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Between Scientific Concept and Ideological Control:
The Legacy of E. Bekmakhanov in Kazakh Historiography

The article examines the scholarly legacy of E. Bekmakhanov as a historiographical phenomenon that makes
it possible to identify the mechanisms of interaction between scholarly initiative, national historical narrative,
and the ideological regulation of Soviet historical scholarship. The authors analyse the content and distinctive
features of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly conception, the mechanisms of its professional and ideological
evaluation, as well as the main directions of the subsequent reinterpretation of the historian’s legacy in
Kazakhstani historiography. The source base of the study comprises E. Bekmakhanov’s works, materials
from scholarly discussions of the late 1940s and early 1950s, publications in the Soviet periodical press, and
contemporary historiographical studies. The study applies the principles of historicism, systematicity, and
objectivity, as well as historiographical, historical-comparative, problem-chronological, and contextual
methods. The authors demonstrate that the distinctive character of E. Bekmakhanov’s research lay not in a
complete break with the Soviet methodological paradigm, but in the expansion of its interpretative
possibilities through a more independent consideration of the national-political factor, anti-colonial
resistance, and the autonomous political role of Kazakh society. The authors conclude that one of the key
subjects of the historiographical conflict was the question of the permissible extent to which Kazakh society
could be recognised as an autonomous participant in the political process. An analysis of the materials of
scholarly and ideological polemics shows that the discussion surrounding E. Bekmakhanov’s works gradually
transformed from a professional debate over a scholarly conception into the normativisation of historical
knowledge. The authors substantiate the proposition that ideological regulation affected not only the
researcher’s final assessments but also the very structure of historical explanation, including the relationship
between national, social, and imperial factors, the characterisation of Russian-Kazakh relations, the content of
the concept of the national liberation movement, and the permissible forms of interpreting the autonomous
political initiative of Kazakh society. Ideological control is considered not only as a set of administrative and
disciplinary restrictions, but also as a mechanism for shaping the normative language of historical scholarship
and the criteria of academic legitimacy of historical interpretation. The scholarly novelty of the article lies in
the transition from a predominantly biographical-rehabilitative model of studying E. Bekmakhanov to a
critical historiographical analysis of the relationship between his scholarly conception and the mechanisms of
the production, restriction, and legitimation of historical knowledge. The authors propose a three-level model
for analysing E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy, comprising the scholarly conception of the history of Kazakhstan in
the nineteenth century, the normative and institutional mechanisms of the ideological regulation of historical
knowledge, and the subsequent historiographical reinterpretation of the historian’s legacy.

Keywords: E. Bekmakhanov, Kazakhstani historiography, scholarly legacy, historical knowledge, ideological
control, Soviet historical scholarship, Kenesary Kassymov, national liberation movement, historical narrative.
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Maxanaza E. bekMaxaHOBTBIH FBUIBIMH MYpPAachl 3epTTEYLIUIK OacTama, YITTHIK TapUXH HappaTHB KOHE
KEHECTIK TapHX FHUIBIMBIH HICOJIOTHAJIBIK PETTEY TETIKTEPiHIH ©3apa dpeKeTTeCyiH alKbIHAayFa MYMKIHIIK
OepeTiH TapuxHamajblK (EHOMEH peTiHAe KapacTeipbUiaabl. ABTOpiap E. BekMaxaHOBTBIH FBUIBIMH
TYKBIPBIMIaMaChIHBIH Ma3MYHBI MEH €pEKIICTIKTepiH, OHbI KaCiON JKoHE MICONOTHSIIBIK TYPFhIIaH Oaraiay
TeTIKTepiH, COHAAM-aKk TapuXmbl MypachlHbIH KasakcTtaH TapuxXHamMachlHIa KeWiHHEH — Kaifta
NalBIMIATYBIHBIH HETi3Ti OaFbITTaphlH  Tammaiinsl. 3epTreyniH aepekTik HerisiH E. BekMaxaHOBTBHIH
eHOekTepi, 1940-KpurmapasiH cCOHbI MeH 1950-KpU1napabH OaChIHAAFEI FRUTBIMU TTiKipTalac MaTepUaIaphI,
KEHeCTiK Mep3iMi Oacraces KapHsIaHBIMIAPHI )KOHE Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbl TApUXHAMAJIBIK 3€PTTEYNEp KYpaiabl.
3epTreyne TapuXWIBIK, KYHENIUIiK jkoHe OOBEKTUBTUIIK KaFUIATTaphbl, COHIAM-aK TapuXHaMaJbIK, TapUXU-
CalbICTHIPMATIBI,  MPOONEMANIBIK-XPOHOJIOTHSIIBIK ~ JKOHE  KOHTEKCTYyalJbIK  oJicTep  KOJJAHBLIIBL.
E. BexMaxaHOBTBIH 3€pTTEYIILTIK €pPEeKIIeNir KeHEeCTIK 9JiCHaMaJIbIK MapagurMagad TOJBIKTald KO y3yiHzae
eMec, YITTHIK-casich ()aKTOp/bI, OTapIIBUIABIKKA KapChl KAPCHUIBIKTHI )KOHE Ka3aK KOFaMBIHBIH aepOec cascu
peIiH aHarypiIbIM aepOec TYple ecKepy apKbUIBl OHBIH MHTEPHpPETAIMsUIBIK MYMKIHAIKTEPIH KeHeHTyiHae
OosrraHbl KepceTinreH. TapnxHaMalbIK KaKTHIFBICTHIH HETI3Ti HBICAHJApBIHBIH Oipi Ka3aK KOFaMbIH CasiCH
yaepictiH aepOec KaThICYyIIBICHI PETIHAE TAHYIBIH KOJ OCEpuIeTiH Jopexkeci Moceneci OONFaH JereH
KOPBITBIHABI JkacanraH. FBITBIME KoHE HIICONIOTHSUIIBIK ITOJIeMHKa MarepuangapbiH Tangay E. bexmaxanos
eHOCKTepiHiH TOHIperiHAeri MKipTaJacThIH FBUIBIMH TY)KBIPHIMIAMAaHBl KOCIOW TYPFBINAH TaJKbUIAYAaH
Tapuxyd OUTIMII HOpPMATHBTCHIIpyre Kapail OipTiHaen TpaHC(hOpMAaIMsUIaHFaHBIH Kepceredi. ABTopiap
UACONOTHSJIBIK pETTeyre 3epTTEyLIiHIH KOPBITHIHABI Oaramapbl FaHAa €MeC, COHBIMEH Oipre YITTHIK,
QNEYMEeTTIK  JKOHE HMMNEPHSIBIK ~ (aKTOPIApABIH  apaKaTbIHACBIH, OPBIC-Ka3aK  KATBIHACTAPBIHBIH
CHUITATTaMachlH, YIT-a3aTTHIK KO3FAIBIC YFHIMBIHBIH Ma3MYHBIH JKOHE Ka3aK KOFaMBIHBIH JepOec casicH
OacTamMachlH HMHTEpIpeTALMsUIaybIH JKOJ  OepilieTiH HbICAaHOapblH KAMTHUTBIH TapuXH  TYCIHAIpY
KYPBUIBIMBIHBIH 031 JIe¢ YIIBIpaas! IereH TYKbIPBIMABI Herizaehai. Vneonorusuiblk 6aKpuiay SKIMIILTIK JKoHE
TOPTINTIK MIEKTEYIepIiH KUBIHTBIFEl PETIHAE FaHAa eMeC, COHBIMEH KaTap TapuX FBUIBIMBIHBIH HOPMAaTHBTIK
TLTIH KOHE TapUXH WHTEPIPETALMSIHBIH aKaJIeMHSIIBIK JCTHTUMILUIITT KPUTEPHIIEPiH KalbIITACTHIPy TETirl
peTiHge KapacThIpblIaAbl. MakajaHbIH FHUIBIMU skaHANBIFEl E. bekMaxaHOBTHI 3epTTeymiH OachkiM Typae
OnorpadUsIIBIK-peab TN TAIMSIIBIK MOJICIIIHEH OHBIH FRUTBIMH TYKBIPHIMIAMAChl MEH TapuXH OLTIMAl OHIIpY,
HIEKTEy JKOHE JIETMTHMJEY TETIKTepiHiH e3apa OalIaHBICBIH CHIHH-TAPUXHAMAIBIK TYPFBIIAH TalgayMeH
aiikpiHiananpl. E. bekMaxaHOB MypachlH TajmayJblH YII JCHICHIl MoJeniH ycbiHFaH, ol XIX Facklpaarbl
Kazakcra TapuXbIHBIH FBUIBIME TY)XKBIPBIMAMACHIH, TAPUXH OLTIMAI MICOIOTHSIIBIK PETTEYAIH HOPMATHBTIK
JKOHE WHCTUTYLHOHAJIBIK TETIKTEpiH JKOHE TapHXIIBl MYpPAChIHBIH KEHiHII TapuXHaMaJblK KaiTa
HalBIMIATYBIH KAMTHIBL.

