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This article examines the role of local authorities in the implementation of the 1928 campaign to confiscate
the property of wealthy Kazakh households (bais) in the Petropavl District. The campaign, initiated by the
Soviet leadership, was formally aimed at dismantling the “remnants of feudalism” and promoting the
Sovietization of the Kazakh aul (traditional rural community). However, as this study demonstrates, it served
broader political purposes, acting as a foundational element in the expansion of state control and repression in
rural Kazakhstan. Drawing on previously underutilized archival materials from national and regional ar-
chives, as well as documentation from the State Commission for the Full Rehabilitation of Victims of Politi-
cal Repressions, the authors reconstruct the mechanics of this policy at the regional level. The research re-
veals that local authorities did not merely carry out central orders but adapted and expanded them. This in-
cluded the artificial merging of extended family households, falsification of social statuses, and arbitrary re-
classification of communities to meet confiscation quotas. The analysis also shows that the promised redistri-
bution of confiscated livestock and property to poor peasants had limited effect. A significant share of the as-
sets was absorbed by collective farms or used to settle state arrears. The findings challenge the notion that the
campaign was a genuine tool of social justice. Instead, it is argued that the confiscation campaign was a polit-
ically motivated operation designed to eliminate traditional elites, consolidate ideological control, and prepare
the groundwork for forced collectivization. The article contributes to the broader historiography of Soviet re-
pression by offering a regionally grounded and source-rich case study of early Stalinist transformations in
Kazakhstan.
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Introduction

The large-scale socio-economic transformation of Kazakh society in the late 1920s began with the con-
fiscation of bai (wealthy) households, carried out in accordance with the resolution of the Kazakh Central
Executive Committee (KazTsIK) and the Council of People’s Commissars (SNK) dated August 27, 1928.
This political campaign, initiated by the Communist Party and Soviet authorities in Kazakhstan, was de-
scribed by F.I. Goloshchekin as an “exceptionally significant socio-economic measure in the aul” [1; 238].
The confiscation of bai households set the course for state policy in the ensuing years and became one of the
cornerstones of the so-called policy of “Sovietization of the Kazakh aul” or the “Little October.” As the first
major socio-political campaign of the Soviets in Kazakhstan targeting the traditional social structure, the
elimination of bai households served as a precursor to the broader socio-economic and political repressions
unleashed during mass collectivization.

In this context, scholarly interest arises in analyzing the role of authorities responsible for implementing
this socio-political campaign, especially in terms of its regional characteristics. Studying the mechanisms of
confiscation at the level of specific regions in Kazakhstan, and introducing regional archival and other
sources into academic discourse, helps to better understand the logic of Soviet and party leadership, the spe-
cifics of repressive policies, and their consequences for the local population. Therefore, the purpose of this
article is to review the historical events related to the confiscation of bai households in the Petropavl district
and to analyze the activities of local authorities in implementing this campaign. The research sets out the fol-
lowing objectives: to provide an overview and analysis of the main measures taken during the campaign,
considering their political and ideological justification; to examine the roles and functions of local authorities
in enforcing the confiscation policy; to identify the mechanisms and peculiarities of their actions at the re-
gional level; and to assess the impact of the campaign on the socio-economic conditions of the local popula-
tion.
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The confiscation of bai households in the late 1920s has a broad historiography, as at the time it was a
significant socio-political event and played an important role in the Soviet agrarian policy toward the tradi-
tional Kazakh society. In Soviet historiography, these events were interpreted tendentiously and assessed
solely as a progressive development. During the implementation of the campaign and in subsequent years,
participants themselves addressed the topic, including F.I. Goloshchekin [1], M. Kaipnazaruly [2],
S. Safarbekuly [3], among others.

Later, Soviet historians such as A.P. Kuchkin [4], A.B. Tursunbaev [5], G.F. Dakhshleiger [6], and oth-
ers examined the 1928 confiscation campaign primarily in generalized terms. Their studies typically focused
on statistical data, such as the number of confiscated households and the volume of property and livestock
redistributed to poor households and collective farms. However, a detailed analysis of the activities of re-
gional and especially local authorities largely remained outside the scope of scientific inquiry. One notable
strength of Soviet research was the extensive use of sources, although this was often subject to ideological
bias.

Since Kazakhstan gained independence, domestic historians have actively studied key events of the
past, such as collectivization, mass famine (asharshylyk), political repressions, and deportations. Significant
contributions to the study of these topics have been made by scholars such as M. Kozybaev,
Zh. Abylkhozhin, K. Aldazhumanov [7], M. Koigeldiev [8], T. Omarbekov [9], and others. Their works,
based on a thorough analysis of archival materials and reliable sources, are distinguished by their scholarly
depth and objectivity.

These studies do not only help to reconstruct the historical picture of complex events but also foster a
critical understanding of the past. They play an important role in preserving historical memory, developing
national consciousness, and cultivating civic responsibility. In this way, the academic work of Kazakhstani
historians strengthens national historiography and contributes to the development of historical scholarship in
the country.

The modern historiography of the 1928’s bai household confiscation campaign constitutes a multifacet-
ed scholarly discourse encompassing the socio-economic, political, and demographic consequences of the
campaign. One notable contribution is the monograph by S.A. Zhakisheva, The Elimination of Bai House-
holds in Kazakhstan at the Turn of the 1920s-30s: New Approaches, Methods, and Technologies (2021)
[10]. In her study, the author employs interdisciplinary methods, including content analysis, mathematical-
statistical approaches, and digital technologies for processing historical data.

