-
CTUYECKHX U MPOTPAMMHBIX MaTepUaJIOB, & TAK)KE HAYYHBIX TPYAOB OTEYECTBEHHBIX UCCIIEI0BATENCH.
B pabote npuMeHeHbI METO/IBI HCTOPHU3MA, CPABHUTEIHHO-HCTOPHUYECKOTO U JUCKYpC-aHATN3a.

B kauecTBe pe3yiapTaToB YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO KOHIIENT TypkecTaHa 0ObEAUHSIT UIEH TIOPKCKOTO H
MYCYIBMAHCKOIO €IMHCTBA, AHTHUKOJOHUAJIBHOIO CONPOTUBIIEHUS M CTPEMIICHHS] K IOJIUTHYECKOU
aBTOHOMHH. JlesITenhbHOCTh TPEACTABUTENICH Ka3aXCKOW WHTEIUTMICHIIMKM CHOCcOOCTBOBajIa €ro
WHCTUTYLMOHATIM3AINH, OJHAKO IMOJIMAITHUYHOCTh PErHOHA W JaBJIIEHUE OOJBIICBUCTCKON BIIACTH
OTPAaHUYMIIM BO3MOXKHOCTH MpakTHUeckoi peanuzanuu. Konuent TypkecTaH chirpan 3HaYUMYIO pOJib
B (hOpMHUPOBAHNHY HAIIMOHATFHOTO CAMOCO3HAHUS U MOJIMTUIECKON KYIBTYPhl Ka3aXCKOW MHTEILTUTEH-
LU, COXPAHUB UCTOPUUECKYIO U UICHHYIO LIEHHOCTh B KOHTEKCTE Pa3BUTHSI TFOPKCKOTO MHpA.

KiroueBsble cioBa: TypkecTaH, Ka3axckasi HHTSIUTUTEHIUS, TIOPKCKOE €TUHCTBO, HAllMOHAJIbHAS
JJIMTa, JOKAOIUOA3M, HAIHOHAJIHLHO-OCBOOOMUTEILHOE IBIDKEHME, KOJOHMAJIbHAs IIOJIHUTHKA,
HUJIEHTUYHOCTD, OJUTUYECKHUI TUCKYPC.

Introduction. The latter half of the nineteenth century in the Russian Empire was a time of
vigorous implementation of socio-economic reforms in an effort to modernize administrative
structures and integrate various ethnic and social groups into the bureaucracy. In this period, there was
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a need to reorganize the administrative apparatus, due to the inherent deficiencies in the existing
bureaucratic system [1, pp. 112-115]. Low official education and the limited abilities of the estate-
based elites were some of the crucial factors contributing to the poor efficiency of imperial
bureaucracy. The multi ethnic nature of the corps of officials initially had been intended to help in the
conquest of Central Asia, while at the same time helping to integrate the local elites, including the
Kazakh aristocracy, into imperial authority structure.

During the late imperial modernization in Russian Empire, the Russian intelligentsia was an
ideological movement that eventually grew into an anti-state force. Unlike the relatively coherent
Russian intelligentsia, the national intelligentsia in Turkestan developed in a somewhat disorganized
and weak manner and had been limited in educational training and political ability, making it difficult
to formulate an autonomous status vis-a-vis colonial authority. While it served a transitional and
coercive purpose of state administrative reforms in the region due to "military governance", its
attempts to weaken the power of traditional elites manifested in the redistribution of the region's
territorial administration units and the dismantling of clan structures [2]. The previously tribal
structure-based volosts were divided into separate administrative units, identified with a place name in
the region, with a goal of enhancing colonial control and restricting independent governance at the
local level.

In parallel to these administrative reforms, an educational base was created for the upcoming
national elite. Although, urban and parish schools, teachers' seminaries and other Western model
educational institutions were established, the involvement of the local people in them remained very
limited [3]. Primarily these institutions trained subordinate personnel to meet the needs of the
administration which prevented them from performing educational and enlightenment tasks more
broadly. The efforts of Jadids were especially crucial here as through their reformist and educational
initiatives, they promoted the spiritual and cultural identity of Turkic Muslim communities and
accelerated the awakening of political consciousness through unity and solidarity [4].