Kinm cesoep: E.bexmaxanoB, Ka3akctaH TapuxHamachl, FBUIBIMA MYpa, TapuXd OUTIM, HAEOIOTHSIIBIK
GaxpuIay, KEHECTIK Tapux FhUTbIMBI, KeHecapbl KachIMOB, yIT-a3aTThIK KO3FANIBIC, TADHXU HAPPATHB.
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Mexny HayYHOU KOHLENIHeHl U HIe0JOrHYeCKMM KOHTPOJIeM: Hacjeaue
E. bekmaxaHoBa B Ka3aXCTaHCKO# ucropuorpapuu

B cratee paccmarpuBaercst HayuHoe Hacnenue E. bexmaxaHoBa kak ucropuorpaduieckuii (eHOMEH,
MO3BOJIAIOMNI BBISIBUTh MEXaHU3MBI B3aMMOMAEHCTBHS HCCIENOBATENbCKOW HWHHI[MATHBBI, HAI[OHAIFHOTO
HCTOPHUYECKOT0 HappaTHBa M HJICOJIOTHYECKOI'0 PETYIHPOBAHUS COBETCKOW MCTOPHYECKOM HayKH. ABTOPBI
AQHAIM3UPYIOT COJEpXKaHWe M OCOOEHHOCTH Hay4HOi KoHuenuuu E. bekmaxaHoBa, MexaHH3Mbl €€
Npo(eCCHOHANBHOM M HUJICOJIOTMYECKOil OLEHKH, a TaKKe OCHOBHBIC HAMpaBJCHUs MOCICIYIOIEro
MePEOCMBICIICHHSI HAaclequs HCTOPHKAa B Ka3aXCTAaHCKOW wucropuorpaduu. VICTOYHMKOBYIO OCHOBY
uccienoBanus cocraBisior Tpyasl E. bekmaxaHoBa, MaTepuanbl HaydHbIX AMCKyccuil koHua 1940-x —
Havama 1950-x Tr., myOnMKamuM COBETCKOH TEPHOAWKH U COBPEMEHHBIE HCTOpHOTpadIIecKue
uccreioBaHus. B mccmenoBaHuM MPUMEHSIOTCS NMPUHIUIIEI HCTOPH3MA, CHCTEMHOCTH U OOBEKTHBHOCTH, a
Taroke HCTOpHOTpaQHIECKHH, HCTOPHUKO-CPAaBHUTENBHBIH, pOOIEMHO-XPOHOIOTHYECKIH u
KOHTEKCTyalbHBIi METOJbl. ABTOpBI IOKa3bIBAaIOT, YTO HcClenoBarenbckas crenuduka E. Bexmaxanosa
3aKJII0Yanach HE B IOJIHOM pa3pbIBE C COBETCKOM METOJOJIOTMYECKOW MapaJurMoi, a B paclIMpeHUH €€
MHTEPIPETALMOHHBIX BO3MOXHOCTEH IIOCPEACTBOM 0Oojiee CaMOCTOSITENBHOrO Yy4uéTa HalMOHAIBHO-
TMMOJIMTHUYCCKOT'O Q)aKTopa, AHTHUKOJIOHHAJIBHOTO CONPOTUBJICHUA U CaMOCTOSITEILHOM ITOMUTHYECKOM pou
Ka3aXCKOTo OOmecTBa. ABTOpPBHI IPUXOIAT K BEIBOJXY, 9YTO OJHHM U3 KIIOYEBHIX IPEAMETOB
ucroprorpaguueckoro KOH(MIMKTAa SBISLUIACH NpoOIeMa JOMYCTUMOH CTENEeHH IPH3HAHMS Ka3aXCKOTO
o0IecTBa CaMOCTOSITEIBHBIM YYaCTHUKOM IIOJIMTUYECKOTO IIpoIecca. AHAIN3 MaTephaloB HAaydHOH H
UCOJOrMYECKOM IONEMHUKH IOKa3bIBa€T, 4TO JUCKyccus BOKpYr TpynoB E. bexkmaxaHoBa IOCTENEHHO

192 Eurasian Journal of History. 2026, 31, 3(123)



Between Scientific Concept and...

