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TRADITIONAL NOMADIC ECONOMY AND ISSUE OF CONCEPTUAL AND
CATEGORICAL APPARATUS
Annotation
The article tells about the conceptual and categorical apparatus of cattle breeding and nomadism.
The terminology is a key issue in any science, including ethnology. The author pays attention to the actual
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issues of clarifying some concepts of the traditional nomad economy, which use synonymous terms and
sometimes-different definitions.

The debate was raised in the Soviet ethnographic science in the late 70s and early 80s of 20" c.,
the discussion scope were terms such as: “cattle breeding”, *nomadism”, "pastoral nomadism", "sedentary
pastoralism", types, kinds, and forms and etc. However, the enlarged discussion has not received a final
unambiguous solution and the issue remains open to this day.

Key words: traditional economy, cattle breeding, nomadism, nomadic pastoralism, nomads,

sedentism, vagrancy, semi-sedentism, semi-wandering, economic activity.

Introduction. The conceptual and categorical apparatus is a debatable general theoretical
problem in nomadism, and today the historiographic study of this issue shows the unresolvedness and
relevance in historical science. Conceptual maturity of science is determined by the quality of
terminology elaboration. Animal husbandry and definitions related to nomadism are not uniform. This is
one of the most significant theoretical and methodological problems in nomadic studies.

As it is known, a theory is a system of generalized, reliable knowledge that interprets and
explains the field of research, giving it conceptual support and developing terminology.

The structural elements of the theory are concepts, principles, laws, and axioms. Since concepts
reflect the subject in its essential features, they act as one of the initial foundations of any theory, since
the theoretical understanding of historical phenomena and events is carried out primarily thanks to
concepts. The famous Soviet ethnographer Yu.V. Bromley noted that being a generalized result of
cognition of reality, essential properties, connections and relationships of objects and phenomena,
concepts fixed in terms are the most important tool of scientific research [1, p.69].

A theory adequately reflects the historical reality, it must be based on an ideal conceptual
apparatus. The linguistic expression of a concept is a term that must be the exact designation of a certain
concept and have an unambiguous content and scope. A theoretical system must be internally consistent,
this is the most important criterion for its scientific character. Therefore, a term cannot have synonyms, it
must not be ambiguous, one cannot call different phenomena with one term, one and the same
phenomenon with different terms. Since a concept fixed in a term is an important tool for any scientific
research, the development of a conceptual and terminological apparatus is a necessary indicator of the
methodological maturity of any science.

Yu.V. Bromley noted that the interpretation of the content of many ethnographic terms still
causes discrepancies between specialists. Proceeding from the fact that in any theoretical system the most
important role belongs to its concepts, which constitute, as it were, the supporting nodes of this system, it
seems necessary ... to pay special attention to the conceptual and terminological apparatus, he considered
it necessary to clarify and unify ethnographic concepts, and sometimes introduce new terms [2, p.7].

Research methodology. The work was based on the principle of historicism, and used the
method of scientific knowledge, objectivity, mainly problem-chronological, perspective, comparative-
historical and comparative methods are used. The work uses such modern research methods as a
systematic approach that allows you to restore the general features of a nomadic cattle breeding economy
in its integrity, and comparative, comparative historical and comparative methods make it possible to find
out the specifics of cattle breeding and its conceptual and categorical apparatus.

Discussion. Scientists are unanimous in the understanding that scientific theory presupposes the
presence of a clearly developed categorical apparatus expressed in terms that have a single meaning.
According to G.E. Markov, the situation is especially unfavorable in the terminology of cattle breeding
and nomadism. Suffice it to say that there is no generally accepted classification of types of cattle
breeding and the corresponding definitions. The same types and forms of economic and social life of
pastoralists are understood and denoted differently. Most of the terms are interpreted by the authors
differently, and one term denotes different phenomena [3, p.83]. Therefore, his article “Cattle breeding.
Definitions and terminology "G.Ye. Markov in 1981 initiated a discussion on the pages of the journal
"Soviet Ethnography"”, in which the Soviet researchers G.E. Markov, I. Yu. Semenov, B.V. Andrianov,
G.N. Simakov, V.M. Shamiladze. The subject of discussion was such terms as cattle breeding,
"nomadism"”, "nomadic economy", "semi-nomadic cattle breeding"”, "semi-sedentary cattle breeding",
"sedentary cattle breeding", types and forms of cattle breeding, etc.

Research results. The traditional economy of the Kazakhs as a subject of research also has its
own set of ideas, views, generalized provisions, concepts, laws and principles, which creates a holistic
view of its essence, patterns, structure, and development.