Of particular interest are academic articles focused on the confiscation of bai households, often featur-
ing regional material. For example, R.E. Orazov’s article “Zhetysu: The Process and Consequences of Con-
fiscating Kazakh Bais” analyzes the course of the campaign in Zhetysu and its effects on the local population
[11]. Contemporary historiography of the 1928 bai confiscation campaign in Kazakhstan is characterized by
an analysis of the socio-economic and political aspects of the process. One such study is the article by
G.K. Kenzhebaeva, Z.E. Kabuldinov, and T.A. Ryskulova, “Preparatory Work of the Kazakh Regional
Committee for the Confiscation of Large Bai Households in Kazakhstan from February to August 1928~
[12]. In this work, the authors examine in detail the steps taken by the Kazkraikom of the All-Union Com-
munist Party (Bolsheviks) to prepare the campaign, beginning with the creation of a special commission in
February 1928 and culminating with the approval of the confiscation decree in August of the same year.

Studies by foreign scholars should also be noted. Among them is the research of Isabelle Ogaion,
Sedentarization of the Kazakh USSR under Stalin: Collectivization and Social Changes (1928-1945), in
which a chapter is dedicated to the confiscation of bai households [13]. Robert Kindler, in his work Stalin’s
Nomads: Power and Famine in Kazakhstan, analyzes Soviet modernization and its impact on Kazakh socie-
ty, including the bai confiscation [14]. Sarah Cameron, in her publications, examines collectivization and
repression in Kazakhstan, emphasizing their catastrophic consequences [15].

New data have also been introduced into the historiography through the materials of the State Commis-
sion for the Full Rehabilitation of Victims of Political Repressions, particularly Volume 32 dedicated to the
North Kazakhstan Region [16]. These materials contain valuable archival documents that shed light on the
regional aspects of the confiscation campaign.

Thus, contemporary studies on the topic of bai household confiscation are based on an expanded source
base, including archival documents, mathematical-statistical analysis, and interdisciplinary methods. This
allows for a deeper understanding of the historical process and its long-term consequences for Kazakhstan.
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Materials and Methods

The primary sources for this study include archival documents such as letters, reports, and explanatory
notes stored in File No. 2068, Collection No. 141 of the Kazakh Regional Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) housed in the Archive of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan (here-
inafter — APRK). Personal files of individuals subjected to confiscation are located in Collection No. 135 of
the Central State Archive of the Republic of Kazakhstan (hereinafter — CSARK). Unfortunately, the file
related to the district commission for the confiscation of bai households in the Petropavl District, once stored
in CSARK, is listed as lost according to the archive’s inventory. The research also utilized minutes from the
presidiums of district executive committees of the Petropavl District, preserved in the North Kazakhstan
State Archive (NKSA). An additional source is a small publication authored by one of the direct leaders of
the confiscation campaign in the studied sub-districts, Mustafa Kaipnazaruly, titled “Kanpeske nauganynyn
gorytyndysy” [2].

Methodologically, this study is based on retrospective and historical-genetic analysis, which allows the
reconstruction of the sequence of events — from decision-making to their practical implementation. The ap-
plication of a microhistorical approach enabled the examination of specific cases (such as the merging of
related households, falsification of surnames, and arbitrary reclassification of household categories), reveal-
ing the mechanisms of expanded repression and administrative arbitrariness. Content analysis of propaganda
materials, including resolutions from poor peasants’ meetings, was used to trace the political rhetoric and
legitimization strategies employed by the authorities.

Additionally, a historical-comparative method was applied to compare official decrees with their actual
implementation. A synthesis of quantitative and qualitative analysis was used to assess the scale and conse-
guences of the confiscation campaign. The regional approach in this research enabled the identification of
specific features of how state policy was implemented within the context of a particular district, highlighting
differences in administrative practices and the level of initiative demonstrated by local authorities.

The comprehensive application of these methods provided an in-depth exploration of the subject, re-
vealing hidden mechanisms of repression and political mobilization, as well as evaluating the socio-
economic impact of the confiscation campaign on the Kazakh aul.

Results

The first practical steps toward implementing the confiscation of bai households were taken at the 6th
Conference of the Kazakh Regional Committee, held in November 1927. The conference resolutions stated
that “in order to decisively eliminate the oppressive and semi-feudal dependence of the poor on the bais, to
increase their socio-political weight and economic position, and to ensure better utilization of land redistrib-
uted to them, it is necessary to expropriate from large bais livestock and equipment. This will promote the
emergence of middle peasants in the aul and the development of its productive forces, further strengthening
the alliance of the proletariat with the working masses of the aul” [17; 31].

By the end of February 1928, a commission composed of Nurmakov, Isaev, and Safarbekov was tasked
with “developing a draft decree on expropriation, to be subsequently approved by the bureau” [18; 344]. The
framework for the decree was defined by the resolution of the Presidium of the All-Russian Central Execu-
tive Committee (VTsIK) “On the deprivation of land use rights and residence in permanent settlements for
large bais and livestock breeders, along with their families, and the confiscation of their property,” which
was attached to the minutes of the 23rd meeting of the Kazkraikom bureau of the VKP(b) on March 14, 1928
[18; 344-347]. A memorandum from the Kazkraikom of the VKP(b) to the Central Committee of the
VKP(b) dated May 15, 1928, entitled “On the confiscation of the means and instruments of production from
large bai households and persons of formerly privileged estates and tribal groups,” justified the significance
of confiscating the property of large bais [18; 347—-358].

The culmination of all preparatory work by the regional authorities was the decree of the Central Ex-
ecutive Committee and the Council of People’s Commissars of the Kazakh ASSR “On the Confiscation of
Bai Households,” dated August 27, 1928. This decree subjected wealthy household owners across the repub-
lic to confiscation, with the exception of the Aday District, the cotton-growing sub-districts of the former
Zhetysu and Syr-Darya provinces, and the Karakalpak Autonomous Region [18; 389-394]. According to the
decree, the confiscation targeted large Kazakh bais accused of maintaining semi-feudal, patriarchal, and trib-
al structures and of hindering the Sovietization of the aul. This included individuals with more than 400 head

ISSN 3134-9102 (Print). ISSN 3134-9110 (Online) 63



Sh.T. Bektassov, M.Z. Utegenov, A.T. Bekseitova

of livestock in nomadic sub-districts or more than 300 in semi-nomadic sub-districts, as well as former repre-
sentatives of privileged groups (sultans, khans, volost governors, etc.), regardless of their current wealth.