TpaHc(hOpMHUpOBaIack OT MPO(YECCHOHATBHOIO OOCYXJICHUS HAyyHOM KOHLEMIMHM K HOPMaTHBH3ALMU
HCTOPUYECKOTO 3HAaHMS. ABTOPHI 00OCHOBBIBAIOT MOJIOKEHUE O TOM, YTO UAEOTIOTHUECKOMY PETyIHPOBAHHUIO
MOABEPTalUCh HE TONBKO HTOTOBBIE OIIGHKH MCCIIEJOBaTeNs, HO U caMa CTPYKTypa HCTOPHUYECKOTO
OOBSCHEHMS, BKIIOYAs COOTHOIICHWE HAIMOHATHHOTO, COIMAJBHOIO M HMIIEPCKOTO  (haKTOPOB,
XapaKTePUCTHKY POCCHHCKO-Ka3aXCKUX OTHOIICHHH, COlepKaHKe ITOHATHS HAllHOHAJIBHO-0CBOOOIUTEIILHOTO
IOBIDKEHWST M JIONMYCTUMbIe (OPMBI HHTEPIPETaldd CaMOCTOSTENBHONH IOJUTHYECKON WHUIIMATHUBEI
Ka3axckoro oOmectBa. lneonorndeckuii KOHTPOJIb pacCMaTPHBACTCSt HE TOJBKO KaK COBOKYITHOCTD
aJIMUHHCTPATUBHBIX M AUCLUIUIMHAPHBIX OTPAaHUUYCHUH, HO M KaK MEeXaHH3M (OpMHUPOBaHHS HOPMAaTHBHOTO
A3bIKa MCTOPUUECKOM HAyKH U KPHTEPHEB aKaJEeMUYECKOH JETMTHMHOCTH HCTOPUYECKOW HHTEpIpeTaIyu.
Hay4Has HOBH3HA CTaThU 3aKJIFOYACTCS B IIEPEXOJIE OT NMPEHMYIECTBEHHO OHorpaduKko-peabHInTalnoHHOI
Mozenu usydeHus E. bekmaxaHOBa K KPUTHKO-HCTOPHOTPAaGUUECKOMY aHAIU3Y B3aUMOCBSA3U €r0 HAyYHOU
KOHLICNIIIUY U MEXaHU3MOB IIPOM3BOJCTBA, OIPAaHUYCHUS U JIETUTUMAIMA MCTOPUYECKOrO 3HAHUS. ABTOPBI
IOpeanararoT TpEXypOBHEBYIO MoOJeNb aHanu3a Hacinequs E. bekmaxaHoBa, BKIIOYAMONIYI0 HAay4HYIO
koHnenmuio wucropun Kaszaxcrama XIX Beka, HOpMaTHBHBIE W HHCTHTYIHOHAIBHBIE MEXaHH3MEI
UJICOJIOTHYECKOTO  PETYJIMPOBAHMS HCTOPHYECKOTO 3HAHMA M IOCIeqylolee HcTopuorpaduaeckoe
HEPEOCMBICIICHUE HACIIEAUS HCTOPHKA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: E.bBexmaxaHOB, Ka3axcTaHCKas ucropuorpadus, HaydHOe HacleIue, HCTOPHUYECKOE
3HAHKE, WICOJIOTHUECKUI KOHTPOJIb, COBETCKasl MCTOpHUecKas Hayka, Kenecapsl KacpbIMOB, HanmoHambHO-
0CBOOOAUTENBHOE ABMKEHUE, HCTOPUUECKUH HAPPATHB.

Introduction

The scholarly legacy of Yermukhan Bekmakhanov occupies a distinctive place in the history of
twentieth-century Kazakhstani historiography. His research activity unfolded during a period when the
development of historical scholarship in the USSR was shaped not only by the internal logic of academic
inquiry but also by rigid ideological imperatives that defined the permissible boundaries for interpreting the
past. Under these conditions, addressing issues of national history, the nature of anti-colonial movements, the
role of historical figures, and the specific features of the incorporation of the Kazakh steppe into the political
space of the Russian Empire acquired not only scholarly but also political and ideological significance.
Therefore, the study of E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy makes it possible to consider his works not in isolation,
but within the broader context of the interaction between historical knowledge, state ideology, and
institutional mechanisms of control over the humanities.

Of particular significance in the historian’s scholarly biography was his study of Kazakhstan in the first
half of the nineteenth century and, above all, the uprising led by Kenesary Kasymov. The interpretation of
this movement proposed by E. Bekmakhanov became one of the most notable developments in post-war
Soviet Kazakhstani historiography. His attempt to examine the uprising in the context of socio-political
processes, imperial policy, and the struggle to preserve the political autonomy of Kazakh society went
beyond simplified explanatory schemes in which national movements were often assessed primarily through
the prism of class-based criteria. In this way, the researcher raised the question of the possibility of a more
complex understanding of the historical process, one that took into account the interaction of social, political,
and national factors.

At the same time, the scholarly fate of E. Bekmakhanov’s concept demonstrated the limited autonomy
of historical knowledge under late Stalinism. The discussion surrounding his work Kazakhstan in the 1820s—
1840s [1] gradually moved beyond the boundaries of professional scholarly debate and assumed the
character of an ideological campaign. Criticism of the researcher was connected not only with the assessment
of individual propositions in his work, but also with the broader requirements of Soviet historical policy,
which demanded that scholarly interpretations conform to established views concerning the nature of
Russian-Kazakh relations, the class character of social movements, and the role of the Russian Empire in the
history of the peoples of the USSR. As a result, scholarly controversy was transformed into a mechanism of
disciplinary and political pressure, while the historian’s fate became one of the most illustrative examples of
the dependence of humanistic knowledge on ideological circumstances.

The relevance of revisiting E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy is determined by the fact that
contemporary historiography has the opportunity to examine his works free from former ideological
restrictions while at the same time avoiding their uncritical glorification. In the context of reassessing the
Soviet historiographical experience, particular importance is attached to analysing which elements of his
concept retain scholarly value, which were conditioned by the methodological frameworks of his time, and
how the discussion surrounding his research influenced the subsequent development of historical scholarship
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in Kazakhstan. Such an approach makes it possible to move beyond a predominantly biographical
consideration of the scholar’s personality toward an examination of his legacy as an independent
historiographical phenomenon.

