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Artificial intelligence and the “Coloniality of Knowledge”: Examining Western-
Centric Narratives in Historical Outputs

This study examines how contemporary artificial intelligence (Al) systems reproduce Western-centric
historical narratives through the concept of “the coloniality of knowledge.” Utilizing Anibal Quijano’s
theoretical framework, the research analyzes how Al-generated interpretations reflect enduring epistemic
hierarchies rooted in imperial knowledge production. Specifically, the article investigates whether Al systems
privilege Western historical experiences and interpretations over non-Western perspectives. The novelty of
this study lies in extending the concept of the coloniality of knowledge—originally developed in the context
of Latin America—to the analysis of Al-generated historical narratives, with a specific focus on Siberia and
Central Asia. This research broadens the geographical and analytical scope of the concept and contributes to
emerging discussions on Al bias in historical knowledge production. A qualitative comparative methodology
was employed, focusing on the outputs of three Al systems—ChatGPT, Gemini, and DeepSeek—using
identical prompts related to four historical figures: Yermak Timofeevich, Mikhail Skobelev, Mikhail
Chernyaev, and Kenesary Kasymuly. The findings reveal consistent patterns across all examined systems,
where Al-generated narratives tend to prioritize imperial actors, particularly those associated with the Russian
Empire, while portraying Indigenous societies in Siberia and Central Asian political entities as secondary or
reactive. Terms such as “expansion,” “conquest,” and “capture” normalize imperial violence and frame
historical processes as inevitable. Moreover, Al systems frequently rely on analytical frameworks derived
from Western military historiography, oversimplifying complex local socio-political systems and largely
omitting Indigenous epistemologies and oral traditions. This study demonstrates that Al systems not only
reproduce dominant historical narratives but also reinforce the coloniality of knowledge through discursive
normalization, the privileging of imperial sources, and the marginalization of local perspectives. These
patterns contribute to the persistence of epistemic hierarchies and the reproduction of asymmetrical power
relations in digital knowledge production. Overall, the findings highlight the need for more inclusive, context-
sensitive, and epistemologically diverse approaches to Al training in order to mitigate representational bias
and promote more balanced historical narratives in the age of artificial intelligence.

Keywords: Kenesary Kasymuly, Ermak Timofeevich, Russian Empire, ChatGPT, Gemini, DeepSeek,
Eurocentric, postcolonial theory, Mikhail Skobelev, Mikhail Chernyaev.

Introduction

The rapid development of Artificial Intelligence (Al) has transformed how knowledge is produced,
accessed, and interpreted across various disciplines, including the humanities and historical studies. Many Al
systems today are developed in the Global North or trained on datasets that are predominantly Western-
centric. This can lead to structural biases that reproduce stereotypes and systemic inequalities in knowledge.
Historically, the production of knowledge has often served colonial purposes, resulting in the exploitation of
populations and natural resources. This created biased and selective knowledge systems that reflected the
interests of dominant powers rather than the perspectives of colonized societies. Such processes contributed
to intellectual dependency, where imperial narratives marginalized or replaced Indigenous epistemologies.

Peruvian sociologist Anibal Quijano conceptualized this phenomenon as the “coloniality of knowledge”
[1; 215-232]. He argued that colonialism reshaped not only political and economic structures but also
epistemic systems, influencing ways of knowing, symbolic orders, and forms of knowledge production.
These patterns, often structured through racial and hierarchical classifications, persisted even after the formal
end of colonial rule.

In the contemporary context, Al systems trained on Western-dominated datasets may unintentionally
reproduce these patterns. This issue is particularly relevant in historical research, where Al-generated
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narratives increasingly shape public understanding of the past. If Al models primarily rely on Western-
centered datasets, they risk reinforcing dominant interpretations while marginalizing alternative perspectives
from non-Western regions.

The importance of this study lies in the growing influence of Al in knowledge production and
education, as well as the necessity to critically assess its role in shaping historical narratives. As Al tools
become widely used in academic and public contexts, understanding their embedded biases is essential for
ensuring more balanced and inclusive knowledge systems.

We use the concept of the “coloniality of knowledge” to analyze Al-generated historical narratives,
particularly in the contexts of Siberia and Central Asia. While this concept has been widely applied to Latin
America, extending its application to Al systems and regional histories offers a new analytical perspective
and broadens its theoretical scope.

Hence, the aim of the study is to examine the extent to which Al-generated historical narratives
reproduce Western-centric biases and reflect the coloniality of knowledge. For this purpose, the following
objectives are defined: to identify whether Al-generated outputs privilege Western historical experiences and
interpretations; to examine the representation of non-Western actors and narratives, particularly Indigenous
societies of Siberia and Central Asia; to assess the use of language and terminology that may normalize
imperial or colonial perspectives; to evaluate the extent to which alternative epistemologies, including
Indigenous knowledge systems, are included or excluded in Al-generated narratives.

Materials and Methods

The primary sources for this study consisted of responses generated by ChatGPT, Gemini, and
DeepSeek regarding Yermak Timofeevich, Mikhail Skobelev, Mikhail Chernyaev, and Kenesary Kasymuly.
These were analyzed using Anibal Quijano’s concept of the “coloniality of knowledge” [1] to identify
patterns of Western-centric bias. In addition, the study engaged with existing scholarship on Al bias and
Western-centric narratives, including works by Mak and Luo [2] and Zia [3].