Initially, it is necessary to dwell on the definition of "traditional economy", which consists of two
elements: the key word "economy" and its definition of "traditional”.

The term "economy" is ambiguous, but in this case, we are talking about the system of social
production that has historically developed within certain territorial boundaries to provide people and
society with the necessary means for existence and development.

As for the term "tradition”, it is also ambiguous, in our case it means "elements of social and
cultural heritage, passed from generation to generation and preserved in certain societies and social
groups for a long time" [4, p. 239].

Consequently, a semantically traditional economy is an economy with traditional foundations,
which has preserved and preserves a set of economic traditions, knowledge, methods, and techniques of
economic management, a historically established habitual way of life. Today the concept of "traditional
economy" acts as an element of the system of traditional society, which is itself regulated by tradition,
which is undoubtedly its most qualitative characteristic. In the system of a traditional society, the
economy (household) is the economic component of his life.

The very concept of "traditional society” is associated with the history of tribes, ethnic groups,
peoples, and civilizations that, as a result of great geographical discoveries, encountered Europeans and
who are classified as agrarian, pre-industrial societies, thereby opposing them to modern, industrial
societies. From here comes that shade of archaism, backwardness, immutability, opposition to
innovations, progress, with which traditional society is perceived. But after all, both tradition and
tradition occupy a certain place in the spiritual and material life of modern society, ensuring its
progressive evolutionary development.

The specificity of the traditional economy is objectively determined by the natural conditions
within which it exists; there is clearly a close relationship between the production factor and natural
conditions. Of course, in any society, a person relates to nature, since it provides the resources he needs,
but a person in a traditional society is completely dependent on nature. So, the traditional economic
activity of the Kazakhs was nomadic cattle breeding (nomadism), they led a nomadic, traditional way of
life for them, because they were forced to adapt to the environment, live in unison with nature, since the
nomads were directly dependent on it (loss of livestock, lack of food etc.)

According to A.M. Kuryshov dependence consists in the adaptation of economic activity to
natural and climatic conditions, because of which acceptable "... resources to support life" are created [5,
p.47]. “Economic activity is conditioned by natural expediency and has an objective character, i.e., does
not depend on society as a whole or its individual members. ... The interruption of ties with nature, the
acquisition of "autonomy from it marks the beginning of the collapse of the traditional economy" [5, p.
48].

This position can be shared by most researchers who have a whole list of features of the
traditional economy, among which they consider significant. For example, the stagnation of its economic
life and the scarcity of its forms. But A.M. Kuryshov proposes to discard these phenomena when defining
the traditional economy, although he does not deny their connection. He does not accept the presentation
of the traditional economy as a set of economic traditions, which appear as a combination of traditional
methods, techniques, and customs. He considers the traditional economy as a system that presupposes the
presence of an “integrative principle and a system-forming factor” [5, p.43].

He is interested in the essential features of a traditional society, i.e., those signs without which it
cannot exist, and not those that take place, but are not systemic. Therefore, the conditionality of economic
activity in a traditional society by natural expediency, which is widely known and emphasized by all
researchers, A.M. Kuryshov considers the first and main feature of a traditional society.

The concept of a traditional economy, containing its definition and features, was so thoroughly,
and most importantly, convincingly developed by A.M. Kuryshov.

The ethnographer considers the natural character of the economy to be the second feature of the
traditional economy, which is noted by all researchers of the traditional economy [5, p.48].

The third sign of a traditional economy in A.M. Kuryshov stems from his careful attitude to
nature, from the understanding of the need for the rational use of natural resources, since they must ensure
the future of this society [5, p.49].

The purpose of the traditional economy is not the consumption of goods, but the satisfaction of
basic needs. But when “there is a need for the consumption of goods that is not directly related to life
support,” a departure from the traditional economy begins, which manifests itself in the priority of
personal interests over public interests and the loss of control over the economic activity of a person by
the clan or community [5, p.49-50].



Thus, the essential features of a traditional economy, features without which it ceases to be, are:
a) dependence of the economy on natural and climatic conditions; b) the natural nature of economic
activity; c) the presence of a set of environmental standards; d) create a minimum of benefits necessary
for the reproduction of the population as the goal of economic activity; e) control of society over
economic activities while recognizing the priority of public interests over individual [5, p.50].

It has already been noted that A.M. Kuryshov views the traditional economy as a system.
According to the author, the system of traditional economy consists of elements that are represented by
economic traditions, i.e., ways, techniques, and rules for obtaining material benefits [5, p.51]. The author
emphasizes that these features characterize the traditional economy of any people (group, ethnic group).