In contemporary Kazakhstani historical scholarship, the name of E. Bekmakhanov is rightly associated
with the development of professional research into national history, the study of nineteenth-century
Kazakhstan, and the defence of the possibility of a scholarly interpretation of national liberation movements.
However, the existing body of research often focuses either on the historian’s biography and the
circumstances of his persecution or on the assessment of particular propositions in his work on the
movement of Kenesary Kasymov. The relationship between E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly concept as such
and the ideological mechanisms that shaped the forms of its reception, criticism, and subsequent
rehabilitation has received comparatively less focused analysis. Yet it is precisely the comparison of these
two aspects that makes it possible to reveal more deeply the scholar’s place in the history of Kazakhstani
historiography.

The scholarly problem addressed in this article lies in the need to determine how E. Bekmakhanov’s
research concept was formed and functioned within an ideologically regulated scholarly environment, as
well as to identify its significance for the subsequent development of historical knowledge in Kazakhstan.
This involves not only reconstructing the circumstances of the well-known historiographical debate, but also
clarifying the boundaries of permissible scholarly interpretation within the Soviet system of producing
historical knowledge. In this context, the historian’s legacy serves as important material for analysing the
relationship between professional research practice, official historical policy, and mechanisms of institutional
control.

The aim of the article is to provide a comprehensive analysis of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy as
a historiographical phenomenon formed at the intersection of scholarly inquiry and the ideological control of
the Soviet era. To achieve this aim, the following objectives are set: to reveal the particular features of the
formation of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly views; to determine the content and novelty of his concept of the
history of nineteenth-century Kazakhstan; to analyse the interpretation of the uprising led by Kenesary
Kasymov in his works; to examine the nature and mechanisms of ideological criticism directed against the
researcher; to identify the impact of this debate on the state of historical scholarship in Kazakhstan; and to
determine the main directions of the subsequent reinterpretation of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy in
post-Soviet and contemporary historiography.

The scholarly novelty of the study lies in examining E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy not only as a body of
works by an outstanding historian or as an example of the ideological persecution of a scholar, but as a
complex historiographical phenomenon that makes it possible to trace the interaction between a scholarly
concept, professional debate, and the political and ideological mechanisms regulating historical knowledge.
This perspective provides an opportunity to reassess the significance of his works for the development of
Kazakhstani historiography and, at the same time, to determine the place of the related debate in the history
of Soviet scholarship in the humanities.

Materials and Methods

The source base of the study consists of published works by E. Bekmakhanov, materials from scholarly
discussions of the late 1940s and early 1950s, as well as publications reflecting the official assessment of his
scholarly concept during the Soviet period. A central place in the corpus of sources is occupied by
E. Bekmakhanov’s monograph devoted to the history of Kazakhstan in the 1820s—1840s [1]. Examination of
this work makes it possible to identify the principal propositions of the author’s concept, the particular
features of his interpretation of the socio-political processes of the first half of the nineteenth century, and the
nature of his assessment of the movement led by Kenesary Kasymov. To determine the origins and
conditions under which E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly views were formed, the collective work on the history
of the Kazakh SSR, prepared in the early 1940s with the participation of the researcher, was also used [2]. Its
comparison with E. Bekmakhanov’s subsequent works makes it possible to trace the development of the
author’s position and to establish the place of his concept in the formation of professional Kazakhstani
historiography during the Soviet period.

A separate group of sources consists of materials relating to the scholarly and ideological controversy
surrounding E. Bekmakhanov’s works. The study uses the review by K. Sharipov [3], the publication by
T. Shoinbaev, Kh. Aidarova, and A. Yakunin [4], as well as stenographic materials from the discussion of
the historian’s scholarly concept [S]. These sources are considered not only in terms of the assessments they
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contain of specific propositions advanced by E. Bekmakhanov, but also as evidence of the mechanisms
through which Soviet historical scholarship functioned. Their comparison makes it possible to trace the
transition from professional scholarly discussion to the ideological classification of historical interpretations.

In addition, E. Bekmakhanov’s later works [6] are used to identify changes in his research agenda and
approaches to interpreting the history of Kazakhstan after the ideological campaign of the early 1950s.
Comparison of the historian’s earlier and later works makes it possible to determine both elements of
continuity in his scholarly views and the changes that occurred under the influence of new political and
institutional conditions. Contemporary studies of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy are used primarily as a
historiographical basis for determining the degree to which the problem has been studied and for identifying
existing research approaches [7], [8].

The methodological framework of the study is based on the principles of historicism, systemic analysis,
and objectivity. The principle of historicism presupposes consideration of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly
activity within the specific intellectual, institutional, political, and ideological conditions of the Soviet
period. This makes it possible to assess his concept with due regard to the state of historical scholarship at
that time and to avoid the retrospective projection of contemporary research perspectives onto scholarly
practice in the mid-twentieth century. The principle of systemic analysis is used to examine
E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy as an integral part of the development of Kazakhstani historiography.
Within this approach, his works, scholarly controversy, the activities of academic institutions, and the
mechanisms of party and ideological control are analysed as interconnected elements of a single process of
the formation and regulation of historical knowledge.

The principal specialized method employed in the study is historiographical analysis. It is applied to
identify the content of E.Bekmakhanov’s scholarly concept, the nature of its reception by his
contemporaries, and its subsequent reinterpretation. Particular attention is paid to the relationship between
scholarly argumentation as such and the ideological assessments that accompanied the discussion of his
works.

The historical-comparative method is used to compare E.Bekmakhanov’s propositions with the
assessments of his opponents and with later historiographical interpretations. This makes it possible to
identify changes in the understanding of the nature of the movement led by Kenesary Kasymov, Russian-
Kazakh relations, and the issue of national liberation across different periods in the development of historical
scholarship.

The problem-chronological method is employed to distinguish the principal stages in the formation and
reception of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy: the development of his research concept, the publication of
his major works, the emergence of scholarly discussion, the intensification of ideological criticism, and the
subsequent reinterpretation of his legacy. This approach makes it possible to trace changes in assessments
over time and to establish their relationship with transformations in the political and scholarly context.

Contextual analysis also occupies an important place, through which scholarly texts and critical
publications are examined in relation to the conditions of their creation and circulation. Particular attention is
paid to the use of such categories as «national liberation movement,» «nationalism,» «feudalism,» and
«incorporation,» since their meanings in Soviet historiography were determined not only by scholarly
considerations but also by political and ideological imperatives.