Central and district-level commissions were created to oversee the confiscation and resettlement efforts.
On August 28, by resolution of the Bureau of the Petropavl District Committee of the VKP(b), a district
commission was established, chaired by the Deputy Chairman of the District Executive Committee,
O. Buraev [19; 21]. Commission members included Yu.Yu. Valiniek, head of the district OGPU department;
Bekenov, representative of the district land department; Zheltaev, representative of the local branch of the
“Koshchi” Union; Kadybaev, representative of the Union of Agricultural and Forestry Workers (Rabzemles);
and district prosecutor Sattygulov, who had advisory status.

To monitor and coordinate confiscation and resettlement efforts, the Kazakh ASSR’s Central Executive
Committee and Council of People’s Commissars sent plenipotentiaries to each district. In the Petropavl Dis-
trict, Hamza Yusupbekov, executive secretary of the Party Collegium of the Kazakh Regional Control
Commission of the VKP(b), was appointed as the representative [18; 393].

Preparations for the campaign had begun even before the official publication of the decree. On August
14, 1928, the Bureau of the Petropavl District Committee of the VKP(b) adopted a resolution on preparatory
measures for the confiscation and resettlement of large bais from the aul. This resolution included mobilizing
party activists, poor and landless peasants, and Komsomol organizations, as well as developing propaganda
and methodological materials. Particular attention was paid to OGPU activities, including verifying data on
bais and identifying “socially harmful elements” [16; 40—42]. The OGPU maintained secret records of
households potentially subject to confiscation. According to documents from OGPU district offices, a list of
96 bai households across seven sub-districts (Beynetkor, Kzylaasker, Kzyltu, Kokshetau, Oktyabr, Tonkerey,
and Enbekshilder) was compiled for confiscation, of which 40 of the wealthiest were selected [16; 44].

On September 3, following the publication of the confiscation decree, the Bureau of the Petropavl Dis-
trict Committee of the VKP(b) adopted series of decisions instructing the plenipotentiary of the CEC and
SNK of the Kazakh ASSR, Yusupbekov, along with district workers Iskakov and Telelyaev, to develop a
detailed plan of action for carrying out the confiscation in the district [16; 46].

The plan they developed envisioned a four-stage process [19; 54-55]:

Organizational stage — involved preparatory measures: dispatching plenipotentiaries to sub-districts
and auls, forming sub-district commissions, approving lists of households for confiscation and resettlement,
etc.

Agitation and explanatory campaign — included meetings with the poor and landless, sub-district-level
conferences of the poor, discussions of confiscation at sub-district party meetings and village/countryside
party cells.

Confiscation stage — the direct implementation of confiscation measures.

Final stage — consolidating the results through publicizing outcomes via sub-district party committees,
sub-district executive committees, and the Koshchi Union at appropriate public meetings.

Sub-district party committees were also expected to develop practical measures for utilizing the confis-
cated livestock and agricultural tools redistributed to the poor, and for involving them in collectivization,
cooperatives, and invigorating the work of village councils.

From Petropavlovsk, the district executive committee sent plenipotentiaries to seven Kazakh-populated
sub-districts to oversee the campaign. Archival documents indicate that the following assignments were
made: Iskakov to Kokshetau, Kaipnazaruly to Beynetkor, Kaspakbaev to Kzyltu, Bekenov to Enbekshilder,
Jusupov to Oktyabr”, Kozhmukhametov to Tonkerey, and Danyarov to Kzylaasker sub-district [16; 48].
Soon after, the district plenipotentiary for Kokshetau, Iskakov, was replaced by S. Chekparbaev [19; 143].

These plenipotentiaries were tasked with organizing sub-district commissions and were appointed as
their chairmen. In addition to the district plenipotentiary, each sub-district commission was to include two
representatives from the sub-district executive committee, the head of the sub-district land administration, a
representative of the Koshchi union, and a representative of the Rabzemles trade union. The sub-district
commissions under the RIK (Sub-district Executive Committee) were responsible for the practical imple-
mentation of the campaign, with support from the OGPU and the militia.

According to a report by M. Kaipnazaruly, to clarify the objectives of the confiscation of bai house-
holds in the Petropavl District, 399 meetings were held, with 58,440 participants, including 10,037 women,
3,595 laborers (batraks), 31,916 poor peasants (kedeys), and 11,889 middle peasants (ortashas) [2; 4]. The
numerical indicators of such mass events always raise doubts, but the reports citing these figures were pre-
pared to emphasize the significance of the work carried out by those who compiled them.
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On September 21, the Petropavl District Executive Committee issued a Resolution “On the Confisca-
tion of Large Bai Households and the Expulsion of Their Owners,” according to which 34 households were
subject to “expulsion from the territory of the Petropavl District along with the confiscation of all agricultur-
al property” [16; 49-50]. The resolution regulated the relocation of the named individuals and their families
to the Aktobe district of the Kazakh ASSR. According to the document, the deportees were given a two-
week deadline, no later than October 15, for voluntary relocation, after which forced expulsion was to be
carried out with the assistance of the OGPU and the workers’ and peasants’ militia.

The resolution also stated that no confiscations or expulsions of households other than those listed
above shall be carried out under the resolution of the KazCEC and the Council of People’s Commissars dat-
ed 27-V111-28.” This meant that only the households listed in the given resolution were to be subject to con-
fiscation and expulsion.

