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Abstract. The first half of the twentieth century was a period of significant political and social
change for the Turkic-Muslim peoples. After the revolutionary changes, Turkic Muslim peoples
were able to maintain their identity despite the new Bolshevik colonial policy of the Russian
Empire. As a result, national autonomies started to be established, which led to a process of
integration of Turkic Muslim peoples. Their ideological views were influenced by the Jadids,
who were educated in the madrasas of Bukhara, Samarkand, Kazan, Istanbul, and Cairo.
During their stay in Istanbul they came into contact with the Young Turks and were influenced
by new ideas, which became the basis of cooperation of Turkic peoples at the stage of creation of
national autonomies. Thus in the given article the aim of complex analysis of Turkic peoples’
cooperation within the framework of national autonomies in the first half of XX century (Itil-
Ural, Alash Orda, Turkestan, Shuro-i-Islamia) on the basis of the archival data of the Russian
Federation and the Central State Archive of the Republic of Uzbekistan is set. In order to reach
this goal by means of discourse-analysis method and historical-comparative research method
the author tries to shed light on the historical process of Turkic-Muslim peoples integration in
Russian Empire.
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Introduction

The Jadids turned out to be full-fledged
representatives of the Turkic peoples who
began the struggle for national development
and independence. They had two goals: to
create a national democratic state for the
Turkic people and to awaken the people’s
desire for development and enlightenment.
To attain these goals, the ideology of Jadidism
began the struggle for independence against
the Bolshevik Sovietization policy. Their
activities are aimed at creating a program
of progressive development and unifying
eastern and western traditions. The main
content of the national idea of Jadidism was
the unification of Turkic peoples into a single
national-state framework. Thus, the modern

movement became the leader of the national-
independent ideology from the sphere of
education. The movement embraced all
regions inhabited by Turkic-Muslim peoples.
Although the ideology of Soviet Bolshevism
started a «massacre» to impose domination,
the Turkic-Muslim peoples did not stop
their struggle for national independence in
their historical homeland. Therefore, this
article uses real data to examine the political
activities of national autonomies in the Volga-
Ural, Turkestan, Kazakh steppes, Alash, and
the Caucasus and efforts to strive for national
independence.

After the February Revolution of 1917
and the October Revolution that followed
it, federalist views were revived among
significant educated and politically active
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groups in the areas inhabited by Turkic
peoples. The issue of independence and
autonomy came to the highest and national
level in the political evolution of the ethno-
elites of the Volga-Ural region, the Caucasus,
the Kazakh lands and the Turkestan region.
And the all-Russian administrative-territorial
system of governance became an obstacle in
the realization of ethno-political projects and
affected the interaction of Bolshevik regional
leaders. The dynamics of autonomous ideas
and their specific models depended on the
nature and speed of political processes in
the regions, the level of organization and
influence of activists, and the strength of ties
between the main participants in the struggle
for power. The political elite from among the
Turkic peoples who fought for autonomy and
independence had to act in the extraordinary
circumstances of the beginning of the Civil
War, since the practical realization of these
models was to begin in 1917. The boundless
faith of the political elite of the Turkic peoples
in autonomy as the only way of progress,
their cooperation in the formation of state
institutions and structures were upheld by
their ethno-social traditions [1].

Between the “bloody  struggle”  of
tsarist power and Bolshevik ideology, the
reconstruction of nation-statehood took
place in a confrontation between all-Russian
Bolshevik (Red) and anti-Soviet (White)
and national-regional competing projects
combining political, religious, and cultural
priorities. The main struggle was between the
northern radical socialists and the regional
elite, which was characterized by ideological
and general cultural and religious similarities.
Some Kazakhs had established active contacts
with the “Young Bukharans” even before the
emergence of the Bukhara People’s Socialist
Republic. It was difficult for the Khivins to
build contacts because of their geographical
remoteness [2]. Even after 1920, S. Kozhanov
and others established close ties with
Bukharans. In 1918, T. Ryskulov and several of
his associates established close relationships
with the “Ihtihad ve Tarakki” party together
with Uzbek activists; T. Ryskulov even
became a member and dreamed of creating
a Turkish Republic, although it was part
of the Soviet government in later years.

Mahmudkoja Behbudi expressed his opinion
on independence in the following way: «If
we, the Muslims of Turkestan, unite faith and
nation and take steps towards reform and
unification today, all of us — the intelligentsia
and progressives, the rich and the clergymen
—-— will serve in the name of faith and nation.
The prosperity of our homeland is important,
we will not be dependent on anyone» [3].
Therefore, the topic for the object of study
today is becoming increasingly important.
Since in the early twentieth century the
Turkic-Muslim peoples who entered the
territory of the Russian Empire joined the
political movement, we are confident that
the consideration of their actions within the
framework of national autonomies will open
a new facet of theoretical and methodological
foundation in historical science in general.

Materials and methods

In the course of the problem investigation,
the historical-systematic method of studying
historical processes in the early twentieth
century was used in order to regulate the
history of the creation of the nascent national
autonomies. The actions of the political
intelligentsia of Turkic peoples within the
framework of national autonomies were
considered as a single organism preserving
the historical-systematic principle. At the
same time, the  historical-comparative
method was used to compare the programs
of political parties of the Turkic-Muslim
peoples that remained in Russia. The method
of synchronization was helpful to study
the roots of mutual cooperation of Turkic
peoples of the national autonomies that were
created at the same time, as well as to study
the political processes of establishing contact
with Anatolian Turks depending on the
geographical location. We have considered
the historical course of the adoption of Islam
and Muslimism by the Turkic peoples in the
early twentieth century and the subsequent
development of Turkism on the basis of the
typological method. The method of content
analysis was used to determine the degree of
reliability of the database related to the topic
and their mutual compatibility.
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Discussion

The founders of the modernist movement
actively participated in the development
of methods of administration, forms of
governance, theory and practice of statehood
in Turkestan. They planned to carry out
reforms in stages and believed that progress
could only be made through peaceful means,
i.e. through parliament. Moreover, they acted
on the basis of a common position towards
the Turkic peoples. At the beginning of 1917,
under the influence of the events that took
place in Petrograd, the Turkish people began
to advocate full independence and autonomy.
The emerging sprouts of a new society were
looking for a new form of national statehood.
In April 1917, after the 1st regional congress of
Soviets and the congress of delegates of Soviet
executive committees, who supported the idea
of federation in Russia, the 1st regional congress
of Muslims established the Kraymussovet.
The delegates were split into federalists
(supporters of cultural autonomy) and their
opponents, but supported autonomy within
the framework of a democratic federative
Russia. As the chairman of the regional council
of Muslims M. Shokai reminisced, «at the
congress there was not a single word about
secession from Russia» [4].

At the All-Russian Muslim Congress
held in Moscow on May 1-11, 1917, M.A.
Rasulzade proposed a resolution concerning
state administration, which was supported
by 446 delegates while 271 were against the
proposed idea. According to this resolution,
which consisted of three important articles,
recognizing that the form of the state structure
of Russia that would maximally ensure the
interests of Muslim peoples was a democratic
republic on national-territorial-federal
principles, it was established that nations
without a defined territory could enjoy the
right of national-cultural autonomy. A central
all-Muslim body with legislative functions in
this area was established for the whole of Russia
to regulate the common spiritual and cultural
problems of the Muslim peoples of Russia and
their joint problems. It is said that the form,
composition and functions of this body will be
determined by the first constituent congress of
representatives of all autonomies [5].

