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The 1928 Confiscation of Bai Households in Kazakhstan: Theoretical and
Methodological Approaches to Studying the Social Transformation of Kazakh Society

The article examines the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 as an independent historical
phenomenon and as an object of theoretical and methodological analysis. The focus is placed not on the
formal description of property seizure, but on revealing the social meaning of the confiscation campaign in
the context of early Soviet transformation of the Kazakh aul. Under the conditions of nomadic and semi-
nomadic pastoral economy, the bai were not merely a wealthy group. They were embedded in a system of
clan, economic, labor, and patron-client relations that structured authority, dependency, mutual assistance,
and resource distribution within the aul. Therefore, Soviet intervention in the position of bai households
affected the foundations of traditional social organization. The article argues for the need to combine several
research approaches in the study of confiscation. The class approach is considered as the official Soviet
explanatory scheme of the campaign and is subjected to critical analysis. The social-historical approach
makes it possible to identify real social ties within the Kazakh aul; the institutional approach reveals the role
of the state, law, and administrative apparatus; and the concept of social engineering helps interpret
confiscation as an attempt by the Soviet authorities to classify, simplify, and restructure the complex social
reality of traditional society. The article shows that the confiscation of 1928 combined legal formalization,
administrative implementation, ideological justification, and social restructuring. The decree of August 27,
1928, and the instruction of August 30, 1928, gave the campaign a normative form; however, its actual
significance went beyond legal regulation. Confiscation was aimed at weakening the influence of the
traditional elite, dismantling previous mechanisms of local authority, transforming relations of dependency,
and establishing new forms of Soviet control in the aul. Particular attention is paid to interpreting confiscation
not as a secondary episode of collectivization, but as an independent political and administrative campaign.
This perspective makes it possible to clarify its place in the history of early Soviet transformations in
Kazakhstan. The article concludes that the confiscation of bai households became one of the first major
instruments for the forced incorporation of the Kazakh aul into the Soviet system of power and
administration, while its consequences were manifested in the transformation of social structure, forms of
authority, local hierarchies, and relations between the state and traditional society.
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Introduction

The confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 occupies a special place in the history of
early Soviet transformations of Kazakh society. This campaign was associated not only with the seizure of
property from large livestock owners, but also with the Soviet authorities’ attempt to change the social
structure of the traditional aul. Under the conditions of a nomadic and semi-nomadic economy, the bai
stratum was not merely a wealthy property-owning group. It was embedded in a system of clan, economic,
labor, and patron-client relations through which issues of employment, mutual assistance, resource
distribution, local authority, and social dependency were regulated. Therefore, state intervention in the
position of bai households affected not only the economic sphere, but also the deeper foundations of the
social organization of the Kazakh aul.

The relevance of the topic is determined by the need for a deeper understanding of the confiscation
campaign of 1928 as an independent historical phenomenon. In historical literature, this problem is often
examined in the context of Soviet agrarian policy, the Sovietization of the aul, the limitation of the influence
of the bai stratum, and subsequent socio-economic transformations. However, within such an approach,
confiscation is often perceived as one element of broader processes, whereas the 1928 campaign itself had its
own logic, legal framework, administrative mechanisms, and social consequences.
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The 1928 Confiscation of...

In Soviet historiography, the confiscation of bai households was explained mainly within the
framework of the class approach. It was presented as an inevitable and historically justified measure of
struggle against feudal-bai elements and as a means of strengthening the social base of Soviet power in the
aul. In post-Soviet Kazakhstani historiography, greater attention has been paid to the repressive nature of the
campaign, its coercive methods, administrative pressure, and consequences for traditional society. At the
same time, there remains a need for a research perspective that would make it possible to combine the
analysis of the legal foundations, social content, and theoretical and methodological interpretations of the
1928 confiscation.

The scholarly problem of the article lies in the fact that the confiscation of bai households cannot be
fully explained only through the description of decrees, statistical indicators, and administrative measures.
Formally, it was framed as a campaign for the seizure of property and the exile of the largest bai and semi-
feudal elements. However, in terms of its content, it was connected with deeper changes: the limitation of the
influence of the traditional elite, the disruption of former mechanisms of social regulation, the weakening of
clan and patron-client ties, and the establishment of new forms of political control in the aul. Therefore, the
study of confiscation requires attention not only to factual material, but also to theoretical and
methodological approaches that make it possible to reveal its social nature.

The purpose of the article is to examine the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 as an
object of theoretical and methodological analysis and as a mechanism of social transformation of Kazakh
society. To achieve this purpose, the following objectives are defined: to reveal the historical prerequisites of
the 1928 confiscation campaign; to characterize its legal and administrative foundations; to analyze the main
research approaches to the study of the confiscation of bai households; to identify the social content of the
campaign in the context of changes in the traditional structure of the Kazakh aul; and to determine the
significance of the 1928 confiscation for understanding early Soviet policy in Kazakhstan.

The scholarly novelty of the article lies in the fact that the confiscation of bai households is considered
not only as a political, administrative, and economic measure of Soviet power, but also as a complex social
process connected with the transformation of the traditional institutions of the Kazakh aul. The article
emphasizes that the confiscation of 1928 was aimed not only at the redistribution of property, but also at
changing social relations, local hierarchies, and forms of authority in Kazakh society.

Thus, turning to the confiscation of bai households in 1928 makes it possible to understand more deeply
the specific character of early Soviet policy in Kazakhstan. Of particular importance is not only the factual
side of the campaign, but also its theoretical interpretation, since methodological analysis reveals
confiscation as a complex process of interaction among the state, law, ideology, and traditional social
relations.