While analyzing archival documents, discrepancies were discovered between the list in the above-
mentioned resolution and the list of those deported and who arrived in the Aktobe district, which indicates
further additions and changes to the resolution’s list. For example, the Presidium of the Petropavl District
Executive Committee, at a meeting on October 2, 1928, decided to remove Sadvokas Abdukarimov from the
deportation list, replacing him with Mukhamedrakhim Shaimerdenov from the Kyzyl-Tuu sub-district [20;
46 ob.]. At the same meeting, the Presidium canceled the expulsion of Zainulla and Sadvokas Balguzhin and
requested the Regional Commission to cancel the expulsion of their third brother, Abai Balguzhin, as well.

At a meeting on October 10, 1928, the Presidium requested “KazCEC to approve the confiscation of the
property of Sadvokas Tokzhanov (Kyzyltu sub-district)” [20; 52]. Apparently, this individual was the father
of Gabass Tokzhanov. Sabit Mukanov, in the third volume of his novel School of Life, writes: “It was ru-
mored that he (author’s note: Gabass Sadvokasovich Togzhanov held the position of Press Department Head
of the Kazakh Regional Committee of the VKP(b). At the same time, he was editor of the newspaper
Enbekshi Kazakh) was the son of the well-known bai Sadvokas Tokzhanov. These rumors were confirmed
during the 1928 confiscation: Sadvokas’s name was included in the list of the five hundred major bais” [21;
209].

In the same book, S. Mukanov has his character Shayakhmet Aitpayev state that “Tokzhanov’s father
Sadvokas and his brother Nurke were indeed major bais who had gained a bad reputation in the auls. Gabass
not only did not break ties with his father and brother but also warned them in time that the Soviet govern-
ment would confiscate livestock from large bais, which is why they were in a hurry to sell off what they
could” [21; 390].

From the minutes of the meeting of the Presidium of the Petropavl District Executive Committee dated
October 23, 1928, it is known that Nurtaza Kemelev was added to the list in place of the removed Zhabai
Satybayev [20; 64]. The removal from the list may have been influenced by the active efforts of
Z. Satybayev himself, who sent “a telegraphic petition to the KazCEC, the Council of People’s Commissars,
and the Kazkraikom of the VKP(b) requesting a review of the commission’s decision” [22; 269]. In this peti-
tion, Satybayev argued for his exclusion from the confiscation list by stating that “his father, bai Satybai
Bagoshev, had been imprisoned during the Kolchak period for Bolshevik activity and was brutally murdered
by bandits in 1921 for supporting Soviet power.”

The direct confiscation process began in late September 1928. For example, on September 26, inventory
protocols were compiled for the property of Sadouakas and Seitakhmet Altiyev. In them, senior OGPU plen-
ipotentiary lvashchenko provided a detailed description of all material assets belonging to Seitakhmet
Kokeneev [16; 52-55].

In the Petropavl District, of the livestock confiscated from bai households, a total of 4,686 head of cattle
(converted to large cattle units) was distributed among 1,148 poor, landless peasant households and 108 col-
lective farms [19; 80]. M. Kaipnazaruly’s report presents the same figures: “A total of 4,686 head of live-
stock (cattle) were confiscated from the wealthy. Of this amount, approximately 70 % was distributed among
the poor and laborers, while the remaining 30 % was allocated to cooperatives and collective farms. Live-
stock was received by 1,142 poor peasants and laborers. The number of cooperatives and collective farms
amounted to 103. On average, each poor household received 3—4 heads of cattle, and each cooperative or
collective farm received about 12 heads” [2; 14]. It is likely that Kaipnazaruly cites the number of confiscat-
ed livestock net of obligations from the targeted households.

In addition to livestock, a significant amount of property and agricultural equipment was confiscated
from 34 bai households. Specifically, 29 wooden houses, 17 winter dwellings (kystaus), and 27 yurts were
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seized, indicating a mixed sedentary and nomadic lifestyle. Also confiscated were 27 hay mowers, 27 horse-
drawn rakes, 5 reapers, 14 plows, 3 horse-powered threshers, and one automatic binder — all pointing to a
relatively high level of agricultural mechanization. Furthermore, 71 buggies, 39 light carts and sledges, 8
winnowers, and 22 harrows were seized [19; 99]. Among the confiscated property were also household and
luxury items, including 59 carpets.

Following the publication of the decree “On the Confiscation of Large Bai Households and the Expul-
sion of Their Owners” by the district executive committee, the sub-district-level executive committees were
required to issue official documentation to those being expelled. One such document was a certificate signed
by the chairman of the Petropavl District executive committee [16; 51]. These certificates recorded the legal
basis for expulsion, the number of family members subject to expulsion, their names and degrees of kinship,
and the deadline for departure. The certificate indicated that it had to be presented to the Aktobe District Ex-
ecutive Committee.

The deportation of the repressed bais began in mid-October and was scheduled for completion by No-
vember 5, 1928. The local authorities, represented by the district executive committee, insisted on the depar-
ture of all family members listed in the certificate. One striking example involves the case of Rahima
Zhumabaeva, the 70-year-old mother of Akhmet Nurmukhamedov [23; 38]. When A. Nurmukhamedov was
being deported to the Aktobe district, his mother was undergoing treatment in a hospital. Despite this, as he
later wrote in his complaint to the Kazakh Central Executive Committee (KazTslK), Deputy Chairman of the
District Executive Committee Orazghali Buraev demanded “that she be sent to the place of exile no matter
what, saying she could die on the way”.

The families of deported bais began arriving in the Aktobe District in the second half of October and
November. This is evidenced by a list preserved in the holdings of the Aktobe State Archive. According to
this document, 35 families arrived in the Aktobe District (Table 1).