The significance of the present study is associated with the necessity of a complex analysis of
the process of the formation of the national intelligentsia under colonial conditions and in the context
of the late imperial transformation. This analysis helps to reconstruct the development of the
intelligentsia into a social and political institution mediating between the colonial administration and
the local population and, at the same time, becoming a locomotive of national liberation and cultural
movements.

The problem is also due to the importance of Turkestan as a geopolitical and cultural center,
where process of modernization, colonization and national elite formation went in the context of sharp
ethno-cultural and social division. Characteristic features of the interaction between the local
intelligentsia and colonial administration, participation of Jadids in education and political process,
and transformation of the "Turkestan" into symbol of political unification and cultural cohesion were
typical for this region.

The goal of the study is the systematic identification and analysis of the factors shaping the
formation of national intelligentsia and its role in the politics, education and culture of Turkestan
region in late 19th — early 20th centuries. In achieving this objective, several interrelated tasks are
undertaken, including the reconstruction of the ideological and intellectual basis of intelligentsia
formation, analysis of the role of Jadid reformers and institutions in training national cadres, analysis
of the interactions between colonial power and local elites and reinterpretation of the concept of
"Turkestan" within late imperial and early Soviet transformation.

The scientific novelty of the study resides in the comprehensive analysis of the intelligentsia's
formation as an institution, that ensured the processes of culture and political unification in the region,
and taking into account internal factors (education, social structure, cultural values) and external
factors (colonial administration, imperial modernization process). The analysis also specifically
focuses on the correlation of modernization, political mobilization and the construction of cultural
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identity; this understanding of intelligentsia beyond merely social group allows it to be seen as a
political and cultural institution.

Working hypothesis of the study posits that the formation of the national intelligentsia was
caused by interaction of internal factors (Jadids' enlightenment and educational activities, social-
ethnic structure, values) and external factors (colonial administration, imperial modernization
policies). It was precisely these factors that defined the character of national elite's involvement in
politics, role in the national liberation movement and its impact on the concept of "Turkestan™ as a
symbol of unity and solidarity of Turkic peoples.

Materials and methods. To determine the meaning of the Turkestan concept as an ideology and
cultural concept in the discourse of Kazakh intelligentsia in early 20th century we use the
interdisciplinary approach including the historical, cultural, text-discursive and archivist documentary
analysis of Turkestan concept. We proceeded from the assumption that for the Kazakh intelligentsia
Turkestan represented an ideological and symbolic category, a symbol of cultural unity and
approximation among the Turkic Muslim peoples in Central Asia. Hence, Turkestan meant not just a
geographical territory but a complex cultural-ideological and symbolic phenomenon, reflecting unity of
Turkic peoples, mutual understanding on spiritual and moral levels, modernization mission of
intelligentsia.

Sources of the study included various types of documents. Of particular importance were
archival materials kept at the Central State Archives of the Republic of Kazakhstan: biographical data,
correspondence, administrative-investigation files and other papers on the lives and activities of
representatives of the Kazakh intelligentsia, materials related to the activities of the Jadid
organizations and publishing enterprises in the Turkestan region [5, pp. 4-5]. These sources allowed to
reconstruct the ideological discourse, intellectual activity and socio-political practices where the
concept of Turkestan penetrated into the Kazakh intellectual context.

At present the concept "Turkestan" in the historiographical works is considered as an ideological
and cultural phenomenon, developed as part of universal transformational processes in the Muslim
and Turkic worlds at the end of 19th — beginning of 20th century. For R.F. Mukhammeddinov,
Turkestan appears within the evolution of pan-Turkic idea, initially having the status of an
intellectual-cultural movement, oriented toward the consolidation of Turkic peoples via the
modernization of education, the renewal of religious consciousness, and the creation of common
historical and cultural space [6, pp. 19-21]. The author states that, "It was not the idea of Turkic
unification that caused radical political actions, it was rather the project of their spiritual resurgence,
the quest of common grounds and steady progress, founded upon the blend of the European system of
education with Islam and national traditions". Turkestan, in this aspect, represents a symbolic place,
integrating the Turkic-Muslim peoples of Central Asia, Volga region and Caucasus in a common
civilizational paradigm oriented toward illumination, the modernization of social institutions, and the
creation of a new layer of intellectuals. Such understanding is found in Sh. Lemercier Quelquejay's
writings, analyzing the redefinition of the Muslim minority groups in the period of revolution and
civil war [7, pp. 72-75]. The author explains, it was the intellectual and cultural movement of Jadids
and national intelligentsia based on the conception of Turkestan that became a fundamental factor,
leading to the rise of new collective identities and offering viable alternative to both imperial
frameworks and narrowly understood national identity projects. Within this context, Turkestan is not
perceived as a utopian political scheme but rather as an intellectual sphere for collaboration of
programs of renewal and societal reform among the Muslim-Turkic population.