The resolution proposed by Akhmed
Salikhov at this congress was common to the
Turkic-Muslim peoples. He raised the agrarian
question in the lands inhabited by Turkic
peoples and demanded an immediate end to
colonialism. The problem he raised in his first
article was related to land: «The organization
of the Russian state according to territorial-
federal principles makes it difficult to solve
the agrarian problem, because it prevents the
creation of a national land fund, which can
be a source of land and Muslim peasants. The
reserves of foreign lands can be used for its
development, but the policy of colonization,
which suits Russian colonizers at the expense
of the local population, should be abolished.
The marginal lands formed after the local
population supported the land can become a
base for Muslim farmers connected with the
local population, their closest neighbors. Such
a solution to the agrarian issue is possible
only on a national scale», he said, noting the
importance of land in the structures of national
territories [6]. Akhmet Salikhov directly
opposed the federal structure of Bolshevik
Russia. The issue of nation-statehood, reflected
in his proposed resolution, was clearly
visible. Therefore, it is vital to emphasize the
following excerpts from important articles of
the resolution:

1. Territorial federalism leads to complete
decentralization of Muslims. Certainly, each
«state» seeks to isolate itself in its own spiritual
organization and to free itself from the control
of the central body. Special centers of spiritual
and religious life will be established. Not to
mention that this in itself inhibits the unity
of Sunnis and Shiites, different currents and
misconceptions based on regional isolation
can arise;

2. Territorial federalism does not solve
the national problem. Instead of doing so, it
creates as many «states» as there are national
problems. If this principle is implemented,
Muslims will lose thousands of their relatives,
and Muslims living in Russian states will
undergo Russification.

3. Territorial federalism would fragment
the political power of Muslims in Russia and
culturally divide certain parts of the Muslim
population. From the political point of view,
instead of one national-political center in the
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entire Russian parliament, this situation creates
several divisions, each of which pursues its
own politics in the periphery, forming single
centers. Cultural division is expressed in the
general segregation of Turkic and non-Turkic
peoples from each other.

Akhmet Salikhov, who listed the problems
that would arise if Bolshevik Russia formed
a federal system: «Russia should offer a

democratic  decentralized  parliamentary
republic with extensive regional self-
government of the Caucasus, Turkestan,

steppe regions and Siberia. The  cultural
and national autonomy of Russian Muslims
as a state institution should be guaranteed
by the country’s constitution» he stated his
position with firm conviction. That is why 490
participants of the congress were against it,
and only 271 supported it [7].

However, the issue of creating national
political parties and autonomy for Russian
Muslims lost its significance after the First All-
Russian Muslim Congress. The Muslim
governing structures created by the Congress
did not have an ideological basis aimed at
broadly promoting the idea of cultural or
territorial autonomy of the Muslim peoples
of Russia and the decisions of the Congress.
Therefore, the Muslim  administrative
structures did not have the necessary social
base to attract Turkic-Muslim peoples to their
side. This political activity was a criticism
intended only for representatives of a narrow
national social stratum. The reason is that
among them were the intellectuals who had
socialist ideas prevailing in Russia and who
had absorbed the ideas of individual national
liberalism.

In the summer of 1917, the idea of
autonomy for Turkic Muslims in Turkestan
began to be openly expressed. The leading
political figures of Bukhara and Khiva
eventually moved to Tashkent, which was
part of the Muslim active part of Turkestan.
M. Shokai called their leaders national-
revolutionaries and federalists. Later, Russian
federalism was supported by Mahmudkoja
Behbudi, who wrote about his desire to
introduce parliamentarism in the region
«inseparable from Russia», which would take
into account the interests of «all Turkestanis,
regardless of whether they are Jews, Christians

or Muslims [8]. Thus, aspects of ethnic identity
of Turkic peoples were not taken into account.
Consolidation on a confessional basis served
to some extent to eliminate internal conflicts
between small ethno-political processes.
However, the ideas of autonomy were diluted
among religious figures. Even the strife in
June 1917 and the division of the Shurai-
Ulema, based on misunderstanding on the
issue of regional-territorial reorganization,
revealed the need for Islamic modernization.
That is, even at that moment, instead of
national autonomy and Turkish identity, all
problems could not come out of the religious-
religious environment. As proof of this, on
July 22, 1917, a meeting of three All-Russian
Muslim congresses, priests, military and
general representatives in Kazan proclaimed
the cultural and national autonomy of the
Muslims of Inner Russia and Siberia. At the
same time a resolution was adopted to begin
the immediate realization of the proclaimed
autonomy. The II All-Russian Muslim
Congress, which adopted a general provision
on the cultural and national autonomy of the
Muslims of Russia and Siberia, was entrusted
with the creation of the order and methods of
realization of the autonomy. From November
20, 1917 to January 11, 1918, the parliament
of cultural and national autonomy called
«National Majilis» (Milliat Majilisi) met in
Ufa and adopted the constitution of national
autonomy of the Turkic-Muslim peoples of
Russia and Siberia [9].

The large joint session of the All-Russian
All-Muslim Congress, as well as the congresses
of military commanders and clergymen, which
discussed the question of national-cultural
autonomy of the Muslims of Inner Russia and
Siberia, made the following decision:

1. To realize national-cultural autonomy
of Muslims in internal Russia as soon as
possible, without waiting for the convening of
the Constituent Assembly;

2. To develop a detailed project (primary
regulations), that takes into account the
procedure of creating national-cultural
autonomy institutions, for the 2nd All-Russian
Muslim Congress that is currently (July 22,
1917) taking place in Kazan [10].

Shortly thereafter, on July 31, 1917, the
Second All-Russian Congress of Muslims
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adopted specific resolutions on the national-
cultural autonomy of the Muslims of Inner
Russia and Siberia. The issue of the autonomy
project and the basic rules were discussed,
the amendments to be made to the section
according to the resolution were worked out
and reported by Sadri Maqsudi. If necessary,
the amendments and additions were entrusted
to the «National Assembly» of the 1st
Convocation. The Congress found it necessary
to set up a 12-member commission to carry
out activities for the purpose of declaring
autonomy. Of these, 8 members were to be
elected by the Congress, 1 representative was
to be elected from the All-Russian Central
National Council (Milli Shura) and 3 members,
1 person from each of the three divisions
(supervisors) of the National Council. In
addition to the mentioned 12 members, the
Commission of Autonomy (Mukhtariyat)
had the right to invite people from outside to
assist it. The functions of the invited persons
were determined by the Commission itself. In
order to fulfill the tasks of national autonomy,
the congress decided to create temporary
administrations (senates) consisting of 7
persons in the field of education and 3 persons
in the field of finance until the National
Assembly was convened. The ecclesiastical
administration was changed to the «Nazareth
for Religious Affairs». These «observances»
are entrusted with the functions indicated in
the draft [11].