Materials and Methods

The source base of the study consists of normative legal acts, documents of Soviet party and state
bodies, archival materials on the history of agrarian policy in Kazakhstan, as well as scholarly works devoted
to the early Soviet transformations of Kazakh society.

Particular importance is attached to the documents that defined the legal and administrative foundations
of the confiscation campaign of 1928. These include the decree of the Central Executive Committee and the
Council of People’s Commissars of the Kazakh ASSR of August 27, 1928, “On the Confiscation and Exile
of the Largest Bai Households and Semi-Feudal Elements,” as well as the instruction of August 30, 1928,
which regulated the procedure for implementing this campaign. The use of these materials made it possible
to identify the official logic of confiscation, the criteria for determining the households subject to
confiscation, the mechanisms of property seizure, and the exile of representatives of the upper bai stratum.

As archival material, the study uses an informational and statistical report of the Kazakh Regional Party
Committee dated October 14, 1928, containing data on the confiscation of bai property in the districts of the
Syr-Darya okrug. This document is held in the National Archive of the Republic of Kazakhstan (Fund 141).
The use of this archival material made it possible to specify the regional features of the implementation of
the confiscation campaign, identify quantitative indicators of confiscated livestock, and demonstrate the
administrative mechanism of confiscation in southern Kazakhstan.

The study also uses published documentary materials and research devoted to the Sovietization of the
Kazakh aul, the agrarian policy of Soviet power, the confiscation of bai households, collectivization, and the
social consequences of the transformations of the 1920s-1930s. This group of materials is necessary for
identifying the place of the 1928 confiscation in the system of early Soviet policy, as well as for comparing
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different interpretations of its causes, content, and consequences. At the same time, confiscation is
considered not as a secondary episode of collectivization, but as an independent political and administrative
campaign that had its own legal basis, social orientation, and mechanism of implementation.

The article employs general scientific and special historical methods corresponding to the analysis of
the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 as an independent political and administrative
campaign and as a mechanism of social transformation of the Kazakh aul.

The social-historical method was applied to reveal the social content of confiscation. With its help, the
campaign was considered not only as the seizure of property from large livestock owners, but also as state
intervention in the system of clan, economic, labor, and patron-client relations. This method made it possible
to show that the bai performed not only economic but also social-regulatory functions in the aul, and that the
weakening of their influence meant a transformation of former forms of dependency, local authority, and
social organization.

The historical-genetic method was used to identify the prerequisites of the confiscation campaign of
1928. It made it possible to trace which political, social, and economic conditions preceded the adoption of
the decree of August 27, 1928, why the Soviet authorities regarded the bai as an obstacle to the Sovietization
of the aul, and how confiscation was connected with the general logic of early Soviet transformations in
Kazakhstan.

The institutional method was applied in analyzing the legal and administrative foundations of
confiscation. With its help, the decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of People’s
Commissars of the Kazakh ASSR of August 27, 1928, the instruction of August 30, 1928, the activities of
party, Soviet, and local executive bodies, as well as the mechanisms of implementing the campaign at the
local level, were examined. This method made it possible to identify how legal decisions were transformed
into concrete administrative actions: determining the categories of households subject to confiscation,
compiling lists, recording and seizing property, exiling representatives of the upper bai stratum, and
redistributing confiscated resources.

The problem-chronological method was used for the systematic development of the article’s topic. The
material was considered according to the main research blocks: the historical prerequisites of confiscation, its
legal formalization, administrative implementation, regional manifestations, social content, and
consequences for the Kazakh aul. This approach made it possible to preserve the internal logic of the study
and to present the confiscation of 1928 as a process that had its own stages, mechanisms, and social results.

The historical-comparative method was applied to compare different interpretations of the confiscation
of bai households. With its help, Soviet explanations of the campaign through class struggle, post-Soviet
assessments of its coercive and administrative-repressive character, and contemporary theoretical and
methodological approaches that consider confiscation as a form of state intervention, social engineering, and
forced restructuring of traditional society were compared. This made it possible to substantiate the need for a
comprehensive study of confiscation as an independent historical phenomenon that cannot be reduced merely
to the prehistory of collectivization.

Results

Historical Prerequisites, Legal Foundations, and Social Content of the Confiscation of Bai Households
in 1928. The confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 was prepared by the entire course of early
Soviet policy toward the Kazakh aul. After the establishment of Soviet power, one of the main tasks of the
new state was to subordinate traditional society to administrative and political control. The Kazakh aul
preserved a complex system of social relations in which clan ties, economic interdependence, patron-client
relations, and local forms of authority played an important role. Under these conditions, the bai stratum was
perceived by the Soviet authorities not only as a wealthy property-owning group, but also as a social force
that retained influence over the life of the aul [1]. In traditional Kazakh society, bai households performed
not only economic functions. They were connected with the organization of labor, the distribution of
livestock, support for dependent and poor households, and the regulation of relations within the aul.
Therefore, the social role of the bai was not limited only to the possession of property. The bai acted as a
figure of economic and social influence, and his position was determined not only by the number of
livestock, but also by his place in the system of clan and patron-client ties [2]. For the Soviet authorities,
such a structure represented a serious problem. The state sought to create new forms of administration in the
aul, relying on the poor, village soviets, party organizations, and administrative bodies. However, the
influence of the bai hindered the direct impact of the state on the rural population. In official Soviet rhetoric,

256 Eurasian Journal of History. 2026, 31, 2(122)



The 1928 Confiscation of...

the bai stratum was portrayed as an exploitative and feudal group that obstructed the Sovietization of the aul
and the strengthening of new institutions of power.