Foreign historiography treats the conception of Turkestan as a cultural and integrationist
phenomenon in the sphere of forming of a new national and transnational consciousness. T. Martin in
his work proves, that ideas of cultural and regional autonomy, including Turkestan, were not
destroyed within the framework of Soviet national policies, but evolved into institutional models of
educational reform and cultural autonomy [8, p. 56]. He shows that the Soviet notion of "affirmative
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action" was deeply influenced by pre-revolutionary national projects of Jadids and Turkists and
adapted within socialist ideology. Studies of E. I. Kempbell (Morobyeva) dedicated to "inorodtsy
question” and Russian perceptions of Muslims during the autocracy also brought substantial
contribution into the historiography of Turkestan [9, pp. 205-207]. These studies illustrate the extent
of suspicion regarding the process of cultural unification among the Turkic-Muslim communities for
the territorial integrity of Russia, when ideas about Turkestan were identified with pan-Turkism and
political radicalism. Comparative analysis of sources, however, demonstrates that, in the perception of
the Kazakh and Turkic intellectuals, Turkestan signified a cultural synthesis, spiritual reform, social
modernization, in other words, it stood not for a radical political scheme of unification, but for an
intellectual community [10, pp. 133-152].

Special attention is given to M. Shokai and his ideas about Turkestan as a concept of Turkic
peoples' unification. The Kazakh intellectuals widely adopted his concept which manifested in
practices of cultural integration supported through educational projects, correspondence and public
discussions [11, p. 59]. Archival sources prove that the members of the Kazakh intelligentsia did
disseminate M. Shokai's ideas in their articles, journalistic work and pedagogy, thus building a
common space for the unification of cultural and political ideas in Central Asia.

The adopted methodology is a historical systemic analysis, considering the notion of Turkestan
as a dynamic system characterized by an interaction of political, cultural, religious, educational and
socio-political spheres. This allows the conception to be studied not only as a symbol of unification,
but also as a process, conditioned by socio-political environment and response of the empire. As a
result, several distinctive features in the understanding of Turkestan by the Kazakh intelligentsia,
which differentiate from those in Russian historiography, are revealed; namely, an emphasis on the
cultural identity, common religion and educational modernization.

Russian historiography of the beginning of 20th century identified pan-Turkic unification idea
among the Turkic peoples with aggressive political activity capable of destabilization of the empire,
which was demonstrated in analyses of unification projects from the standpoint of threat to the
territorial integrity of Russia, and interpretations of Jadids' and Kazakh intellectuals’ activity as
preparing for political struggle [12, pp. 161-163; 13, p. 48]. A comprehensive analysis of archives and
periodics proves that the real tendency of Kazakh intelligentsia was a cultural unification in order to
strengthening of the Turkic-Muslim identity and to create a literate and cultural nation [14, p. 219].

For the study of ideological and cultural characteristics of Turkestan, methods of textual and
discursive analysis were used. In the texts of M. Dulatov, Zh. Aimauthov, A. Bokeikhanov the concept
of Turkestan is used as symbol of unity and culture [15, p. 11-16]. Textual analysis helped to trace
how Turkestan was used in literature and journalism for the creation of common identity, political
goals and reformatory ideas within the nationalistic movement. Comparative discursive analysis
highlighted considerable divergence of the interpretation of Turkestan among Kazakh intellectuals
from those found in Russian scholarly texts.

The comparison and analysis of historical data on different national movements enabled to state
that the unifying Turkic idea of Turkestan also had common aspects with other Turkic peoples in the
region, which distinguished it from pan-Turkic programs and oriented itself to cultural integration,
spreading education and enlightening work.

Archival materials also included administrative and investigative documents reflecting the
response of the Russian administration to the activities of the Kazakh intelligentsia and the Jadids.
These sources made it possible to reconstruct the actual strategy of cultural integration aimed at
spreading education and enlightenment among the Turkic Muslim population rather than pursuing
political confrontation. A comparison of archival and printed sources demonstrates that the concept of
Turkestan functioned as a cultural and ideological code that united diverse groups and fostered a
collective sense of belonging to a shared civilizational and cultural tradition within Central Asia.