To provide a historical counterbalance to Al-generated narratives, the research also drew on secondary
historical sources. These included The Collection of State Treaties and Documents Preserved in the State
College of Foreign Affairs [4], as well as works by Sobolev [5], Miller [6], and Kotkin [7] on the history of
Siberia and its khanates. Further, the study consulted works by Mackay [8], Hopkirk [9], and Lansdell [10],
which address the history of Central Asia during the period of the Russian Empire. Additional sources
included studies by Kamalova [11] on the history of Tashkent, Sigalov [12] on the Cossacks, and works by
Karasayev et al. [13] and Olcott [14] on the Kazakh Khanate. The analysis also incorporated General
Skobelev’s correspondence [15] and materials from conferences held in Tashkent related to the Russian
Empire’s conquest of the city in 1865 [16].

The methodological basis of this research combines general scientific approaches and methods
commonly used in the humanities with methods specific to historical studies. One of the key methods
employed was comparative analysis. The historical figures analyzed in this study were selected through an
exploratory search process. The research team formulated and tested multiple prompts related to various
historical personalities and identified cases where Western-centric narratives were most apparent. As a result,
four figures were selected for detailed analysis, as they most clearly reflected recurring patterns of Western-
centric representation in Al-generated responses.

We selected the Al systems ChatGPT, Gemini, and DeepSeek to analyze the possible presence of
Western-centric historical narratives in their responses. After obtaining answers from these Al systems, our
team conducted a qualitative analysis to determine whether the responses contained Western-centric
narratives or recurring patterns. ChatGPT and Gemini were selected because both Al systems were
developed in the Global North. DeepSeek was included because we assumed that it relies heavily on widely
circulated narratives about historical issues, which may also reflect existing biases in dominant historical
interpretations.

The study employed a qualitative comparative research design. Identical prompts about Yermak
Timofeevich, Mikhail Skobelev, Mikhail Chernyaev and Kenessary Kasymuly were submitted to each Al
system in order to ensure comparability of responses. The prompts were formulated around four debated
historical figures. This approach allowed the researchers to examine how Al systems construct historical
narratives when responding to the same historical queries.

The analytical framework of the study was informed by the “coloniality of knowledge” concept.
Western-centric narratives were identified when responses prioritized Western historical experiences, framed
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Western actors as the primary agents of historical change, or marginalized perspectives from non-Western
societies. Particular attention was paid to patterns such as the prioritization of European actors, the
presentation of historical development as diffusion from Western civilization, and the omission or
marginalization of local historical perspectives.

The findings were interpreted through the lens of interpretive philosophy, allowing for a deeper
understanding of meaning-making processes in Al-generated historical narratives.

Results

The first question was regarding Ermak Timofeevich, who was the leader of the Cossacks that
participated in the Russian invasion of Siberia. The prompt was: “Who was Ermak Timofeevich?”

In describing Ermak, Gemini used the phrase “opening the vast Siberian frontier.” DeepSeek similarly
framed Ermak’s campaign as the “conquest of Siberia.” ChatGPT, when covering this topic, used phrases
like “Russian expansion into Siberia”, “expedition into Western Siberia.” However, Siberia was not a
“wilderness” that needed a European power to “open” or “conquer” it. In reality, Siberia was inhabited by
numerous Indigenous peoples with complex social structures, religious systems, and economic networks,
with whom Moscow itself maintained various forms of diplomatic contact. This challenges the notion of
Siberia as a “wilderness” and instead highlights it as a politically and socially organized region.

This is further evidenced by historical sources. For example, the Collection of State Charters and
Treaties Preserved in the State College of Foreign Affairs located in Moscow has diplomatic correspondence
between Khan Kuchum and Moscow. Surviving fragments of an agreement concluded between the two sides
suggest that the Siberian khan entered into relations with Ivan IV in a subordinate position [4]. Then, Gemini
referred to Ermak’s opponents as “Siberian tribes” and described the Cossacks as possessing a
“technological advantage.” DeepSeek similarly highlighted the importance of their “superior firearms.” Such
representations create a binary distinction between the “primitive” and the “civilized,” suggesting that
European technological superiority made the outcome inevitable. The use of the term “tribes” reinforces a
simplified and hierarchical view of Siberian societies.

However, this framing overlooks the historical complexity of the region. Khan Kuchum himself was
part of the Shibanid branch from Bukhara, descended from the Chinggisid rulers of the Golden Horde, whose
lineage traced back to Shibani, a descendant of Jochi, the eldest son of Chinggis Khan, representing a long-
established ruling dynasty. Additionally, during the medieval period, the Siberian yurt was a crucial hub
within transregional caravan networks. Its geographical location facilitated sustained connections with major
Central Asian cities such as Bukhara, Merv, Urgench, Serakhs and Nisa, which continued even after Siberia
became part of the Russian state [5; 50].

At the same time, as noted by Miller, the outcome of the conflict cannot be attributed solely to military
or technological superiority. A key factor in Khan Kuchum’s defeat was the defection of segments of the
Tatar and Ugric clan nobility to the Russian side, along with the participation of service Tatars and Ugrians
in military operations alongside Russian forces [6; 680]. These dynamics suggest that the Siberian
Chinggisid polity should not be viewed as a “primitive” tribal formation; rather, Siberia functioned, in
certain respects, as a developed trade hub with complex political and social structures. Furthermore, the case
demonstrates that Kuchum’s defeat was shaped not only by external pressure, but also by the internal
diversity and fragmentation of the Siberian Khanate, which ultimately facilitated the Cossack advance.

It also should be mentioned that Gemini’s narrative centered entirely on Ermak’s motivations, such as
“redemption,” “heroism,” and “gifts from the Tsar.” It treats Indigenous peoples as passive obstacles rather
than protagonists in their own right. Further, DeepSeek described Khan Kuchum as the “main opponent.” In
this narrative, he was framed as an obstacle to Russian expansion. Nevertheless, Khan Kuchum was the
legitimate ruler of a sovereign state [7], while Ermak was an “invader.”