The immediate preparation of the confiscation campaign began even before the adoption of the decree
of August 27, 1928. During this period, the political, legal, and administrative foundations of the future
campaign were developed. On August 27, 1928, the Central Executive Committee and the Council of
People’s Commissars of the Kazakh ASSR adopted the decree “On the Confiscation and Exile of the Largest
Bai Households and Semi-Feudal Elements” [3; 288].

This decree became the legal basis of the confiscation campaign. It defined the main aims of the
campaign, the categories of households subject to confiscation, as well as the procedure for the seizure of
property and the exile of representatives of the upper bai stratum. The very title of the document indicates
that confiscation was regarded by the Soviet authorities not only as a property-related measure, but also as a
political action against a social group declared hostile to the new regime. The decree was followed by the
instruction of August 30, 1928, which specified the procedure for applying this decree [4; 290]. It defined the
practical mechanisms for implementing the decisions of the authorities: identifying households subject to
confiscation, compiling lists, registering property, organizing exile, and distributing confiscated livestock
and other property. Thus, confiscation acquired not only political justification, but also an administrative and
legal form.

The instruction of August 30, 1928, established the property and social criteria of confiscation. It stated
that bai who owned, in cattle-equivalent terms, more than 400 head in nomadic districts and more than 300
head in semi-nomadic districts were subject to confiscation and exile. In addition, persons recognized by
local authorities as socially dangerous because of their position and influence over the local population could
also fall under the scope of the campaign [4; 290], [5; 183-184]. This indicates that the confiscation policy
had not only a property-related, but also a political and social character.

Thus, the prerequisites and legal foundations of the confiscation campaign were connected not only
with property inequality, but also with the struggle for power and influence in the Kazakh aul. The Soviet
authorities sought to weaken traditional mechanisms of social regulation and replace them with new
institutions of administration. For this reason, the confiscation of 1928 became not only an economic
measure, but also an important stage in changing the social structure of Kazakh society.

Administrative Implementation and Social Content of the Campaign. The implementation of
confiscation required the active participation of party, Soviet, and local executive bodies. In practice, the
campaign included the identification of bai households, the compilation of lists, the description of property,
the seizure of livestock, the exile of owners, and the transfer of confiscated resources to other categories of
the population or to economic structures. Each of these stages was connected with administrative pressure
and the strengthening of control over the rural population.

Local commissions played a key role in implementing the campaign. They had to determine which
households fell under the decree, what property was subject to seizure, and how exile would be organized.
However, under the conditions of the Kazakh aul, such decisions could not be purely technical. They
affected relations within clans, between rich and poor households, and between dependent groups and former
patrons. Therefore, administrative measures inevitably interfered with the social fabric of the aul.

The documents on the preparation and implementation of confiscation included the decree of the
Central Executive Committee and the Council of People’s Commissars of the Kazakh ASSR of August 27,
1928, the instruction of August 30, 1928, as well as materials of party and Soviet bodies that determined the
procedure for implementing the campaign at the local level. This shows that confiscation was carried out as
an organized administrative campaign based on a system of official decisions, instructions, and local
execution [3; 288], [4; 390].

Archival data on the Syr-Darya okrug make it possible to specify the scale and regional features of
confiscation in southern Kazakhstan. The informational and statistical report of the Kazakh Regional Party
Committee dated October 14, 1928 contains data on the confiscation of bai property in the Aulie-Ata, Merke,
Turkestan, Badam, Talas, Kyzylkum, and Shayan districts of the Syr-Darya okrug. Thus, in the Merke
district, 5,701 head of livestock were confiscated from 22 households; in the Badam district, 1,238 head from
6 households; in the Talas district, 1,200 head were confiscated from Tavaliev’s household; and in the
Kyzylkum district, 6,625 head of livestock were confiscated from 22 households [6]. These indicators
confirm that confiscation had a specific regional mechanism of implementation connected with the
registration, seizure, and redistribution of property.
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Additional published materials on southern Kazakhstan make it possible to see the mechanism of
confiscation at the level of individual households. The published text of Protocol No. 8 of the closed meeting
of the Aulie-Ata district commission for the confiscation of bai and semi-feudal households considered the
division of the households of the bai Mainakov, Sultanbekov, and Kalabaev from the auls of the Talas volost.
The commission decided to leave 16 head of livestock for the use of the bai, allocate 6 head toward the
unpaid tax amounting to 424 rubles 7 kopecks, and divide the remaining 52 head among the batraks; yurts
were transferred to the disposal of the district executive committee, and European-style buildings were
proposed for use as a school [7].

Another example is connected with the Karaspan district of the Syr-Darya okrug. The published
materials present the case of the bai Itayak Babirov, who had 556 head in cattle-equivalent terms. Livestock
from five Karaspan bai was confiscated and transferred to shepherds and a state farm, and was partly sold to
cover the agricultural tax; 7 yurts and 11 felt mats were transferred to the district department of public
education, 3 felt mats to batraks, wool was handed over to “Kazsherst,” and the remaining funds after
settlements, amounting to 624 rubles 18 kopecks, were transferred to the district union “Koshchi” [8]. These
materials confirm that confiscation had not only a punitive but also a redistributive character, affecting
economic, family, and social relations within the aul. The data presented show that the redistribution of
property was not only an economic procedure, but also an instrument for changing the social structure of the
aul. The seizure of livestock weakened the economic basis of traditional authority, while the transfer of
property to the poor, batraks, Soviet institutions, and economic organizations contributed to the formation of
new dependencies and channels of administrative control.

The social content of confiscation consisted in changing the system of social relations in the Kazakh
aul. The bai stratum was part of a complex social structure in which economic wealth was closely connected
with clan authority, patron-client obligations, and influence over dependent households. Therefore,
confiscation destroyed not only the property base of individual households, but also habitual ties between
different groups of the aul [2].