Table 1

List of Individuals Deported from the Petropavl District to the Aktobe District under the Confiscation Campaign
in Accordance with the Decree of the CEC and SNK of the Kazakh ASSR “On the Confiscation of Bai
Households” of August 27, 1928

. - Total Family Remaining in Arrival Date in
No. Name of Deported Individual Sub-district Members Former Place Aktobe District
1 Tashenov Muklay Kokshetau 11 — October 21
2 Baytikov Abbas Kokshetau 9 2 October 22
3 Aznabayev Abzhan Kokshetau 13 — October 24
4 Kenzhegarin Shokum Kokshetau 14 — October 24
5 Khasenov Zholdaskozha Kokshetau 7 1 October 24
6 Zakrinov Kuramankhozha Kokshetau 3 9 October 25
7 Zhumabayev Akhmetzhan Beynetkor 2 5 October 22
8 Kaimullin E. Beynetkor 6 4 October 27
9 Tokmambetov Isamberdy Beynetkor 13 2 October 27
10 Idrisov Malik Beynetkor 11 — October 27
11 Abdrakhmanov Sultan Kzyltu 1 5 October 24
12 Zhantalin Muklay Kzyltu 5 — October 30
13 Shektybayev Rakhimzhan Kzyltu 3 10 October 31
14 Zhantalin Salim Kzyltu 7 — October 31
15 Zhantalin Kasym Kzyltu 7 — October 31
16 Isin Suleiman Kzyltu 9 — October 31
17 Tokzhanov Sadvokas Kzyltu 9 — November 1
18 Shaimerdenov Rakhim Kzyltu 7 — November 4
19 Tashenov Shamil Kzyltu 5 — November 13
20 Maikutov Baumakh Petropavlovsk 5 — October 25
21 Maikutov Khasantai Petropavlovsk 3 October 25
22 Sabarlin Zhylykibay Kzylasker 12 — October 25
23 Nurpisov Mukhamad Kzylasker 3 7 October 31
24 Zhumanov Alzhan Enbekshilder 5 1 October 27
25 Umarkulov Sharip Enbekshilder 1 9 October 27
26 Khasenov Bekkhozha Enbekshilder 4 - October 28
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27 Ramazanov Ablay Tonkerey 4 — October 31
28 Altiyev Sadvokas Tonkerey 2 10 October 31
29 Kushkenov Zhakiy Tonkerey 8 — November 10
30 Arbabayev Abdir Tonkerey 13 2 November 10
31 Makenov Mukhamedzhan Oktyabr 5 — October 31
32 Muzhikov Nuraly Oktyabr 13 7 November 11
33 Kemelov Nurtaza Oktyabr 21 4 November 19
34 Kuyukov Tasan Kzylasker 5 4 December 23

Source: State Archive of the Aktobe Region. Fund 9, Inventory 1, File 2, pp. 21-22.

According to archival materials, some of the deported families, with the permission of local authorities,
were allowed to spend the winter in the city of Aktobe. This is evidenced by their petitions addressed to the
Aktobe District Commission, in which they requested temporary residence in the district center during the
winter period. These documents bear corresponding resolutions confirming official approval. It is also
known that by the spring of 1929, the deported families began relocating to rural areas. For example, the
Altiyev family moved after the winter to the village of Abyz near the Karatogay station [24; 78]. They later
continued farming in the Zhaisan area.

Discussion

The confiscation campaign organized by the regional leadership involved the Kazakh population in a
process of class cleansing, effectively depriving them of the ability to distance themselves from repressive
actions carried out on behalf of the state. Particular importance was placed on propaganda and agitation
among the population, reflecting the authorities’ intention to ideologically justify and legitimize their actions.
Under the pretext of fighting “baihood” the government sought to provoke internal social division, imposing
upon Kazakh auls the role of an instrument of repression. In reality, the confiscation campaign served as a
cover for a deeper goal — the Sovietization of Kazakh society, the destruction of its traditional social struc-
ture, and the imposition of state ideology.

The activities of local authorities in the district, aimed at implementing the decisions of the regional
center, were expressed through the organization of propaganda events in Kazakh auls. These included meet-
ings of the poor, conferences of laborers, and the active involvement of political organizations such as the
“Koshchi” Union, Communist and Komsomol cells, and trade unions. According to archival documents, con-
ferences of the poor took place on September 23 in the Kokshetau and Enbekshilder sub-districts.

The resolution of the Kokchetav Sub-district Conference of the Poor is a vivid example of the legitimi-
zation of repressive measures through collective declarations “from the people” [19; 59]. The document em-
ploys language typical of the political rhetoric of the time, including phrases such as “we send our fiery
greetings,” “historical oppression,” “Soviet power,” and “Sovietization of the aul.” These slogans functioned
as tools of emotional mobilization, portraying the poor as unified and determined to act in the name of revo-
lutionary transformation.

The establishment of “assistance commissions” in auls during the bai property confiscation period be-
came a crucial mechanism for mobilizing the poor and tightening control over the expropriation process.
These commissions, typically consisting of 15 to 25 members, were formed at meetings of the poor and car-
ried out various duties — from guarding and inventorying confiscated property to participating in its redistri-
bution and suppressing local resistance. In the Petropavl District, according to M. Kaipnazaruly, 35 such
commissions were established, involving around 700 people [2; 4].

Initially, the republican authorities planned the confiscation and expulsion of 19 households classified
in the first category and 5 in the second category in the Petropavl District [19; 70]. On September 7, 1928,
the Bureau of the District Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) adopted a resolution
petitioning for the expansion of the list of households subject to confiscation by adding nine additional
names, which were specified in the text of the resolution.

According to the Instructions for the Implementation of the Decree of the CEC and SNK of the Kazakh
ASSR dated August 27, 1928, on the confiscation and deportation of bai households, the determination of
who qualified for confiscation was based on the number of livestock present in a household as of January 1,
1928 [18; 397]. One of the challenges faced by local authorities in the Petropavl District was the lack of ac-
curate data on property holdings as of that date. The plenipotentiary of the KazCEC and SNK for confisca-
tion in the Petropavl District, Kh. Yusupbekov, wrote in a letter to the Regional Committee, KazCEC, and
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SNK that “neither the local authorities nor the District Executive Committee could obtain information as of
January 1, 1928. This was partly due to the fact that the aul councils and district executive committees did
not keep detailed property records, except for tax purposes.” He added, “when the data was actually verified,
it turned out that among the 19 households categorized in the first group, the required livestock numbers
were insufficient” [19; 131].