Overall, only ChatGPT’s answer regarding Ermak tried to avoid strong Eurocentrism because it
explicitly states that Russian narratives portray Ermak as a hero, while postcolonial and regional perspectives
emphasize the impact on Indigenous peoples. But, the problem is that all mentioned Al systems do not
provide sufficient information on Indigenous peoples of Siberia, such as the Khanty, Mansi, and Siberian
Tatars. In addition, all of them implicitly positioned the Russian Empire as the primary historical actor, while
Siberian Khanate was a secondary actor.

The next question was about Mikhail Skobelev, Russian general of the 19th century. Hence, the prompt
was “Who was Mikhail Skobelev?”
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Gemini, answering this question, described him as a “hero” and “charismatic” figure. Similarly,
DeepSeek portrayed him as a hero in Bulgaria, highlighting this point so prominently in a summary of his
life. In reality, Russian expansion in Central Asia frequently relied on coercion and violence [8; 561]. A
particularly illustrative example is Skobelev’s 1881 campaign against the Turkmens at Geok Tepe, which has
been described as indiscriminately violent toward both combatants and civilians [9; 233]. In his official
report, Skobelev himself acknowledged that approximately 14,500 people were killed during the siege and
subsequent pursuit [8; 562]. Framing such a figure as a “hero” thus reflects a Western-centric perspective
that tends to romanticize the violent practices of the Russian Empire rather than critically interrogate them
[15].

Moreover, Gemini’s narrative includes such words as a “capture” and “siege.” While DeepSeek,
describing him, used the phrases like a “Russia’s expansion into Central Asia.” In describing the conquest of
Kokand, DeepSeek also mentioned the word “capture.” However, the words “capture” and “siege” are a
classic military terms used in Western history, which in this case seems irrelevant. Moreover, the word
“expansion” is a classic Western-centric framing as well that mirrors phrases like “American westward
expansion.” ChatGPT similarly describing him used the phrase like “conquest of Central Asia” which also
normalizes imperial invasion as a strategic military achievement [10; 10].

Nevertheless, the worst part is that DeepSeek quoted his horrific statement, “In Asia, the duration of
peace is in direct proportion to the slaughter you inflict upon the enemy. The harder you hit them, the longer
they stay quiet.” This controversial quote used to justify genocide and mass murder practiced by Skobelev.
Summing up, only ChatGPT and DeepSeek mentioned that in Central Asia he was considered as a colonial
conqueror, while Gemini focused entirely on Western-centric rhetoric and covered in a few sentences his
Geok Tope massacre. But, all of the three systems’ narratives centered Russian empire as a main subject of
history, while Central Asian actors appeared secondary.

The next question focused on Mikhail Chernyaev, a Russian general who played a key role in the
colonial invasion of Central Asia. The prompt was: “Who was Mikhail Chernyaev?”

In describing his campaign in Tashkent, Gemini characterized the city as being merely “defended by a
garrison,” while DeepSeek used phrases like “expanding the Russian Empire into Central Asia” and “played
a key role in expanding the empire’s influence.” ChatGPT similarly employed expressions such as “Russia’s
advance into Central Asia” and “capture the city of Tashkent.” These representations are not neutral.
Gemini’s description reduces Tashkent to a purely military object, stripping away its political, social, and
historical complexity. In reality, Tashkent has a history spanning over a thousand years and is an important
trade and cultural center. Yet, it is simplified to a mere “garrison” [11; 1753].

DeepSeek’s rhetoric positions the Russian Empire as the central historical actor and normalizes
“expansion” as a neutral or even inevitable process. Similarly, ChatGPT’s use of directional language, such
as “advance” and “capture,” implicitly suggests a sense of inevitability and legitimacy in the context of
imperial conquest. Furthermore, the portrayal of Chernyaev is often romanticized. Gemini refers to him as
the “Lion of Tashkent,” while DeepSeek highlights his “bold and often risky operations,” framing colonial
violence in heroic terms.

In truth, Chernyaev captured Tashkent in 1865 with a relatively small force of around 2,000 soldiers
facing a city of approximately 200,000 inhabitants, which was nevertheless well defended [12; 587-591].
Despite the eventual victory of the Russian Empire, the conquest was met with fierce resistance from the
city’s diverse population, including men, women, and youth, and resulted in significant civilian losses.

This perspective is increasingly reflected in contemporary scholarship. At a conference in June 2025
marking the 160th anniversary of the fall of Tashkent, organized by the Institute of History of Uzbekistan,
scholars characterized the Russian campaign culminating on June 17, 1865, as “brutal” and “vile,”
challenging earlier narratives that framed it as a straightforward military success [16]. Gemini also
mentioned “Great Game”, which frames Central Asia as a chessboard where only two major players exist
like Russian Empire and Great Britain. However, people and Khanates of Central Asia were not just a
“territory.” Chernyaev’s actions were not just a struggle against Great Britain, but was the invasion and
conquest of sovereign states.

In general, all of the three Al systems framed the rhetoric around the history of Russian empire, while
Central Asian khanates were shown as a secondary agents. Despite the fact that all of them mentioned that
Chernyaev in Central Asia is associated with imperial and colonial invasion, the information regarding
Bukhara, Khiva and other Khanates were very limited, which creates a dominant western-centric narrative
over the regional one.
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The next question was about Kenesary Kasymuly, the last Kazakh Khan of 19th century. Consequently,
the prompt was “Who was Kenesary Kasymuly?”