Poor and dependent households that had previously been connected with bai households through labor
or patron-client relations became included in a new system of dependency, now on Soviet bodies,
cooperative structures, and administrative decisions. The exile of the largest bai and semi-feudal elements
was of particular importance. It removed from the aul those individuals who possessed not only property, but
also local authority. As a result, the very structure of power at the local level changed: where traditional
forms of influence had previously played a significant role, the Soviet authorities sought to establish new
political and administrative institutions.

The instruction of August 30, 1928 is especially indicative in this respect. It took into account, as a
basis for confiscation, not only the number of livestock, but also the recognition of a person as socially
dangerous because of his position and influence over the local population [5; 183-184]. This shows that the
object of the campaign was not simply a wealthy household, but a social group perceived by the authorities
as a bearer of former forms of authority and dependency. The campaign of 1928 also contributed to the
growth of social tension. Officially, it was carried out under the slogan of protecting the poor and limiting
exploitation. In practice, however, it involved the local population in processes of identifying, condemning,
and isolating representatives of the bai stratum. This changed the nature of relations between different social
groups and contributed to the formation of new political loyalty.

Published materials on the Zhambyl region make it possible to specify manifestations of social tension
caused by the confiscation policy. A publication on the work to rehabilitate victims of political repression
states that armed clashes between residents and the authorities followed the beginning of the campaign to
confiscate the property of 297 wealthy families. In the same context, 78 participants in the Kordai uprising
and 28 participants in the events in the Sarysu district are named [8]. These data show that confiscation
affected not only the property interests of individual households, but also broader social ties, causing tension
between the population and Soviet power.

Consequently, the administrative implementation of confiscation showed that the legal decisions of
1928 were used as an instrument for restructuring the Kazakh aul. The campaign affected property relations,
local hierarchies, clan ties, and forms of authority, which makes it possible to consider it as one of the early
mechanisms of forced social transformation of Kazakh society.

Confiscation as a Mechanism of Social Transformation of the Kazakh Aul. The confiscation campaign
of 1928 became an important instrument for changing the traditional structure of the Kazakh aul. It marked a
transition from the indirect influence of Soviet power on rural society to direct administrative intervention,
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and was aimed at limiting the property power of the bai stratum, destroying former mechanisms of influence,
redistributing resources, and strengthening new institutions of power. Through confiscation, the Soviet state
sought to create a new social base in the aul, primarily among the poor and dependent strata of the popula-
tion. However, this process was coercive in nature and was accompanied by the destruction of established
forms of social organization.

The connection between confiscation and subsequent transformations was manifested in the fact that the
campaign of 1928 prepared the conditions for the further strengthening of state control over the agrarian
sphere. Although confiscation should not be subsumed under the history of collectivization, it became one of
the stages preceding a larger-scale state intervention in economic life. After the weakening of the bai
stratum, the Soviet authorities gained more opportunities to promote new forms of agricultural organization
and governance of the population [9]. At the same time, confiscation had its own historical logic. It was
aimed primarily at eliminating the social group that the authorities considered an obstacle to the
Sovietization of the aul. Its immediate goal was not the creation of the collective farm system, but the
limitation of the influence of the bai stratum, the seizure of its economic base, and the destruction of the
former system of local authority. For this reason, the campaign of 1928 should be considered an independent
historical phenomenon.

Confiscation changed relations between the state and Kazakh society. If previously many processes
within the aul had been regulated through traditional norms, clan ties, and the authority of influential house-
holds, after the campaign an increasing role began to be played by state decisions, administrative structures,
and political criteria. A person’s social status was increasingly determined not only by his place in the tradi-
tional system, but also by the assessment of the Soviet authorities. The confiscation of 1928 reveals an im-
portant feature of early Soviet policy: the combination of legal decisions, ideological rhetoric, and adminis-
trative coercion. On the one hand, the campaign was formalized through a decree and an instruction. On the
other hand, its implementation was accompanied by class mobilization, political pressure, and coercive in-
tervention in the life of the aul. This combination makes it possible to consider confiscation as an example of
how the Soviet state used law to carry out social transformations.

Thus, the confiscation of bai households became one of the ways of incorporating the Kazakh aul into
the system of Soviet administration. It contributed to the destruction of former social supports, the
transformation of local hierarchies, and the establishment of new forms of control. Consequently, the
significance of the confiscation of 1928 lies in the fact that it makes it possible to see early Soviet policy in
Kazakhstan as a process of forced social transformation. For this reason, the confiscation of bai households
should be considered not only as an episode of agrarian policy, but also as an independent historical
phenomenon that had profound social consequences.

Theoretical and Methodological Approaches to the Study of the Confiscation of Bai Households

The study of the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 requires attention not only to
normative acts, archival materials, and factual data, but also to theoretical and methodological approaches
that make it possible to reveal the social nature of this campaign. Confiscation cannot be explained only as a
measure of property seizure. It affected a broader range of issues: the position of the traditional elite, the
transformation of the social structure of the aul, changes in forms of dependency, the strengthening of state
control, and the restructuring of local mechanisms of power. One of the first approaches to explaining
confiscation was the class approach. In the Soviet interpretation, the confiscation of bai households was
regarded as a measure of struggle against feudal-bai elements and as a means of strengthening the social base
of Soviet power in the aul. Within this approach, the bai stratum was represented primarily as an exploitative
group that hindered the Sovietization of Kazakh society. However, the limitation of the class approach lies in
the fact that it simplified the social structure of the aul and reduced complex clan, economic, and patron-
client relations to the opposition between the “bai” and the “poor.” Therefore, in this study the class
approach is considered not as a ready-made explanatory scheme, but as an object of critical analysis.