The National Assembly worked in Ufa
from November 22, 1917 to February 11, 1918.
The meeting was usually attended by more than
80 people. S. Maksudy was elected Chairman
of the National Assembly, his deputies I
Akhtyamov and I. Alkin, secretaries G.
Fakhretdinov and G. Akshora were appointed
[12]. At the meeting, two groups were
formed that openly expressed their views on
ideological unification. These were the groups
of «Turkists», who advocated unification
within the framework of cultural and national
autonomy, and «Tatars», who aspired to
regional unification. Here D. Khuramshin,
the head of the group «Turkshilder» and his
supporters G. Iskhaki, G. Terekulov, Z. Kadyri,
H. Maksudji, I. Bikkulov, S. Maksudi, H. Atlasi
and I. Akhtyamov. An important outcome of
the long-term work of the assembly was the

agreement between the supporters of cultural-
national and territorial autonomy. As a result,
in order to implement the ideas of cultural-
national autonomy, the assembly, elected by
the resolution of November 29, 1917, decided
to create a territorial autonomy (state) in the
form of a state [13]. January 5, 1918, S. Maksudi
was elected Chairman of the National Council
(government) under the National Assembly.
On the same day, the All-Russian Constituent
Assembly adopted the «Decree on the
Government of Russia», which proclaimed that
the Russian Democratic Federation, uniting all
sovereign peoples and regions within the limits
established by the constitution, recognized the
right of Muslim peoples to positive cultural
and national autonomy, as well as the question
of creating national-territorial autonomy. In
January, however, the Constituent Assembly
was dissolved by decree of V. Lenin. On
January 7, 1918, after V. Lenin and I. Stalin
met with G. Ibragimov and M. Vakhitov, the
Commissariat for Muslim Affairs of Inner
Russia and Siberia, headed by M. Vakhitov,
was established within the Commissariat of
People’s Commissariat for Nationalities. The
National Board as an executive body of the
Turkic-Muslim peoples existed until April 21,
1918 and was dissolved by the decree of the
Bolshevik government signed by the People’s
Commissar of the RSFSR I. Stalin and the head
of the Muslim Commissariat under the People’s
Commissariat. The Muslim Commissariat
under the People’s Commissariat M. Vakhitov,
where «on condition of non-interference in
political affairs» the Spiritual Administration
of Muslims was preserved [14].

On January 6, 1918, after the proclamation
of the Russian Federative Republic, the
National Assembly announced the formation
of the «Voldi-Ural State», which united the
Turkic-Muslims of Vladimir-Ural. Thus, the
territorial autonomy of Tatar and Bashkir Turks
was proclaimed, the main principle of which
was religious and national-cultural autonomy.
However, part of the Turkic-Muslims
recognized the Soviet power, while the second
group, which constituted the Turkic-Muslim
elite group, including the leadership of
Muslim clerics headed by G. Barudi, refused
to recognize the power of the Bolsheviks. The
creation of the Volga-Ural Autonomous State
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was in full compliance with the decision of
the III All-Russian Congress of January 10-
13, 1918, which declared the Soviet Russian
Federation a federation of Soviet national
republics. The body realizing the Volga-Ural
State was elected and headed by the chairman
of the Military Council I. Alkin and G. Sharaf.
On January 8, 1918 in Kazan opened the Second
All-Russian Muslim Military Congress, which
was attended by 200 delegates. It was presided
over by I. Alkin. Y. Muzaffarov presented the
main report and its map on this structure to be
established at the state level. It stated that each
state was considered a constituent part of the
Russian Federation and that its All-Russian
Central Executive Committee and Council of
People’s Commissars should be established. It
should be noted that Y. Muzaffarov’s report is
based on the collective decision to create the
Volga-Urals [15].

After the resolutions were discussed, the
final decision of the convention to form the
state was based on the following two concerns:

1. The 2nd All-Russian Military-
Muslim Congress is mainly composed of
representatives of Turkic-Muslims living in
the territory between the Urals and the middle
course of the Volga. Taking into account the
national, economic and other interests of the
Turkic-Muslims and other peoples inhabiting
this territory, they consider it necessary to form
them only within the Volga-Ural Autonomous
Soviet Republic, which is part of the RSFSR.

2. The borders of this republic should
include the smallest parts of the territories
inhabited by other nationalities and the largest
parts of the territories inhabited by Turkic-
Muslim peoples.

The Bolsheviks opposed the decision of
the congress to create the Vladimir-Ural state,
in which M. Sultangaliev participated and
eventually left it, and on February 28, when
the Muslims themselves, led by H. Urmanov,
were arrested on the Theater Square. Kazan,
the Muslims themselves were arrested at
night under the leadership of H. Urmanov,
including the military leaders of the council
were brothers Alkin and U. Tukymbetov.
After the October Revolution of 1917, contacts
between the Tatar national organizations and
the leaders of the Soviet power continued,
but did not recognize each other. However,

the leaders of the military council supported
the Soviet power, as they mainly adhered to
the views of the SRs and Social-Democrats.
They were in favor of territorial autonomy of
the Middle Volga and Urals as subjects of the
Russian Federation. The Bolsheviks’ refusal
to recognize the Volga-Ural state angered the
leaders of the military council and created a
conflict with the Soviet authorities [16].

On March 21-22, Bolshevik K. Gratsis,
who opposed the creation of the Volga-Ural
state, convened a congress of eleven provincial
soviets, where, based on the decisions of the
III All-Russian Congress of Soviets, he tried
to replace the idea of a state with the creation
of a «Kazan Republic». In contrast to the
central body of the People’s Commissariat, the
leaders of the Kazan Soviet avoided tensions
related to the national question and did not
support the idea of a federative structure of
Russia. The Kazan Tatars even completely
opposed the creation of a Volga-Ural state. The
proclamation of this state only on paper did
not solve the national problem of the «Kazan
Republic», but most importantly allowed it to
concentrate power in its hands [17]. However,
the confrontation in Kazan continued into
March 1918. To overcome the rivalry and
power struggle between Tatars and Bashkirs,
the Bolsheviks created the «Tatar-Bashkir
Soviet Republic». It was founded by Bolshevik
supporters M. Vakhitov and G. Ibragimov.
There were also figures who supported the idea
of the «Tatar-Bashkir Republic» and the creation
of the Volga-Ural state. The Commissariat for
Muslim Affairs of Inner Russia even mobilized
G. Sharaf, one of the main developers of the
Volga-Ural State, to carry out work on the
creation of the «Tatar-Bashkir Republic». As
a result, the said republic was recreated as a
copy of the Volga-Ural state project officially
approved by V. Lenin and I. Stalin on March
23, 1918 [18]. Hence, the main goal of the new
project was to create a «Tatar-Bashkir Soviet
Republic» subordinate to the center and to
suppress the idea of a «Volga-Ural national
state» headed by Zaki Validi Togan. In this
regard, on March 26, Stalin openly wrote in
his telegram to the Orynbor Rada: «The area
along the Southern Urals and Middle Volga
is declared a «Tatar-Bashkir Soviet Republic»
of the Russian Federation» [19]. On March 24,
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1918, the Statute of the Republic was published
in the newspaper «Znamya Revolutsii» in the
city of Kazan. On May 2, 1918, a meeting of
Tatars and Bashkirs was held in Ufa, where the
project of establishing a Tatar-Bashkir Soviet
Republic was approved and it was announced
that the Tatar-Bashkir people «will defend
Soviet power with all their might» [20].

Results

On May 10, 1918, Stalin spoke at the
conference to convene the constituent congress
of the Tatar-Bashkir Republic and criticized
the activities of the Tatar, Bashkir and Kazakh
national councils. In general, according to
Stalin, the Turkic-Muslim peoples were
unworthy of «independent action» and they
could not exercise their power independently
of the Bolsheviks. Autonomous republics were
needed, including the Tatar-Bashkir Republic
under the central authority in Moscow. During
the discussion, M. Vakhitov, K. Yakubov and
G. Ibragimov made a speech and supported
Stalin’s criticism, being one of the authors
of the project [21]. The Soviet government
publicly advocated the establishment of
a Tatar-Bashkir republic and on July 3,
1918, declared to the «laboring Tatars and
Bashkirs»: «Do not separate! Tatars and
Bashkirs together strengthen unity and save
the sacred red banner! We are well aware that
there are differences geographically, as well
as in everyday relations. But these differences
should not hinder the establishment of the
republic and our unity. We are trying our best
to understand each other» [22]. In fact, the
project of creating a Tatar-Bashkur republic
was a propaganda move of the Bolsheviks and
pursued other goals. In April 1918, the project
played a decisive role in destroying the national
organizations of the Tatars and Bashkirs, thus
fulfilling its mission and making this republic
unnecessary for the Bolsheviks. The project
was rejected at a special meeting of the Central
Committee of the Bolshevik Party, held in
Moscow from May 10 to 17, 1918, dedicated
to the Tatar-Bashkurt Republic. The civil war,
which began in the summer of 1918, removed
this question from the agenda. The opportunity
to proclaim the Tatar-Bashkir Republic was
sent. The world revolution did not materialize,

as the Bolsheviks thought, they set themselves
the task of destroying the national interests of
the people, preserving the central power as
much as possible. It laid the foundation for
socialist construction, determined the further
development of the ideology of Bolshevism,
and relentlessly pursued the domination of
class consciousness over national interests.