In this case, both Gemini and DeepSeek used such phrases as “national liberation movement” or
“rebellion”, which assume that the Russian Empire was the “default” state and Kenesary reacted against it.
However, the Kazakh Khanate was violently incorporated into the Russian Empire, and Kenesary’s
movement can be understood as an effort to reassert Kazakh sovereignty and preserve the territorial integrity
of his polity. At the same time, these uprisings were shaped by a complex interplay of socioeconomic
factors, including land disputes, tax burdens, and resistance to Russian economic exploitation [13; 147]. In
its response regarding Kenesary, Gemini uses terms like “modernization” and ‘“administrative reforms.”
Within a Western-centric interpretive framework, such language is often associated with a movement toward
a European-style bureaucratic state. This framing risks suggesting that the traditional nomadic political order
— characterized by oral legal traditions (adat), flexible kinship networks, and mobile governance — was
inherently “primitive” or “pre-modern.”

However, Kenesary Khan did not aim to modernize Kazakh governance along European institutional
lines. Instead, his efforts were focused on the standardization and consolidation of existing norms,
particularly those grounded in adat and Islamic principles, which already structured social and political life
in the steppe. This is particularly evident in relation to taxation. Pre-colonial Kazakh society already had
established forms of fiscal extraction, most notably “zakat and various customary obligations collected by
khans and local elites. These practices were embedded in the socio-political fabric of nomadic life and
operated through personal authority, reciprocity, and mobility, rather than through fixed bureaucratic
mechanisms [14; 155].

Kenesary’s reforms should be understood not as the introduction of a fundamentally new fiscal system,
but as an attempt to systematize and centralize existing practices in response to increasing external pressures,
particularly from the Russian Empire. ChatGPT’s use of the term “expansion” places the Russian Empire at
the forefront as the main historical actor, much like the narratives generated by Gemini and DeepSeek.
However, unlike those platforms, ChatGPT also depicts Kenesary as a builder of a state.

Discussion

Recent scholarship has increasingly highlighted that Large Language Models (LLMSs) used by ChatGPT
and Gemini often reproduce cultural biases and historical misconceptions found in their training data. For
instance, Mak and Luo demonstrate that content generated by LLMs frequently reflects Western-centric
perspectives, which marginalize alternative historical narratives and underrepresented viewpoints. Their
framework focuses on quantifying these biases through indicators such as the Cultural Bias Score and the
Historical Misconception Score, providing a systematic method for identifying distortions in Al-generated
narratives [2; 4].

At the same time, emerging research in postcolonial Al studies conceptualizes these issues in broader
structural terms. Zia, for example, interprets artificial intelligence as a form of digital colonialism, where
technologies developed in the Global North perpetuate historical power imbalances through data extraction,
epistemic dominance, and algorithmic bias. From this perspective, Al systems are not merely technical tools
but also mechanisms that reinforce global inequalities and marginalize non-Western knowledge systems [3].

While both approaches offer valuable insights, this study does not adopt either the quantitative
evaluation framework proposed by Mak and Luo or the broader concept of digital colonialism as its primary
analytical lens. Instead, it draws on the concept of the coloniality of knowledge, developed by Anibal
Quijano, which provides a more precise framework for analyzing how knowledge is structured, categorized,
and hierarchized.

Quijano argues that modern knowledge systems create frameworks that define the relationships
between Western Europe and the rest of the world through binary categories such as “primitive—civilized,”
“irrational-rational,” and “traditional-modern.” These classifications establish hierarchical distinctions that
position the “non-European” as aligned with the past and, consequently, constructed as inferior.
Additionally, they frame the relationship between Western Europe and the rest of the world as one between a
subject and an object, reinforcing the notion that Europe is the sole legitimate source of knowledge.

Although Central Asia and Siberia were not colonized by Western European empires, they were subject
to Russian imperial and later Soviet domination. This domination, which differed from overseas colonialism,
involved the incorporation of territory, systematic resource extraction, and cultural assimilation. These
processes significantly influenced local systems of knowledge production. In this context, the term
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“Western-centric,” as used in this study, primarily refers to the epistemological frameworks of Russian
imperialism and the Soviet era, which operated in ways similar to Western colonial knowledge systems.
Although Quijano originally developed the concept of the “coloniality of knowledge” in the context of Latin
America and the global expansion of Western European modernity, this study argues that it can also be
productively applied to Russian imperial and Soviet epistemologies. The production of knowledge about
Central Asia and Siberia reveals comparable patterns of hierarchical classification, epistemic exclusion, and
the privileging of imperial perspectives.

Within this framework, the analysis of Al-generated responses demonstrates a consistent focus on the
Russian Empire as the primary reference point in narratives about Ermak, Skobelev, Chernyaev, and
Kenesary. Historical processes are depicted through a recurring vocabulary of imperial movement and
control, which implicitly positions imperial actions as the main drivers of historical change. Consequently,
Indigenous societies and Central Asian polities are primarily represented in relational terms — defined in
opposition to or in reaction to imperial expansion, rather than as autonomous actors with their own political
trajectories.

For example, in narratives about Ermak, Khan Kuchum is frequently portrayed as the “main opponent,”
reducing his role to that of an obstacle to Russian expansion and obscuring his status as the legitimate ruler
of the Siberian Khanate. More broadly, accounts of Ermak, Skobelev, and Chernyaev consistently rely on
language that situates Central Asian actors as secondary or reactive within a narrative structured around
imperial movement and achievement. A similar pattern is evident in representations of Kenesary, who is
often labeled a “rebel,” thereby diminishing the sovereign and state-building dimensions of his movement.