Thus, the combination of historiographical, historical-comparative, problem-chronological, and
contextual methods makes it possible to examine E.Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy as a complex
historiographical phenomenon. The approach employed is aimed at identifying the interrelationship between
the historian’s scholarly concept, professional debate, and the mechanisms of ideological control that shaped
the development of historical knowledge in Soviet Kazakhstan.

Results
E. Bekmakhanov’s Scholarly Concept and the Boundaries of Historical Interpretation

The formation of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly views took place during the period of institutional
development of professional historical scholarship in Kazakhstan, when the creation of a coherent narrative
of national history was combined with the need to incorporate it into the normative methodological
framework of Soviet historiography. This duality determined the specific character of his research position.
On the one hand, the historian’s works were produced within the Marxist paradigm and relied on categories
characteristic of it, including feudal relations, social differentiation, and class contradictions. On the other
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hand, his engagement with issues of the political history of Kazakh society, imperial administrative policy,
and national liberation movements contributed to the formation of a more complex model for interpreting the
historical process.

An important stage in the development of this approach was E. Bekmakhanov’s participation in the
preparation of the collective work History of the Kazakh SSR from Ancient Times to the Present Day,
published in 1943 [2]. This publication represented the first attempt at a systematic academic presentation of
the history of Kazakhstan and was produced through the joint efforts of Kazakhstani historians and Soviet
historians evacuated to the republic. E. Bekmakhanov’s participation in this project was of fundamental
importance for the subsequent formation of his research interests, particularly in the history of Kazakhstan in
the first half of the nineteenth century and the national liberation movement.

E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly concept found its most consistent expression in the monograph
Kazakhstan in the 1820s-1840s, published in 1947 [1]. Its significance was determined not only by the scale
of the documentary material employed, but also by the very formulation of the research problem. The history
of Kazakhstan in the first half of the nineteenth century was examined through the interrelationship of socio-
economic, political, and foreign-policy processes. Particular attention was devoted to the movement led by
Kenesary Kasymov, which was analysed in the context of the expansion of the Russian administrative
system, changes in traditional mechanisms of political authority, land relations, and the interaction of Kazakh
society with the Russian Empire and the Central Asian khanates [1].

A fundamental element of E. Bekmakhanov’s concept was the recognition of Kenesary’s movement as
national liberationist and anti-colonial in its principal orientation. At the same time, the researcher did not
exclude the social heterogeneity of the movement and did not entirely depart from the Marxist conceptual
framework. However, in his interpretation, the national and political factor acquired independent analytical
significance and was not subsumed exclusively within a class-based scheme. Another important feature of
the work was its attention to the political organization of the movement. E. Bekmakhanov analysed
Kenesary’s activities not only in the context of armed struggle, but also through issues of the centralization
of power, administrative governance, diplomatic relations, the taxation system, and judicial and legal
regulation [1]. As a result, the movement was presented in the study not merely as a form of social protest,
but also as a political project associated with an attempt to preserve or restore autonomous mechanisms of
authority under conditions of increasing imperial presence.

It was precisely this aspect that later became one of the most controversial. In K. Sharipov’s 1949
review, criticism was directed at what the author regarded as E. Bekmakhanov’s insufficient attention to
class contradictions within the movement and his favourable assessment of Kenesary’s political activity [3].
At the same time, it is important to note that K. Sharipov still acknowledged the anti-colonial orientation of
the movement and the participation of broad sections of the Kazakh population in it [3]. Consequently, at this
stage the controversy retained the character of a professional historiographical debate, and the question of the
Kenesary movement had not yet been reduced to a single mandatory interpretative formula.

This circumstance makes it possible to define more precisely the scholarly novelty of
E. Bekmakhanov’s concept. It lay not in a complete rejection of Soviet methodology, but in the expansion of
the research space within it. The history of Kazakh society was examined not only from the perspective of
social relations, but also through the categories of political action, resistance, governance, and historical
agency. It was precisely this combination of class-based and national-political analysis that created an
internal tension between the research logic of the work and the increasingly stringent ideological
requirements of post-war Soviet historiography.

From Scholarly Discussion to an Ideological Campaign

Of particular importance for reconstructing the reception of E. Bekmakhanov’s concept are the
materials of the discussion of his monograph held on 14-19 July 1948 [5]. The transcript makes it possible to
observe not a retrospective assessment of events, but the actual mechanism of professional discussion of the
work. At the centre of the debate were the nature of the Kenesary movement, its social base, its relationship
with the Russian Empire, the use of folklore sources, and the relationship between national and class factors
[5]. The very fact that the discussion continued for several days indicates that the monograph was perceived
not as a narrowly focused study, but as a work addressing fundamental issues in the construction of the
history of nineteenth-century Kazakhstan. At the initial stage, the participants in the debate could differ in
their specific assessments, while the possibility of argumentation and comparison of different research
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positions was still preserved. This confirms the need to distinguish between the early stage of scholarly
criticism and the subsequent ideological campaign.

A qualitative change occurred at the turn of the 1940s and 1950s. A pivotal event was the publication
on 26 December 1950 in the newspaper Pravda of the article by T. Shoinbaev, Kh. Aidarova, and
A. Yakunin, «For a Marxist-Leninist Interpretation of Questions of the History of Kazakhstan» [4]. The
transfer of the discussion to the pages of the central Party press organ altered not only the scale of the
controversy but also its character. The scholarly concept began to be assessed primarily in terms of its
conformity with political and ideological requirements. In this context, the Kenesary movement was
increasingly and unequivocally characterized as feudal-monarchical and reactionary, while
E. Bekmakhanov’s position was defined as methodologically and politically erroneous [4]. Thus, a
fundamental change occurred in the status of historiographical assessment: from a subject of professional
debate, it was transformed into a normative judgment, deviation from which could be interpreted as a
political transgression. This process was not unique to Kazakhstani scholarship.

V.V. Tikhonov’s study demonstrates that under late Stalinism ideological campaigns systematically
affected the Soviet historical community, determining not only the organizational conditions of scholarly
activity but also the boundaries of permissible interpretations [8]. Scholarly disagreements could be
incorporated into the political discourse of the struggle against «bourgeois objectivism,» «cosmopolitanism,»
or «nationalism,» after which professional criticism acquired disciplinary consequences.

In the case of E. Bekmakhanov, this mechanism manifested itself particularly clearly. What was subject
to regulation was not the very fact of studying the Kenesary movement, but its substantive interpretation.
The researcher could address the national liberation movement, but his assessment was required to conform
to the established model of the relationship between class, national, and Russian factors. This makes it
possible to view ideological control not only as a system of prohibitions, but also as a mechanism for shaping
the normative language of historical knowledge.