24




BECTHHK KaszHITY um. A6as, cepus « Acmopuueckue u coyuanvro-noaumuieckue Haykuy, No2(89), 2026 2.

The comprehensive use of these methodological approaches demonstrates that for the Kazakh
intelligentsia the concept of Turkestan served as a unifying factor for the Turkic Muslim peoples,
reflecting aspirations toward cultural solidarity, educational modernization, and integration. At the
same time, it functioned as a counterbalance to imperial interpretations that equated ideas of unity
with pan Turkism and perceived them as a threat to political stability. In this sense the concept of
Turkestan reveals key aspects of the cultural, ideological, and educational policies pursued by the
Kazakh intelligentsia and contributes to a deeper understanding of the early stages in the formation of
national identity and regional cultural integration in Central Asia.

Results. Considering all the analyzed materials: journalistic materials of the early twentieth
century, archival documents and works on history, we can say, that the notion "Turkestan" has become
a quite essential ideological and cultural part of the Kazakh intelligency at the early twentieth century
and has become a powerful intellectual device for interpreting the past, national culture and the
region's political future [16, p. 243]. Turkestan, from the perspective of the Kazakh intelligentsia, is
not an administrative or geographical category but a symbolic center of historical memory and
spiritual heritage. To the Kazakh intellectuals, Turkestan represented the centuries-long tradition of
Islamic scholarship, the evolution of Turkic written culture and the history and cultural formation of
the civilizational space of Central Asia [17, pp. 17-24]. Through engaging with Turkestan as a
concept, the Kazakh intelligentsia found their place in the socio-cultural system of connections of the
Turkic world, and proposed new patterns of social development in the context of the colonial policy
of the Russian Empire and political developments that occurred in early twentieth-century Turkestan.

The findings of the study show that the formation of ideological discourse with Turkestan as a
central concept was closely linked with the rise of a new segment of Kazakh intelligentsia. By the end
of the 19 th-early 20 th centuries a relatively small yet intellectual segment of educated individuals
emerged in the Kazakh steppe: this group received education in both Russian educational institutions
in the Russian Empire and Muslim centers of education in Central Asia and on the Volga River
[18, pp. 29-34]. However, an important discovery of the research lies in the fact that during both the
administrative practice of the Russian Empire and the Soviet system of accounting, representatives of
the Muslim school tradition were rarely considered part of the intelligentsia. In official reports
educated individuals were mainly those who graduated from Russian gymnasiums, colleges and
universities, however a large number of educated Kazakhs studied at madrasas: there students were
trained in theology, philosophy, logic, rhetoric, Arabic and Persian literature, history and foundations
of law. In spite of a relatively high level of humanities training received by graduates of madrasas this
system of education did not receive full recognition as legitimate by the colonial administration, thus
the educated segment of Kazakh society was excluded from official statistics and subsequently, from
Soviet historiography of the Kazakh intelligentsia [19, pp. 141-165].

The findings also show that Kazakh intellectuals of the early 20th century were well versed in
several languages that provided them with intellectual horizons that broadened their perception and
allowed them to operate in various Eurasian cultural circles. Besides the Kazakh language many of
them were well-versed in Arabic and Persian, which were the languages of the Islamic academic and
literary tradition and provided Kazakh intellectuals with access to Islamic philosophical, historical,
literary and theological heritage. However, the Kazakh intelligentsia's fluency was not limited to these
two languages, with many of them knowing Russian language, which enabled them to actively
participate in political life of the Russian Empire, publish in the press and conduct heated debates.
Some of them even had knowledge of the Chinese language as a result of long trade and cultural ties
with Xinjiang [20, pp. 57-61]. Thus, the Kazakh intelligentsia was multilingual which enabled its
successful integration into the Eurasian cultural context and complex ideological conceptualization of
the cultural and historical destiny of Turkestan.