For a deeper analysis of the topic, the social-historical approach is significant, as it is oriented toward
the study of real relations within rural society. In this respect, foreign studies of the peasantry are productive,
since they consider rural society not as a passive object of state policy, but as a complex social environment
with its own forms of dependency, authority, adaptation, and resistance. T. Shanin regarded the peasantry as
a special social group with a complex internal structure and its own political logic [10]. This approach makes
it possible to analyze the Kazakh aul not only through the official categories of Soviet power, but also
through the real social ties that existed within traditional society.
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The institutional approach is also of great importance. It makes it possible to consider confiscation as
the result of the activity of the Soviet state, party structures, legal bodies, and local administration. From this
point of view, the decree of August 27, 1928, and the instruction of August 30, 1928 appear not simply as
legal documents, but as instruments of state intervention in the social structure of the aul. The application of
the institutional approach helps to identify how a political decision was transformed into administrative
practice: through commissions, lists, property registration, exile, redistribution of livestock, and control over
the local population.

A comparative context of studies on Soviet agrarian policy and collectivization is of substantial
importance for the analysis of confiscation. Although the confiscation of bai households in 1928 cannot be
subsumed under the history of subsequent collectivization, foreign studies of the Soviet countryside help to
view it as one of the early stages in the intensification of state pressure on rural society. M. Lewin regarded
collectivization as a profound social rupture connected with the crisis in relations between Soviet power and
the peasantry [11]. S. Fitzpatrick studied survival strategies and everyday practices in the countryside after
collectivization, showing that rural society was not a passive object of policy, but developed its own forms of
adaptation [12]. These approaches make it possible to consider confiscation as a process in which state
coercion encountered stable social ties and local forms of behavior.

The approach to the study of peasant resistance and adaptation is of particular importance. L. Viola
showed that peasant resistance to Stalinist policy could take various forms, ranging from open protests to
everyday methods of evasion and the defense of economic interests [13]. Applied to the problem of
confiscation, this approach makes it possible to consider the Kazakh aul as an active social environment that
reacted to property seizure, exile, administrative pressure, and the destruction of habitual forms of life. In
this context, confiscation appears not only as an action of the state, but also as a process of interaction
between power and local society.

The concept of state social engineering is especially productive for revealing the coercive nature of the
campaign. J. Scott shows that a modernizing state seeks to make complex local societies more “legible,”
classifiable, and manageable; such projects often ignore local knowledge and real social interconnections
[14]. His work on everyday forms of resistance is also important for understanding how rural populations can
react to pressure from above not only through open protest, but also through hidden practices of evasion,
resource preservation, and adaptation [15]. In the context of Kazakhstan in 1928, this approach makes it
possible to interpret confiscation as an attempt by the Soviet state to administratively simplify the social
reality of the aul: to single out the “bai stratum” as a politically dangerous category, legally formalize its
removal from the social structure, and replace former forms of authority with institutions of Soviet power.

Thus, the most productive approach to the study of the confiscation of bai households is the
combination of several methodological perspectives. The class approach is important as an object of critical
analysis, since it reflects the official Soviet logic of explaining the campaign. The social-historical approach
makes it possible to identify real ties within the Kazakh aul. The institutional approach reveals the role of the
state, law, and the administrative apparatus. Studies of Soviet agrarian policy and peasant resistance help to
view confiscation as part of a broader policy of pressure on rural society, but without subsuming it under the
subsequent processes of collectivization. The concept of social engineering makes it possible to consider the
campaign as an attempt by the state to restructure traditional society through classification, seizure, exile,
and administrative control.

Discussion

The analysis carried out shows that the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 affected
not only the property sphere, but also the deeper foundations of the social organization of the aul. The
seizure of livestock, the exile of the largest bai, and the redistribution of property influenced traditional
forms of authority, clan and patron-client ties, economic interdependence, and relations between different
groups of the rural population.

In Kazakhstani historiography, this problem has been interpreted primarily in the context of the
coercive agrarian transformations of the late 1920s and early 1930s. In the works of T. Omarbekov, emphasis
is placed on the tragic consequences of early Soviet policy, deprivation of property, forced collectivization,
and the destruction of the traditional foundations of Kazakh society [1]. Zh. B. Abylkhozhin analyzes socio-
economic changes in twentieth-century Kazakhstan through the prism of the transformation of economic
structures, property relations, and state intervention in social life [2]. These approaches make it possible to
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consider confiscation as part of a broader process of changing the economic and social foundations of the
Kazakh aul.

M.K. Kozybayev, Zh. B. Abylkhozhin, and K.S. Aldazhumanov connect confiscation with the
subsequent processes of collectivization, emphasizing the tragic nature of agrarian transformations and the
pressure exerted by Soviet power on the peasantry [9]. At the same time, the confiscation of 1928 should not
be subsumed under the history of collectivization. It had its own legal foundations, administrative
mechanisms, and direct social consequences. The historical and legal aspect of this policy is examined in the
article by 1. Sh. Borchashvili and B.M. Kurmanbayev, where attention is paid to the decree of August 27,
1928, the instruction of August 30, 1928, and the legal mechanisms of coercive agrarian transformations [5].

Studies of the regional features of collectivization also make it possible to clarify the consequences of
early Soviet agrarian policy. A.l. Ongarbayeva and Z.G. Saktaganova, examining collectivization in Central
Kazakhstan, emphasize the need to study this process on the basis of the principles of objectivity,
documentary evidence, and the use of archival materials [16]. Their approach is important for the present
study because it shows that the agrarian transformations of the late 1920s and early 1930s had not only a
republicwide, but also a pronounced regional specificity. In this context, the confiscation of bai households
in 1928 can be considered one of the early stages of the subsequent intensification of administrative pressure
on rural society.