The district commission petitioned the Council of People’s Commissars (SNK) for the confiscation and
deportation of these 19 bai households based on Note 2 of Paragraph 1 of the Decree on the Confiscation of
Bai Households [25; 9]. On October 22, 1928, the Regional Commission for the Confiscation and Deporta-
tion of Bai Households under the KazCEC held a meeting in which it resolved to submit for approval to the
SNK the decision to confiscate and deport these 19 households [26; 54].

To implement repressive measures under the Decree against households included in preliminary lists,
authorities relied on Paragraph 1 of the Resolution of the Central Executive Committee (CEC) and the Coun-
cil of People’s Commissars (SNK) of the Kazakh ASSR dated August 27, 1928, “On the Confiscation of Bai
Households.” In practice, it was common for multiple households belonging to relatives to be merged under
the name of a single owner listed by the authorities. This allowed for the confiscation of property and the
deportation of several families at once, thereby broadening the scope of repression. In their appeals to cancel
the confiscation measures against them, repressed families from the Petropavl District, including Nurgali and
Temirgali Zhilkybayev (sons of Zhilkybay Saberdin), the Maikutovs, Aitzhanov (a nephew of Rakhimzhan
Shektybayev), and relatives of Nuraly Muzhikov, Suleiman Isin, and Shokum Kenzhegarin, all pointed to
such violations as the primary cause for the repressions they experienced.

A telling example of this practice is the case involving the confiscation and deportation of Nuraly
Sholtykov [26; 33]. According to case materials, in a complaint submitted to the All-Russian Central Execu-
tive Committee (VTsIK), Sholtykov stated that local authorities — the aul council, district executive com-
mittee (raispolkom), and district-level executive committee (okrispolkom) — arbitrarily changed his sur-
name from “Sholtykov” to “Muzhikov.” Similar changes were made to the surnames of other descendants of
their common ancestor named Muzhik, including Sholtykov’s third cousin Zhanaydar Amrin and his fourth
cousin Zhangazy Koshanov, who originally had different surnames. This allowed the authorities to formally
merge several related households into one and appoint Nuraly Sholtykov as its head, thereby including him
on the list of those subject to repression.

Moreover, changing the surname to “Muzhikov” enabled the authorities to argue a familial connection
between Nuraly Sholtykov and Trzhan Muzhikov, who had served as a volost governor before the revolu-
tion. This created an artificial sense of continuity and grounds for repression based on alleged ties to a for-
merly wealthy or powerful social class.

A similar case occurred with Ahmet Aytazhanov, a nephew of Rakhimzhan Shektybayev [27; 313]. By
formally merging their households, local authorities raised the number of livestock in Shektybayev’s house-
hold to the threshold required for repression, although it still fell short of the amount mandated by the “De-
cree on Confiscation” The district commission then petitioned for confiscation and deportation under Note 2
of Paragraph 1 of the Resolution.

One method used to apply repressive measures under the Decree involved forcibly reclassifying house-
holds from semi-nomadic to sedentary agricultural. This reclassification meant that the acceptable livestock
threshold dropped from 300 to 150 head of cattle — or even to 100, as determined by local authorities. This
punitive measure was applied by the district commission to the households of Baimagambet and Khasanbay
Maikutov, Sadvokas Tokzhanov, Mukhamedzhan Makenov, and Tasan Kuyukov [25; 10]. On October 27,
1928, the Central Confiscation Commission approved the Petropavl District commission’s petition and in-
cluded these households in the list for confiscation under Note 1 to Paragraph 1 of the Decree, forwarding
the decision to the VTsIK for final approval.

Those subjected to confiscation and deportation, being among the socially and economically active
members of society, attempted to defend themselves through every available legal channel, including appeals
to higher government bodies. According to the “summary of complaints reviewed by the Party Confiscation
Commission,” as of late November 1928, the Central Confiscation Commission under KazCEC had received
243 letters and telegrams complaining about the improper application of the KazCEC’s confiscation decree
and the artificial merging of households. Of these, 22 complaints came from the Petropavl District [27; 269].
Archival records show that only two of these complaints were upheld: Husina Abdrahimova, the wife of Sul-
tan Abdrahimov, was permitted to reside in Omsk for four months during medical treatment, and the afore-
mentioned case involving the release of Zhabai Satybaev from confiscation was granted [27; 283].
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Deported individuals to the Aktobe district continued to submit complaints to the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee (VTsIK) even after their expulsion. Archival records contain appeals from
A. Nurmukhamedov, Zainulla (son of Nurtaza Kemelov), Idrisov Malik, Tokzhanov Sadvokas, and
Negmetzhan’s son, Bekmagambetov, among others. All of these appeals were forwarded from the VTsIK to
the Kazakh Central Executive Committee (KazTsIK), where resolutions were issued with the standard stamp
“Denied” and filed into personal case folders.

The distribution of confiscated livestock among laborers, the poor, and collective farms began in the se-
cond decade of October 1928. According to a letter from Kh. Yusupbekov to the Regional Committee of the
VKP(b), “as of October 10, distribution began in two sub-districts — Kokshetau and Enbekshilder. For Oc-
tober 14, distribution is planned in the Kzyltu sub-district, and for the remaining sub-districts it will begin no
later than October 16” [19; 131]. During the redistribution process, Yusupbekov noted that “the number of
poorest households (owning fewer than eight heads of livestock) in each sub-district was extremely high —
from 400 to over 1,000,” which meant the available stock was insufficient to meet the needs of all recipients.