Ideological Control and the Restriction of Scholarly Autonomy

The history of the scholarly controversy surrounding E. Bekmakhanov demonstrates that Soviet
ideological control was exercised through a complex set of interconnected mechanisms. These included
academic discussions, criticism in professional and Party publications, intervention by Party structures, the
reassessment of academic qualifications, and personnel decisions. As a result, political evaluation became
part of the procedure for determining the scholarly validity of research. The problem of interpreting Russian-
Kazakh relations was particularly illustrative. The Soviet historical model contained an internal
contradiction. On the one hand, criticism of the colonial policy of tsarism was permitted; on the other hand,
historians were required to emphasize the progressive historical significance of Kazakhstan’s rapprochement
with Russia. Consequently, an emphasis on the anti-colonial content of a national movement could be
characterized as an underestimation of the positive consequences of Russian influence.

Against this background, E. Bekmakhanov’s concept acquired particular ideological sensitivity. The
representation of Kazakh society as an independent subject of political action, as well as the analysis of
attempts to centralize authority and resist the administrative expansion of the empire, objectively broadened
the scope of the national historical narrative [1]. It was precisely for this reason that the dispute over
Kenesary was simultaneously a dispute over the boundaries of permissible interpretation of Kazakhstan’s
political history.

The transcript of the discussion and the subsequent publication in Pravda make it possible to trace the
gradual transformation of the language of criticism [4], [5]. Whereas the initial debate focused on source-
critical, methodological, and socio-historical arguments, categories of political accusation became
increasingly prominent at a later stage. It is in this transition that the mechanism of the ideologization of
historical knowledge becomes most clearly visible: conformity with the established political interpretation
became one of the criteria of academic legitimacy.

N.V. Grishina’s study, devoted to the practice of annulment and reconsideration of academic degrees
within the Soviet historical community in the late 1940s and early 1950s, makes it possible to place the
«E. Bekmakhanov case» within a broader institutional context [9]. The author demonstrates that historians’
dissertations and academic qualifications during this period could be reassessed under the influence of
ideological campaigns. Among the cases analysed are E. Bekmakhanov’s dissertations, which confirms the
need to study the pressure exerted on the historian not merely as an episode specific to Kazakhstan, but as
part of the all-Union system for regulating the academic community [9].
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Thus, E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly fate makes it possible to identify a broader mechanism of interaction
between scholarship and political power. Ideological control affected not only the researcher’s final
conclusions, but also the structure of the scholarly field: it determined the range of «dangerous» questions,
shaped permissible terminology, influenced professional reputations, and created a system of self-regulation
within the research community.

Scholarly Activity after Rehabilitation and Changes in Research Language

After his rehabilitation, E. Bekmakhanov returned to professional scholarly activity. In 1957, the
monograph The Incorporation of Kazakhstan into Russia was published [6]. Its appearance demonstrated the
continuity of the central themes of his scholarly interests: Kazakhstan’s interaction with the Russian Empire,
socio-economic changes, and the political history of the nineteenth century.

At the same time, a comparison of the 1947 monograph with the 1957 work reveals a change in
research language. The structure of the later work contains significantly more pronounced normative
terminology characteristic of Soviet historiography of the mid-1950s. This circumstance should be regarded
as an important historiographical fact, since it makes it possible to analyse not only the individual scholarly
evolution of the historian, but also the influence of the institutional environment on the ways in which
scholarly conclusions were formulated.

However, it would be methodologically unjustified to interpret the later work exclusively as
E. Bekmakhanov’s complete abandonment of his earlier concept. A more productive approach is to
distinguish between two levels: evaluative terminology and research problematics. Despite the change in
language, anti-colonial struggle, social processes, Russian administrative policy, and the transformation of
Kazakh society remained at the centre of attention [6]. Such an approach makes it possible to avoid two
extreme models. The Soviet interpretation presented the scholar’s subsequent works as an overcoming of his
earlier «errors.» The opposite retrospective model may explain every change solely in terms of external
coercion. Meanwhile, E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly evolution reflected a more complex combination of
continuity in research interests, adaptation of the conceptual apparatus, and changes in the broader
historiographical context.

Discussion

Contemporary historiography of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy is characterized by a gradual
broadening of the research perspective: from reconstructing the historian’s biography and scholarly
reputation to analysing his conceptual legacy, pedagogical activity, and the institutional conditions under
which historical scholarship functioned. At the same time, existing studies predominantly address individual
aspects of his activity, whereas the interrelationship between the content of his scholarly concept, changes in
the boundaries of permissible historical interpretation, and the mechanisms of ideological regulation requires
a comprehensive examination.

A significant contribution to the post-Soviet reassessment of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly activity was
made by S.F. Mazhitov [7]. The biographical and historiographical approach made it possible to restore the
scholar’s place in the history of Kazakhstani historical scholarship and to overcome the assessments that had
become entrenched during the ideological campaign of the early 1950s. This stage was of fundamental
importance for returning E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy to professional historical discourse. However,
the rehabilitation perspective naturally placed primary emphasis on political persecution and the restoration
of the researcher’s scholarly reputation.

A different direction is represented in the work of Sh. T. Nurman, where E. Bekmakhanov’s activity is
analysed through his participation in the creation of educational literature and the formation of the content of
historical education [10]. This perspective demonstrates that the researcher’s significance was not limited to
the academic study of nineteenth-century Kazakhstan. His scholarly activity was connected with the
institutionalization of national historical knowledge and its incorporation into the educational sphere. This
makes it possible to consider E. Bekmakhanov’s influence simultaneously at the level of professional
historiography and in the formation of perceptions of national history within the education system.

A directly conceptual line of inquiry is also developing in contemporary research. A. Agaidarova
examines E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy in connection with the ideological environment, political
persecution, rehabilitation, and his subsequent scholarly and pedagogical activity [11]. The work by
R. Hesse, D.K. Kenzhebek, and A. Mamyrkhan is likewise devoted to his contribution to the development of
the history of Kazakhstan, his scholarly activity, and the circumstances of his persecution [12]. The existence
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of such studies demonstrates sustained interest in the figure of E. Bekmakhanov, while at the same time
revealing the persistence of a predominantly personalized approach, in which the history of a scholarly
concept is often examined through the prism of the biography of its author. The study by R.M. Zhumashev,
A. Zh. Myrzakhmetova, G.T. Edgina, and D.S. Kozhabekov, devoted to the 1944 meeting of historians at the
Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and the development of Soviet
historiography of the history of Kazakhstan, substantially broadens the context of the problem [13]. The
authors demonstrate changes in the principles governing the interpretation of Russian imperial policy and the
transition from the concept of the «lesser evil» to a more positive assessment of Russia’s historical role in the
destinies of the national republics. From this perspective, the subsequent campaign surrounding
E. Bekmakhanov’s works appears as part of a longer process of restructuring the normative foundations of
Soviet historical knowledge.