The coloniality of knowledge also operates through discursive normalization. The language used to
describe imperial encounters presents them as technical, neutral, or inevitable processes, obscuring the
coercive and often violent nature of imperial rule while reinforcing imperial perspectives as common sense.
Another dimension is the hierarchization of knowledge systems. Al-generated narratives tend to privilege
knowledge derived from written archives, military campaigns, and state-building processes — sources
historically associated with imperial authority. In contrast, local epistemologies, including oral traditions,
Indigenous political concepts, and socio-ecological practices, remain largely absent. This imbalance
reinforces the dominance of imperial narratives while marginalizing alternative ways of knowing.

This asymmetry is further reflected in the selective omission of perspectives. In discussions of Ermak,
Al systems rarely engage with the experiences of Indigenous peoples of Siberia, such as the Khanty, Mansi,
and Siberian Tatars. Similarly, narratives concerning Skobelev and Chernyaev lack substantial engagement
with Central Asian perspectives. Significant events, such as the Geok Tepe massacre, are often
underrepresented or only superficially addressed. Moreover, contemporary reinterpretations — like recent
debates in Uzbekistan regarding the 1865 capture of Tashkent — are largely omitted, despite their
importance for understanding the ongoing re-evaluation of imperial histories.

In addition, these narratives reproduce core binary oppositions identified by Quijano. A “primitive—
civilized” dichotomy is implicitly reinforced, for example, through references to the technological
superiority of Cossack firearms over Siberian forces. Likewise, a “traditional-modern” dichotomy emerges
in portrayals of Kenesary’s policies, where his efforts to standardize existing Islamic and adat-based norms
are framed as attempts at “modernization”, thereby measuring local political developments against European
institutional models. These representations further illustrate how Al-generated narratives reproduce
hierarchical classifications embedded in the coloniality of knowledge.

Conclusions

This study demonstrates that Al-generated historical narratives are not neutral representations of the
past; instead, they are shaped by deeply embedded epistemological structures that reflect the coloniality of
knowledge. Through a comparative analysis of responses generated by ChatGPT, Gemini, and DeepSeek, the
research identified consistent patterns of Western-centric framing in the portrayal of historical figures such
as Ermak Timofeevich, Mikhail Skobelev, Mikhail Chernyaev, and Kenesary Kasymuly.

The findings indicate that Al systems tend to position imperial actors — particularly those associated
with the Russian Empire — as the primary agents of historical change. In contrast, non-Western societies are
often represented as secondary, reactive, or peripheral. This narrative structure reinforces a hierarchical
understanding of history, wherein local actors are deprived of agency and reduced to obstacles, subjects, or
contextual backgrounds within imperial expansion. Furthermore, the study reveals that the coloniality of
knowledge operates in Al outputs through several mechanisms: the normalization of imperial discourse, the
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privileging of imperial sources and written archives, and the systematic omission or marginalization of
Indigenous and local perspectives. These patterns not only reproduce historical asymmetries but also obscure
the coercive and violent dimensions of imperial encounters, presenting them as technical, inevitable, or
progressive processes.

By applying Quijano’s concept of coloniality of knowledge to the case of Central Asia and Siberia, this
research broadens the analytical scope of postcolonial Al studies beyond the traditional focus on Western
European colonialism. It highlights that Russian imperial and Soviet epistemologies function in comparable
ways, producing hierarchical classifications and epistemic exclusions that persist in contemporary Al
systems.

However, this study has several limitations. First, the analysis is based on a relatively small sample of
Al systems and focuses on only four historical figures, which limits the generalizability of the findings.
Second, while the selection of prompts and figures is systematic, it remains interpretive and may reflect the
researchers’ analytical focus. Third, the study relies on qualitative analysis, which, although suitable for
identifying patterns of meaning, does not provide a measurable assessment of the scale or frequency of bias.
Finally, Al-generated responses are dynamic and may vary over time due to model updates, meaning the
results represent a snapshot rather than a fixed condition.

Ultimately, the study underscores the need for a more critical engagement with Al-generated
knowledge. Addressing these biases requires not only technical solutions but also epistemological
interventions that incorporate diverse historical perspectives, including local, Indigenous, and non-imperial
ways of knowing. Without such efforts, Al systems risk perpetuating existing inequalities in global
knowledge production and reinforcing historically rooted power asymmetries in the digital age.
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Kacanapl HHTEJUIEKT K9HE «OLTIMHIH 0TAPpIIBLIABIFbD): TAPUXH
HHTEPNpeTANUAIAPAAFbI 0ATHICHEHTPJIK HAPPATUBTEPAI TAIAAY