By 1917, Jadidism had turned from the
Enlightenment into a political movement. In
1917, the All-Turkestan Congress of Muslims
was held four times. At the First Congress,
held in Tashkent on April 16-23, 1917, the
idea of creating Turkestan autonomy within
white «democratic» Russia was on the agenda.
In the same year, «Shuroy-Ulama Muslim
autonomy» was proposed to be created, but
the Jadidists evaluated this idea as utopian
and anti-national. A. Fitrat, the head of the
Hurriyat newspaper, called on the Jadidis,
Kadims, mullahs and the rich to unite «in
the name of God, religion, homeland and
nation», disregarding long-standing «class
divisions». [23]. This idea was the first step
towards the restoration of national statehood
of the Turkestan peoples. At the last session
of the Congress, the central governing body
decided to create the Turkestan Regional
Council of Muslims (Kraimussovet). Its
formation included unification of unrelated
Muslim societies, committees and unions in
order to give an organized character to the
national movement. M. Shokai was elected
chairman of the Criminal Council, Zeki Velidi
Togan was elected secretary, Munawwar
Qari, Mahmudkhodja Behbudiy, Abidjan
Mahmudov, Ubaidullahodja Asadullahodjaev,
Tashpulatbek Narbutabekov, Islam
Shakhmedov and others were elected members
of the board [24].

The Tashkent Committee was established
under the leadership of Munawwar Qari and
Sadriddinhan Efandi. The Samarkand Division
led by Mahmudkhodja Behbudiy and the
Fergana Division led by Nasyrkhan Tur were
formed. The official publishing organ of the
Criminal Council was the political activities of
the newspaper «Nejat», edited by Munawwar
Qari, and later the newspaper «Kengesh»,
edited by Zeki Velidi Togan [25]. However,
disagreements between the Jadids and the
«ordinary» clergy, which lasted for a long time
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from the beginning of the 20th century, caused
a split in the national-democratic movement.
On March 14, 1917, the «Shurai Islamiyya»
was established in Tashkent, and Munawwar
Qari’s place in its service was very prestigious.
The process of organizational division was
manifested by the departure of religious figures
and their supporters from the Shurai Islamiyya,
and in June 1917 the Shurai Ulyama (Spiritual
Council) was established, whose branch in
Tashkent was founded by S. Lapin. Soon the
«Shurai Ulyama» started working in the city of
Kokan. Due to ideological differences between
the two organizations about the future political
structure of the state, it did not allow them to
come to an agreement. Although the «Shurai
Ulyama» declared in its program to carry out
activities in accordance with Islamic tradition,
the Tashkent ulema led by S. Lapin tried to
coordinate their actions, first of all, with the
ideas of the Russian monarchists and then the
Bolsheviks. In order to propagandize their
ideas, the Shuroi Ulyama began to publish the
journal Al-Izakh, whose editorial board was
headed by Abdymalik Khoja Nabiyev [26]. M.
Shokai, who became a victim of the ideological
struggle between the two organizations thus
created, later expressed his opinion in his
memoirs: «The contradictions between Shurai
Ulyama and Shurai Islamiyya weakened our
common movement and disrupted our actions.
On the other hand, the political program of
the «Ulyamas» gave us a weapon against...the
enemies of the national movement» [27].

On September 10-11, 1917, the 2nd Muslim
regional congress convened on the initiative of
«Shurai Islamiyya» was held in Tashkent. In a
resolution on the essence of republican power,
«the congress declared that it was against the
transfer of power to the Soviets of Workers’
and Peasants’ Deputies and wanted it to be
established on a national basis». Moreover,
in the additional resolutions adopted, the
national democracy for the first time firmly
stated the basic principles of their position.
Their demands are concrete and aimed at
protecting the interests of the Turkic-Muslim
peoples as symbols of statehood: «Muslims can
and should participate in regional government
only if their (Bolshevik) policy is democratic
and their interests are taken into account as
the majority of the population of the region;

The priority for the people of Turkestan is the
right to free self-government; Kraymussovet, a
legitimate all-Muslim body acting on behalf of
the entire Muslim population and protecting
its interests» [28] For three days, that is, from
September 17 to 20, 1917, the congress of
Turkic-Muslim peoples of Turkestan worked.
Despite long heated disputes between the
ulema and Shurai Islamists, the congress
reached a compromise and made important
decisions for the region. Having united «Shurai
Islamiyya», «Turan», «Shurai Ulyama», it was
decided to create a single political party called
«Ittifaki Muslimin» (Union of Muslims) for all
Turkestan and Kazakhstan. The main thing
in the work of the congress was to clarify the
issue of the future political organization of
the Turkestan region. The congress decided
to create «Turkestan Mukhtariyat>  under
the name «Union Republic of Turkestan»
and defined the basic principles and norms
of the future state structure on the basis of a
parliamentary republic [29].

The establishment of political parties and
the adoption of their program documents
testify to the fact that the national movement
in Turkestan acquired a wide scope. However,
the revolution of 1917 in Petrograd and the
events of October-November, particularly
in Tashkent and Kokan, led the national
liberation movement in a different direction.
From November 26 to 28, 1917, the IV
extraordinary regional congress of Muslims
worked in the city of Kokan. Its resolution
stated that «expressing the will of the peoples
living in Turkestan to self-government on
the principles proclaimed by the Russian
Revolution, Turkestan is declared autonomous
within the Russian Federation and ensures
the establishment of the form of autonomy at
the constituent assembly of Turkestan» [30].
Thus, the official state body, which appeared
on November 28 (December 11), 1917, was
given the name «Turkestan Mukhtariyat».
The Congress determined the structure of
power. According to it, until the convening of
the Constituent Assembly, all power would
be in the hands of the Turkestan Provisional
Council and the Turkestan People’s Assembly.
The congress formed the government of the
Turkestan Mukhtariyat, which included 8
members of the Turkestan Provisional Council.
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M. Tynyshbaev was elected Prime Minister,
and L.S. Shayakhmetov became his deputy and
M. Shokai became Minister of Internal Affairs.
Subsequently, a number of changes were made
in the government, and M. Shokai became
Prime Minister [31].

Soon the laws passed by the «National
Assembly» were published. The new
government invited leading lawyers to draft
the state constitution. The newspapers «El
Bayragy», «Birlik Tui», «Erkin Turkestan»
and news of the Provisional Government of
independent Turkestan began to be published
in Uzbek, Russian and Kazakh languages.
Thus, the concept of «nation» rose from
the ethnic level to a new level. On April 30,
1917. «Ulyk Turkestan» printed «Let the
division between Tatars, Sarts and Kazakhs
be abolished! Let Islam and Turkism do it!
Let us create a common Turkish language
for all!» fiery slogans rang out [32]. At that
time, nation-building was not on the agenda
of either the Bolsheviks or the national-
democrats of Turkestan; there is every reason
to say that the basis of inter-ethnic ethnic
construction, which became the «Turkestan
Mukhtariyat», was forming itself as a «nation-
state». The newspaper «Ulyk Turkestan»
in its publications tried to emphasize the
activities of the independent government. O.
Makhmudov’s private printing house was
handed over to the state. The national army
began to form. At the beginning of 1918 it had
about one thousand soldiers, later its number
reached two thousand. The government
decided to provide a loan of 30 million rubles.
These funds were intended to provide some
internal expenses, to maintain the army, and
to publish newspapers. To help the victims
of famine in Turkestan, grain supplies were
organized through Orinbor [33].