This conclusion is confirmed within a broader international historiographical context. L. Tillet was
among the first to systematically investigate the impact of Party and state policy on Soviet historiography of
the non-Russian peoples and demonstrated how the official concept of Russia’s relations with the national
peripheries changed over time [14]. For the analysis of Kazakhstani material, his approach is particularly
significant because it makes it possible to consider the discussion surrounding E. Bekmakhanov within the
context of the all-Union construction of the concept of the «friendship of peoples» and the normative
revision of interpretations of national liberation movements.

D. Brandenberger’s study complements this perspective through an analysis of the consolidation of
National Bolshevik discourse and the strengthening of Russocentric elements in the Soviet historical and
political narrative during the 1930s-1950s [15]. For the present study, what is important is not the direct
application of this concept to the Kazakhstani material, but the broader shift in Soviet memory politics
identified by the author: class-based and internationalist argumentation increasingly came to be combined
with a positive representation of the Russian state past and the Russian national historical canon. In this
context, changes in the permissible assessments of Russian expansion and national resistance acquired all-
Union ideological significance.

Thus, E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly fate developed within the broader process of transformation of the
Soviet narrative concerning the past of the national republics. The conflict surrounding his concept cannot be
reduced solely to the assessment of Kenesary Kasymov. In a broader historiographical dimension, the subject
of disagreement was the permissible relationship between national, social, and imperial factors in explaining
the historical process.

The results of the present study make it possible to identify the question of recognizing Kazakh society
as an independent participant in the political process as one of the key elements of this conflict. In
E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly concept, the history of Kazakhstan in the first half of the nineteenth century
was examined not only through external administrative intervention and internal social contradictions, but
also through the independent political action of Kazakh society [1]. The analysis of anti-colonial resistance,
the organization of authority, diplomatic relations, and efforts toward political consolidation broadened the
framework of the national historical narrative. From this perspective, the discussion surrounding
E. Bekmakhanov’s concept reflected a more fundamental question concerning the permissible degree to
which the independent historical agency of non-Russian peoples could be recognized within the Soviet
model of the past. The problem lay not only in defining the movement as «progressive» or «reactionary,» but
also in determining what place national political initiative, resistance to imperial expansion, and indigenous
institutions of authority could occupy in the academic explanation of the history of Kazakhstan.

Such an interpretation is consistent with V.V. Tikhonov’s conclusions regarding the systemic nature of
the ideological campaigns of late Stalinism [8]. Political and ideological regulation affected not only
individual conclusions, but also professional institutions, research agendas, criteria of academic legitimacy,
and the permissible language of historical description. The Kazakhstani case formed part of an all-Union
process, yet it possessed a distinct specificity, since the conflict centred on issues of the national liberation
movement, colonial policy, and the nature of Russian-Kazakh relations. The institutional dimension of this
problem is examined in N.V. Grishina’s study [9]. Analysis of the practice of reassessing academic
gualifications demonstrates that ideological evaluation could directly affect a historian’s professional status.
The inclusion of E. Bekmakhanov’s Candidate and Doctoral dissertations within such a mechanism indicates
that the regulation of scholarly knowledge was exercised not only through public criticism, but also through
institutions of academic recognition.
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Comparative material is provided by A.S. Shakieva’s study devoted to changes in the interpretations of
the history of the Ulus of Jochi in academic editions of the History of the Kazakh SSR [16]. Despite its
different subject matter, the findings of this study demonstrate the dependence of the academic narrative on
transformations in Party and ideological directives. Taken together with the research of R.M. Zhumashev and
co-authors [13], this confirms that the adjustment of historical interpretations in Kazakhstan during the
1940s-1950s was systemic in nature and extended to different periods of the national past.

The body of materials examined makes it possible to define late Stalinist ideological control as a
process of the normativization of historical knowledge. Its content consisted not only in the application of
sanctions against individual researchers, but also in the transformation of certain historical assessments into
mandatory models of interpretation. Subject to regulation were the relationship between national and class
factors, the characterization of Russian imperial policy, the content of the concept of the national liberation
movement, and the degree to which the political agency of Kazakh society could be recognized. Such an
understanding provides greater specificity to the problem of the academic autonomy of the Soviet historian.
The restriction of autonomy manifested itself not only through direct administrative intervention. It was
embedded in the system of concepts and normative assessments through which historical material received
an academically permissible explanation. A study’s strong source base did not guarantee its professional
legitimacy if its conclusions diverged from the politically sanctioned model of the past.

As a result, the very criteria for legitimizing historical knowledge changed. An interpretation that at one
stage existed as a subject of professional debate could later acquire the status of being ideologically
unacceptable and subsequently re-enter scholarly circulation under different intellectual and political
conditions. In this sense, the history of the reception of E. Bekmakhanov’s concept reflects not only
changing attitudes toward a particular researcher, but also shifts in the ways of determining what kind of
historical knowledge was recognized as academically permissible. E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly activity after
his rehabilitation acquires particular significance in this context. A comparison of his works published in
1947 and 1957 demonstrates the persistence of a number of major research problems alongside a noticeable
change in the ways in which they were conceptually expressed [1], [6]. Russian-Kazakh relations, social
processes, imperial policy, and anti-colonial uprisings remained within the scope of his scholarly interests,
whereas the evaluative language corresponded more closely to the normative conceptual apparatus of Soviet
historiography.

The broader context of the transformation of Soviet historical knowledge can be further clarified
through R. Markwick’s study devoted to the development of revisionist historiography after the Twentieth
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union [17]. The researcher demonstrates that de-
Stalinization opened possibilities for revising a number of previously normatively established interpretations,
although this process remained politically constrained and uneven. Incorporating this perspective makes it
possible to view E. Bekmakhanov’s return to professional scholarship as part of a broader transformation of
the institutional environment of Soviet historiography, which nevertheless did not entail the complete
elimination of mechanisms of political regulation. The materials presented by M. Kh. Sergaliev confirm this
ambiguity with regard to Kazakhstan [18]. The declassified documents of the former KGB of the Kazakh
SSR used in his research indicate the continuing attention of state security agencies toward representatives of
the scholarly intelligentsia during the period of de-Stalinization. This makes it possible to regard
E. Bekmakhanov’s rehabilitation not as an immediate restoration of full academic autonomy, but as part of a
longer transformation in relations between the state and the professional scholarly community.