Maxkanana 3amanayu >xacaas! uHTeInekT (OKI) sxylenepiniy «OiIIMHIH OTapIIBUIIBIFED TY>KBIPBIMIaMachl
apKBUIBl OATBICHEHTPJIK TapuXH HappaTUBTEpl Kanail KalWTa OHZIpeTiHI KapacThIpbUIFaH. AHHOAIh
KuxaHoHBIH TeopusIIbIK Heri3iHe cyiieHe OThIpbIn, 3epTTey KM apKbUIbl KacalfaH HHTEepHpeTanusiap
UMIIEpISUIBIK  OimiM  eHAIpiciHeH Oacray ajaThlH TYPaKTHl SIHCTEMOJIOTHSUIBIK HepapXsiIapiasl Kalai
OeifHeneHTiHIH Tanmaiapl. Aram aiTkaHnma, Makama JKM okyifenepi OaTBICTBIK TapuXH TXipHOenep MeH
HHTEpHpeTalysIapasl  OaTBICTBIK €MeC Ke3KapacTaplaH JKOFapbl KOs Ma JIereH MoceleHi 3epTTeimi.
3epTTeydiH JKaHAIbIFRI — OacTamkeiga JlaTelH AMepHKachl KOHTEKCIHAE KaJBINTACKaH «OUTIMHIH
OTapIUBUIIBIFED TYKbIpbIMaamMachkiH JKUM apKpUIBI XKacaiFaH TapuxXH HappaTuBTepAl Tanmay, acipece Cibip
MeH Optanblk AsusFa KaTBICTBI KOJNJAHYBIH 3epencey. byn 3eprrey arainFaH TYKbIPbIMJaMaHbBIH
reorpadusUIbIK )KOHE aHAIUTUKAIBIK asChIH KeHEHTim, Tapuxu OiniM eHmipicinaeri XXU-niH Gip)kaKTbUIBIFBI
JKOHIHZAETT Kasipri FBUIBIMH IIKipTaJacTapFa yJiec KOCaabl. 3epTTeyle CallalblK CaJBICTBIPMAIIBI JJiC
kKonpansuIael. ChatGPT, Gemini xone DeepSeek cusiktsr ymr XKU xyiieciHiH jkayanTapsl TangaHbin, Epmax
TumodeeBuu, Muxamn CkobeneB, Muxaun YepHseB xone Kenecaper KaceimynbiHa KaTbICTHI Oipaeit
cypakrap KoubuIIbl. HoTikenep Gapibik skyiienepe YKcac 3aHIbUIBIKTapIbIH 0ap ekeHiH kepcetti: KU -nig
HappaTUBTEPi KoOiHECe MMIIEPUSIIBIK aKTOpIapAbl, acipece Pecell nmmepuscriMeH OaiilaHBICTBI TYJIFaIapIbl
Oactel penze xepcereni, an Cibipaeri OaifbIprbl xansikTap MeH OpTanblK A3HAJAFB CasgCH KYPBUIBIMAAP.IBI
eKIHII Jopexelli HeMece PEaKTUBTI PETiHAE CUNATTAibl. «ODKCHAHCHS», (OKaylal aly», «Oachll aimy»
CHSKTBl TEPMUHIEP HMIEPHSIIBIK 30PIIBIK-30MOBUIBIKTEI KAJIBIITEl KYOBUIBIC PETIHIE KOPCETIM, TapuXu
MPOIIeCTEPAl 3aHABI dpi co3ci3 periHae OeitHenelini. ConpiMen Katap KU xylienepi skui OaTBHICTHIK 9CKEpH
TapuXHaMara HeTI3[eNreH AHAIWTHKAIBIK TACUIIEpAl KOJAaHa OTBIPBI, JKEPTUIKTI oJeyMeTTiK-CasicH
JKYHenepIiH KypAeaiIirin KapanaibIMIaHbIpaIs! )koHe OaiibIpFEI O1TiM Kyifenepi MeH aybI3Iia TocTypiaepi
eneyciz Kainaslpagsl. 3eprrey HoTmkenepi KU sxyiienepi TeK ycTeM TapuXH HappaTUBTEPHI KaiTananm KaHa
KOWMal, IUCKYPCTBHIK HOpPMAaTAHIBIPY, HMIEPHSUIBIK JEpeKKe3lepai OachlM KOJJaHy JXOHE JKepriliKTi
KO3KapacTap/pl MaprHHAIM3alMsUIay apKbUIbl «OiTIMHIH OTapIUBUIIBIFEIHY HBIFAHTATBIHBIH KepceTeai. by
YpZIiCTEp SMUCTEMOJIOTHSIIBIK HEpapXHUsIapAblH CaKTAIybIHA JKOHE HUQPIBIK OiniM eHAipiciHAeri TeHci3
OWIiK KaThIHACTAPBIHBIH KaiTa eHipinyiHe bIKman eteni. JKanmel amraHma, 3epTrey HoTmkenepi KU
KyHenepiH OKbITyda WHKJIIO3MBTI, KOHTEKCTKE Ce3iMTall JKOHE OSIHCTEMOJIOTHSIJIBIK  TYPFBLIAH
opTapanTaHABIPBUIFAH TOCUIIEPAIH KKETTUIriH Kepcereni. by tapuxu HappaTuBTepaeri 0ip»KaKTBUTBIKTHI
a3aiThIN, KacaH/Ibl HHTEIJUICKT A9YipiHAe HEFYPIBIM TEHrepiMai OiLTiM KYHECiH KaJbIITaCTRIpyFa MYMKIHIIK
oepeni.

Kinm ce3z0ep: Kenecapsl Kaceimyiter, Epmak Tumodeesud, Peceit mvmmnepusicer, ChatGPT, Gemini, DeepSeek,
€yPOIIEHTPU3M, ITOCTKOJIOHUAIIBIK Teoprs, Muxamn CkobeneB, Muxaun YepHses.