For A.M. Kuryshov, the idea of the stagnation of the traditional economy, its inability to develop
is unacceptable. As a result, according to A.M. Kuryshov, a traditional economy: “it is a set of economic
phenomena that represent an integral self-organizing system, the formation factor of which is the way of
using natural resources” [5, p.55].

N.E. Masanov, characterizing the traditional economy of the Kazakhs, also defined it as "an
integral system of interaction and complementarity of various types of production activities, but the vital
activity, which was determined by the leading branch of the economy - nomadic cattle breeding" [6, p.
295].

Of course, the definition of the traditional economy of N.E. Masanov, in comparison with A.M.
Kuryshov, is narrower. This is quite understandable because for N.E. Masanov's theoretical aspects of this
problem were not dominant in his research.

Pre-revolutionary and Soviet researchers have done a great deal of work to study the history and
politics of nomadic peoples. However, it should be noted that scientists paid little attention to theoretical
problems of typology, classification of nomadic pastoralism and comparative analysis with other types of
economy. As a result of a systematic study of theoretical, methodological, and general problems of the
socio-economic history of pastoralists, scientists realized the importance of a more detailed classification
of pastoralism, the absence of which led to inaccuracies in terminology and to confusion in the typology
of pastoralism.

First of all, about the term "nomads”. Often this term is applied to the entire non-sedentary,
mobile population. Not only in everyday consciousness, but also in ethnographic literature, the way of life
of nomads was perceived as vagrancy. For example, the famous dictionary of F.A. Brockhaus and I.A.
Efron, at the end of the XIX century. defined nomads as "nomadic, wandering tribes", opposing them to
sedentary, farmers. Back in 1934, D. Ford wrote that nomadism should be associated only with a
shepherd's life, while simultaneously introducing the term “gatherers” [7, p. 43].

But even in the XX century, such an idea of nomads continued to exist. So, R. Capo-Rey writes in
1953 that “Nomads are people who move all year round in search of food for themselves or their herd. ...
The life of a nomad is a constant movement” [8, p.192]. The first form of nomadic life, he calls hunting
and gathering wild fruits, then he lists the nomadic fishermen, nomadic pastoralists, the participation of
nomads in the caravan trade [8, p.192-197]. Yu.V. Maretin calls gatherers and hunters of eastern Sumatra
nomads [1, p.41]. Yu.P. Averkieva - equestrian buffalo hunters, de Planol - Australian aborigines, and
Lee and Di Wo - all hunters and gatherers [9, p.83]. Thus, the nomad appeared as a "wandering", and his
way of life was opposed to the settled way of life.

Therefore, Yu.l. Semenov stated that “it is necessary to dwell on terminology. The fact is that the
concepts of "settledness™ and "vagrancy" do not have a clearly defined content. Different authors put in
them far from the same meaning ... between complete settledness and a completely wandering way of life,
there are a lot of transitional forms, which are evaluated differently by different researchers. The use of
the terms "semi-sedentary”, "semi-vagrant” also does not help much, because each of them, again, does
not have a clearly defined content "[10, p.56].

As for the concept - “nomadism”, derived from the word “nomads”, it was interpreted in
accordance with the understanding of the main term. In the "Great Soviet Encyclopedia”, published in
1953, nomadism is presented as "a way of life (emphasis added by the author) of various peoples of the
world, arising during the first social division of labor and associated with their production activities.
Some forms of economic life of earlier stages of social development, with the dominance of gathering,
fishing, and hunting, are also close to nomadism. The Prairie Indians, for example, roamed most of the
year after herds of bison, the hunt for which was their main source of livelihood. ... The most typical
forms of nomadism in cattle breeding” [11, p. 170 - 171]. Thus, the main feature of nomadism here was
the nomadic way of life, however, it was recognized that this way of life was determined by their
production activities.



As it is known, in the Soviet Union encyclopedic articles were considered canonical, their authors
were the most famous scientists. In the 60s-70s. the author of the article on nomadism was G.E. Markov.
First, in 1965 in the Soviet Historical Encyclopedia, and then in 1973 in the Great Soviet Encyclopedia,
he proposed a fundamentally new approach, according to which the nomadic way of life was a
consequence of the economic activity of the nomad. Here is his definition of nomadism: nomadism is “a
special form of economic activity (emphasis added by the author) and the way of life associated with it.
The term “nomadism” is mainly applied to the lifestyle of pastoralists in the arid (arid) zone, but
sometimes it is also used in relation to the more archaic economic and cultural type of wandering hunters
and gatherers ... Cattle breeding, which is the main occupation of nomads and semi-nomads, was
combined with other types of activities: agriculture, trade, hunting. Quite often a part of this or that tribe
roamed, and a part was sedentary” [12; 13, p.298]

So, G.E. Markov does not perceive homadism as vagrancy, on the contrary, he defines it as a
special form of economic activity, and their nomadic way of life is a consequence of this activity. An
important sign of nomadism, in his opinion, is that, in addition to cattle breeding, people are engaged in
other types of economic activities, thereby he allowed agricultural occupations among the nomads.