S. Mamraimov examines collectivization and the confiscation of bai-kulak households in Kazakhstan in
the broader context of Soviet agrarian policy in 1928-1933. In his interpretation, confiscation policy was
connected not only with the seizure of property, but also with command-administrative methods of
governing rural society. The author emphasizes that the implementation of the campaign was accompanied
by pressure from local authorities, an expansive interpretation of the category of “bai-kulak™ households, and
the inclusion of broader strata of the rural population in repressive practices. This approach makes it possible
to understand more deeply that the confiscation of 1928 was not only an economic measure, but also a means
of political control over the aul and the village [17].

Of particular importance in S. Mamraimov’s position is the conclusion about the destructive impact of
confiscation on the economic and social potential of rural society. In his assessment, the seizure of property
weakened the productive capacities of households, intensified social tension, and contributed to popular
discontent, migration processes, and resistance at the local level [17]. For the present study, this conclusion
is important because it confirms the understanding of confiscation as a mechanism of forced social
transformation: through the seizure of property, the destruction of former economic foundations, the change
in the status of social groups, and the strengthening of the population’s dependence on Soviet administrative
structures.

The theoretical and methodological significance of the topic is revealed through the combination of
Kazakhstani historiography with foreign studies of the peasantry, Soviet agrarian policy, resistance, and
social engineering. T. Shanin considers the peasantry as a social group with a complex internal structure, its
own political logic, and forms of adaptation [10]. This approach makes it possible to analyze the Kazakh aul
not only through official Soviet categories, but also through real mechanisms of interdependence, authority,
and local behavior.

The studies of M. Lewin and S. Fitzpatrick help to place the confiscation of 1928 in the comparative
context of relations between the state and rural society [11], [12]. Although these works are devoted mainly
to the Soviet countryside and collectivization, they make it possible to better understand the logic of
increasing administrative pressure and changes in the everyday life of the rural population. The approaches
of L. Viola and J. Scott, focused on the study of resistance, adaptation, and hidden practices of protecting
resources, are important for explaining why confiscation was accompanied by social tension, property
disputes, and various forms of reaction at the local level [13]; [14].

J. Scott’s concept of state social engineering makes it possible to interpret confiscation as an attempt by
the Soviet authorities to make the complex social structure of the aul more “legible,” classifiable, and
manageable [15]. From this perspective, the identification of the bai stratum as a politically dangerous
category, the legal formalization of property seizure, exile, and redistribution of resources were elements of
administrative simplification and the forced restructuring of traditional society.

Thus, the confiscation of bai households in 1928 occupies an independent place in the history of early
Soviet transformations in Kazakhstan. It was connected with collectivization and subsequent agrarian
changes, but it cannot be reduced to them. Its significance lay in the weakening of the traditional elite, the

ISSN 3134-9102 (Print). ISSN 3134-9110 (Online) 261



U.A. Agulykova, B.K. Isabek, G.U. Akhmetshina

destruction of former forms of dependency and authority, the redistribution of resources, the strengthening of
direct state control, and the formation of new social relations in the Kazakh aul.

Conclusions

The confiscation of bai households in 1928 became one of the turning points of early Soviet policy in
Kazakhstan. Its significance went beyond the seizure of property: through this campaign, Soviet power
began to deliberately transform the social architecture of the Kazakh aul, dismantling former mechanisms of
authority, dependency, and economic interconnection. The study shows that confiscation had a complex
character. It combined legal decisions, administrative coercion, ideological rhetoric, and social restructuring.
It is precisely this combination that makes it possible to consider the campaign of 1928 not as a separate
economic measure, but as an instrument of early Soviet state intervention in traditional society.

Of particular importance is the conclusion about the independent character of the confiscation
campaign. It was connected with subsequent collectivization, but it cannot be reduced to it. Confiscation had
its own logic, its own legal foundations, and its own social consequences. Therefore, its study makes it
possible to understand more precisely the transitional stage of early Soviet policy: from limiting the
influence of the traditional elite to establishing direct administrative control over the aul.

The theoretical and methodological analysis confirmed that confiscation cannot be fully explained only
through the class scheme or through the description of normative acts. A combination of social-historical,
institutional, and comparative approaches is more productive. This perspective reveals confiscation as a
process in which the state not only seized property, but also reshaped social relations, changed criteria of
status, and subordinated local ties to a new political logic.

Thus, the confiscation of bai households in Kazakhstan in 1928 was one of the early mechanisms of the
forced social transformation of Kazakh society. It became an important stage in the incorporation of the aul
into the Soviet system of power and administration, and its consequences were manifested not only in the
economic sphere, but also in changes in social structure, forms of authority, and relations between the state
and traditional society. For this reason, without analyzing the confiscation of 1928, it is impossible to fully
understand the character of early Soviet transformations in Kazakhstan.
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VY.A. ArynsikoBa, b.K. Ucabek, I'.Y. Axmermnna

Ka3zakcranaarbl 1928 xkblIFbl 02l IIapyalIbLILIKTAPbIH TIPKiJIEY:
Ka3aK KOFAMBIHBIH dJIeyMETTiK TPaHC(OPMALMSACHIH 3ePTTEY/diH
TEOPUSJIBIK-IAICHAMAJIBIK TICiJaepi