A comparison of these approaches reveals a persisting research gap. Despite the considerable number of
biographical, memorial, and institutional studies, insufficient attention has been devoted to the question of
how changes in political and ideological norms affected not only the assessment of E. Bekmakhanov’s
works, but also the structure of historical explanation, the system of concepts employed, and the subsequent
conceptual formulation of his research.

The results of the study make it possible to trace this transformation across four interrelated parameters:
the subject of research, the conceptual apparatus, the nature of historical assessment, and the institutional
reception of the scholarly text. The persistence of research interest in the history of nineteenth-century
Kazakhstan was combined with changes in terminology and normative characterizations; changes in
interpretation were accompanied by changes in the professional status of the concept itself—from a subject
of academic discussion to an object of ideological condemnation and subsequently to later historiographical
reassessment. On this basis, it becomes possible to move from a predominantly rehabilitative model of
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studying E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy to a critical historiographical approach. Political persecution retains
fundamental importance for understanding his scholarly fate, but it is not the only explanatory focus. The
scope of research is broadened through analysis of the internal structure of the scholarly concept, the
conditions of its professional legitimation, and the subsequent transformation of research language.

At the same time, the critical historiographical approach excludes an uncritical idealization of
E. Bekmakhanov. His scholarly concept was formed within the Soviet methodological system and retained
the categories and explanatory schemes characteristic of it. The research novelty lay not in a complete break
with the existing paradigm, but in expanding its interpretative space through a more independent
consideration of the national-political factor, anti-colonial resistance, and the political agency of Kazakh
society. From this perspective, E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy serves as an indicator of changing
regimes of the production and legitimation of historical knowledge. His concept evolved from professional
scholarly discussion to normative ideological evaluation, subsequently acquired a modified conceptual
expression within a different academic environment, and in the post-Soviet period became an object of the
restoration of scholarly reputation and subsequent critical reassessment. The historical significance of his
legacy is therefore determined not only by the content of his works, but also by the history of their reception,
restriction, changes in status, and return to the national scholarly discourse.

The results obtained make it possible to propose a three-level model for interpreting E. Bekmakhanov’s
scholarly legacy. The first level consists of the scholarly concept of the history of nineteenth-century
Kazakhstan itself, formed within the Soviet methodological system but expanding the possibilities for
interpreting the national past. The second level is associated with the normativization of historical knowledge
and the institutional mechanisms of ideological regulation that determined the permissible relationship
between national, social, and imperial factors. The third level reflects the historiographical fate of the
legacy—the transition from ideological condemnation through the restoration of scholarly reputation to
contemporary critical historiographical analysis. The proposed model combines the history of scholarly ideas
with the history of the institutional environment. It makes it possible to view E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy not
as a static body of works and not merely as evidence of political persecution, but as a dynamic
historiographical phenomenon whose content, status, and reception changed together with transformations in
the intellectual and political conditions under which historical knowledge was produced.

Thus, E. Bekmakhanov’s significance for Kazakhstani historiography is determined by the interaction
of three processes: the formation of a research concept, the establishment of normative boundaries for its
permissible interpretation, and the subsequent transformation of the ways in which it was historiographically
legitimized. Such an understanding most fully reveals the problem articulated in the title of the article and
makes it possible to consider E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy as one of the most illustrative cases of
interaction between research initiative, the national historical narrative, and an ideologically regulated
system for the production of historical knowledge.

Conclusions

The study conducted makes it possible to formulate several concluding points characterizing the place
of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy in the history of Kazakhstani historiography.

First, the significance of E. Bekmakhanov is determined not only by his contribution to the study of the
history of nineteenth-century Kazakhstan, but also by the fact that his scholarly activity became one of the
key points of intersection between professional historical research and an ideologically regulated system of
knowledge. This makes it possible to consider his legacy as an indicator of the broader processes of
institutional development and restriction of historical scholarship in Soviet Kazakhstan.

Second, the analysis has shown that E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly novelty was manifested primarily in
the expansion of the space for national historical interpretation within the Soviet methodological system. His
approach did not represent a complete break with the dominant paradigm; however, it allowed for a more
independent consideration of the political factor, anti-colonial issues, and the historical agency of Kazakh
society. It was precisely this feature that gave his research particular significance for the subsequent
development of national historiography.

Third, ideological control over historical scholarship should be understood more broadly than as a set of
administrative or repressive measures. It affected the criteria of scholarly acceptability, the conceptual
apparatus, and the means by which historical interpretations were legitimized. As a result, political
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normativity became a factor determining not only the fate of an individual researcher, but also the boundaries
of professional historical knowledge.

Fourth, the scholarly fate of E.Bekmakhanov demonstrates the changing status of historical
interpretation depending on the political and intellectual context. A scholarly proposition could successively
become a subject of professional discussion, an object of ideological condemnation, and then return to
academic discourse as the historiographical environment changed. Consequently, the history of his legacy is
simultaneously a history of changes in the mechanisms through which scholarly knowledge was recognized
and legitimized.

Fifth, the post-Soviet restoration of E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly reputation became a necessary stage in
the reassessment of the Soviet historiographical experience; however, the current level of research requires
moving beyond a predominantly rehabilitative model. A critical historiographical approach is more
promising, as it involves analysing not only the circumstances of political persecution, but also the structure
of the scholarly concept, its methodological foundations, historical conditionality, and subsequent
transformation.

Sixth, the study makes it possible to define E. Bekmakhanov’s legacy as a dynamic historiographical
phenomenon whose significance was shaped through the interaction of scholarly initiative, institutional
constraints, and subsequent reassessments. Such an understanding makes it possible to avoid both
reproducing earlier ideological characterizations and uncritically idealizing the researcher.

Overall, E. Bekmakhanov’s scholarly legacy occupies a distinctive place in the history of Kazakhstani
historiography because his case most clearly reveals the interrelationship between the development of
national historical knowledge and the political and institutional conditions of its existence. His works and the
history of their reception make it possible to view twentieth-century Kazakhstani historiography not only as a
space for the accumulation of historical knowledge, but also as a field in which the criteria of its scholarly
and public legitimacy were constantly changing.
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