Additionally, it was established that members of newly created collective farms — who, according to
the Decree of the CEC and SNK of the Kazakh ASSR dated August 27, 1928, were entitled to 30 % of the
confiscated property — were often destitute individuals, primarily landless laborers. Therefore, it was decid-
ed to prioritize livestock allocation to poor households for whom it was truly necessary and sufficient to
maintain agricultural activity. Concerning distribution within collective farms, the district commission re-
solved:

“Collective farms with impoverished members shall be provided for from the 30 % collective fund to a
greater extent than others, with the understanding that the collective farm statutes would regulate the redis-
tribution of this property in order to improve the material conditions of the most disadvantaged members.”

In the resolution of the First Petropavl District Party Conference, held from October 26 to November 3,
1928, it was stated that “Confiscation facilitated the release of the productive forces of the aul, contributing
to the economic uplift of the laborer and poor strata, transforming them from consumer-based into produc-
tive households” [28; 32]. However, in practice, these claims appear questionable. In the seven Kazakh sub-
districts of the Petropavlovsk region, the total number of households numbered in the tens of thousands.
Against this backdrop, the 1,048 poor households that received confiscated livestock represented only a
small fraction. Furthermore, the 9,000 heads of livestock redistributed among the needy accounted for mere-
ly 1.29 % of the total livestock population in these sub-districts, which, according to data from the district
planning department of the executive committee, stood at 736.7 thousand heads in 1928 [29; 11].

Thus, despite ideological claims of significant economic transformation, the actual impact of the confis-
cation campaign on the socio-economic structure of rural agriculture in the region was limited. Nevertheless,
this did not stop local officials and plenipotentiaries from reporting exaggerated claims about the confisca-
tion’s supposed success and positive influence on the socio-economic life of the aul.

Conclusions

— The study of the 1928 confiscation of bai households in the Petropavl District has revealed key as-
pects of this large-scale socio-economic campaign initiated by the Soviet authorities. The confiscation served
as a crucial instrument in the policy of “Sovietizing the Kazakh aul,” aimed at dismantling the traditional
social structure and imposing state ideology on the population.

— The main conclusions of the study are as follows:

— The organization and implementation of the campaign were carried out through a highly centralized
system, involving the mobilization of local authorities, the formation of district and sub-district commis-
sions, intensive propaganda, and the mobilization of impoverished rural residents. This structure enabled the
authorities to legitimize repressive measures by presenting them as the “will of the people.”

— The repressive nature of the campaign was evident in the use of inflated confiscation criteria, forced
amalgamation of related households, manipulation of surnames, and other tactics designed to expand the
pool of targeted individuals. Complaints submitted by deported individuals to higher authorities were rou-
tinely dismissed, underscoring the political partiality of the process.

— The socio-economic outcomes were ambivalent. Despite official claims of supporting the poor and
fostering collective farms, the actual economic impact was marginal: livestock redistribution reached only a
limited portion of the population, and the quantities involved were insufficient to meaningfully improve the
aul’s overall well-being.
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— The confiscation of bai households anticipated more extensive repressive campaigns, such as collec-
tivization and the mass famine (asharshylyq), which profoundly reshaped the trajectory of Kazakh society.
Analyzing the regional dynamics of this campaign, as demonstrated in the case of the Petropavl District,
provides deeper insight into the mechanisms of Soviet modernization and its devastating consequences for
traditional life.
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III.T. bextacoB, M.3. Yrereuos, A.T. bekceutrona

1928 xbLabl IleTponasa okpyrinaeri 0ai mapyamblUIbIKTAPbIH TOPKiJeyi
JKy3ere achbIpyAarbl KeprijtiikTi OMJIIKTIH peJi

Makanaga 1928 xbutel [leTpomaBn okpyriHge Ka3ak OaiylapbIHBIH MYJIKIH TOPKiNey HayKaHBIH JXy3ere
acplpyna >KeprimikTi OwmikTiH peini KapacTelpsuiraH. Kenec Ownmiri OactaraH Oyl HayKaH pecMH Typae
«beomanu3MHIH KalIbIKTapbIH JKOK0» MEH Ka3aK aybUIblH KEHECTCHAIpY/i Ke3aeai. Anaiina, Oy 3epTreyne
JoTIeTICHTeHIeH, HayKaH OyaaH aijekaiiia ayKbIMAbI casich MakcarTapra KeiMetT erti. On KazakcTaHHBIH
AyBUIIBIK JKEepIIepiHIe MEMIIEKeTTIK Oakpulay MEH KyFBIH-CYPTiHIlI KEHEHTY YINiH Heri3 0oja OTBIpBII,
HEFYpJIbIM KeH caschl (yHKIMSIapAbl aTKapabl. ABTOpiap YITTHIK JXKOHE aiMaKTHIK J>KMHAaKTaplaH a3
3epTTEIreH MYparaTThIK MaTepuainapiasl, coHpai-ak Cascu KyFbIH-CYpTiH KypOaHAapbhlH TOJIBIK aKray
JKOHIH/IETT MEMJICKETTIK KOMHCCHSHBIH KYXKATTapbhlH MaiianaHa OTBHIPBIN, OYJI CasCaTTBhIH aHMaKTBhIK
JEHreaeri MexXaHH3MiH KaiTa KapacThIpFaH. 3epTTey OaphIChIHAA JKEPTUTiKTI OWIIK TEK OpTajbIK
OyHpBIKTapbIH OPBIHAAT KaHa KOHMal, OapIbIH penpeccusi ayKbIMbIH KeHEHTKEeHI aHBIKTAIIBL. BYJT TyBICTHIK
HETi3[e IIapyalubUIBIKTapAbl JKacaHIbl TYpAe OIpiKTipy, oneyMeTTik Moprelenepai Oypmanay xKoHE
OenriieHreH KBOTalapAbl OpPBIHAAY MAaKCaThIHIA aybuImapIbl epikci3 KaifTa »KIKTey apKbUIBI JKy3ere
acelppuiibl. COHBIMEH Karap TOPKUIGHTeH Majl MEH MYJIKTI Keneiuiepre Kaifta Oeiry Thimci3 Ooiibl:
pecypCTapibiH eadyip 0eiri KoJxo3aapra HeMece MEMIICKETTIK KapbI3aapsl eTeyre xkibepinai. Ockliaiimia,
3epTTCY HOTIDKENIEPI TOPKINEY HUICSCHI dJCYMETTIK SIUISTTUTIK KYpPallbl PETIHIC JEreHre KYMOH KENTipeni.
Makana KOPBITBIHABICHIH/IA TOPKIJIEY HayKaHBl QICYMETTIK OAUIECTTUIIKTIH KYpajbl eMec, ASCTYPIl SIUTaHbI
JKOIOFa, UJICONIOTUSIIBIK OaKblIay bl KYIICHTYTe )KoHE MOXKOYPIIi Y)KBIMAACTBIPYFa NailbIH/ABIKKA OAFbITTAIFaH
casicd omepalys peTiHAe TYKbIppIMIanFaH. by 3eprrey cranmuaik goyipaeri Kasakcrannmarer e3repictepai
alfiMaKTHIK JKOHE JIEPEKKO3IEpre CYHEHreH HAKThl MBICAIMCH CHUIIATTay apKbUIBl KEHECTIK perpeccHsiap
TapUXbIHA MaHbI3/IBI YJIEC KOCAIBI.