Maxkanaga 1928 xburrsl Kazakcranmarbl 0ail mIapyalubUIBIKTaphIH TOPKUIEY HayKaHbl JepOec Tapuxu
KYOBIIBIC JKOHE TEOPHSUIBIK-9ZiCHAMAJIBIK TaJIay HBICAHBI PETiHAE KapacThIpblIansl. Herisri Ha3zap MYmiKTi
TOpKUIEYAiH (opMalIsl CHIIATTaMachlHA €Mec, epTe KEHECTIK Ke3eHAeri Kas3aK aybUIBIH Kaita Kypy
JKaFalbIHIAFel TOPKiUIEy HAYKAHBIHBIH QIEyMETTIK Ma3MyHBIH amryra ayzgapsuiaael. Kemmermi jxoHe
JKapThUIail KeIIreli MIapyallbUIbIK JKarnaiblHaa Oailap TeK SKOHOMHKAIBIK JKarblHAH ayKaTThl TOIN KaHa
€MeC, COHBIMEH KaTap PYJIBIK, [IapyallbUIbIK, €HOSK KoHE MaTPOHATTHIK OaiylaHBICTap JKYHECiHIH MaHBI3/IbI
Oemiri Oongpl. COHABIKTaH KeHec OWIITiHIH 0alf IIapyalIbUIBIKTapbIHA apajiacybl AOCTYPIl OJICYMETTIiK
YIBIMHBIH Heri3zepine ocep eTTi. Makanazna TopKiIey i 3epTreyae OipHeme 3epTTey ToCUIAepiH YIITaCThIpy
KaXKeTTUTIrT Herizzeneni. TanTelK TOCUT HAyKaHABI TYCIHOIPYOIH PEeCMH KEHECTIK YIATICi pETiHIE CHIHH
TYPFBIIAH KapacTBIPbUIaAbl. OJCYMETTIK-TApUXU TOCUT Ka3aK aybUIbl IMIHAEri HaKTHl OaiimaHbICTapIbl
aHBIKTayFa MYMKIHIIK Oepe/i, HHCTUTYIIMOHAIIBIK TICIT MEMJICKET, KYKBIK KOHE OKIMIILIIK anmnapaTThiH
POIIiH aliajpl, al dJIeyMETTIK HHKCHEPHUS TY)KbIPBIMIAMAChI TOPKIJICYli KEHEC OMIIITiHIH TCTYPIi KOFaMHBIH
KYpJZelli aJIeyMeTTiK LIBIHABIFBIH JKIKTeyre, OHaiIaTyra »oHe KalTa Kypyra OarbITTalFaH SpeKeTi peTiHze
TYCiHAIpyre MyMKiHAiK Oepemi. Makanama 1928 KbIIFBI TOPKUICYIH KYKBIKTBIK PACIMICYIi, OKIMIILTIK
OpBIHAAYIBI, MIICONOTHSIIBIK HETI3AEyi KOHE OJIEYMETTIiK KalTa Kypyadsl OipikTipreHi kepcertiiemi. 1928
JKBUTFBI 27 TaMbI3Oarel Kayibl MeH 30 TaMbI3arbl HYCKAyJIBIK HayKaHFa HOPMATHBTIK CHIIAT OepreHiMeH,
OHBIH HAaKTHl MOHI KYKBIKTBIK PETTey HIeHOEpiHeH onjeKkaiina keH Oonabpl. Topkiney NOCTYpIi 3IHUTaHBIH
BIKITAJBIH  QJICIPETyTe, JKEPTLTKTI OemenmiH OYpBHIHFBI TETIKTEpPiH Oy3yFa, TOYENIUIK KaThIHACTAPHIH
e3repTyre KoHE ayblUlia KeHEeCTiK OaKpLIayIbIH jKaHa (OopMarapblH OPHBIKTHIpYFa OaFbITTaInbl. TopKineyai
YKBIMIACTBIPYABIH KOCAJKBI Ke3eHI peTiHle eMec, nepOec CascH-oKIMINITIK HayKaH peTiHIe KapacThIpyFa
epekmie MoH Oepimeni. MyHpaii ke3kapac Kaszakcranmarbl epre KEHECTIK e3repicTep TapUXbIHAAFbl OHBIH
OpHBIH HaKTbUIayFa MYMKIHIIK Oepeni. 3epTTey HoTiKeciHIe Oall IIapyamlbUIBIKTapIbl TOPKiIEY Kas3ak
aybBUTBIH KEHECTIK OWJIK MeH Oackapy jKyieciHe KYIITen KOCYABIH ajFallKbl HeTi3ri KypalaapblHbIH Oipi
0OJIBl KOHE OHBIH CANZapbhl KOFaMIBIK KYPBUIBIMHBIH, OWIIK HBICAHIAPBIHBIH, JKEPTUTIKTI MepapXUsSHBIH
JKOHE MEMJICKET IIeH JOCTYpJi KOFaM apachIHAAFbl KapbIM-KaThIHACTAPIBIH ©3repyiHeH KOpiHAI IereH
KOPBITBIHBI JKacajaibl.

Kinm ce30ep: Topkiney, Oaii mapyamsuibikTapsl, KasakcTaH, Ka3akK aybUIbl, TEOPHSIIBIK-OiCHAMAIIBIK
Taciaep, KeHECTIK arpapIiblK casicaT, aJISyMETTiK TpaHchopMalys, JIeyMETTIK HHKEHEpHsI.