Having sensed an attempt to break free
from Russian influence in the Turkestan
region, the Bolsheviks could no longer stop
the will of the people. In this connection the
question of the «Turkestan Mukhtariyat» was
brought to the attention of the participants of
the 1st Extraordinary Congress of Workers’,
Soldiers” and Peasants” Deputies, held in
the city of Kokan on December 26-30 of the
1918 (January 8-12 of the 1918). Among the
participants of the congress the representative

of the Bolshevik Party, commissar of the
region P. Poltoratsky called the autonomy
«autonomous».  Poltoratsky  called the
autonomy «bai» (belonging to the rich). The
congress adopted a resolution to support the
government of the Turkestan Mukhtariyat
and to express no confidence in the Council of
People’s Commissars of the Turkestan region.
However, the first democratic government in
the region did not last long. The Bolsheviks of
the Tashkent Sovietbegan to feel a great danger.
M. Shokai states about it in his memoirs.
According to him, after his appointment as
commissar of the Provisional Government in
the Torgai region and before his departure
from Petrograd to Orinbor, A. Bokeykhan
sent M. Shokai to find out the true intentions
of the Bolsheviks with regard to the colonial
regions, and most importantly, the future
of the creation of national autonomy in the
former colonial lands. M. Shokai describes this
moment as follows: «Before leaving Petersburg
for Turkestan, in early April 1917, I met N.S,,
chairman of the executive committee of the
Petersburg Soviet of Workers” and Soldiers’
Deputies, which had weight at the all-Russian
level. I met Chkheidze and returned. At that
time this trip became obligatory. The policy of
the Provisional Government was determined
by the St. Petersburg Council of Workers” and
Soldiers” Deputies. Georgian origin and leader
of the Social Democratic faction of the IV State
Duma N.S. Chkheidze rose in the vanguard of
Russian revolutionary democracy in the early
days of the revolution, serving as chairman of
the executive committee of the St. Petersburg
Council of Workers” and Soldiers” Deputies,
and rose to the rank of Prime Minister of the
Russian Federation. Revolution. To be honest,
we were talking about Turkestan. N.S. To
Chkheidze’s question about the nature of our
future work, I replied: «We are looking for
a way to create an autonomous system for
Turkestan, so our work will be preparation for
autonomy». Chkheidze was frightened by my
answer and replied: «For God’s sake, Comrade
Shokaev, do not talk about autonomy among
your compatriots. First of all, it is too early
to talk about it, and secondly, autonomy
in a country like your Turkestan leads to
independence and separatism». I said: «We
are not going to declare autonomy or demand
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autonomy in a hurry. We are waiting for the
Constituent Assembly. In the meantime,
before the Constituent Assembly, we consider
it necessary to prepare the country and the
people for this Autonomy. «As for your fears,
while sincerely maintaining the slogans about
the transition of autonomy to independence,
about the freedom of peoples proclaimed by
the revolutionary democracy of Russia for
decades, these fears are groundless,» I replied.
N.S. Chkheidze disagreed with my answer and
demanded that we refuse to raise the question
of autonomy: «Revolutionary and democratic
Russia will give equal rights to all peoples
living in it, taking into account all national
peculiarities». Thus, «in Turkestan autonomy,
where there is no Russian influence, people
with completely different culture, blood,
language and religion will quickly turn to
separatism» [34].

The Bolsheviks began to act quickly,
trying not to give independence to the Turkic-
Muslim peoples of Turkestan. One of the main
issues on the agenda of the IV Extraordinary
Regional Congress of Turkestan Soviets, held
on January 19-26 (February 1-8), 1918, was the
autonomy of Turkestan. The chairman of the
Tashkent Soviet 1. Tobolin, who spoke at the
congress on behalf of the Bolshevik faction,
stated: «It is impossible now to talk about
granting independence. The first condition for
autonomy is the withdrawal of troops from
the region» he said [35]. The congress decided
to «declare the government of the Turkestan
Mukhtariyat (Kokan autonomy) and its
members illegal and arrest them». Three days
later, on January 30 (February 12), the GKK in
Turkestan began preparations to overthrow
the autonomous government. For this purpose,
the Red Guard and the armed forces of the
Armenian party «Dashnaktsutyun» were
involved.

Information about this was also reflected
in the newspaper «Turkestanskie Vedomosti»,
published in 1917. I. Tobolin, the poet pointed
out the methods of the Bolsheviks not to give
autonomy to Turkestan, claiming to protect the
working population. He stated: «Supporting
every movement of the local inhabitants
towards self-government and independence,
the Council of People’s Commissars will in
no way allow the free expression of the will

of the people to be distorted. To this end, the
Council of People’s Commissars has issued a
decree on the self-government of peoples in
order to prevent predators from robbing the
proletarian Muslim masses» [36].

Thus, using the slogans of «nationalism»,
«feudal-bourgeois threat», the Bolshevik
leadership tried to prevent the growth of
national consciousness of the Turkic-Muslim
peoples by the tried and tested means of lies,
distortions and class resistance. Accordingly,
in June 1918, Stalin, in his speech on national
policy in the Turkic-Muslim areas of the RCP(b)
of Russia, said: «Autonomy is a form. All that
matters is what class content is included in this
form. The Soviets allow autonomy only when
all power is in the hands of the workers and
peasants» [37]. Thus, a powerful propaganda
work against «Turkestan Mukhtariyat» was
used. The organs of the «socialist» government
tried to discredit the «enemies of the working
class» as much as possible and turned against
them. Contrary to their propaganda work,
the leaders of Turkestan Mukhtariyat tried to
expand their social base and legitimize the
established power by obtaining a mandate
from the people. At the same time, it
considered ways to reach a compromise with
regional authorities. The First Extraordinary
Congress of Workers, Peasants and Muslim
Warriors of Turkestan, held on December 26 in
the city of Kokan, is proof of this. The regional
authorities tried to negatively influence
the congress. By decision of the Council of
People’s Commissars, labor commissioners
P. Poltoratsky and V. Samoilenko and tried
to uncover the «exploitative» character of
those who were organizing the movement for
national autonomy in the usual aggressive
manner, and to compare the principles of Soviet
autonomy with their «bourgeois-nationalist»
plans. However, he failed to take into account
that those present at the congress were an
angry mass of social workers and soldiers
who had secured the armed coup in Tashkent.
They were all fed up with the promises of the
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. At this congress,
the national idea was combined with the idea
of ethnic and religious unity rather than a social
sense of superiority. Thatis why P. Poltoratsky’s
speech had no effect on the population [38].
Kurdistan decided to support the government
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of «Turkestan Mukhtariyatyn». On the same
day, a telegram was dispatched to V. Lenin:
«We ask you, as the supreme authority of
the Russian Democratic Republic, to transfer
regional power to the Turkestan Autonomous
Provisional Government in order to prevent
anarchy and dual power, which could lead to
the biggest disaster of Turkestan» [39].