H1.K. 3unaronna, XK. K. OpazaeBa, M.A. Paxmerymnuna, T.C. CmaxoBa, H.b. AxxxynycoBa

I/ICKYCCTBCHHBIﬁ HHTEJJIEKT U «KOJOHUAJIBHOCTDb 3HAHUD):
AHAJIN3 3aNMaJHO-HCHTPUYHBIX HAPPATUBOB B HCTOPUYCCKHUX HHTECPIIPECTAIIUAX

JlaHHOE WCCIeoBaHUE pPAcCMATPUBACT, KaK COBPEMEHHBIE CHCTEMBI HCKYCCTBEHHOTO uHTemekra (V)
BOCIPOM3BOAAT  3aMaJHOLEHTPUYHBIE  HCTOPHYECKHME  HAPPATUBBI  4epe3  TNPHU3MYy  KOHIEMIUH
«KOJIOHHAJIHOCTU 3HaHHs». ONUpasch Ha TEOPETHYECKYo paMKy AHuOans KuxaHo, aBTOp aHANIM3MpyerT,
KakuM o0pa3oM HHTepIperanuu, reHepupyemsie MM, oTpaaloT yCTOWYMBBIE 3MHCTEMOJIOTHYECKHE
uepapxun, c(HOPMHPOBAHHBIE B KOHTEKCTE MMIIEPCKOTO IIPOM3BOACTBA 3HAHHMSA. B dYacTHOCTH, CTaThs
uccienyer, B kakoi creneHu M -cuctemMbl OTAAIOT NPHOPUTET 3alaJHBIM UCTOPUYECKUM MHTEPIPETALUAM U
OTIBITY MO CPAaBHEHHIO C He3alaJHbIMH TepcrekTuBamMu. HaydHas HOBHM3HA HCClefOBaHMS 3aKIIOYaeTCs B
pacIIMpeHNH NPUMEHEHHS! KOHIENINH «KOJOHHAIFHOCTH 3HAHHUS», NMEpBOHAYANBEHO pa3paboTaHHON st
aHanmu3a JIaTHHCKOM AMEpHKH, K M3Y4YEeHHIO HappaTuUBOB, reHepupyembix MU, ¢ akuenrom Ha Cubups u
LlentpansHyto Asuio. Tem cambiM paboTa pacumpsieT reorpaduyecKuii ¥ aHATUTHYECKHH OXBAaT JaHHOU
KOHIIETIIIMY ¥ BHOCHT BKJIaJ B (JOPMHPYIOUIYIOCS HAyYHYIO JUCKyCCHIO 0 mpens3sitocti U B mponsBoacTse
MCTOPUYECKOT0 3HaHUs. MEeTOM0JOrn4eckn HCCle0BaHUE OCHOBAHO Ha Kau€CTBEHHOM CPaBHHUTEIBHOM
noxxone. beun npoananusupoBansl oTBeThl TpéX MU-cuctem — ChatGPT, Gemini u DeepSeek — Ha
UJICHTHYHBIE 3aIpPOCH], TOCBAMEHHBIE YeThIpEM HcTopraeckuM ¢urypam: Epmaky Tumodeesnay, Muxamry
CkobeneBy, Muxamny UYepnseBy wu Kenecapsr KacsiMynsl. Pe3ymbraTel  BEISIBUIIM  YCTOWYHBEHIC
3aKOHOMEPHOCTH BO BCEX PACCMOTPEHHBIX cucTtemax: MM-HappaTuBbl CKIOHHBI NPHIABaTh NPHOPHUTET
UMIIEPCKAM aKTOpaM, NpEeXk/e BCEro CBs3aHHBIM ¢ Poccumiickol mMmeprei, Torma Kak KOpPEHHBIE HapOMbI
Cubupn m nommutudeckne obpazoBaHus lLleHTpampHOM A3WHM TIpe[CTaBIeHBl KaK BTOPOCTEIICHHBIC MIIH
peakTuBHBIE. MICOMBb30BaHNE TAKUX TEPMHUHOB, KaK «9KCIAHCHS», «3aBOEBAHHE» U «3aXBaT», HOPMAIHU3YeT
UMIIEPCKOE HACHJIME U IPEACTaBIsIET UCTOPUYECKHE IPOLECChl KaK HEeM30eKHble W 3aKOoHOMepHble. Kpome
toro, MM-cucreMpl 9acTo ONMpAIOTCs Ha AHAIUTHYECKHE PAMKH 3allafHONH BOEGHHOHW HCTOpHOTpaduH,
yIpoIas CJI0KHBIE JIOKANbHbIE COIMATBHO-TIOIUNTUYECKNE CHCTEMBI U UTHOPHUPYSI MECTHBIE SMUCTEMOJIOTHU
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u yctHele Tpaguiuu. MccrnenoBanue mokaseiBaeT, uto IM-cuctemMbl He TOJIBKO BOCHPOU3BOAAT
JOMUHUPYIOIIUE MCTOPUYECKHE HAppaTHBBl, HO M YCHIMBAIOT «KOJIOHHAJIBHOCTb 3HAHUS» 4epes3
JUCKYPCUBHYI HOpPMaIN3alHI0, IPUOPUTH3ALMIO UMIEPCKUX UCTOUHUKOB U MaprUHAIM3aLUI0 JTOKAJIbHBIX
MEepPCHEeKTUB. OTH  TPOIECCHl  CHOCOOCTBYIOT — COXPAaHEHHIO  SMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKMX — Hepapxuil u
BOCIIPOM3BOZICTBY ACHMMETPUYHBIX BJIACTHBIX OTHONIEHWH B IM(POBOM NPOU3BOACTBE 3HaHUI. B memom
pe3yabTaThl  MOMYEPKUBAIOT  HEOOXOOWMOCTH  pa3pabOTKM  Oojiee  MHKIIO3MBHBIX, KOHTEKCTHO-
YYBCTBUTENBHBIX U 3MHCTEMOJIOTUUECKU Pa3HOOOPA3HBIX MOAX010B K 00yueHuto MU, 4To Mo3BOIUT CHU3UTD
YPOBEHB DENpe3eHTaTHBHOM IPEAB3ATOCTH M CIIOCOOCTBOBAaTH (hOPMHPOBAaHHUIO OoJiee cOaaHCHPOBAHHBIX
HCTOPUYECKUX HapPaTUBOB B 3MI0XY UCKYCCTBEHHOI'O UHTEIIICKTA.