V.A. ArynsikoBa, b.K. Ucabek, I'.Y. AxmeTmunna

Konduckanus 6aiickux xo3saiicrs B Kazaxcrane B 1928 rony:
TEOPEeTHKO-MeTO0JI0THYeCKHe MOAX0AbI K U3y4YeHUI0
COMAJILHOM TPaHC(OPMAIMU KA3aXCKOIr0 0011ecTBa

B cratee paccmarpuBaercs koHGuUcKanus Oaiickux xo3siictB B Kazaxcrame B 1928 romy kak
CaMOCTOSITENIBHOE HCTOPUYECKOE SBICHUE U KaK O0BEKT TEOPETHKO-METOI0IOrHYecKoro aHanu3a. OCHOBHOE
BHUMaHHE yJeseTcsi He (pOpMaJbHOMY OMHMCAHUIO MMYIECTBEHHOTO M3BATHS, @ PACKPBITHIO COLHAIBHOTO
cofepxaHus KOH(MHCKAIMOHHOW KaMIIaHUM B KOHTEKCTE PAHHECOBETCKOTO IPeoOpa3oBaHUs Ka3aXCKOTO
ayna. B ycrmoBHAX KOUEBOTO M MOIYKOUEBOTO XO3sIMCTBa 0alCTBO SBIANOCH HE TOJIBKO SKOHOMUYECKH
COCTOATENIPHOM TPyNIOW, HO M BaXKHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM CHCTEMBI POJAOBBIX, XO3AHCTBEHHBIX, TPYIOBBIX H
HaTpoHATHBIX CBs3ed. I1oATOMy BMEIIATENBCTBO COBETCKOM BIIACTH B IIOJIOXKEHHE OACKUX XO3SHCTB
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3aTparuBajlo OCHOBBI TPAJHILMOHHON COLMAIBPHON opraHu3zauuy. B cratbe 000CHOBBIBacTCS HEOOXOAUMOCTD
COUCTaHMs HECKOJBKUX HCCIIENOBATENbCKAX IMOAXONO0B K H3y4eHHI0 KoH(puckaumuu. KnaccoBblidi moaxon
paccMaTpuBaeTcsi Kak O(QHIMalIbHAs COBETCKas cXeMa OOBSICHEHMS KaMIIaHWUM, TPEOYIoIas KPUTHYECKOro
a”anm3a. ConnaabHO-MCTOPUYECKUIT TT0IX0/] II03BOJISIET BBISBUTH pealbHBIE CBA3M BHYTPH Ka3aXCKOTO ayia,
MHCTHTYIIMOHAIIBHBIN IIOIXOJ PacKphIBae€T POJb IOCYIapcTBAa, NpaBa M aAMHHUCTPATHBHOTO ammapaTa, a
KOHIIETIIINST CONMATbHON MH)KEHEPUH ITOMOTaeT MHTEPIPETHPOBATh KOH(PUCKAIMIO KaK ITONBITKY COBETCKOM
BJIACTH KJIACCH(UIMPOBATh, YIIPOCTHTh U MEPECTPOUTH CIOKHYIO COIMAIBHYIO PEaTbHOCTh TPAAUIIMOHHOTO
obiectBa. [Tokazano, uyto koHpuckauus 1928 roga coeanHsIa NpaBoBoe oQopMICHHE, aAMHHICTPATHBHOES
HCHOJIHEHUE, HJIC0IOTHYecKOoe 000CHOBAaHNE U COLMANbHOE epeycTpoiicTBo. [ToctaHOBIEHHE OT 27 aBrycra
1928 ronma u uHcTpykuus ot 30 aBrycta 1928 roma mpuaanu KaMIaHHM HOPMAaTHBHYIO (GOpMy, OTHAKO €&
(hakTHYeCcKOE 3HAUCHHE BBIXOHIIO 33 PAMKH IIPaBOBOTO peryiupoanusi. Konduckauus Obuia HampasieHa Ha
ocabieHne BIVSIHUS TPaJUIOHHON DJIMTHI, pa3pylIeHHE NPEXHUX MEXaHH3MOB JOKAaJbHOTO aBTOPHTETA,
M3MEHEHNEe OTHOIICHUH 3aBHCHMOCTH W YTBEpIXKJICHHE HOBHIX (popM coBeTckoro koHTpouss B ayine. Ocoboe
3HAUCHNE MPHUIAETCS PACCMOTPEHUIO KOH(QHCKAINK He KaK BTOPOCTEIIEHHOTO SMH30/a KOJUICKTUBH3AIHH, a
KaK CaMOCTOSITENBHOM ITOJNMTHKO-aIMIHUCTPATHBHOM KaMIaHWH. Takoi pakypc IO3BOJISET YTOUHHTH e
MECTO B HCTOPHH paHHECOBETCKHX IpeoOpazoBaHmi Kaszaxcrana. [lemaeTcst BBIBOJ, YTO KOH(HCKAIHS
OaiickuX XO3SHCTB CTala OJHUM U3 IEPBHIX KPYIMHBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB HPHHYAUTEIBHOTO BKJIIOYCHHS
Ka3aXxCKOTO ayJia B COBETCKYIO CUCTEMY BJIACTH U YIPABJICHUS, a ¢€ IOCIECTBUS IPOSBUINCH B M3MEHEHHI
COLMAIBHON CTPYKTYpBI, ()OPM aBTOPHUTETA, JIOKAJIBbHBIX MEPApXUH M OTHOLICHUH MEXIY TOCYIapcTBOM U
TPaJULMOHHBIM OOLIECCTBOM.

Kniouesvie cnosa: xkoHduckanus, Oalickue xo3siiictBa, KazaxcraH, Ka3axCKuil ayn, TEOPETHUKO-
METOJIOJIOTHUYECKHE TMOJXO/bI, COBETCKAs arpapHas TOJHTHKA, COIMANbHAs TPaHCHOPMAIIHS, COIMATbHAS
WHXXCHEPHS.
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