This approach to nomadism can be seen in A.M. Khazanov, who stated that nomadism is "a
special kind of productive economy, in which the predominant occupation is extensive mobile livestock
raising, and most of the population is involved in periodic migrations" [14, p.6]. This assignment of
nomads to a producing economy absolutely excluded for hunters and gatherers engaged in appropriating
economy the possibility of their inclusion in the community of nomads. For A.M. Khazanov's position on
nomadism as a special kind of a producing economy was fundamentally important.

Unlike G.E. Markov, who simply stated the use of the term “nomadism” in the literature and in
relation to more archaic wandering hunters and gatherers, A.M. Khazanov in his monograph "Nomads
and the Outside World" again stated the fundamental impossibility of uniting hunters and gatherers, on
the one hand, and mobile pastoralists, on the other, under the general name of "nomads" because the
former lead an appropriating economy, the latter a producing one. A.M. Khazanov believed that the terms
"nomads" - "nomads" are inapplicable to those who lead a mobile, but appropriating way of life, such as
hunters and gatherers. He suggested calling them "stray". The term "nomadic", in his opinion, should be
assigned to mobile extensive pastoralists, whose economy is of a productive nature.

At the same time, he did not accept too broad and vague use of the term "nomads", if we
understand by them any mobile herders. In his opinion, nomadic pastoralism “from the economic point of
view can be defined as a special type of producing economy, in which the predominant occupation is
extensive mobile livestock breeding, and most of the population is involved in periodic migrations” [9,
p.85]. Since, from the point of view of the author, cattle breeding has various forms, therefore A.M.
Khazanov formulates specific features of nomadic cattle breeding.

They are as follows: “l1) cattle breeding as the predominant type of economic activity; 2) its
extensive nature with year-round grazing of livestock outside of the stall; 3) periodic mobility within
grazing areas or between them (as opposed to migrations); 4) participation in the migrations of all or most
of the population (as opposed to shepherd or distant pasture cattle breeding); 5) natural, i.e. the nature of
the economy, aimed primarily at meeting the immediate needs ... ”. The last feature, according to the
author, is no longer applicable, or partially applicable to some groups of modern nomadic pastoralists,
although at an earlier time it was characteristic of nomadic pastoralists [9, p.84-85].

G.E. Markov also emphasized that the basis of nomadic pastoralism is extensive animal breeding,
which is the main source of employment for the nomadic population and a means of livelihood [3, p.84],
as well as the productive nature of the economy of nomadism, but over time it became fundamentally
important for him that the concept “Nomadism” “presupposes not only economic, but also social
characteristics (emphasis added)” [3, p.84]. For G.E. Markov “nomadism is a significant historical
phenomenon, the essence of which is not just the way of doing the economy, but above all in the presence
of a specific complex of socio-economic relations, tribal social organization, political structure” [3, p.86].
Nomadism has a characteristic socio-economic system and a specific communal - tribal structure.

G.E. Markov considered the definition of nomadism given by V.M. Shamiladze, according to
which "the main characteristic features of nomadism are recognized as the nomadic way of life of the
population and the conduct of an appropriate form of economy, which excluded the conduct of other
sectors of the economy in conditions of settled life" [15, p.47]. As you can see, V.M. Shamiladze,
considered the nomadic way of life to be the main characteristic of nomadism, completely denying, in
contrast to G.E. Markov, the nomads' management of "other branches of the economy in the conditions of
settled life." According to G.E. Markov, this definition by V.M. Shamiladze can be attributed to mountain



cattle breeding, which he takes for "nomadic". G.E. Markov, several claims to the definition of the
nomadism of V.M. Shamiladze, but the main thing is the lack of “characteristics of social relations and
social structure of population groups defined as “nomads” [3, p.93].

A.M. Khazanov also notes that cattle breeding, of course, is a way of life, but for him, cattle
breeding is, first of all, a way of life, and “it was unreasonable to deny that special specialization entails a
special way of life, world views, cultural values, preferences and ideals "[14, p.10].