From studying publicistic articles and political programs of the early twentieth century we may
observe that in the ideological framework of the Kazakh intelligentsia Turkestan had several interlinked
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components. First of all, Turkestan was considered a spiritual center of the Turkic world and was strongly
connected to Islamic religious tradition [21]. In this regard, the city of Turkestan with the mausoleum of
Khoja Ahmed Yasavi held a significant status being one of the spiritual centers of the Islamic world in
Central Asia, by referring to this cultural site Kazakh intelligentsia referred to the historical depth of
Islamic culture and the contribution it made to the spiritual foundations of Kazakh society. As such
Turkestan was consistently presented in publicistic texts as a place of spiritual gravitation.

The second component of Turkestan included the idea of cultural unity of Turkic peoples. The
problem of their cultural solidarity turned out to be especially relevant given the intensified colonial
policy by the Russian Empire. Kazakh intellectuals saw Turkestan as a space of mutual cultural
interaction between the Turkic peoples whose traditions and history were united by similar language,
religion and cultural background. It was on the basis of this common cultural heritage and necessity
for development of national education, that Akhmet Baitursynov and Mirzhakyp Dulatov formulated
their articles: Akhmet Baitursynov in his numerous articles wrote that progress of a nation could not
take place without language and cultural memory, the foundations of which were laid in the broader
context of the historical space of the region [22, pp. 9-12].

The third dimension of the Turkestan concept included political implications. During the
turbulent years of early 20 th-century revolutions, representatives of the national intelligentsia
perceived Turkestan as the political space where it would be possible to politically unite all Central
Asian peoples. This idea was widely represented during the revolutionary upheaval of 1917: Mustafa
Shokai, a leader of the Turkestan Autonomy regarded Turkestan as a historical region, where, it was
necessary to build up a political space that would unify diverse peoples through cultural interaction
and unity [23, pp. 98-102].

Furthermore, periodicals published in the early twentieth century played a crucial role in the
discourse on Turkestan. They represented the most important tool to convey ideas concerning the
national identity, cultural progress and historical memory. Publicistic writings published on pages of
periodicals helped to disseminate the ideas about Turkestan as the center of the Turkic world, and a
cultural center. One of the most prominent publications of that time was the periodical Kazakh edited by
Akhmet Baitursynov. In this paper various issues related to the linguistic and cultural heritage, national
education were discussed. In its pages Turkestan was widely represented as the historically formed
nucleus of the Turkic civilization and the cultural link between the Turkic peoples of Central Asia [24].

Historiographical analysis indicates that during the Soviet period the concept of Turkestan
underwent significant ideological transformation. Within the framework of Soviet national policy,
ideas concerning the cultural unity of Turkic peoples were frequently interpreted as manifestations of
pan Turkism and bourgeois nationalism. As a result, a considerable portion of the intellectual legacy
of the Kazakh intelligentsia of the early twentieth century was excluded from scholarly circulation or
presented in a distorted form. The national territorial delimitation of 1924 established new
administrative borders in Central Asia, fundamentally reshaping perceptions of regional identity and
the role of Turkestan in public consciousness.

Thus, based on the research results, the author can put forward a number of important scholarly
conclusions:

First, the Turkestan idea became an integral part of the ideological and cultural discourse of the
early 20th century Kazakh intelligentsia and acted as a symbolic space of historical memory and
cultural self-identification.

Second, the formulation of the Turkestan idea was closely associated with the activity of the
polyglot Kazakh intelligentsia with broad cultural contacts and with direct participation in the
intellectual life of the Islamic and Turkic worlds.

Third, the official statistics of the Russian Empire and the Soviet period substantially
underestimated the degree of education of the Kazakhs because the representatives of the Muslim
system of education were not included as full representatives of the intelligentsia.
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Fourth, in the ideological discourse of the Kazakh intelligentsia, the concept of Turkestan had
three interdependent aspects-a spiritual aspect, a cultural civilizational aspect, and a political aspect.

Fifth, through the concept of Turkestan, the representatives of the Kazakh intelligentsia sought to
express their idea of the cultural unity of the Turkic peoples of Central Asia.

Sixth, in the Soviet historiography, the Turkestan idea underwent significant re-interpretation and
partial withdrawal from scholarly circulation under the impact of new ideologies.

Seventh, the Turkestan idea was an important component of the formation of the consciousness
of the Kazakh intelligentsia and was a reflection of their attempts to protect the region's cultural
legacy under conditions of colonial modernity.