Kinm co30ep: Tlerponaen okpyri, Contycrik KazakcraH, 6ail mapyamsuibIKTapbl, TOpKiey, YKbIMIACTHIPY,
KyFBIH-CYPT'iH, KEHECTIK casicaT, )KeprilikTi OMJIiK OpraHapbl, arpapiiblk HayKaH, sKep ayaapy.

III. T. bextacoB, M. 3. Yrerenosn, A.T. bekceuroBa

Poab MecTHBIX BiacTeil B KOHPUCKANUU 0aiiCKUX X03AHCTB
B IlerponasioBckom okpyre B 1928 r.

B crathe paccmarpuBaeTcs poib MECTHBIX BJIACTeW B peanm3anuy kammaHuu 1928 roma mo xoH(pUCKAUH
UMYIIECTBAa 3aXHTOYHBIX Ka3aXxCKUX xo3siictB (OaeB) B [lerpomaBmoBckom okxpyre. Kammanus,
WHUIMAPOBAHHAS COBETCKMM DPYKOBOJCTBOM, (popMandbHO OBLIAa HaNpaBleHa HA «IMKBHUAAIMIO OCTaTKOB
(heomanm3May U CofeHCTBHE COBETH3AIMH Ka3axCcKoro ayna. OHako, Kak MOKa3bIBAaeT JaHHOE FCCIIeI0BAaHNE,
OHa BBINONHNIA Oojiee IIMPOKHE MOMUTHYECKHE (YHKIMHM, CTaB OCHOBOM s  pacIIMpeHHs
rOCyapCTBEHHOI'O KOHTPOJISL U pernpeccuil B celbCKuX paiioHax Kazaxcrtana. Mcmonb3ys Manou3ydeHHBIE
apXWBHBIC MaTepUajbl U3 HALMOHAIBHBIX U PErHOHATBHBIX (OHIOB, a Takke JOKYMEHTHI [ 0CcyaapCcTBEHHOM
KOMUCCHH TI0 NIOJHOM peadMINTAINK KEePTB MOJIUTHYECKUX PETIPECCHH, aBTOPbI PEKOHCTPYUPYIOT MEXaHUKY
JaHHOHM TIOJNMTHKH Ha PETHOHANFHOM YpOBHE. AHAlM3 IOKa3bIBAeT, YTO MECTHBIE BIACTH HE MPOCTO
WCTIOJTHSUTH TIPHKAa3bl EHTPa, HO U aalTHPOBAIN HX, PACIIHPSS MacImTabbl pernpeccHif. ITo BEIPaXKanoch B
HCKYCCTBEHHOM OOBEAMHEHHH XO3SIHCTB POACTBEHHBIX ceMeil, (anbcupuKanyy COIMHMANBHBIX CTAaTyCOB H
MPOU3BOJBGHON TEpeKNacCU(pUKAINN ayJloB Ui BBINOJHEHHS YCTaHOBIEHHBIX KBOT. Kpome Toro,
nepepacnpesienieHie KOH(GHCKOBaHHOTO CKOTAa W HMMYIIECTBa OeJHOTE OKa3anoch Manod(deKTHBHBIM:
3HAUMTENbHAsT YacTh pPECYpCOB HANpPaBsUIach B KOJXO3bl MM Ha TIOTAlleHHE TOCYAAapCTBEHHBIX
3ag0ipkeHHOCTel. TakuM 00pa3oM, BBIBOABI MCCICJOBAHHUS CTaBiAT I0J] COMHEHHE IIPEICTaBICHHE O
KOH(QHCKAMM KaK HHCTPYMEHTE COLMAIBHOM chpaBe[yIMBOCTH. KammaHusi paccMaTpuBaeTcs —Kak
MONMUTHYECKH MOTHBHPOBAaHHAs OIepalysi, HalpaBIeHHas Ha YCTPAaHCHHWE TPAIWUIIMOHHON DIHTHI,
UJICOJIOTHYECKOE ITOJYMHEHHE HACeJIeHUS W ITOATOTOBKY K KoJlekTHBH3anuu. CTaThsi BHOCHT BKIAa B
ucTtoprorpaduio COBETCKHX PENpeccHi, mpeiaras pernoHaIbHO OPHEHTUPOBAHHBINA U NCTOYHUKOBEIIECKH
HACBIEHHBII aHAIN3 CTAIMHCKHUX IpeoOpa3zoBanuii B Kasaxcrane.

Kniouesvie cnosa: IlerponasnoBckuii okpyr, CesepHblii Kasaxcran, Oaiickue Xo3siiicTBa, KOH(HCKAIMs,
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