In support of the Turkestan Mukhtariati,
this was reflected in the decision of the 1st All-
Kazakh Congress held in Orinbor, July 21-26,
1917. According to this, in the memoirs of
Zaki Validi Togan, who was a witness and one
of the participants in the creation of the
Turkestan Mukhtariati, he mentioned that the
initiative to create the Turkestan Mukhtariati
was put forward not in Tashkent and Kokand,
but in the residence of the head of the
Provisional Government of the Torgai region
A. Bokeykhan in Orinbor [40]. Zaki Validi
Togan, who participated in the creation of the
Mukhtariat or came to share his experience,
and Azerbaijani figure A. Amin-Zadeh can be
especially noted. «After the seizure of central
power in Petrograd on October 25 (November
7, current style) 1917, and then on October
26, power in the city of Ufa passed into the
hands of the Soviet authorities, on October
28, «The Tatar-Bashkur military council of
Ufa province also moved to the side of the
Bolsheviks » — Zaki Validi Togan noted in his
memoirs. Later, the Bolsheviks easily gained
power in the Syrdarya and Zhetysu regions.
The seizure of power by the Bolsheviks in Ufa
and Turkestan forced the «Alash» Kazakh
intelligentsia to take urgent and decisive
action. Due to the real danger of dragging the
Great Kazakh Steppe into the abyss of civil
war, accordingly, it was possible to cancel the
plan to create the Alash autonomy. Basically,
the Alash intelligentsia planned to declare
the territory of the future autonomous state,
the number of regions that passed into the
hands of the Soviet power consisted of 9
regions inhabited by the indigenous Kazakh
people, Astrakhan province and a number of
places in the Altai province [41]. The Kazakh
intelligentsia was especially concerned about
the state of Turkestan, which was in the hands
of the Soviet power in the south of the future
Alash autonomy. In this regard, the leader
of Kazakhs A. Bokeykhan in the last days

of October 1917 urgently gathered his close
associates to his residence in Orinbor, Zaki
Validi Togan wrote about it in his memoirs.
After that, A. Bokeykhan says that M. Shokai
decided to stay in Orinbor due to the transition
of power in Tashkent to the Soviet government.
During the meeting, A. Bokeykhan decided
to leave Zaki Validi Togan for a while with
Bashkir affairs and go to Tashkent with M.
Shokai [42]. It should be noted that Zaki
Validi Togan reports in his memoirs that after
an emergency meeting at the residence of
Torgai district commissar M. Tynyshbayuly,
A. Orazayuly and others together with M.
Shokai went to Tashkent and then to the city
of Kokan. There is every reason to believe
that N. Torekululy, who served in the Torgai
District Committee in Orynbor before the
October Bolshevik coup in Petrograd, also
participated in this meeting. The discussion of
the situation in Turkestan at the residence of A.
The discussion of the situation in Turkestan at
the residence of A. Bokeykhan lasted two days
and largely determined the future course of
action of the Alash leaders. Zaki Validi Togan
reported that at this meeting he «decided to
be faithful to the ideas of democracy and the
Constituent Assembly, not to recognize the
Bolsheviks, to attract the attention of Ukraine,
to pursue a policy of regional autonomous
independence, and to convene a Kazakh-
Bashkir congress in Orinbor at the end of
December and take the path of struggle for
the independence of Turkestan». From here
we can conclude that the decision to create
«Turkestan Mukhtariyat», referred to in
Soviet historiography as «Kokan autonomy»,
was made at an emergency meeting held in
Orynbor in late October-early November 1917
under the leadership of A. Bokeykhan. At
that time, A. Bokeykhan continued to serve
as a commissar of the deposed Provisional
Government. Therefore, the leaders of the
movement «Turkestan Mukhtariyat» and the
leaders of the Alash party together waged their
struggle for independence, so «the Turkestan
region also embarked on the path of struggle
for independence».

As for Turkestan itself, the colonial
character of the Bolshevik power in the
southern regions was clearly manifested
at the III Oblast Congress held in Tashkent
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on November 15-22, 1917. Here the Soviet
autonomy of Turkestan was proclaimed, but
representatives of the Turkic-Muslim peoples
were removed from power on the pretext that
they were «not ready» for the proletarian
revolution. The armed forces suppressed
the discontent of the Kazakh and Uzbek
populations. Against this background, on
November 26 of the same year, in pursuance
of the decision of the emergency meeting in
Orynbor, the IV Extraordinary Turkestan
Regional Congress was organized by members
of the «Alash» movement and party members
M. Tynyshbayuly, M. Shokai, A. Orazayuly
and others began their work. Here is what
is written in the resolution of this historic
congress: «The IV Extraordinary Turkestan
Congress, expressing the will of the peoples
living in Turkestan to self-government on
the principles proclaimed by the Russian
Revolution, declared Turkestan territorially
and territorially autonomous in unity with
the Russian Federation. The formation of
the structure of autonomy is proposed to the
Turkestan Constituent Assembly, which should
be convened as soon as possible. The Congress
solemnly declares that the rights of national
minorities living in Turkestan will be fully
protected» [43]. In other words, by creating
the «Turkestan Mukhtariyat» opposing the
Bolshevik government in Tashkent, Alash
leaders equalized the situation in Turkestan,
and for the proper formation of the Autonomy
Alash immediately decided to organize
the III All-Kazakh Constitution, the date of
convocation of which remained unknown,
instead of the All-Russian Constituent
Assembly [44]. Therefore, we can conclude
that the arguments of some researchers that
M. Shokai supported the idea of unification of
Turkic peoples and that such an approach to
the future of Turkestan contradicts the position
of the Alash movement, which advocated the
creation of a separate national autonomy as an
integral part of the future democratic Russia,
namely the Kazakh autonomy, are untenable.
There is every reason to believe that there
were no contradictions in the opinions of the
leader of the Alash movement A. Bokeykhan
and M. Shokai. The idea of unification of
Turkic-Muslim peoples appeared in 1905-
1907, and after the February Revolution of

1917 an attempt was made to realize it. The
program of the «Alash» party mentioned the
possibility of creating a single autonomy with
other related peoples. In the second article
of the program it is written: «If possible, it
is necessary to create a Kazakh autonomy
together with other related peoples or, in other
cases, to create an independent autonomy»
[45]. In this regard, the concept of «Alash»
is broader than the concept of «Kazakhstan»
and includes both the Kyrgyz-Kazakhs
themselves and the related Karakalpaks»,
said M. Shokai himself in his article entitled
«Kyrgyz Soviet Republic» published in the
Georgian newspaper «Svobodny Gorets».
Moreover, in 1918 the leaders of Alash and
Bashkortostan agreed to create a single
Kazakh-Bashkir state. In connection with
this incident the chairman of Alash-Orda A.
Bokeykhan gave the following explanation
to the investigator of the OGPU-NKVD on
August 6, 1937: «In September 1918 in Ufa
there was a meeting between the government
of Alash-Orda and representatives of the anti-
revolutionary Bashkir government. At this
meeting we agreed on the creation of a unified
Kazakh-Bashkir state. The necessity of taking
such a decision stemmed from the following
considerations. First, it was necessary to unite
our armed forces to fight against the Soviet
system. Secondly, the territory is contiguous
and many Kazakhs live in Bashkortostan.
Thirdly, the efficiency of uniting the economies
of Kazakhstan and Bashkortostan. Bashkir ore,
timber and Kazakh bread, cattle and butter.
Based on these considerations, we believed
that by uniting we could create a strong state
militarily and economically» [46].