In conclusion, the findings confirm that the Turkestan idea was of particular importance in
shaping the ideological and cultural discourse of the early 20th century Kazakh intelligentsia.
Through the Turkestan idea they understood the past, articulated their cultural identity and searches
for new ways of social development. The investigation into this phenomenon has provided the
researcher with a better understanding of the intellectual history of Kazakhstan and of the intellectual
function of the Kazakh intelligentsia.

Discussion. The idea of "Turkestan™ at the turn of the century in the consciousness of the Kazakh
intelligentsia was the multidimensional notion arising from the interplay of ideational, cultural,
religious and political processes, characteristic for the transformation of imperial system, and later, for
Soviet state construction. Its meaning went far beyond the geographic and administrative designation
of the region and reflected profound aspirations regarding cultural unification of Turkic-Muslim
peoples, continuity of history, civilizational closeness and a common historical destiny [25, p. 361]. In
a situation when colonial policies of the Russian empire gained pace, and after when ideological
pressure was exerted from the Bolshevik center, the concept of "Turkestan™ gradually transformed
into a symbol of alternative social model of development based on the principles of cultural
autonomy, spiritual renaissance and political self-organization. This caused such an indifferent or
overtly hostile stance of the authorities toward this concept which was considered a place where
mobilization based on united action could be organized among fragmented ethnic groups.

Russian policy toward the Muslim peripheries in the last stage of empire was two-faced. On the
one hand, official ideologists stressed the necessity of incorporating the non-Russian populations into
the system of state relations, on the other hand the practical governance of the regions was carried out
through the mechanisms of strong administrative pressure, cultural assimilation, marginalization at
social and economic levels. Amid this context there formed an intellectual urge to present Turkestan
as a distinct historical-cultural space in opposition to colonial interpretation of the region [26, pp. 501-
505]. Being an implementer of modernization ideas, the Kazakh intelligentsia conceived of Turkestan
as a symbol not only of a region but first and foremost as a symbol of Turkic-Muslim cohesion,
cultural merging and civilizational renaissance. In the works of A. Bukeikhanov, M. Shokai,
M. Dulatov, A. Baitursynov, H. Dosmukhamedov and other representatives of the national elite, the
concept of Turkestan was inevitably connected with the need to unify Turkic peoples, organize their
self-governance institutions, protect religious and cultural rights, and to stand up to colonial
exploitation [27, pp. 179-181].

The Jadid movement was particularly influential in forging the idea of Turkestan. It advocated a
modernization of Muslim society via enlightenment, update of education system, new forms of
cultural communication and political mentality. According to the Jadid idea, the main ground for the
modernization process was to be Turkic consolidation, which they considered a necessary element of
development in the field of science, language, literature, public affairs. The concept of Turkestan
represented an intellectual synthesis oflslamic reformism, Turkism and national conscience [28, pp.
840-853]. Unlike simplist interpretation within the Russian historiography the Turkic solidarity
concept advanced by Kazakh intelligentsia and Jadids never meant aggressive Turkism, but instead
focused on the cultural consolidation and civilizational revitalization.
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Still, the Russian Empire administrative authorities viewed the supra ethnic unity of Muslim
people as a threat to state territorial integrity and political stability. The analysis of the Archive of the
Ministry of Internal Affairs of Russian Empire conducted by D.Yu. Arapov and T.V. Kotyukova
reveals an organized system of controlling the activity of the Muslim movements, of leaders of
national parties and of spread of ideas of Turkic unity [29, pp. 58-69]. Official reports stated that in
face of development of a united Muslim political space there is a danger for state sovereignty in the
region. Due to this a negative connotation was given to the word "Turkestan™ which was interpreted
as an element of separatism and anti-state mood and subjected to explicit attempts at exclusion from
social and political vocabulary and its substitution by neutral territorial designators with fragmented
local ethnic units [30, pp. 117-120].

The Bolshevik takeover did not divest the concept of Turkestan of its mobilization significance,
but gave it a completely new ideological underpinning. Soviet nationalities policy, although having
the Right of Self-Determination as a motto in reality strived to create a highly centralized
administration system where supra ethnic solidarity would be seen as a threat for ruling party's
monopoly. M.K. Kozybaev's work, based on a solid analysis, demonstrates how the Soviet political
circles and historiography always created a negative picture of Turkestan as an outdated,
retrogressive, reactionary, anti-state, or counter-revolutionary notion not compatible with the Socialist
modernization project. The author insists that the artificially created fragment of Turkestan history and
culture into separate nations' territorial regions aimed at demolition of their unity and of prerequisites
of forming supra ethnic identity and institutionalization of national elites who would depend on
Moscow [31, pp. 21-24].