S.A. Pletneva represents nomadism "... in which the main productive economy is extensive cattle
breeding with year-round grazing and participation in the nomadic movement together with the herds of a
larger (or even overwhelming) part of the population” [16, p.5]. But for a complete description of
nomadism, according to the author, it is necessary to consider all the features of the nomadic way of life -
not only in the economy and social relations, but also in politics, everyday life, material culture, religion
[16, p.5].

As it can be seen, different interpretations of the term "nomadism” were outlined in Soviet
historiography. The definition of nomadism through its inherent type of economic activity has already
become a commonplace. At the same time, the novelty of the conceptual approaches of G.E. Markova,
A.M. Khazanova, S.A. Pletneva.

N.E. Masanov believed that nomadism is ecologically determined: “Nomadism is not only a
person's adaptation to a given ecosystem through seasonal nomadism along certain routes in search of
convenient pasture lands, but also such an organization of the material production system, which was
aimed at the rational use of natural resources of the habitat by improving various elements and types of
economic activities that can ensure not only the reproduction of the herd, but also the normal functioning
of the ecosystem in question ”[17, pp. 32-33].

N. Alimbay proposes a completely different approach to nomadism that differs from the above.
He opposed the scientific tradition of considering the nomadic community of Kazakhs as an oriented
"economic determinism", i.e., against the idea “of the economic and economic structure of a nomadic
society as an absolutely autonomous and the only possible basis for the life of nomads™ [18, p.19]. The
author presents nomadism as a type of sociality [18, p.28]. For him, the community is not only the only
way of life of nomads, but a generalizing type of social relations, therefore, he believes, nomadism as a
special type of sociality ceases to exist when the community disintegrates [18, p.26]. Hence, N. Alimbay
makes an interesting conclusion: the stadial typology in relation to the Eurasian nomads is fundamentally
inapplicable [18, p.26].

Against this background, the Russian textbook Ethnology (published in 2005) looks somehow
strange, the definition of which of nomadism is identical to the concept of nomads in the Brockhaus and
Efron dictionary (late 19th century). According to this textbook, the distinctive features of nomadism are
“the absence of permanent places of settlement for pastoralists and their year-round migrations from one
pasture to another, sometimes over long distances. This way of life contributed to the predatory moods in
the society of nomads, who made predatory raids on agricultural settlements” [19, p.132-133]. Here one
does not see only the further conceptual development of the notion of nomadism, but even a simple
acquaintance with the views of their predecessors.

G.E. Markov also tried to deal with such definitions as cattle breeding and animal husbandry. If in
the reference literature animal husbandry is a branch of agriculture, and cattle breeding is a branch of
cattle breeding, then in the historical literature cattle breeding was understood as an independent form of
economic activity underlying certain economic and cultural types. G.E. Markov considered it necessary to
establish the relationship between livestock and livestock raising with the economic and cultural
classification. He proposed that the term "animal husbandry" encompass "all forms of animal husbandry,
including the breeding of cattle and small ruminants, and transport animals, reindeer husbandry and
animal husbandry. As a result, based on livestock farming, different economic and cultural types could
arise” [3, p.83-84].

According to G.E. Markov, dealing with the definition of “cattle breeding” is difficult, since,
firstly, there are various forms of cattle breeding, and secondly, different types of cattle breeding.
Therefore, the author cautiously, relying on the word "apparently”, believes that cattle breeding is "a type
of economic activity based mainly on extensive breeding of animals and either completely defining the
nature of the economic and cultural type, or constituting one of its most important signs ". Thus,
according to G.E. Markov, the terms "cattle breeding” and "nomadic cattle breeding™ differ from each
other meaningfully. If “cattle breeding can be considered as a form of economy”, then nomadic
pastoralism is a specific socio-economic phenomenon based “not only on the nature of economic activity,



but to an even greater extent on the features of the social structure and tribal social organization” [3,
p.87].

As already noted, A.M. Khazanov did not accept too broad use of the term "nomads" when it
meant any mobile herders. G.E. Markov also believed that the concept of "mobile livestock breeding™ is a
complex and comprehensive definition, which can characterize not one type, but several types of cattle
breeding [3, p.91]. The varieties of “mobile livestock breeding are quite large, and there are significant
differences between them in economic and social relations” [3, p. 90].

Conclusion. Thus, the traditional economy (homadic pastoralism) and the concepts associated
with it are not unified, and therefore, remaining the most important theoretical and methodological
problem of nomadism, is subject to further development. Nomadic specialists need to introduce a unified
terminology into scientific circulation, therefore, to develop the conceptual and categorical apparatus of
nomadism and organize in scientific circles a single platform for discussing this debatable problem at
joint symposia, conferences, round tables, etc.
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