At the «state meeting» held in Ufa in
September 1918, the question of creating a
«Federation of South-Eastern Muslim Regions»
was not limited to the leaders of Alash and
Bashkortostan. The leaders of Tatarstan and
M. Shokai of Turkestan were present at this
meeting. Zaki Walidi Togan in his memoirs
published in Turkey said: «When it came to the
question of the proposed name of the future
state, Yusuf Akshora advised that it should
be called the Federation of Eastern Turks».
A. Bokeyhan, in turn, made a correction:
«we should avoid names that give Russians
a reason to call us pan-Turkism, such a name
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may be adopted in the future, but now we
should limit ourselves to «Muslim Federation
of Eastern Russia» [47].

The main directions of activity of the
Alash-Orda government were determined by
the program of the Alash party, published in
the newspaper «Kazakh» in November 1917.
There, the leaders of the Kazakh national
liberation movement clearly raised the issue of
declaring Russia a democratic federal republic
and, accordingly, granting state autonomy to
the Kazakh people within the framework of
this federation. [48].

The anti-colonial and anti-repressive
nature of the program was especially evident
in the sections «Fundamental Rights» and
«Education in Science and Knowledge». Here
it was stated that all citizens of the Russian
Federation have the same equal rights,
regardless of religion, nationality and race.
The leaders of the movement believe that
class differentiation, which has developed in
Kazakh society due to certain conditions, is
imperfect, for example, in Russian society. At
the same time, Kazakh society, which was on
the rise of the national liberation movement,
paid more attention to the grouping of
national forces than to confrontation on the
basis of class differences and interests. Thus,
the program of the «Alash» party is devoted
to the creation of a new socio-political and
economic order in Kazakhstan, the necessary
prerequisites for social transformation,
ensuring the full participation of all social
spheres [49]. The Alash movement is not an
underdeveloped phenomenon, as Soviet
ideology tried to present it. It is a national
liberation movement of the Kazakh people
for their freedom and independence, Kazakh
intellectuals fought to preserve their identity.
Hence, the topic of Alash should be avoided
from political and scientific conclusions from
the point of view of rational thinking.

Alash-Orda’s plans included the creation of
territorial-national autonomy on the territory
of the Bokei Horde, Akmola, Transcaspian,
Ural, Semey, Torgai and Syr Darya provinces,
Kazakh counties in Fergana, Samarkand,
Amu Darya subdivisions bordering the
Kazakh bolas of Altai province. The leaders

of Alash-Orda considered federation to be the
optimal form of national-state structure. A.
Bokeykhan considered himself a «westerner»,
opposed separatism, and wanted to unite
with «the great democratic federative Russia».
Having achieved independence, he demanded
partition in the form of autonomy. The
government of the Alash Horde consisted of 25
commissioners, 15 of whom were Kazakhs. 8
of the 15 members had higher legal education,
4 were elected deputies of the State Duma.
5 members of the Alash Orda, including A.
Bokeykhanov, M. Shokai, M. Tynyshbaev and
others, held positions of commissioners of the
Provisional Government. A. Bokeykhanov
and M. Tynyshbaev were members of the
Extraordinary Commission of the Provisional
Government of the Turkestan region, and
both had professional experience in the
judicial system. Among the commissioners
and candidates of the Alash Orda were an
orientalist, a railway engineer, a military
doctor, an agronomist, a forest scientist, a
mathematician and other highly qualified
personnel. All 15 members of the Alash Orda
were elected to the Constituent Assembly
[50]. The supreme body of the Alash Horde
was the Provisional People’s Council, with
A. Bokeykhanov elected chairman. The Alash
Constitution had to be approved by the All-
Russian Constituent Assembly.

On December 5-13, 1917, at the All-
Kazakh Congress held in Orinbor, M. Shokai
announced the creation of the Turkestan
Autonomous Oblast. Federalism did not
separate it from the Alash autonomy. M.
Shokai considered it necessary to include the
Alash-Ordyn autonomy of Turkestan. In the
discussions on federalism and autonomy A.
Bokeykhanov advocated mutual cooperation
of Turkic-Muslim peoples. However, he
was suspicious of the conservative religious
traditions of Central Asia, which turned into
fanaticism. At the same time, Bokeykhan
considered it important to avoid direct
conflict with the Soviet regime, when «the
entire body of the Russian state was infected
with Bolshevism like an epidemic» and its
destructive power had reached its peak. In
his words, this «leads the Kazakh people to
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bloodshed ... and opens up the possibility of
disgracing Kazakh society, spreading the ideas
of Bolshevism locally, creating differentiation
in society and thus destroying the foundations
and traditions of our national life, which have
been formed over centuries». [51].

The Turkic-Muslim political elite of
Turkestan relied on the hopes of the indigenous
population and the masses instead of preparing
in advance a program for the establishment
of the Turkestan Mukhtariat. Moreover, the
promises made by the Bolsheviks convinced
the Turkic-Muslim peoples of Turkestan. All
the political zeal of the Turkestan people, i.e.,
the «desire for rapid change», was an obstacle
to taking concrete steps toward independence.
The ethno-political institutions of the party
tried to bring the representatives of the
working class as close as possible to the local
population, agitation activities were mobilized
with all their strength. The finances of the
Turkestan national liberation movement were
too limited, and the armed forces were unable
to come forward in an organized manner. The
boundaries of the mukhtariat were not defined
in the documents of the political intelligentsia
of Turkestan. In this context, the Bashkir-
Tatar, Alash, and Caucasian provinces could
not lead a systematic movement together with
Turkestanis.

In September 1918, the leaders of
Turkestan and Alash unanimously spoke at
the state assembly held in Ufa. The delegations
of Alash-Orda and Turkestan autonomy were
headed by A. Bokeykhanov and M. Shokai.
Most of the participants of the rally were
supporters of «democracy» and opponents of
dictatorship. They were joined by delegates
from the Alash Orda. In his speech on
September 12, A.Bokeykhanov said: «I want to
speak on behalf of the national organizations
and say that they have nothing to do with
separatism, they are sure that they will be part
of a united Russia, autonomous regions cannot
take any role in the games of world powers.
We are united with the democratic federal
republic of Russia, we consider ourselves part
of the united Russia» [52].

Conclusion

In the early 20th century, the Alash
movement, which united the political forces
of the Kazakh people, not only created a
program of modernization of the country, but
also proposed the idea of autonomy as the
first step to future independence. At the same
time, it united with the intelligentsia of Turkic-
Muslim peoples, established  cooperation
and supported the idea of self-government
of the peoples. In the harsh conditions of
the revolutionary turmoil and civil war, the
Alashordians politically, economically and
culturally supported the idea of autonomy
in the Volga-Ural, Caucasus and Turkestan
regions, and fought against the Turkic-Muslim
peoples.