A Special place in the conceptualisation of Turkestan idea belongs to the figure of M. Shokai
whose political and journalistic work is believed to represent a quintessence of Turkic-Muslim
solidarity. M. Shokai presented in his writings a wide analysis of the mechanisms of Soviet colonial
policy exposing discrepancy between stated slogans about peoples equality and the reality of political
repression, economic exploitation and cultural homogenization. He also saw Turkestan as a model of
alternative political structuring through federation, autonomy and cultural pluralism. The ideas of
M. Shokai were widely approved among Kazakh intelligensia, as is confirmed by numerous archival
materials and periodicals of the turn of the century [32, pp. 19-22]. Nevertheless, Russian and Soviet
historiography has tried to present the activities of M. Shokai as elements of bourgeois nationalism
disregarding the liberating, modernizing content of his activity.

Illustrative example can be taken from the analysis carried out by T. Zhurtbai, who mentioned
about the speech by A.F. Kerensky comparing Turkestan to the colonies of European powers and
calling for use of the same methods for governing of Muslim peripheries. The reaction on such
statement by A. Bukeikhanov that led him to abandon the Cadet party formally meant a break from
liberal imperialist ideology and move towards more revolutionary concepts of national liberation.
Such episode clearly illustrates the extent of Turkestan idea in the political agenda of Kazakh elite as
marking a border line between colonial and national liberation project [33].

In the Soviet period the fears regarding Turkestan notion were institutionalised. The policy of
National Territorial Delimitation of the 1920s was carried out not so much to grant peoples with a
right of self-determination, but with the aim of abolishing historical ties of Turkic people. The
creation of separate Republics were accompanied by the intensive propaganda campaign, according to
which Turkestan was a residue of feodalism devoid of political and scientific meaning. The term
"Turkestan" ceased to be used in the official political discourse, remained only in some publications in
emigration, and among opposition intelligentsia [34].

Historiographical studies by foreign scholars such as A. Bennigsen and S. Wimbush offer a new
perspective on this policy within the broader framework of the colonial character of Soviet
modernization. In their work Muslim National Communism in the Soviet Union it is demonstrated that
attempts to integrate Muslim elites into the Soviet system were accompanied by the systematic
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suppression of alternative forms of identity, including the concept of Turkestan [35]. Similar
conclusions are found in the research of J. Anderson, who emphasizes that Soviet strategy in Central
Asia was directed toward preventing the emergence of regional centers of political agency capable of
challenging Moscow’s hegemonic position.

Domestic scholars have also made a significant contribution to the analysis of this problem. In their
monograph devoted to the socio-political views of Mukhamedzhan Seralin, S.Z. Zimanov and K.
Z. ldrisov trace the evolution of ideas concerning Turkic unity, demonstrating that for the Kazakh
intelligentsia this concept functioned not merely as an ideological slogan but as an instrument of cultural
consolidation and social modernization [36, pp. 29-31]. A similar interpretation is advanced by Gayaz
Iskhaki, who emphasizes that the idea of Turkestan served as a platform for developing collective
strategies of resistance to colonialism and for preserving the spiritual autonomy of Muslim peoples [37].

Overall, within the intellectual discourse of the Kazakh intelligentsia the concept of Turkestan
functioned as an integrative model of historical development that offered an alternative both to the
imperial and to the Soviet projects. Its marginalization in official historiography was determined not
so much by scholarly considerations as by political and ideological motivations aimed at neutralizing
the potential of regional solidarity. In this context Turkestan effectively became a kind of “forbidden
symbol,” possessing considerable mobilizing power and therefore subject to systematic exclusion
from the public sphere.

Conclusion. The present study has made it possible to examine the concept of “Turkestan” as an
important element of the ideological and cultural discourse of the Kazakh intelligentsia in the early
twentieth century and to demonstrate its role in shaping the intellectual worldview of Kazakh society
during a period of profound historical transformation. An analysis of journalistic sources, political
programs, and historiographical studies indicates that the appeal to the image of Turkestan was not an
accidental phenomenon but rather the result of a conscious intellectual search aimed at reinterpreting
historical experience and defining cultural orientations in the context of colonial modernization. For
the Kazakh intelligentsia, Turkestan functioned as a distinctive symbolic space through which ideas of
spiritual continuity, historical commonality, and cultural interconnectedness among the peoples of the
region were articulated.