Knioueswie cnosa: Kenecapst Kacoimynsl, Epmak Tumodeeud, Poccuiickas umnepusi, ChatGPT, Gemini,
DeepSeck, eBponieHTpu3M, nocTKoIOHHANbHAS Teopus, Muxaun Ckobenes, Muxani YepHses.

References

1 Quijano, A. (2000). Coloniality of Power and Eurocentrism in Latin America. International Sociology, 15, 215-232.

2 Mak, M., & Luo, T. (2025). A framework for evaluating cultural bias and historical misconceptions in LLMs outputs.
BenchCouncil Transactions on Benchmarks, Standards and Evaluation, 5, 1-11.

3 Zia, M. Digital Colonialism: Reimagining Power, Identity, and Resistance by Decolonizing Al. Intelligent Transformation:
Al’s Role in Business, Governance, Learning, and Spiritual Growth. Retrieved from
https://publisher.yayasandpi.or.id/index.php/dpipress/article/view/1722/640

4 Sobranie gosudarstvennykh gramot i dogovorov, khraniashchikhsia v gosudarstvennoi kollegii inostrannykh del [Collection
of state charters and treaties kept in the State Collegium of Foreign Affairs]. www.prlib.ru. Retrieved from
https://www.prlib.ru/item/366276

5 Sobolev, V.1. (2008). Istoriia sibirskikh khanstv (po arkheologicheskim materialam) [History of the Siberian Khanates (based
on archaeological materials)]. Novosibirsk: Nauka [in Russian].

6 Miller, G.F. (1999). Istoriia Sibiri [History of Siberia]. Moscow: Vostochnaia literatura [in Russian].

7 Kotkin, S. Defining Territories and Empires: from Mongol Ulus to Russian Siberial200-1800. Slavic research center.
Retrieved from https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/sympo/Proceed97/Kotkin3.html

8 Mackay, J. (2026). Historical sources of Russian imperial legitimation claims. International Affairs, 2, 561-578.

9 Hopkirk, P. (1990). The Great Game: on secret service in high Asia. London: John Murray.

10 Landsdell, H. (1885). Russian Central Asia: Including Kuldja, Bokhara, Khiva. London: Merv S. Low, Marston, Searle and
Rivington.

11 Kamalova, Z. (2022). The Strategic Importance of Tashkent in 19th Century. Journal of Social Studies, 4, 1752-1762.

12 Sigalov, S.A. (2016). Cherniaevy-kazachii rod iz Kosobrodki. Gorokhovskie chteniia, 587-591.

13 Karassaev, G., Kenzhebaev, G., Kaliev, D., Naimanbaev, B., & Baktorazov, S. (2025). Borba kazakhov v Tsentralnoi Azii
protiv reform rossiiskoi imperskoi administratsii v X1X veke [The struggle of Kazakhs in Central Asia against the reforms of the
Russian imperial administration in the 19th century]. Historica: Revue pro historii a pribuzné védy — Historica: Journal for History
and Related Sciences, 16 (2), 147-166. DOI: 10.15452/Historica.2025.16.0007 [in Russian].

14 Olcott, M. B. (1995). The Kazakhs. Stanford: Hoover Institution Press.
15 Osada i shturm Dengil-Tepe. abashin.org. Retrieved from https://abashin.org/2025/11/09/0sada-i-shturm-kreposti-dengil-
tepe/

16 Unmasking colonial myths: Uzbekistan’s historians unveil Russian Empire’s 1865 Tashkent atrocities. kun.uz. Retrieved
from  https://kun.uz/en/news/2025/06/27/unmasking-colonial-myths-uzbekistans-historians-unveil-russian-empires-1865-tashkent-
atrocities

Information about the authors

Shyngys Zipatolla — Master of Humanities, Senior Lecturer, Buketov Karaganda National Research
University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8505-8599

Zhazira Orazayeva — Candidate of Historical Sciences, Aktobe Regional University named after
K. Zhubanov, Aktobe, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8199-0803

Maiken Rakhmetullina — Master of Psychological Sciences, Senior Lecturer, Buketov Karaganda
National Research University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9229-2722

Togzhan Smakova — Master of Pedagogical Sciences, Senior Lecturer, Buketov Karaganda National
Research University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0009-0006-6622-8499

Nazerke Akzhunusova — Master of Pedagogical Sciences, Senior Lecturer, Buketov Karaganda
National Research University, https://orcid.org/0009-0008-4633-9882

ISSN 3134-9102 (Print). ISSN 3134-9110 (Online) 117


https://publisher.yayasandpi.or.id/index.php/dpipress/article/view/1722/640
https://www.prlib.ru/item/366276
https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/sympo/Proceed97/Kotkin3.html
https://abashin.org/2025/11/09/osada-i-shturm-kreposti-dengil-tepe/
https://abashin.org/2025/11/09/osada-i-shturm-kreposti-dengil-tepe/
https://kun.uz/en/news/2025/06/27/unmasking-colonial-myths-uzbekistans-historians-unveil-russian-empires-1865-tashkent-atrocities
https://kun.uz/en/news/2025/06/27/unmasking-colonial-myths-uzbekistans-historians-unveil-russian-empires-1865-tashkent-atrocities
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8505-8599
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8199-0803
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9229-2722
https://orcid.org/0009-0006-6622-8499
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-4633-9882