Starting with the religious component and
even putting it in the middle of its structure,
the «Turkish version» of federalism turned into
an ethno-cultural version of autonomy, which
was influenced not only by circumstances but
also by the interests of its elites. For the head of
the Central Committee I. Stalin, S. Maksudi’s
idea of «Turkism» and union on the basis of
Islam, Zaki Validi Togan’s demand for «loyalty
to the federation», M. Shokai’s «Turkestan
Mukhtariyat» and A. Bokeykhan’'s «Alash
Orda» were equally rejected. It was based on
the fact that the true attitude of the Bolsheviks
to the question of self-government of nations
was completely different from that expressed
in party slogans. As it was said at a meeting
of the Central Committee of the RSDLP in
August 1913, i.e. before the 1917 revolution,
«the question of the right of nations to self-
government should not be confused with
the secession of one nation». National self-
consciousness and identity were viewed by
the Bolsheviks through class (class) theory, and
those who did not belong to the social class of
workers were categorized as «unsuitable class»
or «parasitic» elements. Thus, the «working
class» continued to root colonial policies of the
Russian Empire through social categorization.
In essence, the Bolsheviks restructured the
Russian Empire as a de-facto union of national
republics and within the limits allowed by the
terms of foreign policy.
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A.M. Asmyxanosa!, MLIII. DrambGep anes?
1.H. T'ymunes amoindazot Eypasus yxmmork ynusepcumemi, Acmana, Kasaxcman
20A-Qapadu amuvindazvl Kasax Yammuix ynusepcumemi, Aamamut, Kasaxcman

XX raceIpabIH OipiHIIi )KapTHICBIHAA TYPKi XaabIKTaphl BIHTBIMAKTACTHIFBIH YATTHIK
aBTOHOMMsIAap MeHOepiHAe 3epTTeyaiH Maceaeaepi

Anpaatma. XX racelpably OipiHIN >KapTBICHI TYPKi-MYChLAMaH XaABIKTapbl YIIIiH MaHBI3ABI CasICH-
94eyMeTTiK esrepicrep KeseHi 0OABIII caHalaAbl. PeBOAIONMAABIK KaliTa KypyJdapJaH KeliH TypKi-
MYChlAMaH XaAblKTapbl Peceil MMIepUsICHIHBIH OTapAay CascaThbiHBIH >KaHa OOABIIEBUKTIK Ke3eHiHe
KapaMacTaH, ©34epiHiH YATTBIK OOAMBICHIH cakTall aaAbl. COHBIH HOTVKeCiHAe YATTHIK aBTOHOMUsAap
Kypblaa DacTagbl, 0AapAbIH asChlHAA TYPKi-MyCblLAMaH XaAbIKTapbhIHbIH Oipiry mpoueci sxypai. Oaapabiy
Ae0AOTUAABIK Ke3KapactapbiHa byxapa, Camapkang, Kasan, blcramOya, Kaup meapeceaepinge Giaim
aaraH >xoamAmilep biknaa erri. Ozap blcramOyasa OoaraH kesiHge >Kac TypikrepMeH OalllaHBICKa
TYCiIl, YATTBIK aBTOHOMUsIAAp KYPYy Ke3eHiHAe TYPKi XaAbIKTapBIHBIH BIHTHIMAKTacCTBIFbIHA HeTid 0oaraH
TBIH VAesAapAbIH bIKIaAbiHAA eai. CoHbIMeH, Oya MaKasdaga Peceit PeaeparnsichIHBIH >KoHe O30eKcTaH
Pecrrybaukaceinbiy OpTaablK MeMAeKeTTiK MyparaThlHaH aAblHFaH AepekrepiHe cyiteHe OTHIPbBII, XX
FachIpAbIH OipiHII >KapThICBIHAAFLI YATTHIK asToHOMMsAAap (Eaia-Opaa, Aaam Opaa, Typkicran, Illypo-
n-Vicaamus) KypaMBIHAQFBI TYPKi XaABIKTapBIHBIH ©3apa BIHTHIMAaKTacTBIFLIH JKaH->KaKThl Tal4ay MaKCaTbl
KoOlblAFaH. bya MakcaTka >xeTy yIIiH AMCKYPCTBIK TaAgay 94iCi MeH TapMXU CaAbICTBIpMaAbl 3epTrey
9/iciH K0AAaHy apKbLABI Pecell MMITepMACHIHBIH TYPKi-MyChLAMaH XaAbIKTapBIHBIH MHTeTpalyaAaHybIHbIH
TapUXU yAepiciH KepceTyre TaAIIBIHBIC JKacaaraH.

Tyitin ce3aep: Typki XaabIKTaphl, YATTHIK aBTOHOMUsAAAp, BIHTBIMAKTacTBIK, Peceil MMIIepMACH,
TYPKi 3Us4bLA@PHL.

AM. Asmyxanosa!, MLIII. DramOepanes?
1Espasutickuti HayuoHarvhvlil yrusepcumem umenu /A.H. I'ymuresa, Acmana, Kasaxcman
2Kasaxckuii HAUOHAALHBIIL YHuGepcumem umenu arv-Papadu, Aamamul, Kasaxcman

IIpo6aemMbl MccaeaoBaHMsI COTPYAHMYECTBA TIOPKCKIMX HapOAOB B IIePBO II0A0BUHE
XX Beka B paMKax HallIOHAAbHBIX aBTOHOMMIA

AHHOTaLH/ISI. HepBa;I nozoBuHa XX Beka crasa A5l TIOPKO-MYCYy/AbMaHCKIIX HapOAJOB II€p1O40M
3HAUYMTEABHBIX MOAUTUYECKMX U COIMAAbHBIX u3MeHeHUil. Ilocae PEBOAIOLIMIOHHBIX npeo6paaoBaHI/H71
TIOPKO-MYCY/AbMaHCKII€ HapOAbl HECMOTPsI Ha HOBBIT OOABIIEBUCTCKUIT DTAIl KOAOHUAABHOW IMOAUTUKIU

BECTHWVK Espasuiickozo Hauuonarviozo yrusepcumema umenu .H. [ymuresa. Ne 3(144)/2023
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Poccuiickoit MMIIepUM CMOTAM COXPAHUTDL CBOIO CAMOOLITHOCTL. B pesyabTaTe 9TOro HavaAm cO34aBaThCs
HalMlOHA/AbHBIE aBTOHOMUM, B pPaMKax KOTODPBIX Illed IPOLeCC MHTerpauuy TIOPKO-MYCyAbMaHCKUX
Hapo4oB. Ha mx wmpeiiHple B3rAsiabl IOBAUIAN AXKaAUABI IIOAy4duBIIMe oOpas3oBaHMe B Meapece
byxaprr, Camapkanga, Kaszann, CramOyaa u Kampa. Bo Bpems cBoero mpebGniBanms B CramOyae OHU
BCTYIIaAM B KOHTAKT C MAaJOTypKaMIU M HaXOAUANCEH I10/ BAMSHMEM HOBBIX MAENM, YTO CTal0 OCHOBOI
COTpyAHMYECTBa TIOPKCKMX HApOJAOB Ha DTalle CO3JaHMs HallMOHAABHBIX aBTOHOMMIL. Takum oOpasoM B
AAHHOJ CTaThe IIOCTaBAeHa IleAb KOMILAEKCHOTO aHaAu3a COTPyAHMYeCTBa TIOPKCKUX HApO4O0B B paMKax
HaIMIOHA/BHBIX aBTOHOMMII ITepBoii 11oA0BuHEI XX Beka (VItnap-Ypaa, Aaam Opgaa, Typkecran, lllypo- u-
Mcaamms) Ha ocHOBe apXuBHBIX AaHHBIX Poccmiickont ®Pegepannnu n LlenTpaabHOro rocysapcTBeHHOTO
apxusa PecniyGamxu YsOekncran. Jast AOCTMIKeHUs ITOCTaBAEHHON IleAU IIyTeM IIPUMeHeHus MeToja
AUCKYypC-aHaAM3a U MCTOPUKO-COIOCTaBUTEABHOIO MeTO4a MCCAeJ0BaHNUs AeAaeTCsl MOIBITKA OCBeIleHIs
UCTOPMYECKOTIO MpOoliecca MHTerpaluy TIOPKO-MYCyAbMaHCKIX HapoAoB Poccuiickoit nmiepun.

Karouesnie caosa: Tiopkckue HapoAbl, HallMOHaAbHbIe aBTOHOMMUM, COTpyAHMYecTsO, Poccmitckas
UMIIepUs], TIOPKCKas MHTeAAUTeHIISL.
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