One of the key conclusions of the study lies in the recognition that the concept of Turkestan
performed an important integrative function by bringing together diverse elements of historical
memory into a unified system of cultural representations. In a context marked by rapid social change
and increasing external political influence, the invocation of the image of Turkestan enabled the
Kazakh intelligentsia to construct a stable model of historical consciousness in which the past was
interpreted as a source of spiritual orientation and cultural legitimacy. Within this framework,
Turkestan was perceived not simply as a geographical space but as a distinct intellectual category that
reflected ideas of cultural continuity and civilizational succession.

Particularly significant in the formation of this discourse was the activity of the Kazakh
intelligentsia, which acted as an intermediary between the traditional steppe society and emerging
forms of modern social life. Representatives of the intellectual elite of the early twentieth century
sought to synthesize a variety of cultural traditions, including Islamic scholarship, Turkic historical
memory, and elements of European political culture. This synthesis enabled them to formulate a more
complex understanding of regional identity, within which Turkestan was viewed as an important
cultural and spiritual reference point. As a result, the concept of Turkestan became part of a broader
system of ideas associated with the preservation of language, cultural heritage, and spiritual values.

An equally important aspect concerns the fact that the intellectual environment of the Kazakh
steppe was characterized by a high level of cultural and linguistic mobility. The multilingualism of
representatives of the Kazakh intelligentsia provided access to diverse intellectual traditions and
enabled them to interpret regional processes within a broader Eurasian context. Through their
knowledge of Arabic, Persian, and Russian, Kazakh intellectuals were able to engage both with the

29




Abait amwinoasger Kaz¥ITV-niy XABAPLIBICBI, « Tapux sicane casicu-aneymemmik evlibmoapy cepusicsl, Ne2(89),2026

classical heritage of Islamic thought and with the contemporary political and philosophical concepts
of their time. Such a combination of cultural influences contributed to the formation of a distinctive
type of intellectual thinking in which ideas of regional solidarity and cultural interconnectedness
occupied a prominent place.

The research also demonstrates that within the social thought of the early twentieth century the
concept of Turkestan functioned as a symbolic space through which the role of the Kazakh people
within the network of regional relations in Central Asia was reconsidered. In conditions of political
uncertainty and the transformation of traditional structures of authority, the appeal to the historical
image of Turkestan enabled the Kazakh intelligentsia to formulate ideas concerning possible forms of
cultural interaction among the peoples of the region. These ideas reflected the aspiration of the
intellectual elite to identify new models of social development capable of reconciling historical
traditions with the demands of the modern era.

It should be noted that in subsequent decades the interpretation of the concept of Turkestan
underwent significant changes. Under the conditions of Soviet national policy, many ideas associated
with the cultural unity of the Turkic peoples were reinterpreted within the framework of a new
ideological paradigm. As a result, a considerable portion of the intellectual legacy of the early
twentieth century remained insufficiently studied for a long time or was interpreted through the prism
of political expediency. In the contemporary period, however, there has been a gradual return to a
more comprehensive analysis of the intellectual history of the region, which allows scholars to
reassess the role of the Kazakh intelligentsia in shaping cultural and political discourse.

In a broader historical context, the appeal to the concept of Turkestan reflects the effort of the
Kazakh intelligentsia to develop its own language for describing historical reality. The use of this
concept made it possible to integrate different levels of historical experience, including religious
tradition, cultural memory, and political visions of the future. In this way, a distinctive intellectual
strategy emerged that was aimed at preserving cultural identity under conditions of external pressure
and social transformation.

The significance of the concept of Turkestan is also evident in the fact that it became one of the
elements in the formation of regional self-awareness grounded in the idea of -cultural
interconnectedness among the peoples of Central Asia. Such an understanding of the region
contributed to the development of the perception of Turkestan as a space of historical dialogue in
which diverse cultural traditions interacted over long periods of time. In this sense, the concept of
Turkestan transcended the narrow confines of political or geographical meaning and became an
important component of the intellectual heritage of Kazakh social thought.
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